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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

The present volume constitutes the tenth supplement to the Repertoire of the Prac­
tice of the Security Council, 1946-1951, which was issued in 1954. It covers the pro­
ceedings of the Security Council from the 2566th meeting on 29 January 1985 to the 
2834th meeting, on 20 December 1988. Further supplements covering the proceedings 
of later meetings will be issued at suitable intervals. 

In order to make it easier to trace the Council's practice in respect of any given 
topic over the entire period covered by the 11 volumes, the headings under which the 
practices and procedures of the Council were presented in the original volume have been 
generally maintained unchanged in this Supplement. Topics that the Council did not 
discuss anew during this time are identified by double asterisks (**). 

The methods employed and the principles observed in the preparation of this Sup­
plement are the same as for the original volume of the Repertoire. They are explained 
in the general introduction to that volume. The Repertoire is an expository work which 
presents the results of an empirical survey of the procedures of the Security Council in 
a way calculated to make reference easy, and constitutes essentially a guide to the pro­
ceedings of the Council. 

As was observed in the original volume, the Repertoire is not intended as a substi­
tute for the records of the Council, which constitute the only comprehensive and authori­
tative account of its deliberations. The categories employed to arrange the material are 
not intended to suggest the existence of procedures or practices that have not been clearly 
or demonstrably established by the Council itself. The Council is at all times, within the 
framework of the Charter of the United Nations, "master of its own procedure". The 
object of the Repertoire will have been achieved if readers, by using the descriptive titles 
of the headings under which the material is presented, are enabled to find relevant pro­
ceedings in order to draw conclusions for themselves concerning the practice of the 
Council. 

Details of the decisions of the Council have been included where appropriate in the 
accounts of its proceedings that make up this volume. The term "decision" has again 
been used to mean not only those "decisions" to which specific reference was made in 
the text of Articles of the Charter, but all significant steps decided upon by the Council, 
whether by vote or otherwise, in the course of consideration of a question. 

The reader should refer for full explanations of the organization and preparation of 
material to the explanatory matter in the original volume. An effort has been made to 
avoid unnecessary repetition of such explanations in this Supplement. 
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EDITORIAL NOTE 

References to the meetings of the Security Council are 
given in the following form: 

References to resolutions of the Council, published in 
yearly volumes of Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
rity Council, follow the system adopted in 1964. They are 
identified by number, followed by the year of adoption in 
parenthesis, as follows: 

S/PV.2567, para. 2. 
As distinct from earlier volumes, reference is made in 

the present Supplement only to the provisional verbatim re­
cords, as the practice of placing meeting records in the Of­
ficial Records of the Council was discontinued during the 
reporting period. 

Resolution 605 ( 1987). 
The designations employed and the presentation of the 

material in this publication do not imply the expression of 
any opinion whatsoever on the part of the Secretariat of the 
United Nations concerning the legal status of any country 
or territory or of its authorities, or concerning the delimi­
tation of its frontiers. 

Documents of the Council are identified by the serial 
number in the S/ series. Where reference is given only to 
a number in the S/ series, this indicates that the text has 
not yet been issued as part of the quarterly series of the 
Official Records. Where the document has been printed in 
the supplements to the Official Records, the reference is 
given as follows: 

A list of short and official titles for agenda items consid­
ered by the Council throughout the period 1985 - 1988 is 
presented below. The short titles were formulated exclu­
sively for the Repertoire in order to clarify for the reader 
the contents of the item under consideration. Hence they 
have no official standing. 

Example: 
S/11491, OR, 40thyr., Suppl.for July-Sept. 1985. 

For reasons of expediency, however, the document cita­
tions in chapter VIII are uniformly without reference to the 
Official Records. 

S/io,-1 title Official title 

Letter dated 28 January 1985 from the repre- Letter dated 28 January 1985 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of 
sentative of Chad Chad to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/16911) 

The situalion in the Middle East The situation in the Middle East: 

Letter dated 25 February 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Lebanon to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/16983) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/17093) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(S/17177) 

Letter dated 30 May 1985 from the Pennanent Representative ofEgyptto the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17228) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/17557) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(S/17628) 

Letter dated 6 January 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Lebanon to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17717) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/17965) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(S/18061) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/18164 
and Add.I and Add.I/Corr.I) 

Letter dated 4 September 1986 from the Pennanent Representative of France to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/18318) 

The situation in the Middle East: 
(a) Special Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba­

non (S/18348); (b) Letter dated 18 September 1986 ftom the Permanent Repre­
sentative of France to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council (S/18353) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/18396 
and Corr.I) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force (S/18453) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/18581 
and Corr.I and Add. I) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(S/18868) 
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Short title 

The situation in the Middle East [continued] 

The situation between Cran and Iraq 

The question of South Africa 

Official title 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/18990) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(S/19263) 

Letter dated 7 January 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Lebanon to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/1941 S) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/19445) 

Letter dated S May 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Lebanon to the United Na-
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19861) · 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(S/19895) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (S/20053) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(S/20276) 

Letter dated 9 December 1988 from the Pennanent Representative of Lebanon to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/203 I 8) 

The situation between Iran and Iraq: 

Letter dated 24 February 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Iraq to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/16980) 

Report of the Secretary-General on his visit to Iran and Iraq (S/17097); Letter dated 17 April 
1985 from the Secretary-General addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/17127) 

Letter dated 12 February 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Iraq to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17821) 

Report of the mission dispatched by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations of the 
use of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq 
(S/17911 and Add. I) 

Letter dated 30 September 1986 from the Permanent Representatives of Iraq, Jordan, Ku­
wait, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia and Yemen to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council (S/18372) 

Report of the Secretary-General (S/18480) 

The situation between Iran and Iraq: 

Report of the mission dispatched by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations of the 
use of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq 
(S/19823) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the implementation of operative paragraph 2 of Security 
Council resolution 598 {1987) (S/20093) 

Reports of the missions dispatched by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations of 
the use of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and 
Iraq (S/20060 and Add. I, S/20063 and Add. I, S/20134) 

The question of South Africa: 

Letter dated 28 February 1985 from the Deputy Pennanent Representative of Egypt to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/16991) 

Letter dated 24 July 1985 from the Permanent Representative of France to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/1735 I); Letter dated 25 July 
1985 from the Permanent Representative of Mali to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council (S/17345) 

The question of South Africa: 

Letter dated 10 June 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Zaire to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/18146) 

Letter dated 24 November 1986 from the Chairman of the Security Council Committee 
established by resolution 421 ( 1977) concerning the question of South Africa addressed 
to the President of the Security Council (18474) 

Letter dated IO February I 987 from the Permanent Representative of Egypt to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/18688) 

Letter dated 2 March 1988 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of 
Sierra Leone to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/19567); Letter dated 2 March 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Zambia 
to the President of the Security Council (S/19568) 

Letter dated IS March 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Zambia to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19624) 

Letter dated 16 June 1988 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Zam­
bia to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19939) 

xiv 



Sltort title 

The question of South Africa [ continued] 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the 
representative of Nicaragua 

The situation in Namibia 

The situation in Cyprus 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the representative 
of Botswana 

Elections to the International Court of Justice 

Official title 

Letter dated 23 November 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Zambia to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/20289) 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Pennanent Representative of Nicaragua to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17156) 

The situation in Namibia: 

(a) Letter dated 23 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative of India to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17213); (b) Letter dated 
23 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Mozambique to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17222); (c) Further report of the 
Secretary-General concerning the implementation of Security Council resolutions 435 
( 1978) and 439 ( 1978) concerning the question of Namibia (S/17242) 

(a) Letter dated 11 November 1985 from the Permanent Representative of India to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17618); (b) Letter 
dated 11 November 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Mauritius to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17619) 

Letter dated 25 March 1987 from the Permanent Representative of Gabon to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/18765); Letter dated 31 
March 1987 from the Permanent Representative of Zimbabwe to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/18769) 

Letter dated 23 October 1987 from the Permanent Representative of Madagascar to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19230); Letter 
dated 27 October 1987 from the Permanent Representative of Zimbabwe to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19235) 

Letter dated 27 September 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Zambia to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/20203) 

The situation in Cyprus: 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/17227 and 
Add.I and 2) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/17657 and 
Add.I and 2) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/18102 and 
Add.I and 2) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/18491 and 
Add.I) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/18880 and 
Add.I) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/19304 and 
Add.I) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/19927 and 
Add.I) 

Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations operation in Cyprus (S/20310 and 
Add.I) 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa: 

Letter dated 13 June 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Angola to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17267) 

Letter dated 19 September 1985 from the Pennanent Representative of Angola to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17474) 

Letter dated I October 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Angola to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17510) 

Report of the Security Council Commission of Investigation established under resolution 
571 (1985) (S/17648) 

Letter dated 12 June 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Angola to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/18148) 

Letter dated 19 November 1987 from the Pennanent Representative of Angola to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/ 19278); Letter dated 20 
November 1987 from the Permanent Representative of Zimbabwe to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19286) 

Letter dated 22 December 1987 from the representatives of the Congo, Ghana and Zambia 
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19377); Report of the Secretary­
General in pursuance of Security Council resolution 602 (1987) (S/19359) 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Botswana to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17279) 

Date of elections to fill a vacancy in the International Court of Justice (S/17433) 

Election of a member of the International Court of Justice (S/17621, S/17672) 
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Sltort title 

Elections to the International Court of Justice 
[ continued] 

United Nations for a better world and the respon­
sibility of the Security Council in maintaining 
international peace and security 

Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the repre­
sentative of Botswana 

Letter dated I October 1985 from the repre­
sentative of Tunisia 

The Middle East problem, including the Palestin­
ian question 

Letter dated 6 December 1985 from the repre­
sentative of Nicaragua 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 from the repre­
sentative of the United States of America 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Letter dated 4 February 1986 from the repre­
sentative of the Syrian Arab Republic 

The situation in southern Africa 

Letter dated 25 March 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Malta 

Letter dated 25 Match 1986 from the repre­
sentative ofthe Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics 

Letter dated 26 Match 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Iraq 

Letter dated 12 April 1986 from the representative 
of Malta 

Official title 

Date of the election to fill a vacancy in the International Court of Justice (S/18760, S/18761) 

Election ofa member of the International Court of Justice (S/19018, S/19062, S/19123) 

Election of five members of the International Court of Justice (S/19155, S/19156 and 
Rev.I, S/191S7, S/191S8) 

Date ofan election to fill a vacancy in the International Court of Justice (S/20340, S/20374) 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of the Security Council in main­
taining international peace and security 

Letter dated 26 September 198S from the Permanent Representative of Botswana to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17497) 

Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to Security Council resolution 568 ( 198S) 
(S/174S3) 

Letter dated I October 198S from the Permanent Representative of Tunisia to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17509) 

The Middle East problem including the Palestinian question: 

Letter dated 30 September 1985 from the Permanent Representative of India to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17507) 

Letter dated 6 December 1985 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of 
Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/17671) 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 from the Permanent Representative of the United States of 
America to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/17685) 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa: 

Letter dated 23 December 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Lesotho to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17692) 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories: 

Letter dated 11 September 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Qatar to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/174S6) 

(a) Letter dated 16 January 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Morocco to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17740); (b) Letter 
dated 16 January 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the United Arab Emirates 
to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17741) 

Letter dated 11 December 1987 from the Permanent Representative of Democratic Yemen 
to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19333) 

Letter dated 4 January 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Jordan to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19402) 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories: 

Report submitted to the Security Council by the Secretary-General in accordance with reso­
lution 605 (1987) (S/19443) 

Letter dated 29 March 1988 from the Permanent Representative of Tunisia to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/19700) 

Letter dated 4 February 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the Syrian Arab Re­
public to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/17787) 

The situation in southern Africa: 

Letter dated 29 January 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the Sudan to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17770) 

Letter dated 21 May 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Senegal to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council requesting "an urgent meet­
ing of the Security Council in order to consider South Africa's aggression against Bo­
tswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe" (S/18072) 

Letter dated 25 March 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Malta to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17940) 

Letter dated 25 March 1986 from the Permanent Representative of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council (S/17941) 

Letter dated 26 March 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Iraq to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17946) 

Letter dated 12 April 1986 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of 
Malta to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/17982) 
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Sliort title 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the representative 
of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the representative 
of Burkina Faso 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the representative 
of the Syrian Arab Republic 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the representative 
of Oman 

Letter dated 27 June 1986 from the representative 
of Nicaragua 

Letter dated 22 July 1986 from the representative 
of Nicaragua 

Appointment of the Secretary-General 

Letter dated 17 October 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Nicaragua 

Letter dated 13 November 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Chad 

Letter dated 9 December I 986 from the repre­
sentative of Nicaragua 

Application of Nauru to become a party to the Stat­
ute of the International Court of Justice 

Letter dated 10 February 1988 from the repre­
sentative of the Republic of Korea 

Letter dated IO February 1988 from the repre­
sentative of Japan 

Letter dated 11 March 1988 from the repre­
sentative of Argentina 

Letter dated 17 March 1988 from the repre­
sentative of Nicaragua 

Letter dated 19 April 1988 from the representative 
of Tunisia 

Letter dated S July 1988 from the representative of 
the Islamic Republic of Iran 

The situation concerning Western Sahara 

The situation relating to Afghanistan 

Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the repre­
sentative of Angola 

Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the repre­
sentative of Cuba 

Official title 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council (S/17991) 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of 
Burkina Faso to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/17992) 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of the 
Syrian Arab Republic addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17993) 

Letter dated IS April 1986 from the Permanent Representative of Oman to the United Na­
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter contains material bearing upon the 
practice of the Security Council in relation to all the pro­
visional rules of procedure with the exception of those 
rules which are dealt with in other chapters, as follows: 

Rules 6-12, in chapter II, "Agenda"; rule 28, in chapter V, 
"Subsidiary organs of the Security Council"; rules 37-39, in 
chapter III, "Participation in the proceedings of the Secu­
rity Council"; rule 40, in chapter JV, "Voting"; rules 58-
60, in chapter VII, "Practice relative to recommendations 
to the General Assembly regarding membership in the 
United Nations"; and rule 61, in chapter VI, "Relations 
with other United Nations organs". 

The major headings under which the material is entered 
in this chapter are the same as in previous Supplements. 
The arrangement of each part is based on the successive 
chapters of the provisional rules of procedure of the Secu­
rity Council. 

During the period under review, the Security Council 
has not adopted amendments to its provisional rules of pro­
cedure. However, there were two instances that might be 
viewed as observations on or calls for amendments to the 
Council's provisional rules of procedure. In the first in­
stance, during the proceedings at the Council's commemo­
rative meeting held in celebration of the fortieth anniver­
sary of the United Nations, 1 the representative of Egypt 
referred to a "vast spectrum of mechanisms" that were at 
the disposal of the Council in tackling situations and con­
flicts that might threaten international peace and security, 
and stated that those mechanisms would be enriched and 
rendered more effective by updating and rationalizing the 
Council's rules of procedure. He also said that the rules of 
procedure, despite their adoption 40 years earlier, re­
mained "provisional" and were not comprehensive or final, 
and that the time had come to update them and make them 
flexible enough to meet the requirements of international 
relations, taking into account the experience that had been 
acquired over the years.2 

1The agenda for the meeting (2608th mtg., held on 26 Septem­
ber 1985) was "United Nations for a better world and the respon­
sibility of the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security". 

2StPV .2608, Egypt, pp. 85 and 86. 

In the second instance, before the adoption of the agenda 
for the 2666th meeting, held on 24 February 1986, the rep­
resentative of France referred to the end of the previous 
meeting, during which, he said, "some shocking words" 
had been used that had called into question the Security 
Council's authority and reputation, which was unaccept­
able.3 The representative of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland associated his delegation with 
the remarks by the representative of France; and said that, 
when the Council met, they heard many "violent" 
speeches, some of which were strong but were within the 
bounds of propriety. He added that there were other state­
ments, including the one to which the representative of 
France had referred, which, as far as the choice of words 
and the way in which the Council was treated were con­
cerned, were beyond the bounds of propriety irrespective 
of what political view was being put forward. He then 
stated, without pretending that the Council was a court of 
law, that a court of law was protected by rules about con­
tempt of court; that a parliament was protected by rules 
about contempt of parliament; and that the Council, he 
submitted, should build up a body of practice that pro­
tected it against "contempt of Council". He concluded by 
stressing that they should insist that whatever the political 
problems that were brought before the Council, which in 
the eyes of the world was a central body dealing with great 
international issues of peace and security, those problems 
should be dealt with in a mannerly, orderly and respectful 
way. 4 

The rest of the material in this chapter is concerned with 
questions that arose regarding the application of a certain 
rule, especially when there was a discussion regarding 
variations from the Council's usual practice. The case his­
tories presented here do not constitute cumulative evidence 
of the practice of the Council, but are indicative of special 
problems that have arisen in the proceedings of the Council 
under its provisional rules of procedure. 

3The agenda for the 2666th meeting was "The situation between 
Iran and Iraq". For the statement, see S/PV.2665, pp. 37 and 38. 

4S/PV .2666, France, p. 2; United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, p. 6; United States of America. p. 6. For the 
statement by the United States at the previous meeting, see 
S/PV .2665, United States of America, p. 41. See also chapter XII, 
under Article 24 of the Charter. 

Part I 

MEETINGS (RULES 1-S) 

!'iOTE 

The material assembled in the present section reflects 
the provisions of Article 28 of the Charter and indicates 
special instances of the interpretation or application of 
rules 1-5. During the period under review, there were cases 

3 

falling under rule 4 (cases I, 2 and 3); there were no special 
instances of the application of rules 1-3 and 5. 

** A. CONSIDERATIO!'tl OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDME'IIT OF RULES 1-5 
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B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION 
OF RULES 1-5 

Rule 4 

CASE I 

On 29 August 1985, after infonnal consultations, the 
President issued a statement on behalf of the members of 
the Security Council.5 The contents of the statement inti­
mated that the members of the Council had agreed to hold 
a commemorative meeting of the Council at the level of 
Foreign Ministers to celebrate the fortieth anniversary of 
the United Nations and that the agenda for the meeting, 
which should be held on 26 September 1985, would be 
"United Nations for a better world and the responsibility 
of the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security". Furthennore, it had been agreed, taking into 
account practical considerations, that the meeting would 
be open for statements by the members of the Council. 

CASE 2 

At the 2608th meeting of the Security Council, which 
was a commemorative meeting held on 26 September 1985 
at the level of Foreign Ministers to celebrate the fortieth 
anniversary of the United Nations, there were both explicit 
and implicit references to Article 28, paragraph 2, of the 
Charter. The representative of India, speaking on the sub­
ject of enhancing the special responsibility of the Security 
Council and its role on behalf of the international commu­
nity in the collective maintenance of peace and security, 
thereby bringing it closer to the position that had been pre­
scribed for it in the Charter, stressed the importance of hold­
ing regular periodic meetings of the Council under Article 
28, paragraph 2, of the Charter. He further expressed the 
hope that their meeting at the level of Ministers would be 
followed by regular contacts at a high political level.6 

5S/17424, OR, 40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions oft/re Secu­
riti Council, 1985. 

S/PV.2608, p. 67. 

Chapter I. Provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council 

At the same meeting, the representative of Trinidad and 
Tobago stated that the Council should convene high-level 
meetings more frequently, as had been envisaged in the 
Charter, and that the meetings should review the efforts to 
facilitate the resolution of current or potential disputes and 
to analyse the prevailing international environment. He 
also said that convening high-level meetings more fre­
quently would serve to encourage exchanges of views and 
help to overcome "the misconceptions and distrust" that 
had so often led to stalemate and conflict. 7 

Finally, the representative of Egypt, while highlighting 
what he called the "vast spectrum of mechanisms" avail­
able to the Council in tackling situations and conflicts that 
might threaten international peace and security, noted the 
possibility in the rules of procedure of holding periodic 
meetings of the Council to review the international situ­
ation and to monitor grave incidents within the framework 
of what had come to be known as "preventive diplomacy".8 

CASE 3 

At the 2787th meeting, on 28 January 1988, in connec­
tion with the situation in the occupied Arab Territories, the 
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
reiterated his Government's proposal that the members of 
the Security Council proceed to consultations to consider 
the relevant questions and that the initiative for those con­
sultations could belong to the permanent members of the 
Council. He stated that, while the consultations could give 
added thrust to efforts to find a way out of the Middle East 
impasse, the conclusions and recommendations emerging 
from those consultations could be considered at a formal 
meeting of the Council, which, in view of the importance 
of the question for the maintenance of international secu­
rity, should be held at the level of Foreign Ministers.9 The 
same proposal had previously been made in a letter dated 
20 January 1988 from the representative of the USSR ad­
dressed to the Secretary-General. 10 

7Ibid , p. 34. 
8Ibid., p. 86. 
9S/PV.2787, p. 18. 
1°5/19442, OR, 43rd yr .. Suppl. for Jan.-March /988. 

Part II 

REPRESENTATION AND CREDENTIALS (RULES 13-17) 

NOTE 

Since 1948, the reports of the Secretary-General on the 
credentials of the representatives of members of the Secu­
rity Council have been circulated to the delegations of all 
members of the Council and, in the absence of a request 
that they be considered by the Council, have been consid­
ered approved without objection. In practice, however, the 
credentials under rule 13 have been submitted and reported 
on by the Secretary-General only at' times when changes 
in the representation of members of the Council have been 
made and when, at the beginning of each year, the repre­
sentatives of the newly elected non-permanent members of 
the Council have been designated. That practice was fol­
lowed during the period under review. 

In one instance, during the period under review, a Mem­
ber State that was participating in the discussion under rule 
37 of the provisional rules of procedure challenged the le­
gitimacy and representation of the Government of another 
Member State, also participating in the discussion under 
rule 37 (case 4). The President reaffirmed the international 
recognition of the Government in question. Subsequently, 
following a letter of protest at the position he had taken, 
the President sought and obtained a legal opinion on the 
credentials of the representative of the Government con­
cerned from the Office of Legal Affairs of the Secretariat. 

**A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 13-17 



Part III. Presidency (rules 18-20) 

B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION 
OF RULES 13-17 

CASE 4 

At the 2567th meeting, on 30 January 1985, in connec­
tion with the letter dated 28 January 1985 from the repre­
sentative of Chad, the representative of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya referred to a letter dated 28 January 1985 11 in 
which, he said, his Government's position had been made 
clear. He stated that there was a legitimate Government of 
National Unity under Goukouni Oueddei and that the pur­
pose of convening the meeting of the Security Council by 
the rebel regime of Hissein Habre in N'Djamena was, inter 
alia, to belittle the military importance and power of the 
legitimate Government and to give legitimacy to the rebel 
regime. He added that, in the effort to end the civil war in 
Chad, the Lagos Agreement had been signed by the 11 
Chadian parties and that the Agreement had led to the for­
mation of the Government that had been recognized by the 
Organization of African Unity. He maintained that the 
head of an army, Hissein Habre, who had sent a repre­
sentative to address the Council, represented only one of 
11 factions that had signed the Lagos Accord on National 
Reconciliation and that, therefore, the international com­
munity could not be deceived into giving legitimacy to a 
Government of only one faction, which had come to power 
through rebellion and force of arms, with the support of 
mercenary and foreign forces. 12 

The President (France) reminded the representative of 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya that the complaint that was be­
ing considered by the Security Council came from the in­
ternationally recognized Government of Chad and that its 
legitimacy could not be challenged in the Council. The 
President further stated that it had been at the request of 
the same Government that the President of the Council, 
speaking on behalf of its members, had made the state­
ment of 6 April 1983, 13 in which she had declared the 
recommendations of the Council regarding the settle­
ment of the dispute between Chad and the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya. 14 

Subsequently, in a letter dated l February 1985 ad­
dressed to the President of the Council, 15 the representative 
of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya referred to the verbatim rec­
ord of the 2567th meeting and categorically "denied" the 
remarks that had been made by the President, which Libya 

11 S/16912, OR, 40thyr., Suppl.forJan.-March 1985. 
12S/PV.2567, pp. 22-27 and 31 (second intervention). 
: 3S/15688, see Repertoire, Suppl. 198/-/984, chap. VIII, part II. 
45/PV.2567, p. 29. 

15S/16922, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1985. 
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had considered as representing the viewpoint of France 
alone, thus exceeding the role and the powers of the Presi­
dency of the Council. 

In a letter dated 5 February 1985 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Council, 16 the representative of France acknow­
ledged the letter from the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya in which 
there was a reference to the position he had taken at the 
2567th meeting as President of the Council, and attached 
the note he had received from the Office of Legal Affairs 
of the Secretariat containing the latter's legal opinion on 
the question. In the note annexed to the letter from France 
it was stated that, on 12 October 1984, the Credential~ 
Committee of the current, thirty-ninth session of the Gen­
eral Assembly had submitted its first report to the Assem­
bly, and that the report had included the credentials of the 
delegation of Chad, which had been signed by Hissein 
Habre, President of the Republic of Chad, Chief of State, 
and had named as head of delegation Mr. Gouara-Lassou, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and Cooperation. Moreover, 
the report of the Credentials Committee revealed that no 
member of the Committee had raised any question what­
soever regarding the credentials of Chad and that the Com­
mittee had adopted without a vote a resolution accepting 
all the credentials that were therefore in it, including those 
of Chad. When, on 17 October 1984, the General Assem­
bly, at its 32nd plenary meeting, had taken up the first 
report of the Credentials Committee, a number of delega­
tions-including that of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya-had 
placed on record reservations concerning certain creden­
tials that had been approved in the report of the Com­
mittee, but none of those delegations had entered any 
reservation whatsoever concerning the credentials of the 
delegation of Chad or the legitimacy of the Government 
that had issued the credentials. The note then concluded 
that, at its thirty-ninth session, the General Assembly had 
accepted, without any dissent, credentials for Chad that had 
been signed by President Hissein Habre and that the As­
sembly had therefore recognized the right of the Govern­
ment concerned currently to represent Chad in the United 
Nations. The note from the Office of Legal Affairs finally 
drew attention, in the light of the letter dated 1 February 
1985 from the representative of the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya, to the provisions of General Assembly resolution 
396 (V) of 14 December 1950, regarding "Recognition by 
the United Nations of the representation of a Member 
State". 

16S/16942, ibid. 

Part III 

PRESIDENCY (RULES 18-20) 

NOTE 

Part III of the present chapter is confined to the proceed­
ings of the Security Council relating directly to the Office 
of the President. Material relevant to the exercise by the 
President of his functions in connection with the agenda is 

dealt with in chapter II. The exercise by the President of 
his functions in the conduct of a meeting is reflected in the 
material included in part V of this chapter. 

During the period under review, there was one case fall­
ing within the purview of rule 19, which deals with the 



6 

conduct of the Presidency (case 5). There were no special 
instances of the application of rules 18 and 20. 

The Council continued to use informal consultations as 
a procedure for reaching decisions. In some instances, the 
President presented the results of such consultations to the 
Council in the form of a statement of consensus 17 or as a 
draft resolution, which the Council then adopted without 
further debate. 18 In other instances, the President an­
nounced the agreement or consensus in a note or letter cir­
culated as a Council document. In one of those instances 
the letter from the President conveying the "provisional 
agreement" of the members of the Council to a set of pro­
posals by the Secretary-General, in connection with the 
situation relating to Afghanistan, included the proviso that 

17For the texts of such statements, see S/17004, S/17036, 
S/17050, S/17130, S/17151, S/17206, S/17215, S/17408, S/17413, 
S/17424, S/17486, Sll7501, Sll7554, SIJ7575, S117635, S117653 
and SI 17702, OR, 40th yr .. Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
rity Council, 1985; S/17745, S/17932, S/18111, S/18138, S/18157, 
S/18320, S/18439, S/18487, S/18492 and S118538 ibid., 41st yr., 
Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 986; S/18610, 
S118641, S/18691, S/18756, S/18808, S/18863, S/18885, S119068, 
Sil 930 I and SI 19382, ibid., 42nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions 
of the Security Council, I 987; S/19626, S/199 I 2, S/19959, 
S120096, S/20156, S/20208, S/20306 and Sl20330 ibid., 43rd yr., 
Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, /988. 

18F or the texts of such draft resolutions, see Sil 7 I 00, adopted 
without change as resolution 561 ( 1985); S/17202, adopted without 
change as resolution 563 ( 1985); SI 17232, adopted without change 
as resolution 564 ( 1985); Sil 7266, adopted without change as reso­
lution 565 ( 1985); S/17567, adopted without change as resolution 
575 ( 1985); SIi 7642, adopted without change as resolution 576 
(1985); S117680, adopted without change as resolution 578 (1985); 
SI l 7859, adopted without change as resolution 582 (1986); 
S/18019, adopted without change as resolution 583 (1986); 
S/18109, adopted without change as resolution 584 (1986); 
S/18151, adopted without change as resolution 585 ( 1986); 
SI 18226, adopted without change as resolution 586 ( 1986); 
S118383, adopted without change as resolution 588 (1986); 
S/18481, adopted without change as resolution 590 (1986); 
Sil 8474 (letter dated 24 November 1986 containing the recommen­
dation in the fonn of a draft resolution from the Chainnan of the 
Security Council Committee established by resolution 421 ( 1977)), 
adopted without change as resolution 591 (1986); S/18515, 
adopted without change as resolution 593 ( I 986); SI! 8597, 
adopted without change as resolution 594 ( 1987); S118881, 
adopted without change as resolution 596 ( 1987); Sll8909, 
adopted without change as resolution 597 ( I 987); SI 18983, 
adopted without change as resolution 598 ( 1987); S/19008, 
adopted without change as resolution 599 ( 1987}; S/ 19296, 
adopted without change as resolution 603 ( I 987); S/19338, 
adopted without change as resolution 604 ( 1987); SIi 9461, 
adopted without change as resolution 609 ( I 988); S/19911, 
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that particular exchange of letters "not be regarded as a 
precedent for the future" .19 

** A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDMENT OF RULES 18-20 

B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION 
OF RULES 18-20 

Rule 19 

CASE 5 

Subsequent to the 2567th meeting, on 30 January 1985, 
in the course of which the President (France) had re­
sponded to the challenge by reaffirming the international 
legitimacy of the Government of the Republic of Chad 
(case 4), 13 the representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
addessed a letter dated 1 February 198515 to the President 
(India) refuting the remarks by the Council's President at 
the 2567th meeting, which his Government considered as 
representing the viewpoint of France alone. He further 
noted in the letter that it was the second occasion on which 
the President of the Council had exceeded his or her power 
and had used the Presidency to express the point of view 
of his/her own country. He then referred, in that connec­
tion, to the statement by the President of the Council at the 
2430th meeting, on 6 April 1983 13 and said that his Gov­
ernment believed that such behaviour might have adverse 
consequences for the work of the Council and for its credi­
bility as a neutral organ that merely transmitted the deci­
sions of the members. 

adopted without change as resolution 613 ( 1988 ); S/19936, 
adopted without change as resolution 614 ( 1988); Sl20038, 
adopted without change as resolution 616 ( 1988); S/20069, 
adopted without change as resolution 617 (1988); S/20097, 
adopted without change as resolution 619 ( 1988); S/20193, 
adopted without change as resolution 621 ( I 988); S/20250, 
adopted without change as resolution 622 ( 1988 ); S/20300, 
adopted without change as resolution 624 ( 1988); S/20324, 
adopted without change as resolution 625 {I 988); and S/20339, 
adopted without change as resolution 626 ( I 988). 

1'1for the text of the letter, see S/19836, OR, 43rd yr., Resolu­
tions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 988; for the texts of 
the other notes or letters, see S/17148, ibid., 40th yr, Resolutions 
and Decisions of the Security Council, 1985; SIi 1506, ibid.; 
Sll7635, ibid.; Sil 6913, ibid., SIi 8033, ibid., 41st yr., Resolutions 
and Decisions of the Security Council, 1986; S/18136, ibid.; 
SIi 9809, ibid., 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council, 1988; S/19973, ibid.; S/20105, ibid.; S/20112, ibid.; 
S/20155, ibid.; and S/20352, ibid. 

Part IV 

SECRETARIAT (RULES 21-26) 

NOTE 

Part IV relates to rules 21-26 of the provisional rules 
of procedure, which delineate the specific functions and 
powers of the Secretary-General, under Article 98 of the 
Charter, in connection with the meetings of the Security 
Council. 

During the period under review, the Secretary-General 
was requested or authorized: 

(a) To submit reports on the implementation of the de­
cisions on the question of South Africa and to monitor 
developments related to South Africa's threats of acts of 
aggression against neighbouring States;20 

2°R.csolutions 560 ( 1985) of 12 March 1985, 569 ( 1995) of 26 
July 1985, 581 (1986) of 13 February 1986 and 591 (1986) of 28 
November 1986. 
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(b) To continue consultations with the Government of 
Lebanon, and other parties directly concerned, in connec­
tion with the mandate of the United Nations Interim Force 
in Lebanon (UNIFIL), and to submit a report thereon; 21 

(c) To make the necessary arrangements for a deploy­
ment of UNIFIL to the southern border of Lebanon, to 
adopt urgently measures for the reinforcement of the secu­
rity of its personnel and to submit reports thereon;22 

(d) To keep the Council apprised of the development 
of the situation in Central America, in connection with the 
letter dated 6 May 1985 from the representative of Nica­
ragua, and the implementation of resolution 562 ( 1985);23 

(e) To submit, in connection with the situation in the 
Middle East and the mandate of the United Nations Dis­
engagement Observer Force (UNDOF), a report on the 
developments in the situation and the measures taken to 
implement resolution 33 8 ( 1973 );24 

(/) To submit a report, in connection with the situation in 
the occupied Arab territories, on the implementation of reso­
lution 592 (1986) and to examine the situation in the territo­
ries by all means available to him and to reJX>rt thereon;25 

(g) To continue his mission of good offices, in connec­
tion with the situation in Cyprus, to keep the Council in­
formed of the progress made and to submit a report on the 
implementation of the resolution of the Council;26 

(h) To arrange, in connection with the situation in Na­
mibia, a ceasefire between South Africa and the South 
West Africa People's Organization in order to undertake 
the administrative and other practical steps necessary for 
the emplacement of the United Nations Transition Assist­
ance Group and to report on the progress in the implemen­
tation of Council resolutions;27 

(i) To monitor, in connection with the complaint of An­
gola against South Africa, developments in the situation, 
including the withdrawal of the South African military 
forces from the territory of Angola, and to report on the 
implementation of Council resolutions;28 

21Resolutions S61 (l98S) of 17 April 198S, S7S (198S) of 17 
October l98S, S83 (1986) of 18 April 1986, S86 ( 1986) of 18 July 
1986, 594 (1987) of IS January 1987, S99 (1987) of 31 July 1987, 
609 ( 1988) of 29 July 1988 and 617 ( 1988) of 29 July 1988. 

22Resolution S87 ( 1986) of 23 September 1986 and presidential 
statements of 5 September and 31 October 1986, respectively, 
S/18320 and S/18439, OR, 41st yr., Resolutions and Decisions of 
the Security Council, 1986. 

23Resolution 562 (198S) of IO May 1985. 
24Resolutions S63 (198S) of 17 April 198S, S76 (198S) of 21 

November I 98S, S84 ( 1986) of 29 May 1986, 590 ( 1986) of 26 
November 1986, S96 (1987) of 29 May 1987, 603 ( 1987) of 2S 
November 1987, 613 (1988) of 31 May 1988 and 624 (1988) of 
30 November 1988. 

25Resolutions S92 ( 1986) of 8 December 1986 and 60S ( 1987) 
of 22 December 1987. 

26Resolutions 56S (1985) of 14 June 198S, 578 (198S) of 
12 December I 98S, S85 ( 1986) of I 3 June I 986, 593 ( 1986) of I I 
December 1986, 597 (1987) of 12 June 1987, 604 (1987) of 14 
December 1987, 614 (1988) of IS June 1988 and 625 (1988) of 
IS December 1988, and presidential statement of 20 September 
I 98S, S/17486, OR. 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Se­
curity Council, J 988. 

27Resolutions S66 (I 98S) of I 9 June I 985 and 601 (1987) of 30 
October 1987 and presidential statement of 29 September 1988, 
S/20208, OR, 43rd yr .. Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council, I 988. 

28Resolutions 567 ( 1985) of 20 June 1985, 577 ( 1985) of 6 De­
cember 1985, 602 ( 1987) of 25 November 1987. and 606 ( 1987) 
of 23 December 1987. 
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(j) To enter into consultation with the Government of 
Botswana and the relevant United Nations agencies on 
measures to assist that Government in ensuring the safety, 
protection and welfare of the refugees in Botswana and to 
report thereon;29 

(k) To submit a report, in connection with the letter 
dated I October 1985 from Tunisia, on the implementation 
of resolution 573 (I 985);30 

({) To establish, in consultation with the Government 
of Lesotho, an appropriate presence comprising one or two 
civilians in Maseru, for the purpose of keeping him in­
formed of any development affecting the territorial integ­
rity of Lesotho and to monitor, through appropriate means, 
the implementation of resolution 580 (1985) and the pre­
vailing situation and to submit a report as necessary; 31 

(m) To continue or to intensify his ongoing efforts, in 
connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, to as­
sist the two parties to give effect to United Nations ob­
servers to verify, confirm and supervise the ceasefire and 
withdrawal; to make the necessary arrangements in con­
sultation with the parties; to explore in consultation with 
Iran and Iraq the question of entrusting an impartial body 
with inquiring into responsibility for the conflict; to exam­
ine measures to enhance the security and stability of 
the· region; to take the necessary steps to set up a United 
Nations Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group; to carry out 
prompt investigations in response to allegations brought to 
his attention by any Member State concerning the possible 
use of chemical and bacteriological (biological) or toxic 
weapons that may constitute a violation of the 1925 Ge­
neva Protocol or other relevant or customary international 
law, in order to ascertain the facts of the matter; and to 
submit reports on all these;n 

(n) To report urgently, in connection with the letter 
dated 19 April 1988 from the representative of Tunisia, 
any new elements available to him and relating to the ag­
gression;33 

(o) To appoint a special representative for Western Sa­
hara and to submit a report as soon as possible on the hold­
ing of a referendum for self-determination of the people of 
Western Sahara and on ways and means to ensure the or­
ganization and supervision of such a referendum by the 
United Nations in cooperation with the Organization of Af­
rican Unity;34 

(p) To keep the Council informed of further develop­
ments, in connection with the situation relating to Afghan­
istan, in accordance with the Geneva agreements and the 
arrangements for the temporary dispatch to Afghanistan 

29Resolutions 568 ( 1985) of 21 June 1985 and 572 ( 1985) of 30 
Sefitember 1985. 

0Resolution 573 (1985) of 4 October 1985. 
31 Resolution S80 (198S) of 30 December 1985. 
12Resolutions 582 ( 1986) of 24 February 1986, 588 ( 1986) of 8 

October 1986, 598 ( 1987) of 20 July 1987. 619 ( 1988) of 9 August 
1988 and 620 (1988) of 26 August 1988 and presidenlial state­
ments of21 March and 22 December 1986, respectively, S/17932 
and S/18538, OR, 41st yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
ril)' Council. /986; presidential statements of 16 January, 14 May 
and 24 December 1987, respectively, S/18610, S/18863 and 
S/19382; ibid., 42nd yr .. Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council, /987; and presidential statements of 16 March and 18 Au­
gust 1988. respectively, SI 19626 and S/20096, ibid., 43rd _vr .. 
Resolutions and Decisions uf the Security Council, I 988. 

HResolution 611 ( 1988) of 25 April 1988. 
34Resolution 621 ( 1988) of 20 September 1988. 
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and Pakistan of military officers from existing United Na­
tions operations to assist in the mission of good offices;15 

(q) To take the necessary steps, in connection with the 
letters, both dated 17 December 1988, from the repre­
sentatives of Angola and Cuba, for the establishment of a 
United Nations Angola verification mission, to report im-

35Resolution 622 (1988) of 31 October 1988. 

Chapter I. Provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council 

mediately after the signature of the agreements referred to 
in paragraph 4 of resolution 626 ( 1988) and to inform the 
Council of further developments. 36 

There were no special instances, during the period under 
review, of the application of rules 21-26. 

36Resolution 626 ( 1988) of 20 December 1988. 

Part V 

CONDUCT OF BUSINESS (RULES 27-36) 

:"ion: 

Part V sets out the cases bearing on rules 27-36. Material 
relating to rule 28 can be found in chapter V, which deals 
with the subsidiary organs of the Security Council. Mate­
rial relating to rules 37-39 is covered in chapter Ill, which 
deals with participation in the proceedings of the Security 
Council. During the period under review, there were no spe­
cial instances of the application of rules 29, 34, 35 and 36. 

As in previous volumes of the Repertoire, the cases as­
sembled here are indicative of the special problems that 
arose in the application of the rules on the conduct of busi­
ness, rather than the routine practice of the Council. They 
relate to such matters as: 

(a) Rule 27, on the order of intervention in the debate 
(case 6); 

(b) Rule 30, on the extent to which the President rules 
on a point of order (cases 7 and 8). Those instances in 
which representatives, having asked to be recognized on a 
point of order, made statements in which no rule was re­
quired have not been included in the present study; 

(c) Rule 32, on the order of precedence of principal 
motions and draft resolutions, including requests for sepa­
rate voting on parts of a motion or of a draft resolution 
( cases 9-13 ); 

(d) Rule 33, on the suspension and adjournment of 
meetings (cases 14-17). 

•• A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR 
AMENDME:'<T 01-' RULES 27-36 

8. SPl:CIAL CASES CO'."iCER!'lil~G THE APPLICATION 
OF Rl'LES 27-36 

Rule 27 

CASE 6 

At the 2655th meeting, on 6 February 1986, in connec­
tion with the letter dated 4 February 1986 from the repre­
sentative of the Syrian Arab Republic, the President, after 
thanking the representative of the United Kingdom for his 
statement after the vote on the draft resolution, 37 appealed 

37S1! 7796 (draft resolution submitted by the Congo. Ghana. 
Madagascar. Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates, 
subsequently revised. voted upon and not adopted). OR, 41st yr .. 
Suppl. for Jan. -March, 1986 

urgently, in view of the lateness of the hour, in particular 
to the representatives of Israel, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
and the Syrian Arab Republic-who were participating in 
the Security Council's discussion under rule 3 7 of the pro­
visional rules of procedure-not to insist on their desire to 
speak. The President then stated that he had just been in­
formed that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, a 
member of the Council, wished to speak in the exercise of 
the right of reply and that, naturally, if he called on the 
representative of the Soviet Union, he should be obliged 
to call on all the others who had requested to speak. But, 
the President added, since the Soviet Union was a member 
of the Council, he thought that the appeal he had made to 
the non-members of the Council remained valid. The Presi­
dent then called on the representative of the Soviet Union 
to make a statement in the exercise of the right of reply. 

The representative of the Soviet Union noted, at the out­
set of his statement, that it seemed to him that "everybody" 
and not just members of the Security Council had the right 
to exercise the right of reply, and that the President's de­
cision might be disputed. The representative of the Soviet 
Union said that, in any event, he was using his right of 
reply and then he continued with his statement. Following 
the statement by the representative of the Soviet Union, the 
President renewed his "urgent appeal" that he had made to 
the representatives of Israel, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
and the Syrian Arab Republic not to insist on the request 
to speak. There was no objection. 38 

Rule 30 

CASE 7 

At the 2655th meeting, on 6 February 1986, in connec­
tion with the letter dated 4 February 1986 from the repre­
sentative of the Syrian Arab Republic, the representative 
of the United Arab Emirates requested as a point of order 
that the Security Council proceed to the vote on the draft 
resolution37 and postpone further statements "in reply" un­
til after the vote. The President stated that the Council 
would then proceed to the vote. There was no objection.B 

CASE 8 

At the 2774th meeting, on 16 December 1987, in con­
nection with the situation in the occupied Arab territories, 

38s/PV 2655, pp. 122-128. 
39Jbid .. p. I 08 
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the President stated that the representative of India, who 
was participating in the discussion under rule 3 7 of the Se­
curity Council's provisional rules of procedure, wished to 
speak in exercise of the right of reply and invited him to 
take a place at the Council table. The representative of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
then raised a point of order and said that he understood that 
in fact there were no rights of reply in the Security Council, 
and that representatives who were not members of the 
Council were invited simply to address the Council and 
make statements. He added that he thought it important 
that no wrong precedent be set, and that, while they wel­
comed statements, there was no right of reply. 

The President differed with the statement that was made 
by the representative of the United Kingdom on a point of 
order, and said that they had, with the consent of the Coun­
cil, invited the representative of India to make a statement. 
The President said that, according to established practice 
in the Council, the representative of India had the right to 
exercise his right of reply, and he called upon him to make 
a statement. There was no challenge.40 

Rule 32 

CASE 9 

At the 2580th meeting, on IO May 1985, in connection 
with the letter dated 6 May 1985 from the representative 
of Nicaragua, the representative of India requested, under 
rule 38 of the Security Council's provisional rules of pro­
cedure,41 that the draft resolution submitted by Nicara­
gua,42 which was participating in the discussion under rule 
37, be put to the vote. The representative of the United 
States of America requested a paragraph-by-paragraph 
vote on the draft resolution, stating that separate votes on 
each paragraph would demonstrate to the Council the ex­
istence of broad areas of agreement between the position 
of his Government and that of the Government of Nicara­
gua. There was no objection. Following a separate vote on 
each paragraph, during which the eighth preambular para­
graph and operative paragraphs l and 2 were not adopted, 
the remaining parts of the draft resolution were voted on 
as a whole and adopted unanimously as resolution 562 
(I 985).•J 

CASE JO 

When the 2607th meeting resumed (case 16), the Presi­
dent said that they were back at the point at which, before 
the suspension of the meeting, he had stated that, if there 
was no objection, they would proceed to the vote on the 
six-Power draft resolution as orally reviscd.44 The repre­
sentative of the United States of America said that the only 
paragraph with which they had any difficulty was opera­
tive paragraph 5 of the draft resolution, as orally revised, 

4oS/PV.2774, pp. 77 and 78. 
41For the application of rule 38, see chap. Ill, "Participation in 

the fcroceedings of the Security Council". 
4 S/17172, subsequently voted upon and adopted as resolution 

562 ( 1985), following a separate vote on each paragraph; sec also 
char., IV, "Voting". 

4 S/PV.2580, pp. I 16-128; see also note 42. 
44S/17481 (draft resolution submitted by Burkina Faso. Egypt. 

India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago), orally revised 
and subsequently voted upon and adopted as resolulion 571 ( 1985). 
following a separate vote on operative paragraph 5. 
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and requested whether under rule 32 they could have a 
separate vote on paragraph 5 and then proceed with a vote 
on the rest of the draft resolution. There was no objection.45 

CASE II 

At the 2617th meeting, on 7 October 1985, in connection 
with the complaint by Angola against South Africa, the 
President requested, in his capacity as representative of the 
United States of America, that a separate vote be taken on 
operative paragraph 6 of the six-Power draft resolution be­
fore the Council.46 There was no objection. Following the 
adoption of operative paragraph 6 by a vote of I 4 in favour 
to none against and I abstention, the draft resolution as a 
whole, including operative paragraph 6, was voted upon 
and adopted unanimously as resolution 574 (I 985). 47 

CASE 12 

At the 2631 st meeting, on 6 December l 985, in connec­
tion with the complaint by Angola against South Africa, 
when the President put, without objection, the six-Power 
draft rcsolution 48 to the vote, the representative of the 
United States of America requested a separate vote on op­
erative paragraph 6 of the draft resolution. He also stated 
that, as in previous similar situations, he believed that their 
request, if acceded to, would facilitate the broadest possi­
ble support for the draft resolution. There was no objection 
and operative paragraph 6 was separately voted on and 
adopted by 14 to none, with I abstention. The draft reso­
lution as a whole, including operative p~ragraph 6, was 
voted upon and adopted unanimously as resolution 577 
( 1985).49 

CASE 13 

At the 2686th meeting, on 23 May 1986, in connection 
with the situation in southern Africa, the representative of 
Trinidad and Tobago introduced, on behalf of the sponsors, 
a series of oral revisions to the five-Power draft resolu­
tion,~0 and requested that the draft resolution, as orally re­
vised, be put to the vote. 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland welcomed the oral amendments, 
which, he said, were helpful and, in the light of which, he 
asked for a separate vote on the twelfth preambular para­
graph and on operative paragraph 6. In response to that 
request, the representative of Trinidad and Tobago said 
that, in accordance with rule 32, he would like the Security 
Council to proceed to a vote on the five-Power draft reso­
lution, as orally revised, as a whole. The President quoted 

45S/PV.2607, pp. 51 and 52. 
46S/l 753 l (drnft resolution submitted by Burkina Faso. Egypt, 

India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago), subsequently 
voted upon and adopted as resolution 574 ( 1985), following a sepa­
rate vote on operative paragraph 6. 

47S/PV.2617, pp. 48 and 49. 
48S/I 7667 (draft resolution submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, 

India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago). subsequently 
voted upon and adopted as resolution 577 ( 1985). following a sepa­
rate vole on operative paragraph 6 

49S/PV.263 t, pp. 31 and 32 
~oS/18087 ( draft resolution submilled by the Congo, Ghana, 

Madagascar, Trinidad and Tohago and the United Arab Emirates). 
subsequently orally revised, voled upon and not adopled, OR. 4 /st 
yr .. Suppl. for A1,ril-J1111e, I 9H6 
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the relevant part of rule 32 of the Council's provisional 
rules of procedure, which states: 

"Parts of a motion or of a draft resolution shall be voted on sepa­
rately at the request of any representative, unless the original mover 
objects." 

Following his quotation of the pertinent part of rule 32, 
the President stated that, since the sponsors of the draft 
resolution had objected to the proposal for separate votes 
on parts of the draft resolution, the Council would consider 
the draft resolution as a whole. The representative of the 
United Kingdom requested a clarification, stating that he 
had not actually heard the representative of Trinidad and 
Tobago objecting to the proposal and that it had not been 
clear that he had been objecting. The representative of 
Trinidad and Tobago stated that, while what he had pre­
viously said ought to have met the case, he would remove 
all question of doubt by restating to the Council that he 
had been authorized by the original movers of the draft 
resolution, as orally revised, to inform the Council that 
they objected to the proposal and that the Council should 
proceed to vote on the draft resolution as a whole. The 
Council proceeded to the vote on the draft resolution, as 
orally revised, as a whole. 51 

Rule 33 

CASE 14 

At the 2572nd meeting, on 11 March 1985, in connection 
with the situation in the Middle East, the representative of 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
raised a point of order and wondered what the intentions 
of the President were and how they should proceed further 
in the debate. He noticed they had a long list of speakers 
and said that he did not even know whether the list he had 
was a comprehensive list or whether there might yet be 
more and that, given the lateness of the hour and conflict­
ing engagements some of them had, he personally pre­
ferred to close the deliberations for that evening rather 
soon. 

The President recalled what had been agreed at the 
2570th meeting, on 7 March 1985, and said that, since 
there had been no formal request for suspension of the 
meeting, he had intended to exhaust the list of speakers 
and proceed to a vote on the draft resolution.~' The repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom reiterated his preference 
that the Security Council continue its discussion the fol­
lowing morning since they still had a lengthy list of speak­
ers to which a number of explanations of vote would cer­
tainly be added if they proceeded to the vote that night. 
The President asked if the representative of the United 
Kingdom would call for the application of rule 33 to ad­
journ the meeting and, when the latter acceded to the re­
quest, the President read out the entire provisions of rule 
33 of the provisional rules of the Council's procedure. The 
President then asked if there was any objection to the pro­
posal by the representative of the United Kingdom. There 
was none, and the meeting was adjourned until I 0.30 a.m. 
the following day. 53 

51 S/PV.2686, pp. 126 and 127; sec also chap. IV, "Voting". 
52S/l 7000 (draft resolution submitted by Lebanon, subsequently 

voted upon at the 2573rd mtg .. on 12 March 1985, and not 
adoted), OR. 40th yr .. Suppl. for Jan.-March. J 985. 

5 S/PV.2572, pp. 104-107. 
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CASE 15 

At the 2600th meeting, on 25 July 1985, during the Secu­
rity Council's consideration of the question of South 
Africa, the representative of France requested that the 
meeting be suspended for some 45 minutes to allow certain 
consultations with a view to voting on the draft resolu­
tion,54 when the meeting resumed. The representative of 
Burkina Faso, speaking on behalf of the members of the 
Security Council belonging to the Movement of Non­
Aligned Countries, also requested, under rule 33, para­
graph I, of the provisional rules of procedure, that the 
meeting be suspended to enable consultations on the draft 
resolution. The meeting was suspended at 7.45 p.m. 

When the meeting resumed at 12.05 a.m., the repre­
sentative of France proposed that the draft resolution be 
put to the vote. The representative of Burkina Faso, speak­
ing on behalf of the members of the Council belonging to 
the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, requested that 
the vote be postponed to allow some members of the Coun­
cil to seek instructions from their Governments. The Presi­
dent proposed to adjourn the meeting, bearing in mind the 
statements by the representative of France-a sponsor of 
the draft resolution before the Council ~and by the repre­
sentative of Burkina Faso, as well as the fact that a few 
speakers remained to be heard. The President stated that 
the next meeting of the Council would be held later on that 
day, at 11.00 a.m., and asked interested parties to meet be­
fore then to continue with the consultations. There was no 
objection. jj 

CASE 16 

At the 2607th meeting, on 20 September 1985, in con­
nection with the complaint by Angola against South Af­
rica, the President declared that the Security Council was 
ready to proceed to the vote on the six-Power draft reso­
lution,44 and then announced that he had been informed by 
the sponsors of the draft resolution of revisions to two 
paragraphs, one of which was of a textual nature. When 
the President said that they would then proceed to the vote 
on the draft resolution, as orally revised, the representative 
of the United States of America requested, under rule 33, 
a "short recess" to discuss the matter further before putting 
the revised draft resolution to a vote (sec case I 0). 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics asked if that was possible under the rules of pro­
cedure since they had already started the process of voting. 
To that, the President responded, while he was open to ex­
pert opinion, that his personal understanding was that once 
the voting procedure had started, it should not be inter­
rupted. The President further said that, perhaps under the 
circumstances, the request of the representative of the 
United States of America might be granted. To a further 
question by the representative of the Ukrainian Soviet So­
cialist Republic as to how long he intended the recess to 
be, the President suggested that it would be of some I 0 
minutes. Following that exchange, the representative of In­
dia requested all members of the Council to stay in the 
chamber or nearby so that they could reconvene in IO min-

54S/l 7354 (draft resolution submitted by Denmark and France), 
subsequently revised and adopted al lhe 2602nd mtg., on 26 July 
1985, as resolution 569 ( 1985). 

55s;rv 2600. PP- 91-1 o 1. 
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utes. The representative of the Soviet Union then stated 
that he presumed it was understood that the current deci­
sion would not constitute a precedent or introduce any 
changes in the rules of procedure of the Council. The Presi­
dent concurred with that understanding and the meeting 
was suspended for l O minutes. 56 

CASE 17 

At the 2776th meeting, on 18 December 1987, in con­
nection with the situation in the occupied Arab territories, 
the President stated that intensive consultations had taken 
place that day between the sponsors of the five-Power draft 
resolution57 and several members of the Security Council 

S6SfPV. 2607, pp. 46-51. 
57S/193S2 (draft resolution submitted by Argentina, the Congo, 

Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and Zambia), subsequently re­
vised and adopted at the 2777th mtg., on 22 December 1987, as 
resolution 605 ( 1987}. 
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in order to produce a text that would command the broadest 
support within the Council. The President added that he 
had been informed that the consultations on the matter had 
not been completed and that, in that connection, he had 
been requested to suspend the meeting for one hour. There 
was no objection. 

When the meeting resumed, the President said that he 
had been informed that further consultations were required 
among the sponsors of the draft resolution and members of 
the Council and that the Council should, therefore, defer 
action on the draft resolution until the afternoon of the fol­
lowing Monday, 21 December. There was no objection and 
the meeting was adjoumed.58 

sss/PV.2776, pp. 40 and 41. 

Part VI 

VOTING (RULE 40) 

NOTE 

Rule 40 of the provisional rules of procedure contains no 
detailed provisions concerning the mechanics of the vote 
or the majorities by which the various decisions of the 
Council should be taken. It simply provides that voting in 
the Council shall conform to the relevant Articles of the 
Charter and of the Statute of the International Court of Jus­
tice. Material concerning the majorities by which the deci­
sions of the Council should be taken will be found in chap­
ter IV, "Voting". Material concerning certain aspects of 
the mechanics of voting has already been presented else­
where in this chapter. 

During the period under review, members of the Council 
on certain occasions referred to a rule that does not appear 

in the provisional rules of procedure of the Council but in 
the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly, under 
which the voting process may not be interrupted once it is 
in progress except for reasons relating to the actual conduct 
of the voting ( see case 16 ). 59 

On certain other occasions, members of the Council, as 
in the past, were recorded as not participating in the vote 
on resolutions declared to have been adopted. During the 
period covered by the present supplement, there were no 
special instances relating to the application of rule 40. 

59Other occasions on which members of the Council referred to 
a rule that does not appear in the provisional rules of procedure of 
the Council but in the rules of the General Assembly, relate to 
statements in the exercise of the "right of reply" (see cases 6·8). 

*Part VII 

**LANGUAGES (RULES 41-47) 

**NOTE 

**A. CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF RULES 41-47 

**B. SPECIAL CASES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF RULES 41-47 

Part VIII 

PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS, RECORDS (RULES 48-57) 

NOTE 

In accordance with rule 49, the verbatim records of each 
meeting are made available in the working languages to the 
representatives on the Security Council, as well as to the 

representatives of any other States that participated in the 
meeting. A note is incorporated in mimeographed copies 
of the record showing the time and date of distribution. 
Corrections are requested in writing, in quadruplicate, 
within three working days, to be submitted in the same 

.. --·--------------- -··-··-------
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language as the text to which they refer. These corrections 
are included, in the absence of any objection, in the Offi­
cial Record of the meeting, which is printed and distrib­
uted as soon as possible after the time limit for correction. 
During the period under review, the Council held six pri­
vate meetings.60 At the close of each meeting, the Council 
issued a communique through the Secretary-General, in 
accordance with rule 55 of the provisional rules of proce­
dure. 

There were no special instances of the application of 
rules 48-57 during the period covered by the present Sup­
plement. However, there were rare occasions during the 
Council's deliberations on which implicit references were 
made to rule 48 of the provisional rules of procedure. At 
the 2608th meeting,61 which was a commemorative meet­
ing held on 26 September 1985 at the level of Foreign 
Ministers, in celebration of the fortieth anniversary of the 
Organization, there were a few instances that might be 
viewed as some discussion or interpretation of the pur­
poses and advantages of rule 48. On the one hand, the rep­
resentative of France declared the meeting "unprece­
dented" and said that the 1970 meeting62 of the Council at 
the ministerial level had had no impact on international 
public opinion, because it had taken place in private. He 
stated that the current meeting was a public one because 
they had wanted it to be so and that, while "quiet diplo­
macy" might have its virtues, it was nevertheless not the 
natural role of the Council, which had been designed to 
take public positions. In their view, he said, that was even 
more necessary 40 years after the entry into force of the 
Charter and at a time when the speed and impact of 
audiovisual communications entailed that there should be 

60rhe six meetings were the following: 
2566th 29 January Consideration of the draft 

1985 report of the Security Council 
to the General Assembly; 

2627th 15 November Consideration of the draft 
1985 report of the Security Council 

to the General Assembly; 
27 I 4th IO October Recommendation regarding the 

1986 appointment of the Secretary­
General of the United Nations; 

2720th 12 November Consideration of the draft 
1986 report of the Security Council 

to the General Assembly; 
2768th 25 November Consideration of the draft 

1987 report of the Security Council 
to the General Assembly; 

2829th 8 November Consideration of the draft 
1988 report of the Security Council 

to the General Assembly. 
61The agenda for the meeting was: "United Nations for a better 

world and the responsibility of the Security Council in maintaining 
international peace and security". 

621555th meeting, on 21 October 1970 (first periodic meeting), 
see Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, Supplement 
/969-/971. 
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a close link between international public opinion and the 
persons and organs responsible for diplomatic actions. 
He asserted that, far from growing stronger, the link had 
actually weakened and that currently there was a gulf be­
tween the Council and world public opinion.63 

On the other hand, the representative of Australia said 
that, since they had joined the Council as a non-permanent 
member, they had tried to help improve the Council's ca­
pacity for "quiet diplomacy" through such means as, for 
instance, the reduction of the number of participants in 
Council deliberations, the holding of periodic meetings to 
review the state of international security and taking timely 
action to prevent the Council from waiting until crises had 
actually arrived before calling on the Secretary-General to 
try to settle them. He stated that Australia also agreed with 
the Secretary-General's approach that the Council should 
make a concerted effort to deal with one or two of the ma­
jor problems that were before it and that it should redouble 
its attempts to end the war between Iraq and Iran. To that 
end, he said, the Government of Australia had proposed 
that the Council have separate private meetings with each 
of the parties to the conflict. In order to help break the im­
passe, he added, the scope for progress towards a solution 
could be explored privately at such meetings. He then re­
gretted, in the same context, that his Government's idea to 
hold the present meeting in private had not been favoured 
and was of the opinion that, had it been a private, informal 
session, they could have exchanged ideas freely and 
frankly on how to make the Council work more effec­
tively. 64 

At the same meeting, the President, speaking in his ca­
pacity as the representative of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, stated that, over the 
years, the Council had turned out to be probably an agent 
more of persuasion than of coercion; that their functions, 
when perfonned at their best, had tended to move away 
from open public meetings to "discussions in confi­
dence";65 and that in such and in other ways they had 
achieved some notable successes. He further stated that not 
every problem was best considered by being publicly de­
bated; that not every debate was best terminated by a reso­
lution; and that the idea of private, formal meetings might 
reduce the scope for "propaganda" and increase the Coun­
cil's ability to play a constructive role.66 

63S/PV.2608, p. 71. 
6'ibid., pp. 112 and I 13. 
6~he reference to "discussions in confidence" might well be a 

reference to the Council's "informal consultations of the whole", 
and not necessarily to a "private meeting" as stipulated under rule 
48 of the provisional rules of procedure. The Council's "consulta­
tions of the whole" is an arrangement of convenience for negoti­
ating or drafting purposes established in practice outside the 
framework of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter relates to material concerning rules 
6 to I 1 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council. 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the mate­
rial in the present chapter is presented directly under the 
rule of procedure to which it relates. The chapter is divided 
into four parts: part I, Consideration of the adoption or 
amendment of rules 6- I 2; part II, The provisional agenda 
(rules 6-8); part III, Adoption of the agenda (rule 9); and 
part IV, The agenda: Matters of which the Security Coun­
cil is seized (rules 10 and 11 ). 

No material has been entered under part I since the 
Council did not have occasion to consider any change in 
rules 6 to 12. Nor was any material found for treatment 
under part II dealing with the circulation of communica­
tions by the Secretary-General and the preparation and 
communication of the provisional agenda. 

Part III contains material on the procedure and practice 
of the Security Council in connection with the adoption of 
the agenda. No material has been found for treatment under 
section A dealing with the procedure of the Council in voting 
on the adoption of the agenda. In section B no material has 
been entered under subheading 1 dealing with consideration 
of the requirements for the inclusion of an item in the agenda. 
Subheading 2 includes one case history concerning the effect 
of the inclusion of an item on the agenda. 

No material was found for inclusion in section C dealing 
with other questions that were discussed in connection 
with the adoption of the agenda. Part IV relates to the list 
of matters of which the Council is seized. No entry is pre­
sented under section A relating to rule 10. The tabulation 
in section B (rule 11) supplements the tabulation in the pre­
vious volume of the Repertoire and indicates the changes 
that have since occurred in the list of matters of which the 
Council is seized. 

•• Part I 

CONSIDERATION OF fflE ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF RULES 6-12 

Part II 

THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA 

NOTE 

The questions raised in this section concern the applica­
tion of the provisional rules of procedure to the prepara­
tion, approval and circulation of the provisional agenda 
and the circulation by the Secretary-General of communi­
cations concerning matters for consideration by the Coun­
cil. 

Under the provisions of rule 6, the Secretary-General is 
obliged to bring to the attention of members of the Council 
all communications from States, organs of the United Na­
tions or the Secretary-General concerning all matters for 
the consideration of the Council. During the period under 
review, however, there were no instances in which the 
question of circulation of communications arose. Commu-

nications from regional arrangements or agencies received 
pursuant to Article 54 of the Charter are also circulated in 
the SI series of documents. 

Rule 7 entrusts the drawing up of the provisional agenda 
for each meeting to the Secretary-General subject to the 
approval of the President of the Council. The Secretary­
General's discretion with respect to the inclusion of new 
items is restricted to those items that have been brought to 
the attention of the Council under rule 6. In addition to the 
express provisions of rule 7, the Secretary-General also 
has to take into account whether a specific request to in­
clude the item has been made. During the period under re­
view there was no instance involving the manner of pre­
paring the provisional agenda. 

Part III 

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (RULE 9) 

NOTE 

Under rule 9, the first item on the provisional agenda for 
each meeting of the Security Council is the adoption of the 
agenda. Unless an objection has been raised, the Council 
usually adopts the provisional agenda without vote, either 
with or without amendments. 

15 

During the period under review, the Council included 24 
new issues in its agenda, which in some cases dealt with 
specific incidents or aspects of more general questions. 
Not all requests from Member States for the consideration 
of issues led to formal meetings of the Council. 
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No material was found for inclusion in section A con­
cerning the procedure of the Council in voting on the adop­
tion of the agenda. 

Section B refers to case histories of the discussion in the 
Council when objection has been raised to the adoption of 
the agenda in connection with the substance of the item on 
the provisional agenda. The case histories are not con­
cerned with the grounds of objection, which are, however, 
briefly indicated. No material was found for treatment un­
der subheading 1 concerning discussion in the Council of 
the requirements for the inclusion of an item in the 
agenda. Subheading 2 deals with the effects of such in­
clusion (case 1). 

Section C refers to instances when the Council discussed 
other questions of procedure arising on adoption of the 
agenda such as the order of discussion of items, the scope 
of items in relation to the scope of the discussion, the 
phrasing of agenda items and the participation of non­
members of the Council before the adoption of the agenda. 
No material was found for inclusion in the section during 
the period under review. 

During that period, participation in the discussion of the 
adoption of the agenda was limited to members of the 
Council. 

0 A. PROCEDURE OF VOTING ON THE ADOPTION OF 
THE AGENDA 

••t. Votes taken concerning individual items on the 
provisional agenda 

**2. Votes taken on proposals to determine or change 
the order of items 

**3. Votes taken on the adoption of the agenda as a 
whole 

B. CONSIDERATION OF: 

••t. Requirements for the inclusion of an item in the 
agenda 

Chapter II. Agenda 

2. Effect of the inclusion of an item in the agenda 

CASE I 

At the 2791st meeting, on 16 February 1988, the provi­
sional agenda read as follows: 1 

I. Adoption of the agenda. 

2. Letter dated IO February 1988 from the Permanent Observer of 
the Republic of Korea to the United Nations addressed to the President 
of the Security Council (S/ 19488 ). 

Letter dated 10 February 1988 from the Permanent Representative 
of Japan to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Se­
curity Council (S/19489). 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics stated that his delegation did not consider it use­
ful to include on the agenda of the Security Council the 
question of the destruction of the South Korean aircraft. 
The document submitted by South Korea could not serve 
as a point of reference for the Council's debate. In his 
view the inclusion of that item on the agenda could have 
negative consequences for the already quite tense situ­
ation in the Korean peninsula. He wanted the position of 
his delegation to be reflected in the records of the Security 
Council. 

The President (United States) said that the statement by 
the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics would be included in the official records of the Coun­
cil. In the absence of other speakers (or any objections) the 
agenda was adopted. 

**C. OTHER DISCUSSION ON THE ADOPTION OF 
THE AGENDA 

•• t. Order of discussion of the items on the agenda 
**2. Scope of items and sub-items on the agenda in re­

lation to the scope of the discussion 
**3. Phasing of items on the agenda 

1S/ Agenda/2791. 

Part IV 

THE AGENDA: MATTERS OF WHICH THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
IS SEIZED (RULES 10 AND 11) 

NOTE 

Rule l O of the provisional rules of procedure was de­
signed to enable the Security Council to continue, at its 
next meeting, the consideration of an item of unfinished 
business without subjecting that item to renewed debate in 
connection with the adoption of the agenda. In practice, 
however, the provisional agenda has not contained all 
items of unfinished business. 

In the previous volumes of the Repertoire, it was noted 
that items on the agenda of the Council have remained on 
the Secretary-General's summary statement of matters of 
which the Council is seized when the tenor of the Council's 
discussion or its specific decisions have revealed a continu­
ing concern with the matter. 

During the period under review, additional evidence sup­
porting such retention was provided when the President of 

the Council announced, upon conclusion of the debate, that 
the Council remained seized of a question. 

The tables appearing in section B.1 supplement the ta­
bles in the previous volume of the Repertoire and indicate 
the changes that have since occurred in the list of matters 
of which the Council is seized. 

'"*A. RULE 10 

B. RULE 11 

1. Retention and deletion of items from the Secretary­
General's summary statements on matters of which 
the Security Council is seized 

This table supplements those appearing in previous vol­
umes of the Repertoire. Part (a) indicates items added to 
the list of matters of which the Council was seized during 
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the period 1985-1988 and part (b) indicates items appear­
ing on previous lists concerning which new information 
was included in the summary statements during that pe­
riod. 

The deletion of items, dealt with in part (c), takes place 
following a request addressed to the Secretary-General by 
the Member States parties to the issue in question. Such a 
request is brought to the attention of the members of the 
Council by the Secretary-General in an informal commu­
nication seeking their consent to the deletion of the item. 
In the absence of objections on the part of the members of 

the Council, the Secretary-General then deletes the item in 
question from the annual list of matters of which the Coun­
cil is seized. Items may also be deleted with the consent 
of the Council, on the initiative of the President or individ­
ual members of the Council or by a decision at the close 
of a debate. During the period covered by the present Sup­
plement, two items were deleted from the list. Part (d) in­
dicates statements of the President that appeared on the 
summary statement or in the Security Council reports, but 
were not adopted as an agenda item during the period 
1985-1988. 

(a) ITEMS ADDED TO THE LIST OF MATTERS OF WHICH THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
WAS SEIZED DURING THE PERIOD 1985-1988 

/Jem 

Letter dated 28 January 1985 
from the Charge d'affaires 
a.i. of the Permanent Mis­
sion of Chad to the United 
Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from 
the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Nicaragua to the 
U nitcd Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 
from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

United Nations for a better 
world and the responsibility 
of the Security Council in 
maintaining international 
peace and security 

Letter dated 26 September 
1985 from the Permanent 
Representative of Botswana 
to the United Nations ad­
dressed to the President of 
the Security Council 

Letter dated 1 October 1985 
from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Tunisia to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 6 December 1985 
from the Charge d'affaires 
a.i. of the Permanent Mis­
sion of Nicaragua to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 16 December 
1985 from the Permanent 
Representative of the United 
States of America to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council (hostage-taking and 
abduction) 

First entry m summary 
First mclus10n m the agenda statement 

2567th meeting, 
30 January 1985 

2577th meeting, 
8May 1985 

2598th meeting, 
21 June 1985 

2608th meeting, 
26 September 1985 

2609th meeting, 
30 September 1985 

2610th meeting, 
2 October 1985 

2633rd meeting, 
10 December 1985 

2637th meeting, 
18 December 1985 

SI 16880/ Add.4, 
13 February 1985 

S/16880/Add. I 8, 
20 May 1985 

S/16880/Add.24, 
9 June 198S 

S/16880/Add.38, 
16 October 1985 

S/16880/Add.39, 
6 November 1985 

S/16880/Add.39, 
6 November 1985 

S/16880/Add.49, 
19 December 1985 

S/16880/Add.50, 
31 December 1985 

last acllon of the Council as 
at 31 December I 988 

Adopted agenda and 
heard statements 

Adopted resolution 
562 ( 1985 ), 2580th 
meeting, 10 May 1985 

Adopted resolution 
568 ( 1985 ), 2599th 
meeting, 21 June 1985 

President made a state­
ment (S/1750 I), 
2608th meeting, 
26 September 1985 

Adopted resolution 572 
( 1985 ), 2609th meeting, 
30 September 1985 

Adopted resolution 5 7 3 
( 1985), 2615th meeting, 
4 October 1985 

Adopted agenda and heard 
statements 

Adopted resolution 579 
(1985), 2637th meeting, 
18 December 1985 

Final enrry ,n summary 
sratement as ar 3 I 
December /988 

S/16880/Add.38, 
I 6 October 198 5 
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Final entry in .nuw•ary 
First entry 1n :nunmary Last action of the Council as stat-ent a.r at JI 

Item 1-"rrst inclusion ,n the agenda statement al 3 I December I 988 !Hce1'1ber /988 

Letter dated 4 February 1986 2651st meeting, S/17725/Add.5, failed to adopt draft reso-
from the Permanent Repre• 4 february 1986 18 February 1986 lution S/17796/Rev.l, 
sentative of the Syrian Arab 2655th meeting, 6 Feb• 
Republic to the United Na- ruary 1986 
tions addressed to the Presi• 
dent of the Security Council 

The situation in southern Africa 2652nd meeting, S/17725/Add.5, Adopted agenda and heard 
5 February 1986 18 February 1986 statements 

Letter dated 25 March 1986 2668th meeting, S/17725/ Add. I 2, Adopted agenda and heard 
from the Permanent Repre• 26 March 1986 15 April I 986 statements 
sentative of Malta to the United Draft resolution 
Nations addressed to the Prcsi- (S/17954), 2671st 
dent of the Security Council meeting, 31 March 1986 • 

not voted 

Letter dated 25 March 1986 
from the Permanent Repre• 
sentative of the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics to 
the United Nations ad-
dressed to the President of 
the Security Council 

Letter dated 26 March 1986 
from the Permanent Repre• 
sentative of Iraq to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 12 April 1986 from 2672nd meeting, S/17725/Add.14, Adopted agenda and heard 
the Charge d'affaires a.i. of 12 April 1986 23 April 1986 statements 
the Permanent Mission of Draft resolution 
Malta to the United Nations (S/17984), 2673rd meet• 
addressed to the President of ing, 14 April 1986 
the Security Council 

Letters dated IS April 1986 2674th meeting, SIi 7725/Add.15, Failed to adopt draft reso-
from the Charges d'affaires IS April 1986 30 April 1986 lution S/18016/Rev.l, 
a.i. of the Permanent Mis• 2682nd meeting, 21 
sions of the Libyan Arab April 1986 
Jamahiriya, Burkina Faso 
and the Syrian Arab Repub-
lie, and from the Permanent 
Representative of Oman to 
the United Nations ad-
dressed to the President of 
the Security Council 

Letter dated 27 June 1986 2694th meeting, S/17725/Add.26, Adopted agenda and heard 
from the Permanent Repre• I July 1986 16 July 1986 statements 
sentative of Nicaragua to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 22 July 1986 from 2700th meeting, S/ 17725/ Add.30, Failed to adopt draft reso• 
the Permanent Representative 29 July 1986 11 August 1986 lution S/18250, 2703rd 
of Nicaragua to the United meeting, 31 July 1986 
Nations addressed to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council 

Letter dated 17 October 1986 2715th meeting, S/17725/Add.42, Adopted agenda and heard 
from the Permanent Repre- 21 October 1985 31 October I 986 statements 
sentative of Nicaragua to 
the United Nations ad-
dressed to the President of 
the Security Council 

Letter dated 13 November 2 721 st meeting, SI 17725/ Add.46, Adopted agenda and heard 
1986 from the Permanent 18 November 1986 26 November 1986 statements 
Representative of Chad to 
the United Nations ad-
dressed to the President of 
the Security Council 
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Final entry in .n.m,nary 
First entry III summary lost action of the Cormci/ os statement os 01 31 

/Jem First mclu.<ion ,,. the agenda statement at 3 I December I 988 December /988 

Letter dated 9 December 1986 2728th meeting, S/17725/Add.49, Failed to adopt draft 
from the Permanent Repre- IO December I 986 23 December 1986 resolution S/18428, 
sentative of Nicaragua to the 2718th meeting, 
United Nations addressed to 28 October 1986 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated IO February 1988 2791th meeting, S/19420/Add.7, Adopted agenda and heard 
from the Permanent Ob- 16 February 1988 25 February 1988 statements 
server of the Republic of Ko-
rea to the United Nations ad-
dressed to the President of 
the Security Council 

Letter dated IO February I 988 
from the: Permanent Rcprc-
sentative of Japan to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 11 March 1988 2800th meeting, S/19420/Add. l I, Adopted agenda and heard 
from the Permanent Repre• 17 March 1988 25 March 1988 statements 
sentative of Argentina to the 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 17 March 1988 2802nd meeting, S/19420/Add. l l, Adopted agenda and heard 
from the Charge d'affaires a.i. 18 March 1988 25 March 1988 statements 
of the Permanent Mission of 
Nicaragua to the United Na-
tions addressed to the Presi-
dent of the Security Council 

Letter dated 19 April 1988 2807th meeting, S/19420/Add.16, Adopted resolution 611 
from the Permanent Repre- 21 April l 988 28 April 1988 ( 1988), 2810th meeting, 
sentative of Tunisia to the 25 April 1988 
United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security 
Council 

Letter dated 5 July 1988 from 2818th meeting, SI 19420/ Add.28, Adopted resolution 616 SI 19420/ Add.29, 
the Acting Permanent Repre• 14 July 1988 22 July 1988 (1988 ), 2821st meeting, 28 July 1988 
sentative of the Islamic Re- 20 July 1988 
public of Iran to the United 
Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security 
Council 

The situation relating to 2828th meeting, SI 19420/ Add.44, Adopted resolution 622 
Afghanistan 31 October 1988 8 November 1988 ( I 988), 2828th meeting, 

31 October 1988 

Letter dated 17 December 2834th meeting, S/19420/Add.51, Adopted resolution 626 
1988 from the Permanent 20 December 1988 29 December 1988 ( 1988), 2834th meeting, 
Representative of Angola to 20 December 1988 
the United Nations ad-
dressed to the Secretary-
General 

Letter dated 17 December 
1988 from the Permanent 
Representative of Cuba to 
the United Nations ad-
dressed to the Secretary-
General 

Date of elections to fill a va• 2604th meeting, S/ 16880/ Add.36, Adopted resolution 570 S/16880/Add.36, 
cancy in the International 12 September 1985 I October 1985 (1985), 12 September 7 October 1985 
Court of Justice (S/17433) 1985 

Date of elections to fill a va- 2739th meeting, S/18570/Add.12, Adopted resolution 595 18570/Add.12, 
cancy in the International 27 March 1987 3 April 1987 ( 1987), 27 March 1987 3 April 1987 
Court of Justice - 1987 

Election of a member of 2632nd meeting, S/16880/Add.49, Recommended one candi- S/16880/Add.49, 
the International Court 9 December 1985 I October 198.5 date to fill the vacancy, I October 1985 
of Justice 2632nd meeting, 

9 December 1985 
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Fma/ entry 111 .rummary 
Frrsl entry 111 .rummary last ac//011 of rhe Councr/ as statement as al 31 

/tetrl First 111c/us1on 111 the agenda statement at JI December I 988 December /988 

Election of a member of the In- 2752nd meeting, S/18570/Add.37, Recommended one candi- S/18570/Add.37, 
ternational Court of Justice • 14 September and 30 September 1987 date to fill the vacancy, 30 September 
1987 IS October 1987 2752nd meeting, 14 Sep- 1987 

tember 1987 

Election of five members of 2760th and 2762nd S/18570/ Add.45, Recommended 5 candi- S/18570/Add.45, 
the International Court of meetings, 10 December 1987 dates to fill the vacan- 10 December 
Justice 11 November 1987 cies, 2760th and 2762nd 1987 

meetings, 11 November 
1987 

Recommendation regarding the 2774th meeting, S/17725/Add.40, Secretary-General issued a 
appointment of the Secretary- 10 October 1986 20 October 1986 communique, 2779th 
General of the United (private) meeting, 10 October 
Nations 1986 

Consideration of the draft re• 2566th meeting, S/16880/Add.4, Adopted draft report S/16880/Add.4, 
port of the Security Council 29 January 1985 13 February 198S 13 February 1985 
to the General Assembly 16 (private) 
June 1983-15 June 1984 

16 June 1984-15 June 1985 2627th meeting, S/16880/Add.45, Adopted draft report S/16880/Add.45, 
I 5 November 1985 26 November 1985 26 November 
(private) 1985 

16 June 1985-IS June 1986 2720th meeting, S/17725/Add.45, Adopted draft report S/17725/Add.45, 
12 November 1986 19 November 1985 19 November 
{private) 1985 

16 June 1986-IS June 1987 2768th meeting, S/18570/Add.47, Adopted draft report S/18570/Add.47, 
25 November 1987 14 December 1987 14 December 
(private) 1987 

16 June 1987-15 June 1988 2829th meeting, S/19420/Add.45, Adopted draft report S/19420/Add.45, 
8 November 1988 14 November 1988 14 November 
(private) 1988 

Letter dated 21 August I 987 2753rd meeting, S/18570/Add.4I, Decided to refer the appli- S/18570/Add.42, 
from the Acting President IS October 1987 23 October 1987 cation to the Security 3 November 1987 
and Minister for External Af• Council's Committee of 
fairs of the Republic of Nauru Experts for study. Re-
addressed to the Secretary• quested the Committee 
General (S/19137) ( concern- to meet the next day, I 6 
ing Nauru's application to October 1987. Re-
become a party to the Stat- quested the Committee 
ute of the International to prepare its report. 
Court of Justice) 

Report of the Chairman of the 2754th meeting, S/18570/Add.42, Adopted resolution 600 S/18570/Add.42, 
Committee of Experts con- 19 October 1987 3 November 1987 ( 1987), 2754th meeting, 3 November 1987 
cerning the conditions on 19 October 1987 
which the Republic of Nauru 
may become a party to the 
Statute of the International 
Court of Justice 

(b) ITEMS THAT APPEARED IN PREVIOUS VOLUMES OF THE REPERTOIRE ON WHICH NEW ACTION BY THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL WAS REPORTED IN SUMMARY STATEMENTS ISSUED DURING THE PER1OD 1985-1988 

//em 

The situation in the Middle East 

The situation between Iran and 
Iraq 

The question of South Africa 

The situation in Namibia 

Frrst entry in summary 
First 111clus1on 111 the agenda statement 

1341 st meeting, 
24 May 1976 

2247th meeting, 
26 September 1980 

1988th meeting, 
21 March I 977 

1387th meeting, 
25 January 1968 

S/7913, 
29 May 1976 

S/13737/Add.38, 
3 October 1980 

S/12269/Add.12, 
31 March 1977 

S/8367, 
30 January 1968 

last ac11on of the Council as 
at 3 / December / 988 

Failed to adopt draft resolu­
tion S/20322, 2832nd meet­
ing, 14 December 1988 

Adopted resolution 620 
(1988), 2825th meeting, 
26 August 1988 

Adopted resolution 623 
( 1988), 2830th meeting, 
23 November 1988 

President made a state­
ment (S/20208), 2827th 
meeting, 29 September 
1988 

Fmal entry 111 si1mmary 

statement as at 3 I 
December /988 



Part IV. The aae•da: Matten of which the Security Council is seized (rules 10 and 11) 

First e11try i11 mmmary 
Item First i11clusion i11 tile agenda statement 

The situation in Cyprus 1779th meeting, S/11185/ Add.28, 
16 July 1974 24 July 1974 

Complaint by Angola against 2077th meeting, S/12520/ Add.17, 
South Africa 5 May 1978 11 May 1978 

The Middle East problem 1870th meeting, S/ll935/Add.2 
including the Palestinian 12 January 1976 22 January 1976 
question 

Complaint by Lesotho against 1981 st meeting, S/11935/Add.51, 
South Africa 27 December 1976 30 December 1976 

The situation in the occupied I 916th meeting, S/119351 Add. I 8, 
Arab tenitories 4 May 1976 II May 1976 

The situation concerning West- 1849th meeting, S/11593/ Add.42, 
em Sahara 20 October 1975 29 September I 988 

La.rt action of tile Cowu:il as 
at 3 I December 1988 

Adopted resolution 625 
(1988), 2833rd meeting, 
15 December 1988 

Adopted resolution 606 
( 1987), 2778th meeting, 
23 December 1987 

Adopted agenda and heard 
statements 

Adopted resolution 580 
( 1985), 2639th meeting, 
30 December 1985 

President issued a state­
ment (Sl20156), 
26 August 1988 

Adopted resolution 621 
(I 988), 2826th meeting, 
20 September 1988 
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FiNll entry in summary 

statement as at JJ 
December 1988 

(c) ITEMS THAT WERE DELETED FROM THE LIST OF MATTERS OF WHICH THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
WAS SEIZED DURING THE PERIOD 1985-1988 

Item 

Letter dated 20 February 1961 
from the representative of Li­
beria addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 
(Sl4738) 

Letter dated 12 December 
1975 from the Permanent 
Representative of Iceland ad­
dressed to the President of 
the Security Council 

First inclusion in tile agellda 

944th meeting, 
10 March 1961 

1866th meeting, 
16 December 1975 

First entry i11 summary 
statement 

Sl4765, 
14 March 1961 

SI 115931 Add.SO, 
23 December 1975 

laJt actio11 of the Cou11cil as 
at 3 I December I 98/J 

Failed to adopt draft reso­
lution (S/4769), 946th 
meeting, I 5 March 1961 

Adopted agenda and heard 
statements 

Fi11al e,rtry i11 summary 
stateme111 as at 31 
December /988 

S/17725, 
8 January 1986 

Sll8570, 
8 January 1987 

(d) STATEMENTS OF THE PRESIDENT THAT APPEARED ON THE SUMMARY STATEMENT OR IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
REPORTS, BlIT WERE NOT ADOPTED AS AN AGENDA ITEM DURING THE PERIOD 1985-1988 

lte11t 

Statement by the President 
(release of Achille Lauro pas­
sengers) 

Statement by the President 
( terrorist attacks at Rome 
and Vienna airports) 

Statement by the President of 
the Security Council on the 
occasion of the fonicth anni­
versary of the first meeting 
of the Security Council and 
the inauguration on I Janu­
ary 1986 of the International 
Year of Peace 

First e111ry i11 mmmary 
First inc/usio11 i11 tile agellda s1a1eme111 

2618th meeting, 
9 October 1985 prior 
to the adoption of 
the agenda" 

Sii 68801 Add.40, 
5 November 1985 

2639th meeting, Sil 7725, 
30 December 1985 upon 8 January 1986 
the resumption 
of the meeting after 
a suspension for 
consultationsb 

2642nd meeting, 
17 January 1986 prior 
to the adoption of the 
agenda< 

S/17725/ Add.2, 
22 January 1986 

laJt action of tile Cowtcil as 
at J / December 19/JIJ 

President made a state­
ment (Sil 7554), 2618th 
meeting, 9 October 1985 

President read out a state• 
ment on behalf of the 
members of the Council 
(S/17702) 

President read out a state­
ment on behalf of the 
members of the Council 
(Sil 7745) 

"The agenda of the 2618th meeting was, "The Middle East problem including the Palestinian question". 
i>The agenda of the 2639th meeting was, "Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa". 
<The agenda of the 2642nd meeting was, "The situation in the Middle East". 

Fi,ra/ e11try ill !UlflltlQTy 

state,ne111 as at 31 
December I 988 

SI 168801 Add.40, 
5 November 1985 

S/17725, 
8 January 1985 

SI 177251 Add.2, 
22 January I 986 
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Statement by the President of 
the Security Council ( in con• 
nection with the incident of 
20 June 1988) (S/19959) 

**2. 

F1rs1 enrry m su111mary 
Ftnt mcl,mon in the agenda 31are111en1 

Lasr actiOII of the Cor,nc1/ 03 
at 31 Dect.,her I 988 

24 June 1988 after consult• 
ations President issued 
a statement on behalf of 
the members of the 
Council (S/19959) 

Proceedings of the Security Council regardinc the retention 
and deletion of items from the agenda 

Chapter II. Aae•da 

Fma/ entry in si,.,.,ary 
statement as at 3 I 
Dece.,ber /988 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

As indicated in previous supplements to the Repertoire, 
Articles 31 and 32 of the Charter and rules 37 and 39 of 
the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council 
provide that invitations to participate in the Council's dis­
cussion may be extended to States that are not members of 
the Council in the following circumstances: (a) when a 
Member of the United Nations brings a dispute or a situ­
ation to the attention of the Council in accordance with 
Article 35, paragraph I (rule 37); (b) when a Member of 
the United Nations or a State that is not a member of the 
United Nations is a party to a dispute (Article 32); and (c) 
when the interests of a Member of the United Nations are 
specifically affected (Article 31 and rule 37). Moreover, 
members of the Secretariat or other persons may be invited 
to supply information or give other assistance (rule 39). Of 
these four categories of invitation, only the second involves 
an obligation of the Council. In extending invitations, how­
ever, the Council has continued to make no distinction be­
tween a complaint involving a dispute within the meaning of 
Article 32, a situation or a matter of another nature. 

The classification of material relevant to participation in 
the proceedings of the Council is designed to illustrate the 
varieties of practice to which the Council has had recourse, 

adhering when possible to a classification based on Arti­
cles 31 and 32 of the Charter and rules 37 and 39 of the 
provisional rules of procedure. The Repertoire of the Prac­
tice of the Security Council, 1946-1951 explains that such 
a strict classification is impossible because the Council 
often decides to extend invitations to participate in its pro­
ceedings without pronouncing itself on the basis for such 
invitations. 

The relevant material is set out in parts I and III of the 
present chapter. As there was no discussion during the pe­
riod under review of the terms and provisions of Article 
32, no entries have been made in part II. 

Part I includes a note indicating that no discussion took 
place during the period under review of the basis on which 
an invitation might be deemed to rest, with the exception 
of the case set out in section D.3 below, relating to the case 
of invitations not expressly under Articles 31 and 32 or 
rule 39. Included in that part is a table showing invitations 
extended by the Council. 

Part III includes a note indicating that limitations on the 
participation of invited representatives were minimal dur­
ing the period under review. 

Part I 

BASIS OF INVITATIONS TO PARTICIPATE 

NOTE 

Part I includes all instances in which proposals to extend 
invitations to participate in the discussion were put for­
ward in the Council. The types and varieties of practice to 
which the Council had recourse in connection with the ex­
tension of invitations are dealt with in three sections: sec­
tion 8, on invitations to representatives of United Nations 
organs or subsidiary organs; section C, on invitations to 
Members of the United Nations; and section D, on other 
invitations. 

During the period under review, no special problems 
arose regarding requests by Member States to be invited 
to participate in the proceedings of the Council. Invitations 
to Member States submitting matters to the Council in ac­
cordance with Article 35, paragraph I, as well as invita­
tions under Article 31 to Members of the United Nations 
to participate in the discussion of a question when their 
interests were considered specially affected, were ex­
tended as a matter of course and without any discussion. 
Such requests for invitations are addressed to the President 
of the Council by letter and he informs the Council in the 
course ofa meeting of the receipt of such letters, proposing 
that in the absence of objection the invitations be extended 
accordingly. 

Invitations falling under the above two categories are re­
corded in tabular form in sections C. l(a) and C.2(a). These 
tabulations are arranged chronologically to provide infor-
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mation on the following points: (a) the question; (b) the 
State(s) invited; (c) the basis of the invitation; and (d) the 
decision of the Council. 

Section D. I contains a tabulation of invitations extended 
expressly under Article 32; section D.2 contains a tabula­
tion of invitations under rule 39 of the provisional rules of 
procedure that were extended expressly under that rule and 
without any discussion; and section D.3 contains a tabula­
tion of invitations not expressly under Article 32 or rule 
39. Section 0.4 relates to invitations denied. 

.. A. l:'11 THE CASE OF PERSONS INVITED IN AN 
INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY 

8. IN THE CASE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF 
UNITED NATIONS ORGANS OR SUBSIDIARY ORGANS 

For the period under review, all invitations to repre­
sentatives of United Nations organs or subsidiary organs 
were extended as a matter of course and without any dis­
cussion. The letters of request were read into the record of 
the meeting by the President of the Council and were not 
issued as S/ documents. These cases have been recorded 
below in tabular form and are arranged chronologically to 
provide information on (a) the question; (b) United Na­
tions organ(s) or subsidiary organ(s) invited; (c) the re­
quest for invitation; and (d) the decision of the Council. 
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Qr,esllon• 

The question of South 
Africa 

The situation in Namibia 

United Nations organ or s11bs1d1ary 
organ mwted 

Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Chairman of the Special Commit­
tee on the Situation with re­
gard to the Implementation of 
the Declaration on the Grant­
ing of Independence to Colo­
nial Countries and Peoples 

Delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Chairman of the Special Commit­
tee on the Situation with re• 
gard to the Implementation of 
the Declaration on the Grant­
ing of Independence to Colo­
nial Countries and Peoples 

Delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia 

Delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Chairman of the Special Commit­
tee on the Situation with 
regard to the Implementation 
of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples 

Delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia 

Chairman of the Special Commit­
tee on the Situation with re­
gard to the Implementation of 
the Declaration on the Grant­
ing of Independence to Colo­
nial Countries and Peoples 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia 

Chapter III. Participation in the proceedings of the Security Cou• cil 

Request for mv1ta11on 

Letter from the Acting Chairman 
of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the Acting Chairman 
of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter to the Chairman of the 
Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the 
Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Granting 
of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Letter from the President of the 
United Nations Council for 
Namibia 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the 
Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Granting 
of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Letter from the President of the 
United Nations Council for 
Namibia 

Letter from the President of the 
United Nations Council for 
Namibia 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the 
Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
United Nations Council for 
Namibia 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the 
Implementation of the 
Declaration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the President of the 
United Nations Council for 
Namibia 

Decwon of the Co11nc1/-mv11a1ton 
extended or reneweJ, 

2571st meeting (2574th 
meeting) 

2600th meeting (260 !st and 
2602nd meetings) 

2690th meeting 

2732nd meeting (2733rd-
2738th meetings) 

2732nd meeting (2733rd-
2738th meetings) 

2733rd meeting (2733rd-
2738th meetings) 

2793rd meeting (2794th-
2797th meetings) 

2794th meeting (279Sth-
2797th meetings) 

2795th meeting (2796th and 
2 797th meetings) 

2583rd meeting (2S84th-
2590th and 2592nd 
meetings) 

2583rd meeting (2584th-
2590th and 2592nd 
meetings) 

2588th meeting (2589th-
2590th and 2592nd 
meetings) 

2624th meeting (262Sth-
2626th, 2628th and 2629th 
meetings) 

2624th meeting (2625th-
2626th, 2628th and 2629th 
meetings) 

2626th meeting (2628th and 
2629th meetings) 

2740th meeting (2741st-
2747th meetings) 



Put I. Buis or l• vitado• 1 to participate 

Quario11• 

The situation in Namibia 

Letter dated 17 June 
1985 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Botswana 

The situation in the 
occupied Arab 
territories 

Complaint by Angola 
against South Africa 

The situation in 
southern Africa 

Letter dated 11 March 
1988 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Afghanistan 

U11ited NatioM orgOII or subsidiary 
orga11 invited 

Chairman of the Special Commit­
tee on the Situation with re­
gard to the Implementation of 
the Declaration on the Grant­
ing of Independence to Colo­
nial Countries and Peoples 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia 

Chairman of the Special Commit­
tee on the Situation with re­
gard to the Implementation of 
the Declaration on the Grant­
ing of Independence to Colo­
nial Countries and Peoples 

Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Chairman of the Committee on 
the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People 

Chairman of the Committee on 
the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People 

Chairman of the Committee on 
the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People 

Acting Chairman of the Commit­
tee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Delegation of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia 

Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid 

Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee on the Situation 
with regard to the Implementa­
tion of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples 

-Questions entered in the table are arranged under agenda items. 
Items are listed chronologically according to the sequence of the 
first meeting held on each item. Any reconsideration of an item or 
discussion of a sub-item under the general heading at subsequent 

Request for invitation 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee on the 
Situation with regard to the 
Implementation of the Dec­
laration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the President of the 
United Nations Council for 
Namibia 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee on the Situ­
ation with regard to the Imple­
mentation of the Declaration 
on the Granting of Inde­
pendence to Colonial Coun­
tries and Peoples 

Letter from the Acting Chairman 
of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid 

Letter from the Acting Chairman 
of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Committee on the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People 

Letter from the Acting Chairman 
of the Committee on the Exer­
cise of the Inalienable Rights 
of the Palestinian People 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the Acting Chairman 
of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid 

Letter from the President of the 
United Nations Council for 
Namibia 

Letter from the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against 
Apartheid 

Letter from the Acting Chairman 
of the Special Committee on 
the Situation with regard to the 
Implementation of the Declara­
tion on the Granting of Inde­
pendence to Colonial Coun­
tries and Peoples 
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Decision of tlte Council--illvitation 
extended or reneJ 

2740th meeting (274lst-
2747th meetings) 

2740th meeting (274lst-
2747th meetings) 

2742nd meeting (2743rd-
2747th meetings) 

2755th meeting (2756th-
2759th meetings) 

2756th meeting (2757th-
2759th meetings) 

2757th meeting (2758th and 
2759th meetings) 

2598th meeting (2599th 
meeting) 

2605th meeting 

2644th meeting (264Sth-
2650th meetings) 

2770th meeting (2772nd and 
2777th meetings) 

2805th meeting (2806th 
meeting) 

2606th meeting (2607th 
meeting) 

2764th meeting (276Sth-
2767th meetings) 

2652nd meeting (2654th and 
2656th-2662nd meetings) 

2684th meeting (2685th and 
2686th meetings) 

2800th meeting (2801st 
meeting) 

meetings docs not reappear as a new agenda item, but has been 
grouped under the item that first appeared. 

bfhe meetings at which the invitations were renewed arc indi­
cated by parentheses. 



28 Chapter III. Participation In the proceedinp or the Secuity Coundl 

C. IN THE CASE OF MEMBERS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

1. Invitations when a Member brought to the attention of the Security Council 

(a) A MATIER IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE 35, PARAGRAPH 1, OF THE CHARTER 

Question1 

Letter dated 28 January 
1985 from the Charge 
d'affaircs a.i. of the 
Permanent Mission of 
Chad 

The situation in the 
Middle East 

The situation between 
Iran and Iraq 

The situation in the 
occupied Arab 
territories 

The question of South 
Africa 

The situation in Namibia 

Complaint by Angola 
against South Africa 

Chad 

Lebanon 

Lebanon 

Lebanon 

Lebanon 

Lebanon 

Lebanon 

Iraq 

Iraq 

Invitation 

Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, 
Saudi Arabia, Tunisia 

Yemen 
Qatar 

Morocco, United Arab Emirates 

Zimbabwe 

Democratic Yemen 

Jordan 

Tunisia 

Egypt 

Mali 

Zaire 

Egypt 

Sierra Leone 

Mauritius 

Zimbabwe 

Madagascar 

Angola 

Angola 

BaJis of the invitation 

OR, 40th yr., Suppl. Jan.-March 
1985, S/16911 

Ibid., S/16983 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 1985, 
S/17507 

Ibid., 41st yr. Suppl. Jan.-March 
l 986, Sit 7717 

Ibid., 43rd yr., Suppl. Jan.­
March 1988, S/19415 

Ibid., Suppl. April-June 1988, 
S/19861 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 1988, 
S/20318 

OR, 40th yr., Suppl. Jan.-March 
1985, S/16980 

Ibid., 41st yr., Suppl. Jan.-March 
1986, S/17821 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct. _Dec. l 986, 
S/18372 

Ibid. 
OR, 40th yr. Suppl. July-Sept. 

1985, S/17456 

Ibid., 41st yr., Suppl. Jan.-March 
1986, S/17740 and S/17741 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 1986, 
S/18501 

Ibid., 42nd yr., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 
1987, S/19333 

Ibid., 43rd yr., Suppl. Jan.­
March 1988, S/19402 

Ibid., Suppl. Jan.-March 1988, 
S/19700 

OR, 40th yr., Suppl. Jan.-March 
1985, S/16991 

Ibid., Suppl. July-Sept. 1985, 
S/17356 

Ibid., Suppl. April-June 1986, 
S/18146 

Ibid., 42nd yr., Suppl. Jan.­
March 1987, S/18688, 

Ibid., Suppl. Jan.-March 1988, 
S/19567 and S/19568 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct.-Nov. 1985, 
S/17618 and S/17619 

Ibid., Suppl. April-June 1987, 
S/18765 and S/18769 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 1987, 
S/19230 

OR, 40th yr., Suppl. April-June 
1985, S/17267 

Ibid., Suppl. July-Sept. 1985, 
S/17474 

Deculon of the Cmw:i/-invitatiott 
atended or reneweJJ 

2567th meeting 

2568th meeting (2570th, 
2572nd and 2573rd 
meetings) 

2623rd meeting 

2640th meeting (2641st and 
2642nd meetings) 

2782nd meeting (2783rd and 
2784th meetings) 

2811th meeting (2813th and 
2814th meetings) 

2832nd meeting 

2569th meeting 

2663rd meeting (2664th-
2666th meetings) 

2709th meeting (271 Oth-
2713th meetings) 

2712th and 2713th meetings 
2604th meeting (2605th 

meeting) 

2643rd meeting (2644th-
2650th meetings) 

2724th meeting (272Sth-
2727th meetings) 

2770th meeting (2772nd-
2777th meetings) 

2780th meeting 

2804th meeting (2805th and 
2806th meetings) 

2571 st meeting 

2600th meeting (2601st and 
2602nd meetings) 

2690th meeting 

2732nd meeting (2733rd-
2738th meetings) 

2793rd meeting (2794-
2797th meetings) 

2624th meeting (2625th, 
2626th, 2628th and 2629th 
meetings) 

2740th meeting (2741st-
2747th meetings) 

2755th meeting (2756th-
2759th meetings) 

2596th meeting (2597th 
meeting) 

2606th meeting (2607th 
meeting) 



Part I. Basis of invitations to participate 

Questivn• 

Complaint by Angola 
against South Africa 
(continued) 

Letter dated 6 May 
1985 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Nicaragua 

Letter dated I 7 June 
1985 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Botswana 

Letter dated 26 Septem­
ber 1985 from the Per­
manent Reprc-
sentati ve of Botswana 

Letter dated I October 
1985 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Tunisia 

Letter dated 6 Decem­
ber I 98 5 from the 
Charge d'affaires a.i. 
of the Permanent Mis­
sion of Nicaragua 

Complaint by Lesotho 
against South Afnca 

Letter dated 4 February 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of the Syrian Arab 
Republic 

The situation in South­
ern Africa 

Letter dated 25 March 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Malta 
Letter dated 26 March 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Iraq 
Letter dated 25 March 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of the Union of So­
viet Socialist 
Republics 

Letter dated 12 April 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires a.i. of the 
Permanent Mission of 
Malta 

Invitation 

Angola 

Angola 

Angola, Zimbabwe 

Nicaragua 

Botswana 

Botswana 

Tunisia 

Nicaragua 

Lesotho 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Sudan 

Senegal 

Malta 

Malta 

-------- .. ---- ------

Basis of the i11vitatio11 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 1985, 
S117510 

Ibid., 41st yr., Suppl. April-June 
1986, S118148 

Ibid., 42nd yr., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 
1987, Sil 9278 and S119286 

OR, 40th yr , Suppl. April-June 
1985, S/17156 

Ibid., S117279 

Ibid., Suppl. July-Sept. 1985, 
S117497 

Ibid., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 1985, 
S111509 

Ibid., S117671 

Ibid., SI 17692 

Ibid., 41st yr., Suppl. Jan.-March 
1986, S/17787 

Ibid., 41st yr., Suppl. Jan.-March 
1986, S/17770 

Ibid., Suppl. April-June I 986, 
S/18072 

Ibid., S117940 and S117946 

Ibid., Suppl. April-June 1986, 
S/1 I 7982 
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Decision of the Cou11ci/--i11vitation 

crellded or renewei' 

2612th meeting (2614th, 
2616th and 2617th 
meetings) 

2691 st meeting (2692nd and 
2693rd meetings) 

2763rd meeting (2764th-
2767th meetings) 

2577th meeting (2578th-
2580th meetings) 

2598th meeting (2599th 
meeting) 

2609th meeting 

2610th meeting (2611th, 
2613th and 2615th 
meetings) 

2633rd meeting (2634th and 
2636th meetings) 

2638th meeting (2639th 
meeting) 

2651 st meeting (2653rd and 
2665th meetings) 

2652nd meeting (2654th, 
2656th-2662nd 
meetings) 

2684th meeting (268Sth-
2686th meetings) 

2668th meeting (2669th-
2671 st meetings) 

2672nd meeting (2773rd 
meeting) 
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Questiona 

Letter dated IS April 
1986 from the Charge 
d' affaires of the 
Permanent Mission 
of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya 
Letter dated 15 April 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of the 
Permanent Mission of 
Burkina Faso 
Letter dated 15 April 
I 986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of the Perma­
nent Mission of the 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Letter dated 15 April 
1986 from the 
Permanent Repre­
sentative of Oman 

Letter dated 27 June 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Nicaragua 

Letter dated 22 July 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Nicaragua 

Letter dated I 7 October 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Nicaragua 

Letter dated 13 Novem­
ber 1986 from the Per­
manent Repre­
sentative of Chad 

Letter dated 9 Decem­
ber 1986 from the 
Permanent Repre­
sentative of Nicaragua 

Letter dated 17 March 
1988 from the Charge 
d'affaires a.i. of the 
Permanent Mission of 
Nicaragua 

Letter dated 19 April 
1988 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Tunisia 

Letter dated S July 1988 
from the Acting 
Permanent Repre­
sentative of the 
Islamic Republic of 
Iran 

/11vitalio11 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Burkina 
Faso, Syrian Arab Republic, 
Oman 

Nicaragua 

Nicaragua 

Nicaragua 

Chad 

Nicaragua 

Nicaragua 

Tunisia 

Islamic Republic of Iran 

"Questions entered in the table arc arranged under agenda items. 
Items are listed chronologically according to the sequence of the 
first meeting held on each item. Any reconsideration of an item or 
discussion of a sub-item under the general heading at subsequent 
meetings does not reappear as a new agenda item, but has been 
grouped under the item that first appeared. Questions in respect of 

Chapter Ill. Participation ia the proceedinp or the Sec• rity Council 

Basis of Ille invitation 

Ibid., S/17991-S/17994 

Ibid., 43rd yr., Suppl. July-Sept. 
1988, S/18187 

Ibid., S/18230 

Ibid., 41st yr., Suppl. Oct.-Dec. 
1986, S/1841 S 

Ibid., S/18456 

Ibid., S/18513 

Ibid., S/19638 

Ibid., Suppl. April-June 1988, 
SIi 9798 

Ibid., Suppl. July-Sept. 1988, 
S/19981 

Decision of the Covncil-.11vitation 
extended or reneweJ> 

2674th meeting (267Sth-
2680th and 2682nd-
2683rd meetings) 

2694th meeting (2695th-
2698th meetings) 

2700th meeting (270lst-
2704th meetings) 

27 I 5th meeting (2716th-
2718th meetings) 

2721st meeting 

2728th meeting 

2802nd meeting (2803rd 
meeting) 

2807th meeting (2808th• 
2810th meetings) 

28 I 8th meeting (28 I 9th-
282 lst meetings) 

which invitations were extended to other Members because their 
interests were considered to be specially affected are listed in a 
table entitled "Invitations when the interests of a Member were 
considered specially affected" (see C.2 below). 

"The meetings at which the invitations were renewed arc indi­
cated by parentheses. 



Part I. Basis or lnvitatiou to partidpate 

**(b) IN THE CASE OF MEMBER STATES IN THEIR CAPACITY AS REPRESENTATIVES 
OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS OTHER THAN THE UNITED NATIONS 

.. (c) A MATIER NOT BEING EITHER A DISPUTE OR A SITUATION 

2. Invitations when the interest of a Member were considered specially affected 

(a) TO PARTICIPATE WITHOUT A VOTE IN THE DISCUSSIONS 

During the period under review, requests from Member States for invitations were 
maintained by the President during meetings of the Council and not issued as documents. 

Qwestion1 

Letter dated 28 January 
1985 from the Charge 
d'affaires a.i. of the 
Permanent Mission 
of Chad 

The situation in the 
Middle East 

State invited 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

Israel 

Qatar 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Algeria 

Bangladesh 
Cuba 
Democratic Yemen 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Jordan 
United Arab Emirates 
Viet Nam 
Yugoslavia 
Cyprus 

Czechoslovakia 
Indonesia 
Nicaragua 
Pakistan 
Poland 
Saudi Arabia 
Senegal 
Sudan 
Nigeria 
Israel 
Lebanon 
Lebanon 
Malta 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Israel 
Lebanon 
Israel 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Qatar 

Saudi Arabia 
Morocco 
Lebanon 
Israel 
Lebanon 

Deci.fion of tlte Council-invitation 
extended or renewel' 

2567th meeting 
" 

2568th meeting (2570th, 
2572nd and 2573rd 
meetings) 

2570th meeting (2572nd and 
2573rd meetings) 

ff 

2572nd meeting (2573rd 
meeting) 

2573rd meeting 
2575th meeting 

2582nd meeting 

2623rd meeting 

2640th meeting (2641 st and 
2642nd meetings) 

2641st meeting (2642nd 
meeting) 

2642nd meeting 
2681 st meeting 
2699th meeting 
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Qi,atwn• 

The situation in the 
Middle East 
(continued) 

The situation between 
Iran and Iraq 

Chapter III. Participation in the proceedings of the Security Council 

State invited 

Lebanon 

Israel 

Lebanon 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Ireland 
Israel 
Lebanon 
Israel 
Lebanon 
Israel 

Jordan 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Kuwait 

Morocco 
Saudi Arabia 
Mauritania 
Israel 

Jordan 
Kuwait 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Saudi Arabia 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Tunisia 
Bahrain 

Qatar 
Somalia 
Israel 
Jordan 

Saudi Arabia 
Yemen 

Bahrain 

Jordan 
Kuwait 

Oman 
Saudi Arabia 
Tunisia 
Yemen 
Egypt 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Morocco 
Egypt 

Oman 
Rwanda 
Senegal 
Tunisia 
Zambia 
Argentina 

Bangladesh 

Decision of the Council-invitation 
extended or reneweJ> 

2705th meeting 

2706th meeting (2707th 
meeting) 

2707th meeting 

2731st meeting 

2751 st meeting 

2782nd meeting (2783rd and 
2784th meetings) 

2783rd meeting (2784th 
meeting) 

2784th meeting 
2811 th meeting (2813th and 

2814th meetings) 

2813th meeting ( 28 14th 
meeting) 

2832nd meeting 
2569th meeting 

2663rd meeting (2664th-
2666th meetings) 

2663rd meeting (2664th-
2666th meetings) 

2665th meeting 

2709th meeting (271 Oth-
27 l 3th meetings) 

2710th meeting (27l lth-
27l3th meetings) 



Part I. Bull or lavitadou to participate 

Qr,ution• 

The situation 
between Iran 
and Iraq 
(continued) 

The question of South 
Africa 

State invited 

German Democratic 
Republic 

Yugoslavia 
Afghanistan 

Chad 
Cuba 
Mexico 
Guyana 

Mauritania 
Nicaragua 
Peru 
Yemen 
Uruguay 
Iraq 
Democratic Yemen 

Guinea 
South Africa 
Syrian Arab Republic 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Viet Nam 
Cuba 

Kenya 
South Africa 
Central African Republic 

Ethiopia 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Senegal 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Zaire 
Yugoslavia 
Guyana 
India 
Romania 
Angola 

Nicaragua 
Pakistan 
Senegal 

South Africa 
Sudan 
Yugoslavia 
Algeria 

German Democratic 
Republic 

India 
Kenya 
Morocco 
Ukrainian SSR 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 

Decision of tlte Cov11eil-invitation 
extended or reneweJ' 

271 Ith meeting (2712th and 
2713th meetings) 

2712th meeting (2713th 
meeting) 

27 I 3th meeting 
2750th meeting 
2571st meeting (2574th 

meeting) 

2600th meeting (2601st and 
2602nd meetings) 

2601st meeting (2602nd 
meeting) 

2602nd meeting 
2690th meeting 

2732nd meeting (2733rd-
2738th meetings) 

H 

2733rd meeting (2734th-
2738th meetings) 
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34 

Q,,ud«I· 

The question of South 
Africa 
( continwd) 

The situation in 
Namibia 

Chapter III. Partidpadon la tlte proceecliap of tlte Seauity CHlldl 

S14teillwtd 

Zimbabwe 

Guyana 

Uganda 
Czechoslovakia 

Kuwait 
Sweden 
Togo 
Cuba 

Ethiopia 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Mongolia 
Guyana 

South Africa 
Bulgaria 

Tunisia 
Botswana 

Czechoslovakia 
India 
Kuwait 
Zimbabwe 
Malaysia 

Nigeria 
Pakistan 
Somalia 
Algeria 

Angola 
Bangladesh 
Bhutan 

Cameroon 
Canada 
Cuba 
Democratic Yemen 
Ethiopia 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Federal Republic of 

Gennany 
Ghana 
Guyana 
Indonesia 
Jamaica 
Kuwait 
Liberia 
Mexico 
Morocco 
Nicaragua 
Nigeria 
Pakistan 
Panama 

D«uiott of tJte Coiu,cll-invil4tiott 
atettded or r-J' 

2734th meeting (2735th and 
2738th meetings) 

2735th meeting (2736th-
2738th meetings) 

2736th meeting (2737th-
2738th meetings) 

2793rd meeting {2794th-
2797th meetings) 

2794th meeting {2795th-
2797th meetings) 

2795th meeting (2796th-
2797th meetings) 

2796th meeting (2797th 
meeting) 

2583rd meeting (2584th-
2590th, 2592nd, 2594th and 
2595th meetings) 

2583rd meeting (2584th-
2590th, 2592nd-2595tb 
meetings) 



Part I. Bull ef la.ttadou to parddpate 

Q,,utio111 

The situation in 
Namibia 
(continued) 

State i11vited 

South Africa 

Sudan 
Turkey 
Uganda 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Yugoslavia 
Zambia 
Afghanistan 

Kenya 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Malaysia 
Poland 
Sri Lanka 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Botswana 

Brazil 
Bulgaria 
Lao People's Democratic 

Republic 
Mongolia 
Cyprus 

Mozambique 
Seychelles 
Viet Nam 
Czechoslovakia 

Haiti 
Japan 
United Arab Emirates 
Zimbabwe 
Argentina 

Bolivia 
Congo 
Hungary 
Barbados 

Lesotho 
Malta 

Islamic Republic of Iran 

Guatemala 
Cameroon 

Canada 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Mauritius 
Senegal 
South Africa 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Zambia 

D«uio11 of tlw Cotuu:il-htvitatioll 
atouled or raieJ 

2584th meeting (2S8Sth-
2S90th, 2S92nd-2S9Sth 
meetings) 

2585th meeting (2S86th-
2S90th, 2S92nd-2S9Sth 
meetings) 

2586th meeting (2S87th-
2S90th, 2S92nd-2S9Sth 
meetings) 

2587th meeting (2S88th-
2S90th, 2592nd, 2594th and 
2595th meetings) 

2589th meeting (2590th, 
2S92nd-2S9Sth meetings) 

2590th meeting (2S92nd-
2S9Sth meetings) 

2592nd meeting (2S93rd-
2S9Sth meetings) 

2594th meeting (2595th 
meeting) 

2595th meeting 
2624th meeting (2625th, 

2626th, 2628th and 2629th 
meetings) 
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Qt,utwn• 

The situation in 
Namibia 

(continued) 

Chapter III. Participatio• i• the proceedi• p or die Security Cct11•cil 

State invitt!d 

Cuba 

Federal Republic of 
Germany 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Tunisia 
Ghana 

Czechoslovakia 

Islamic Republic of Iran 
Afghanistan 

Algeria 
Angola 
Barbados 
Canada 
Egypt 
German Democratic 

Republic 
India 
Kuwait 
Mexico 
Nicaragua 
Pakistan 
Peru 
Qatar 
Senegal 
South Africa 
Togo 
Turkey 
Ukrainian SSR 
Yugoslavia 
Burkina Faso 

Cuba 
Jamaica 

Morocco 
Mozambique 
Bangladesh 

Gabon 
Nigeria 
Sri Lanka 
Sudan 
Tunisia 
Viet Nam 
Guyana 

Byelorussian SSR 

Ethiopia 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Mongolia 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Czechoslovakia 

Uganda 
Algeria 

Cameroon 

Decision of tlte Council-invitation 
atau/t!d or rt!lleJ 

2625th meeting (2626th, 
2628th and 2629th 
meetings) 

2626th meeting (2628th and 
2629th meetings) 

2628th meeting (2629th 
meeting) 

2740th meeting (2741st-
2747th meetings) 

2741st meeting (2742nd-
2747th meetings) 

2741st meeting (2742nd-
2747th meetings) 

2742nd meeting (2743rd-
2747th meetings) 

2743rd meeting (2744th-
2747th meetings) 

2744th meeting (274Sth-
2747th meetings) 

2746th meeting (2747th 
meeting) 

2755th meeting (27S6th-
27S9th meetings) 



Part I. Buis of invitations to participate 

Questio11a 

The situation in 
Namibia 

(continued) 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 
from the Permanent Rep­
resentative of 
Nicaragua. 

----------. ------

Stale i11vited 

Egypt 

German Democratic 
Republic 

India 

Kenya 

Nicaragua 

Panama 

Peru 

Senegal 

South Africa 

Turkey 

Yugoslavia 
Angola 

Bangladesh 

Canada 

Cuba 

Kuwait 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

Pakistan 

Tunisia 

Ukrainian SSR 

Zimbabwe 

Botswana 

Burkina Faso 

Ethiopia 

Jamaica 
Mozambique 

Nigeria 

United Republic of 
Tanzania 

Cyprus 

Guyana 

Algeria 

Brazil 

Ecuador 
Ethiopia 

Mexico 

United Republic of Tanza­
nia 

Yugoslavia 

Bolivia 

Colombia 
Cuba 
Cyprus 
Dominican Republic 

Guatemala 
Islamic Republic of Iran 

Mongolia 
Poland 
Zimbabwe 

Decision of tire Cou11cil-invitation 

extended or reneweJi 

2756th meeting (2757th, 
2758th and 2759th 
meetings) 

2757th meeting (2758th and 
2759th meetings) 

2758th meeting (2759th 
meeting) 

2577th meeting (2578th-
2580th meetings) 

2578th meeting (2579th and 
2580th meetings) 
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Qt,e,110111 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 
from the Permanent Rep­
resentative of 
Nicaragua 
(continued) 

The situation in 
Cyprus 

Complaint by 
Angola against South 
Africa 

Cbapter III. Participation hi tile proceediap of tbe Secuity Co-• dl 

Stat• invitt!d 

Argentina 

German Democratic 
Republic 

Guyana 
Lao People's Democratic 

Republic 
Viet Nam 

Costa Rica 
Honduras 
Spain 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Cyprus 

Greece 
Turkey 
Austria 

Cyprus 
Greece 
Turkey 
Cyprus 

Greece 
Turkey 
Cyprus 
Greece 

Turkey 
Cyprus 
Greece 
Turkey 
Cyprus 
Greece 
Turkey 
Cyprus 
Greece 

Turkey 
Cyprus 
Greece 
Turkey 
Argentina 

Bahamas 
Cuba 
Gennan Democratic 

Republic 
Liberia 
Pakistan 
Sao Tome and Principe 
South Africa 
Sudan 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Yugoslavia 

Congo 
Argentina 

Brazil 
Cyprus 

D•cisio,r of tit• Cmuu:il--illvitation 
ateltded or ,,.,.,,_,JJ 

2579th meeting (2580th 
meeting) 

,, 

2580th meeting 

259 I st meeting 

2635th meeting 

2688th meeting (2689th 
meeting) 

2729th meeting 

,, 

2749th meeting 

2771st meeting 

2816th meeting 

2833rd meeting 

2596th meeting (2597th 
meeting) 

,, 

2597th meeting 
2606th meeting (2607th 

meeting) 



Part I. Bub or invitadou to participate 

Que.rt1o11• 

Complaint by 
Angola against South 
Africa 
( continued) 

Stale invited 

Guyana 

Senegal 
South Africa 
Sri Lanka 
Zambia 
Cuba 
Greece 
Qatar 
Cameroon 

Cuba 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Kuwait 
Nigeria 
Senegal 
South Africa 
Yugoslavia 
Zimbabwe 
Afghanistan 

Algeria 
Botswana 
Ethiopia 
Mozambique 
Nicaragua 
United Arab Emirates 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Viet Nam 

Zambia 
Ghana 

Morocco 
Tunisia 
Angola 
Burundi 
South Africa 
Cuba 

South Africa 
Syrian Arab Republic 

Zaire 
Zambia 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Nicaragua 
Ukrainian SSR 
Viet Nam 
Czechoslovakia 
India 
Mongolia 
Algeria 

India 
Malawi 
Mozambique 
South Africa 
Yugoslavia 

Deci.sioll of IM Cotutcil-utl'IIOli<Ht 

atouled or raieJ 

2607th meeting 

2612th meeting (2614th, 
2616th and 2617th 
meetings) 

2614th meeting (2616th 
meeting) 

2616th meeting (2617th 
meeting) 

2631 st meeting 

2691st meeting (2692nd and 
2693rd meetings) 

2691st meeting (2692nd and 
2693rd meetings) 

2692nd meeting (2693rd 
meeting) 

2693rd meeting 

2763rd meeting (2764th-
2767th meetings) 
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Quutio111 

Complaint by 
Angola against South 
Africa 
(continued) 

Letter dated 17 June 198S 
from the Permanent Rep­
resentative of 
Botswana 

The situation in the 
occupied Arab territories 

Chapter Ill. Participation in the proceedings of the Security Council 

State invited 

Brazil 

Cuba 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Botswana 

Byelorussian SSR 
Cape Verde 
Czechoslovakia 
Egypt 
Ethiopia 
Mauritania 
Nicaragua 
Portugal 
Tunisia 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Viet Nam 
Colombia 

Nigeria 
Sao Tome and Principe 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Angola 
Botswana 

German Democratic 
Republic 

Lesotho 
Liberia 
Seychelles 
South Africa 
Sudan 
Benin 
Swaziland 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Israel 

Jordan 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Israel 

Jordan 
Pakistan 
Saudi Arabia 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Egypt 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Qatar 
Bangladesh 

Turkey 

Decision of the Council-invitation 
extended or reneJ 

2764th meeting (2765th and 
2767th meetings) 

2765th meeting (2766th and 
2767th meetings) 

2766th meeting (2767th 
meeting) 

2778th meeting 
2598th meeting (2599th 

meeting) 

2599th meeting 

2604th meeting (2605th 
meeting) 

2605th meeting 

2643rd meeting (2644th-
2649th meetings) 

2644th meeting (2645th-
2650th meetings) 

2645th meeting (2646-2650th 
meetings) 



Part I. Basis ofl• vitatiou to participate 

Quutio"a 

The situation in the 
occupied Arab territories 
(continued) 

State i" •iled 

Afghanistan 

Algeria 
Brunei Darussalam 

Guinea 
Indonesia 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Mauritania 
Tunisia 
Yemen 
India 

Malaysia 
Sudan 
Cuba 

Iraq 
Nicaragua 
Yugoslavia 

Egypt 

Israel 
Jordan 
Kuwait 
Morocco 
Syrian Arab Republic 

Israel 

Egypt 

Jordan 
Kuwait 
Qatar 
Saudi Arabia 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Bahrain 

Cuba 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Iraq 
Pakistan 
Algeria 

Democratic Yemen 
India 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Tunisia 
Yemen 
Yugoslavia 
Afghanistan 

Czechoslovakia 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Morocco 
Ukrainian SSR 
Viet Nam 
Zimbabwe 
Nicaragua 

-----------------. ----

!Hci.riOII of Ille Cou11Cl/-illvltalio" 
extnuled or ra,eJ 

2646th meeting (2647th-
2650th meetings} 

2646th meeting (2647th-
2650th meetings) 

2647th meeting (2648th-
2650th meetings) 

2648th meeting (2649th 
meetings) 

2649th meeting (2650th 
meeting) 

2724th meeting (2725th 
2727th meetings} 

2725th meeting (2726th-
2727th meeeting) 

2770th meeting (2772nd-
2777th meetings) 

2772nd meeting (2773rd-
2777th meetings) 

2773rd meeting (2774th-
2777th meetings) 

" 

2774th meeting (277Sth-
2777th meetings) 

2775th meeting (2776th and 
2777th meetings) 

2776th meeting (2777th 
meeting) 
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QMu,w,.• 
The situation in the 

occupied Arab territories 
(continued) 

Letter dated 1 October 1985 
from the Pennanent Repre­
sentative of Tunisia 

Cllapter Ill. Partidpatioa la tbe proceedlap oftlle Secllrlty Coudl 

Stale ilfviled 

Israel 

Israel 
Lebanon 
Czechoslovakia 

Egypt 
Jordan 
Kuwait 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Morocco 

Israel 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Malaysia 
Qatar 
Sudan 
India 

Indonesia 
Zimbabwe 
India 

Israel 
Jordan 
Kuwait 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Saudi Arabia 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Pakistan 

Bangladesh 
Algeria 

Israel 
Jordan 
Kuwait 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Turkey 
Afghanistan 

Cuba 
Greece 
Lesotho 
Mauritania 
Morocco 
Pakistan 
Senegal 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Yemen 
Bangladesh 

Gennan Democratic 
Republic 

Indonesia 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Malta 
Nicaragua 
Nigeria 

Decisiolf of tlte Cmuicil-i11\IIUUW/f 

ato,ded or rertewei' 
2780th meeting 

2781st meeting 
2781 st meeting 
2785th meeting (2786th, 

2687th and 2689th 
meetings) 

2786th meeting (2787th, 
2789th and 2790th 
meetings) 

2787th meeting (2789th and 
2790th meetings) 

2789th meeting (2790th 
meeeting) 

2804th meeting (2805th and 
2806th meetings) 

2805th meeting (2806th 
meeting) 

2806th meeting 
2610th meeting (2611th, 

2613th and 2615th 
meetings) 

2611 th meeting (2613th and 
2615th meetings) 

2613th meeting (2615th 
meeting) 



Part I. Bula of lavltadou to parddpate 

D«uloll of 1M Cotutcil--41rw"1llolt 
Quut1o11• State i11vited at-'edo,r-J 

Letter dated I October Saudi Arabia 
,. 

1985 from the Penna-
nent Representative of 
Tunisia 

( continued) Yugoslavia 
,. 

Viet Nam 26 I 5th mcetina 
The Middle East problem Israel 26 I 9th mectina (2620th-

including the 2622nd mcetinp) 
Palestinian question 

Kuwait .. 
Syrian Arab Republic 

,. 

Algeria 2620th mectina (262ht and 
2622nd meetings) 

C?.CChoslovakia .. 
Morocco 

,, 

Pakistan 
,. 

Yugoslavia .. 
Afghanistan 2621st meetina (2622nd 

mcetin&) 
Bangladesh 

,. 

Democratic Yemen 
,. 

German Democratic ,. 

Republic 
Indonesia 
Cuba 2622nd meetina 
Jordan 

,. 

Letter dated 6 December Islamic Republic of Iran 2633rd mectina (263-4th and 
1985 from the Charge 2636th mcetinp) 
d'affaires a.i. of the 
Permanent Mission 
of Nicaragua 

Mexico 
,, 

Syrian Arab Republic 
,. 

Viet Nam 
,. 

Costa Rica 2634th mectin& (2636th 
meetina) 

Cuba 
,. 

Honduras 
,, 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
,. 

Zimbabwe 2636th mcetina 
Complaint by Burundi 2638th mectina (2639th 

Lesotho against South mcetina) 
Africa 

Senegal 
,. 

South Africa 
,, 

Letter dated 4 February Israel 265 t st mectina (2653rd and 
1986 from the Perma- 2655th meetings) 
nent Representative 
of the Syrian Arab 
Republic 

Jordan 2653rd moctina (2655th 
mcetina) 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
,, 

Morocco .. 
Algeria 2655th mcetina 
German Democratic .. 

Republic 
India 

,, 

Islamic Republic of Iran 
Iraq 
Yugoslavia 
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Question• 

The situation in southern 
Africa 

Chapter III. Partidpadon In die proceedlap orthe Security Cou• cil 

State invited 

Togo 

Ethiopia 

Mozambique 
Senegal 
South Africa 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Zambia 
Angola 
Botswana 
India 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Nicaragua 
Zimbabwe 

Algeria 

Egypt 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Yugoslavia 
Guyana 

Islamic Republic of Iran 
Afghanistan 

Cuba 

Panama 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Nigeria 

Hungary 

Lesotho 
Pakistan 
Ukrainian SSR 
Tunisia 

Cuba 

India 
South Africa 
United Republic of 

Tanzania 
Zambia 
Argentina 

Botswana 
Czechoslovakia 
German Democratic 

Republic 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Zimbabwe 

Decision of tlte Council-invitation 
extended or reneweJ' 

2652nd meeting 

2652nd meeting (2654th, 
2656th-2662st meetings) 

2654th meeting (2656th-
2662nd meetings) 

2656th meeting (2657th-
2662nd meetings) 

2657th meeting (2658th-
2662nd meetings) 

2658th meeting (2659th-
2662nd meetings) 

2658th meeting (2659th-
2662nd meetings) 

2659th meeting (2660th-
2662nd meetings) 

2660th meeting (2661 st-
2662nd meetings) 

2661st meeting (2662nd 
meeting) 

2684th meeting (2685th and 
2686th meetings) 

2685th meeting (2686th 
meeting) 

2686th meeting 
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DecisiOII of lite CoimcU-i1111itatiDII 
Question• State i11 >ited atellded or ,_.,_J, 

Letter dated 25 March Czechoslovakia 2668th meeting (2669th-
1986 from the Perma- 2671st meetings) 
nent Representative of 
Malta 
Letter dated 25 March 
1986 from the Penna-
nent Representative of 
the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics 
Letter dated 26 March 
1986 from the Penna-
nent Representative of 
Iraq 

Hungary 
Kuwait ,. 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
,. 

Malta 
Poland 

,. 

Ukrainian SSR 
,. 

Viet Nam 
Byelorussian SSR 2669th meeting (2670th and 

2671st meetings) 
Cuba 

,. 

Democratic Yemen ,. 

German Democratic 
Republic 

India 
,. 

Mongolia 
,. 

Syrian Arab Republic 
,. 

Yugoslavia 
,. 

Algeria 2670th meeting (2671 st 
meeting) 

Ethiopia 
Islamic Republic of Iran 

,. 

Lao People's Democratic 
Republic 

Afghanistan 2671 st meeting 
Mozambique 
Nicaragua 

,. 

Letter dated 12 April 1986 Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 2672nd meeting (2673rd 
from the Charge d'af- meeting) 
faires a.i. of the Penna-
nent Mission of Malta 

Ukranian SSR 2673rd meeting 
Syrian Arab Republic 

,. 

Letter dated 15 April 1986 Algeria 2674th meeting (267Sth-
from the Charge d'af- 2680th and 2682nd-2683rd 
faires of the Permanent meetings) 
Mission of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya 
Letter dated 15 Apri I 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of the 
Permanent Mission of 
Burkina Faso 
Letter dated 15 April 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of the Perma-
nent Mission of the 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Letter dated 15 April 
1986 from the 
Permanent Repre-
sentative of Oman 

Burkina Faso 
,. 

------------- -
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Ques11o1i• 

Letter dated I S April 1986 
from the Charge d'af­
faires of the Permanent 
Mission of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya 
Letter dated I S April 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of the 
Permanent Mission of 
Burlcina Faso 
Letter dated I 5 April 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of the Perma­
nent Mission of the 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Letter dated I 5 April 
1986 from the 
Permanent Repre­
sentative of Oman 
(continued) 

Letter dated 27 June 1986 
from the Permanent Rep• 
resentative of 
Nicaragua 

Chapter III. Participation in tbe proceedinp oftbe Security Council 

State i1tviled 

Cuba 

Democratic Yemen 

German Democratic 
Republic 

Mongolia 

Poland 

Ukrainian SSR 
Byelorussian SSR 

India 
Qatar 
Yugoslavia 

Czechoslovakia 

Hungary 
Pakistan 

Saudi Arabia 
Viet Nam 

Afghanistan 

Benin 
Islamic Republic of Iran 

Lao People's Democratic 
Republic 

Nicaragua 

Sudan 

Bangladesh 

Malta 
Uganda 
India 

Nicaragua 
Afghanistan 

Democratic Yemen 

Decuion of the Cowu:il-l1tvitation 
utended or reneJ 

2675th meeting (2676-2680th 
and 2682nd-2683rd 
meetings) 

2676th meeting (2677th-
2680th and 2682nd-2683rd 
meetings) 

2677th meeting (2678th-
2680th and 2682nd-2683rd 
meetings) 

2678th meeting (2679th, 
2680th and 2682nd-2683rd 
meetings) 

2679th meeting (2680th and 
2682nd-2683rd meetings) 

2682nd meeting 

2694th meeting (2695th-
2698th meetings) 

2695th meeting (2696th and 
2698th meetings) 
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lHc/slo11 of tlte Cou,ici/-i,ivitatlo11 
Qtttstlo111 State i11viled atuuled or renweJ-> 

Letter dated 27 June 1986 German Democratic 2695th meeting (2696th and 
from the Permanent Rep- Republic 2698th meetings) 
resentative of 
Nicaragua 
( continued) Lao People's Democratic 

Republic 

Spain 

Syrian Arab Republic 
,. 

Viet Nam . 
Angola 2696th meeting (2697th-

2698th meetings) 

Cuba 
,. 

Czechoslovakia 
,. 

El Salvador 
,. 

Mongolia " 
Ukrainian SSR 
Algeria 2697th meeting 2698th 

meeting) 

Guyana " 
Islamic Republic of Iran 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya H 

Yugoslavia 

Letter dated 22 July 1986 Cuba 2700th meeting (2701st-
from the Permanent Rep- 2704th meetings) 
resentative of 
Nicaragua 

Democratic Yemen 

El Salvador 

India 
,. 

Ukrainian SSR 
Czechoslovakia 270 I st meeting (2702nd-

2704th meetings) 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Viet Nam 

Lao People's Democratic 2702nd meeting (2703rd 
Republic meeting) 

Poland 
,. 

Afghanistan 2703rd meeting (2704th 
meeting) 

Honduras 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

United Republic of 
Tanzania 

Zimbabwe 

Islamic Republic of Iran 2704th meeting 

Letter dated 17 October Argentina 2716th meeting (2717th and 
1986 from the Perma- 2718th meetings) 
nent Representative of 
Nicaragua 

Cuba 

India 
,. 

Iraq 
Mexico 
Peru " 
Yugoslavia 

,. 

Algeria 2717th meeting (2718th 
meeting) 

Democratic Y cmcn 
Guatemala 
Honduras 



QtustiDlf. 

Letter dated 17 October 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative of 
Nicaragua 
(continued) 

Letter dated 13 November 
1986 from the 
Pennanent Repre­
sentative of Chad 

Letter dated 9 
December I 986 from 
the Permanent 
Representative of 
Nicaragua 

Letter dated 11 March 
1988 from the Perma-
nent Representative of 
Argentina 

Letter dated 17 March 
1988 from the Charge 
d'affaircs a.i. of the 
Pennanent Mission of 
Nicaragua 

Letter dated 19 April 1988 
from the Pennanent Rep-
rcscntative of 
Tunisia 

Chapter Ill. ParddpadoD ha the proceeclhap of the Security Cou•dl 

State i1tvited 

Spain 

Syrian Arab Republic 
Islamic Republic of Iran 
Chad 

Egypt 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Zaire 
Honduras 

Bolivia 

Colombia 
Costa Rica 
Ecuador 
Guyana 
Mexico 
Nicaragua 

Panama 
Peru 
Spain 
Uruguay 

Venezuela 
Guatemala 
India 
Colombia 

Costa Rica 
Honduras 
Peru 
Egypt 

Gabon 
Jordan 

Kuwait 
Lebanon 
Morocco 
Mozambique 
Pakistan 
Saudi Arabia 
Somalia 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Bangladesh 

Deci.fio11 of the COll11Cil---i11vitatio11 
at111tded or rmeweJ> 

2717th meeting (2718th 
meeting) 

2718th meeting 
2721st meeting 

" 

. 
2728th meeting 

2800th meeting (2801st 
meeting) 

" 

. . 

., . 

2801 st meeting 

2802nd meeting (2803rd 
meeting) 

. . 
2807th meeting (2808th-

2810th meetings) 

" 
2807th meeting (2808th-

2810th meetings) 

. 

. 

. 
2808th meeting (2809th and 

2810th meetings) 
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Que.rtion1 

Letter dated I 9 April 1988 
from the Permanent Rep­
resentative of 
Tunisia 
( continued) 

Letter dated 5 July 1988 
from the Acting 
Permanent 
Representative of 
the Islamic 
Republic of Iran 

Stale invited 

Cuba 

Mauritania 
Qatar 
Turkey 
Ukrainian SSR 
United Arab Emirates 
Yemen 
Bahrain 

Greece 
Lao People's Democratic 

Republic 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Sudan 
Zimbabwe 
Congo 
Djibouti 
India 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
Pakistan 
Syrian Arab Republic 

Cuba 

Gabon 
United Arab Emirates 
Nicaragua 

Romania 

Decision of the Council-in vi ration 
extended or renewei' 

2808th meeting (2809th and 
28 I 0th meetings) 

2809th meeting (2810th 
meeting) 

28 I 0th meeting 

2818th meeting (2819th-
282lst meetings) 

2819th meeting (2820th and 
2821st meetings) 

2820th meeting (2821st 
meeting) 

ZAIRY 

-Questions entered in the table are arranged under agenda items. Items are listed chronologically 
according to the sequence of the first meeting held on each item. Any reconsideration of an item or 
discussion of a sub-item under the general heading at subsequent meetings does not reappear as a 
new agenda item, but has been grouped under the item that first appeared. 

lrfhe meetings at which the invitations were renewed are indicated by parentheses. 
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Quution 

Letter dated I 0 
February 1988 from 
the Permanent 
Observer for the 
Republic of Korea 
Letter dated 10 Feb­
ruary 1988 from the 
Permanent Repre­
sentative of Japan 

""(b) TO SUBMIT WRITTEN STATEMENTS 

••3. Invitations denied 

D. IN THE CASE OF OTHER INVITATIONS 

t. Invitations expressly under Article 32 

State invited 

Republic of Korea 

Basis of Ille invitation 

OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. 
for Jan.-March 
1988, S/19488 and 
S/19489 

Decision of Ille CoU11Cil­
invitalion extended or 

renewed 

2791st meeting 
(2792nd meeting) 

2. Invitations expressly under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure 

Decision of Ille CoMncil-
invitation extended or 

Question• Per$on invited Basis of lite invitation ra,ew,eJ; 

The situation in the C. Maksoud S/17461 2604th meeting 
occupied Arab (2605th meeting) 
territories 

The Middle East C. Maksoud S/17558 2620th meeting 
problem including (2621st and 2622nd 
the Palestinian meetings) 
question 

S. Pirzada S/17560 2621 st meeting 
(2622nd meeting) 

The situation in the S. Pirzada S/17558 2623rd meeting 
Middle East 

" S/17560 2621st (2623rd 
meeting) 

C. Maksoud S/18358 2707th meeting 

S. Mansouri S/17750 2643rd (2644th-
2649th meetings) 

The situation in the S. Pirzada S/17758 2646th meeting 
occupied Arab (2647th-2649th 
territories meetings) 

C. Maksoud S/18505 2724th meeting 
(2725th meeting) 

Letter dated 4 Febru- S. Mansouri S/17791 265 I st meeting 
ary 1986 from the 
Syrian Arab Republic 

The situation in the C. Maksoud S/19339 2772nd meeting 
occupied Arab (2773rd-2776th 
territories meetings) 

K. Ansay S/19344 2773rd meeting 
(2774th-2776th 
meetings) 

C. Maksoud S/19453 2785th meeting 

S. Pirzada S/19456 2785th meeting 
(2786th, 2687th and 
2689th meetings) 

C. Klibi S/19705 2804th meeting 
(2786th, 2687th and 
2689th meetings) 

E. Ansay S/19773 2806th meeting 
(2805th and 2806th 
meetings) 

C. Maksoud S/19776 2806th meeting 
The situation in the S. Mansouri S/19432 2782nd meeting 

Middle East 
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Deci.riofl of tlle Cou,rci/-
invitation extended or 

Quutio11• Peno11 i11vited Basis of Ille ill vita/ion reneweJ> 

The situation in the C. Maksoud S/19867 2811th meeting 
Middle East (2783rd and 2784th 
(continued) meetings) 

The situation between C. Klibi S/16994 2569th meeting 
Iraq and Iran 

S/17841 2663rd meeting 
(2664th and 2665th 
meetings) 

S/18375 2709th meeting 
(27 I Oth-2713th 
meetings) 

The question of South Neo Mnumzana S/17793 2652nd meeting 
Africa (2654th-2661 st 

meetings) 

Lesaoana Makhanda S/17794 2654th meeting 
(265Sth-266 I st 
meetings) 

Theo-Ben Gurirab S/17815 2660th meeting 
{2661 st meeting) 

Mfanafuthi J. Makatini S/18695 2733rd (2736th 
meeting) 

L. Makhanda S/18707 2736th meeting 

A. Ansay 

N.Mnumzana S/19569 2793rd meeting 

L. Makhanda " 
H. Angula " 

The situation in Sam Nujoma S/17244 2583rd meeting 
Namibia (2594th-2490th, 

2492nd and 2494th-
2495th meetings) 

C. Maksoud S/17255 2585th meeting 
(2586th-2590th, 
2592nd and 2S94th-
2595th meetings) 

Gora Ebrahim S/17265 2589th meeting (2590th, 
2592nd and 2594th-
2595th meetings) 

Andimba Toivo y S/17624 2624th meeting 
Toivo (262Sth-2626th and 

2628th meetings) 

Theo-Ben Gurirab S/18772 27 40th meeting 
(2741st-2746th. 
meetings) 

A. Ansay S/18779 

Theo-Ben Gurirab S/19233 2755th meeting 
(2756th-2758th 
meetings) 

Solly Simelane S/19238 2756th meeting 
(2757th-27S8th 
meetings) 

The situation in Cyprus Ozer Koray 259 I st meeting 

Ozer Koray 2635th meeting 

Ozer Koray 2688th meeting 

Ozer Koray 2729th meeting 

Ozer Koray 2749th meeting 

Ozer Koray 2771 st meeting 

Ozer Koray 2816th meeting 

Ozer Koray 2833rd meeting 

Complaint by Angola Peter Mushilhange S/17325 2614th meeting 
against South Africa 

M.J. Makatini S/17541 2616th meeting 
M.J. Makatini S/19289 2763rd meeting 
Theo-Ben Gurirab S/19293 2766th meeting 

(2764th-2766th 
meetings) 
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Decisiori of tlu! Cmuu;i/-
i11vilatiori atouled or 

Que3tio111 Pura" iflviled Basis of tlu! iflvitatio11 rmewel> 
Complaint by Lesotho Neo Mnumzana S/17700 2638th meeting 

against South Africa 
Letter dated IO Octo- C. Maksoud S/17513 2610th meeting 

bcr 1985 from the 
Pennanent Repre-
sentative of Tunisia 

Letter dated 1 October Adnan Omran S/17S1S 2611 th meeting 
1985 from the Per-
manent Repre-
sentative of Tunisia 

S. Pirzada S/17524 2613th meeting 
Letter dated 25 March C. Maksoud S/17948 2670th meeting 

1986 from the Per-
manent Repre-
sentative of Malta 
Letter dated 2S 
March I 986 from 
the Permanent Repre-
sentati ve of the 
Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics 
Letter dated 26 
March 1986 from 
the Permanent Repre-
sentative of Iraq 

Letter dated I 5 April C. Maksoud S/17997 2675th meeting 
1986 from the (2676th-2680th and 
Charge d' affaires of 2682nd meetings) 
the Permanent 
Mission of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya 
Letter dated IS April 
1986 from the 
Charge d'affaircs of 
Burkina Faso 
Letter dated 15 April 
1986 from the 
Charge d'affaires of 
the Permanent Mis-
sion of the 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Letter dated 15 April 
1986 from the Per-
manent Repre-
sentative of Oman 

Letter dated 19 April C. Maksoud S/1981 S 2807th meeting 
1988 from the Per- (2808th-28l0th 
manent Repre- meetings) 
sentative of Tunisia 

"Questions entered in the table arc arranged under agenda items. Items are listed chronologically 
according to the sequence of the first meeting held on each item. Any reconsideration of an item or 
discussion of a sub-item under the general heading at subsequent meetings docs not reappear as a 
new agenda item, but has been grouped under the item that first appeared. 

bfhe meetings at which the invitations were renewed arc indicated by parentheses. 
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3. Invitations not expressly under Article 32 or rule 39 

.. (a) RESTRICTED IN RELATION TO THE AGENDA ITEM 

(b) UNRESTRICTED IN RELATION TO THE AGENDA ITEM 

During the period under review, the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) was 
invited to participate in most of the discussions of items relating to the Middle East, in 
accordance with the initial decision at the 1859th meeting, on 4 December 1975. 1 

The occasions and votes are recorded in the following tabulations: 

VOTES REGARDING THE INVITATION OF THE PALESTINE LIBERATION 
ORGANIZATION 

Qiustion 

The situation in the 
Middle East 

The situation in the 
occupied Arab territories 

The situation between Iran 
and Iraq 

Letter dated I October 
198S from the Perma­
nent Representative of 
Tunisia 

Letter dated I 5 April 1986 
from the Charge 
d'affaires of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya 
Letter dated 15 April 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of Burkina 
Faso 
Letter dated IS April 
1986 from the Charge 
d' affaires of the Syrian 
Arab Republic 
Letter dated 1 5 April 
1988 from the Perma­
nent Representative of 
Oman 

Letter dated 19 April 1986 
from the Permanent Rep­
resentative of 
Tunisia 

Vote 

Meeting lnfavovr Against 

2572nd 10 

2582nd 10 
2604th IO 

2619th 10 
2770th 10 
2783rd 10 
2813th 10 
2643rd 10 

2724th 10 
2780th 10 
2781st JO 
2785th 10 
2804th 10 
2664th JO 

2709th 10 
2610th 10 

2680th 10 

2807th 10 

Abstaining 

4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

1See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, Supplement 1975-1980, chap. III, part 
I, D.3(b). 
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INVITATIONS NOT EXPRESSLY UNDER ARTICLE 32 OR RULE 39, 
RESTRICTED rN RELATION TO THE AGENDA ITEM 

Decision of the CoWtCil-
invitation o:tuuled or 

Question• Invitation Ba.sis of tu invitation reneweJ' 

The situation in the PLO S/17011 2572nd meeting (2573rd 
Middle East and 2575th meetings) 

PLO S/17234 2582nd meeting 

PLO S/17460 2604th meeting (2605th 
meeting) 

PLO S/19433 2783rd meeting (2784th 
meeting) 

PLO S/19870 2813th meeting 

The Middle East problem PLO S/17552 2619th meeting (2620th-
including the Palestinian 2623rd meetings) 
question 

The situation in the PLO S/17748 2643rd meeting (2664th-
occupied Arab territories 2649th meetings) 

PLO S/18504 2724th meeting (2725th 
meeting) 

PLO S/19404 2780th meeting 

PLO S/19430 2781st meeting 
PLO S/19445 2785th meeting (2787th 

and 2789th meetings) 

PLO S/19706 2804th meeting (2805th 
and 2806th meetings) 

Letter dated 4 February PLO S/17787 2655th meeting 
1986 from the 
Permanent Reprc-
sentative of Syria 

Letter dated I October PLO S/17512 2610th meeting (2611th, 
1985 from the Penna- 2613th and 2615th 
nent Representative of meetings) 
Tunisia 

The situation between Iran PLO S/17847 2664th meeting (2665th 
and Iraq meeting) 

PLO S/18411 2709th meeting (2710th-
2713th meetings) 

Letter dated I 5 April 1986 PLO S/18018 2680th meeting (2681st 
from the Charge and 2682nd meetings) 
d'affaircs of the Perma-
nent Mission of the Lib-
yan Arab Jamahiriya 
Letter dated I 5 April 
1986 from the Charge 
d'affaires of the 
Permanent Mission of 
Burkina Faso 
Letter dated 15 April 
I 986 from the Charge 
d'affaircs of the Penna-
nent Mission of the 
Syrian Arab Republic 
Letter dated I 5 April 
I 986 from the 
Permanent Reprc-
sentative of Oman 

Letter dated I 9 April I 988 PLO S/19814 2807th meeting (2808th-
from the Permanent Rep- 2810th meetings) 
rcsentative of 
Tunisia 

"Questions entered in the table arc arranged under agenda items. Items are listed chronologically 
according to the sequence of the first meeting held on each item. Any reconsideration of an item or 
discussion of a sub-item under the general heading at subsequent meetings docs not reappear as a 
new agenda item, but has been grouped under the item that first appeared. 

lrfhc meetings at which the invitations were renewed are indicated by parentheses. 
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4. Invitations denied 

During the period under review, there were no cases 
where an invitation was expressly denied. There were, 
however, three instances where invitations requested under 
rule 39 were not pressed to a decision by the Security 
Council owing to objections, especially from the potential 
supporters of such invitations. In his letter dated 12 No­
vember 1985 (S/17627), the representative of South Africa 
enclosed a statement by the "Transitional Government" of 
Namibia in which that Government requested that an invi­
tation be sent to representatives of the six political parties 
of the Multi-Party Conference of Namibia to participate in 
the debate of the Council on the question of Namibia. This 
was further confirmed by him at the 2624th meeting of the 
Council. Similar requests were made at the 2742nd to 
2746th and 2755th to 2759th meetings for the group or a 
representative of the group. During those meetings, the 

representatives of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, the United States of America and the 
Federal Republic of Germany argued that, although they 
supported, in principle, that any person who could provide 
information to the Council should be enabled to do so un­
der rule 39, they could not support the request. Arguments 
put forward included: (a) persons acting as representatives 
of the so-called Transitional Government of Namibia 
should not be allowed to address the Council since that 
Government had been declared null and void by the Coun­
cil (resolution 566 (1978)); and (b) rule 39 applies only to 
individuals and not to representatives of a Government or 
of a group of parties. 2 

2Scc 2634th, 2626th, 2629th, 2746th and 2759th meetings. Sec 
also footnote S of Supplement 1981-1984 of the Repertoire of the 
Practice of the Security Council. page SO. 

**Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS AND PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 32 OF THE CHARTER 

Part III 

PROCEDURES RELATING TO PARTICIPATION OF INVITED REPRESENTATIVES 

NOTE 

Part III is concerned with procedures relating to the par­
ticipation of invited representatives after an invitation was 
extended and comprises material on participation by Mem­
bers and non-members of the United Nations. 

No question arose during the period under review con­
cerning either the stage at which invited States might be 
heard (sect. A), or the duration of participation of invited 
representatives (sect. B). The practice was generally main­
tained whereby the President, when consideration of a 
question was extended over several meetings, renewed the 

invitation at each consecutive meeting immediately after 
the adoption of the agenda. 

During the period under review, there were no cases in­
volving limitations of a procedural nature affecting invited 
representatives throughout the process of participation in 
the proceedings of the Council (sect. C). 

No question arose during the period under review 
concerning limitations connected with aspects of the 
business of the Council in which it was deemed inap­
propriate that invited representatives should participate 
(sect. D). 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter contains material from the Official 
Records relating to the practice of the Security Council un­
der Article 27 of the Charter. The arrangement of the ma­
terial in the chapter basically follows that of the corre­
sponding chapter in earlier volumes of the Repertoire; part 
IV has been retained in view of the continuing trend in the 
Council to adopt its decisions by consensus or without a 
vote. 

Part I presents evidence relating to the distinction be­
tween procedural and non-procedural matters. During the 
period under review, there was no material requiring treat­
ment in part II, relating to the practice of the Council in 
voting upon whether a matter was procedural within the 
meaning of Article 27, paragraph 2, of the Charter. Part III 
is concerned with the abstention, non-participation or ab­
sence of a Council member in relation to the requirements 
of Article 27, paragraph 3. Part IV deals with decisions 
adopted by consensus or without a vote. 

Some of the material in this chapter represents parts of 
draft resolutions that were extracted and subjected to a 
separate vote. Such votes are listed here in so far as they 
provide evidence relating to Article 27 of the Charter. As 
this separate vote is taken under the auspices of rule 32 in 
the provisional rules of procedure, more detailed informa­
tion concerning this material will be found in chapter I, 
part V. 

Material relating to voting in connection with the elec­
tion of judges under Article IO of the Statute of the Inter­
national Court of Justice is included in chapter VI, part I, 
section E. Chapter VII, part I, contains material on the vot­
ing procedure employed by the Council in connection with 
applications for admission to membership in the United 
Nations. 

As noted in the preceding volumes of the Repertoire, 
most votes in the Council do not indicate whether the 
Council considers the matter voted upon as procedural or 

non-procedural: this uncertainty exists when a proposal is 
adopted by a unanimous vote, when all permanent mem­
bers vote in favour of the proposal or when the proposal 
fails to obtain the necessary nine votes in its favour. 

Part I, section A, 1 comprises instances wherein the vote 
indicated the procedural character of the decision: the pro­
posal obtained nine or more votes and was adopted despite 
the negative vote of one or more permanent members. 

Part I, section B,2 lists instances where the vote revealed 
the non-procedural nature of the decision: the proposal ob­
tained nine or more votes in favour, but was rejected owing 
to the negative vote of one or more permanent members. 

In part III, section A, there were no cases in which mem­
bers abstained in accordance with the proviso of Article 
27, paragraph 3. 

Part III, section 8,3 lists those occasions on which per­
manent members abstained voluntarily or did not partici­
pate in the vote. Had they voted against the proposal, no 
affirmative decision could have been taken. 

Part IV, section A, lists cases in which the Council 
adopted resolutions by consensus. 

Part IV, section B, concerns resolutions adopted without 
a vote. There were no decisions adopted without a vote 
during the period under review. 

Part IV, section C, lists cases in which the Council's de­
cisions were announced or issued after being agreed upon 
by members of the Council during consultations, including 
those decisions when some members dissociated them­
selves from matters under consideration.4 

1See the table in part I, sect. A, below. 
2S ee the table in part I, sect. B, below. 
3S ee the table in part III, sect. B, below. 
4See the various tables in part IV below. 

Part I 

PROCEDURAL AND NON-PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

A. CASES IN WHICH THE VOTE INDICATED THE PROCEDURAL CHARACTER OF THE MATTER 

**1. Inclusion of items in the agenda 

**2. Order of items on the agenda 

**3. Deferment of consideration of items on the agenda 

**4. Removal of an item from the list of matters of which the Security Council is seized 

**5. Rulings of the President of the Security Council 

**6. Suspension of a meeting 

**7. Adjournment of a meeting 
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Agenda item 

Situation in the Middle 
East 

Situation in the occupied 
Arab territories 

Letter dated I October 
1985 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Tunisia to the 
United Nations 

Middle East problem 
including the 
Palestinian question 

Letter dated 4 February 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of the Syrian Arab 
Republic to the 
United Nations 

Situation between Iran 
and Iraq 

Letters dated 15 April 
1986 from the Char­
ges d'affaires a.i. of 
the Permanent Mis· 
sions of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, 
Burkina l'aso and the 
Syrian Arab Republic 
to the United Nations 
and from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Oman to the 
United Nations 

Letter dated 19 April 
1988 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Tunisia to the 
United Nations 

8. Invitations to participate in the proceedings 

Organization invited 

Palestine Liberation 
Organization (PLO) 

PLO 
PLO 
PLO 
PLO 

PLO 
PLO 

PLO 
PLO 
PLO 

PLO 
PLO 
PLO 

PLO 

PLO 

PLO 

PLO 
PLO 

PLO 

Meeting and date 

2572, II March 1985 

2582, 3 I May 1985 
2783, 18 January 1988 
2813, 9 May 1988 
2604, 12 September 1985 

2643, 21 January 1986 
2724, 5 December 1986 

2770, 11 December 1987 
2780, 5 January 1988 
2781, 14 January 1988 

2785, 27 January 1988 
2804, 30 March 1988 
2610, 2 October 1985 

2619, 10 October 1985 

2655, 6 February 1986 

2664, 19 February 1986 

2709, 3 October 1986 
2680, 18 April 1986 

2807, 21 April 1988 

**9. Conduct of business 

Vote 

10-1-4 

10-1-4 

10-1-4 
I 0-1-4 
10- 1-4 

10-1-4 
10-1-4 

10-1-4 
10-1-4 
10-1-4 

I 0-1-4 
I 0-1-4 
10-1-4 

10-1-4 

10-1-4 

10-1-4 

I 0- 1-4 
10-1-4 

10-1-4 

Permanent member< ca.sling 
a negative vote 

**10. Convocation of an emergency special session of the General Assembly 

8. CASES IN WHICH THE VOTE INDICATED THE NON-PROCEDURAL CHARACTER OF THE MATTER 

1. In connection with matters considered by the Security Council under its responsibility 
for the maintenance of international peace and security 

Decmons (draft Permanent member< 

Agenda Item Meeting and date reso/u11ons. etc.) Submilled by Vote castmg negattYe vote 

Situation in the Middle 2573, 12 March 1985 S/17000 I-Power 11-1-3 
East 

2642, 17 January 1986 S/17730/Rev.2 I-Power 11-1-3 
2784, 18 January 1986 S/19434 6-Power 13-1-1 

2814, 10 May 1988 S/19868 6-Power 14-1-0 
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Agenda Item 

Letter dated 6 May 
1985 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the 
United Nations 

Question of South Africa 

Situation in the occu­
pied Arab territories 

Situation in Namibia 

Letter dated 4 February 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of the Syrian Arab Re­
public to the United 
Nations 

Letters dated I 5 April 
1986 from the Char­
ges d'affaires a.i. of 
the Permanent Mis­
sions of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, 
Burkina Faso and the 
Syrian Arab Repub­
lic, and from the Per­
manent Represen­
tative of Oman to the 
United Nations 

Situation in southern Af­
rica 

Complaint by Angola 
against South Africa 

Letter dated 22 July 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the 
United Nations 

Letter dated 17 October 
1986 from the Perma­
nent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the 
United Nations 

Meeting and date 

2832, 14 December 1988 
2580, 10 May 1985 

2580, JO May 1985 

2580, 10 May 1985 

2602, 26 July 1985 

2738, 20 February 1987 
2797, 8 March 1988 
2605, 13 September 1985 

2650, 30 January 1986 
2790, I February 1988 
2806, I 5 April 1988 
2629, IS November 1985 
2747, 9 April 1987 
2655, 6 February 1986 

2682, 21 April 1986 

2686, 23 May 1986 

2693, 18 June 1986 

2704, 31 July 1986 

2718, 28 October 1986 

Decis,onJ (draft p,,,,,_t .,,.,1,,,., 
nsol11tions. etc.) 

S/20322 
S/17172 

(eighth 
preambular para.) 

S/17172 
(operative para. I ) 

S/17172 
(operative para. 2) 

Amendment S/17363 
to draft resolution 
S/17354/Rev. I 

S/18705 
S/19585 
S/17459 

S/17769/Rev. I 
S/19466 
S/19780 
S/17633 
S/18785 
S/17796/Rev. I 

S/18016/Rev. I 

S/18087 /Rev. I, 
as orally revised 

S/18163 

S/18250 

S/18428 

S11bntilted by 

6-Power 
I-Power 

I-Power 

I-Power 

6-Power 

S-Power 
6-Power 
6-Power 

5-Power 
6-Power 
6-Power 
6-Power 
S-Power 
S-Power 

5-Power 

5-Power 

5-Power 

5-Power 

5-Power 

Vote 

14-1-0 
13-1-1 

11-1-3 

13-1-1 

12-2-1 

10-3-2 
10-2-3 
10-1-4 

13-1-1 
14-1-0 
14-1-0 
12-2-1 
9-3-3 
10-1-4 

9-5-1 

12-2-1 

12-2-1 

11-1-3 

11-1 ·3 

casting negative I/Ole 

I 
I 

2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

3 

2 

2 

**2. In connection with other matten considered by the Security Council 

Part II 

**PROCEEDINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL REGARDING VOTING UPON THE QUESTION 
WHETHER THE MATTER WAS PROCEDURAL WITHIN THE MEANING OF ARTICLE 27, PARA­
GRAPH 2, OF THE CHARTER 
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Part III 

ABSTENTION, NON-PARTICIPATION OR ABSENCE IN RELATION TO ARTICLE 27, 
PARAGRAPH 3, OF THE CHARTER 

A. OBLIGATORY ABSTENTION member. The representative of Nicaragua pointed out that 
one of the paragraphs put to a separate vote ( operative 
paragraph 5) read: **1. Cases in which members abstained in accord­

ance with the proviso of Article 27, paragraph 3 Calls on States to refrain from carrying out, supporting or promoting 
political, economic or military actions of any kind against any State 
in the region which might impede the peace objectives of the Con­
tadora Group. 

2. Consideration of abstention in accordance with 
the proviso of Article 27, paragraph 3 

CASE 1 

At the 2580th meeting, on 10 May 1985, in connection 
with the letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Rep­
resentative of Nicaragua, a draft resolution5 was voted on 
paragraph by paragraph at the request of a permanent 

The representative of Nicaragua then stated that he won­
dered if the economic, military and financial blockade, 
along with the acts of aggression "constantly perpetrated 
by the United States against my country", were not in con­
tradiction with operative paragraph 5, concerning which 
the United States had voted in favour. 6 

5S/17172, adopted as resolution 562 ( 1985). 
6S/PV.2580, pp. I 32-135; for details, see also chap. I, part V, 

sect. B. 

AgelUUl ite,n 

B. VOLUNTARY ABSTENTION, NON-PARTICIPATION OR ABSENCE 
IN RELATION TO ARTICLE 27, PARAGRAPH 3 

1. Certain cases in which permanent members abstained or did not participate 
otherwise than in accordance with the proviso of Article 27, paragraph 3 

The sixth column of the table below ("Voluntary abstention") lists certain cases in 
which permanent members abstained otherwise than in accordance with the proviso of 
Article 27, paragraph 3. 

There were no cases of non-participation or of votes taken in the absence of per­
manent members for the period under review. 

For the details of voting, see the relevant sections of chapter VIII, part II. 

D«isiDlt. raolutiDlt. Vo/MIii/Uy 

Meetlllg 1JJ1d dDte mM"'1,,,att, etc. Sub111itled by Jlote abstattion 

Situation in the Middle 2575, 17 April 1985 S/17100 13-0-2 
East (res. 561 (1985)) 

2623, 17 October 1985 S/17567 13-0-2 
(res. 575 ( 1985)) 

2708, 23 September 1986 S/18356 I-Power 14-0-1 
(res. 587 ( 1986)) 

Situation in southern 2662, 13 February 1986 S/17817/Rev. I 5-Powcr 13-0-2 2 
Africa (res. 581 (1986)) 

Situation in the 2727, 8 December 1986 S/18506/Rev.l, 5-Power 14-0-1 
occupied Arab as orally revised 
territories (res. 592 ( 1986)) 

2777, 22 December 1987 S/19352/Rev.l S-Powcr 14-0-1 
(res. 605 ( 1987)) 

2781, 14 January 1988 S/19429 6-Power 14-0-1 
(res. 608 (1988)) 

Letter dated 6 May 2580, IO May 1985 S/17172 I-Power 14-0-1 
1985 from the (sixth preambular 
representative of para.) 
Nicaragua to the 
United Nations 

2580, 10 May 1985 S/17172 I-Power 14-0-1 
( operative para. 3) 

2580, 10 May 1985 S/17172 I-Power 13..()..2 2 
(operative para. 6) 

NOii-
portlcipatlott 
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Dec1s10n, resolution, Vo/1111tary 
abstention 

Non­
part1c1pa11on Agenda I/em Meetmg and date amendment, ere. S11bm111ed by Vote 

Situation in Namibia 2595, 19 June 1985 S/17284/Rev .2 6-Power 13-0-2 2 
(res. 566 (1985)) 

2759, 30 October 1987 S/19242 (res. 60 I 5-Power 14-0-1 
(1987)) 

Question of South 2602, 26 July 1985 S117354/Rev. I 2-Power 13-0-2 
Africa (res. 569 (1985)) 

2 

2 2830, 23 November I 988 S120290 (res. 623 2-Power 13-0-2 
(1988)) 

Complaint by Angola 2607, 20 September 1985 S/17481 (operative 6-Power 14-0-1 
against South Africa• para. 5, as orally 

revised) 

Complaint by Angola 2617, 7 October 1985 S/l 7D I {operative 6-Power 14-0-1 
against South Africa• para. 6) 

Complaint by Angola 2631, 6 December 1985 S/ 17 66 7 (operative 6-Power 14-0-1 
against South Africa• para. 6) 

Letter dated I October 2615, 4 October 1985 S/17535 (res. 573 6-Power 14-0-1 
1985 from the Perma- (1985)) 
nent Representative 
of Tunisia to the 
United Nations 

Letter dated 19 April 2810, 25 April 1988 S/19819 (res. 611 6-Power 14-0-1 
1988 from the Perma- (1988)) 
nent Representative 
of Tunisia to the 
United Nations 

• In these three cases a permanent member requested, then abstained from, a separate vote on the operative paragraphs specified in 
the table. However, after each of the operative paragraphs in question were adopted and included in the main body of the corresponding 
draft resolutions, the entire resolutions were unanimously adopted in all three cases. For further information concerning these separate 
votes, see chap. 1, part V, under "Rule 32". 

2. Consideration or the practice or voluntary abstention, non-participation or absence 
or permanent members in relation to Article 27, paragraph 3 

CASE 2 

At the 2595th meeting, on 19 June 1985, in connection 
with the situation in Namibia, the representative of the 
South West Africa People's Organization, who had been 
invited by the President to take a place at the Security 
Council table, remarked, with regard to abstentions by two 
permanent members in the adoption of resolution 566 
(1985): 7 

When the going got serious and demanded prompt and decisive ac­
tion, two of the Western permanent members skirted their responsi­
bilities and instead abstained in the vote . . . Let it also be said that 
abstention means a polite no .. 

CASE 3 

On 26 September 1985, at the commemorative meeting 
concerning the United Nations for a better world and the 
responsibility of the Security Council in maintaining peace 
and security, the representative of the Union of Soviet So­
cialist Republics stated: 8 

A better world cannot be built by taking into account the interests 
and views of one State only, however powerful and economically de­
veloped that State might be. Nor can it be built for a limited group of 
States. A better world means peace for all, which can be achieved only 
through the efforts of all. I wish to stress this here in the Security 

7S/PV.2595, p. 26. 
8S/PV 2608, p. 19. 

Council, whose work is based on the principle of the unanimity of its 
permanent members. 

These remarks were reinforced by the representative of 
Denmark, who stated that in order for the Security Council 
to enhance its authority and real influence on world events 
it was essential for the Council to speak with one voice. 
He said: "It is therefore a constant endeavour for Den­
mark to promote agreement in the Council", and added 
that unanimity was required for a clear and unequivocal 
signal to be sent from the Council to the parties to a con­
flict and to ensure that the Council's decisions were im­
plemented. 

CASE 4 

At the 2810th meeting on 25 April 1988, in connection 
with the letter dated 19 April 1988 from the Permanent 
Representative of Tunisia to the United Nations, the rep­
resentative of the United States of America stated:9 

Despite the strong views the United States holds on political assas­
sination and despite our strong support for Tunisia's national sover• 
eignty and territorial integrity, the United States has decided to abstain 
in the vote on the draft resolution today because it disproportionately 
places all blame for this latest round in the rising spiral of violence in 
the Middle East on one event only, while failing to mention other ac­
tions that preceded it. It also includes language that is suggestive of 
chapter VII sanctions. 

9S/PV.2810, p. 26. 
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Part IV 

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS AND DECISIONS BY CONSENSUS OR WITHOUT A VOTE 

A. CASES l:'11 WHICH THE SECURITY COU:'IICIL ADOPTED RESOLUTIONS 
BY CO:'IISE:'IISCS 

Agenda Hem 

Question of South 
Africa 

Meermg and dare 

2723, 28 November 1986 

Resoluflon number 

591 (1986) 

**B. CASES l:'11 WHICH THE SECURITY COU:'IICIL ADOPTED RESOLt:TIO:'liS 
WITHOUT A VOTE 

C. CASES IN WHICH SECt;RITY COUNCIL DECISIO:'IIS WERE A:'11:'liOU:'IICED IN 
PRESIDD/TIAL STATEMENTS ISSUED AFTER BEl:'IIG AGREED UPON BY THE 
MEMBERS OF THE SECURITY COt::'IICIL AT CO:'liSt:LTATIO'.'iS 

1. Statements agreed upon by all members of the Security Council 

(a) STATEMENTS PLACED ON RECORD AT MEETINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

Agenda Hem 

Situation between Iran 
and Iraq 

Situation in the Middle 
East 

Question of South Africa 

Situation in Cyprus 

United Nations for a bet­
ter world and the respon­
sibility of the Security 
Council in maintaining 
international peace and 
security 

Meeting and dare 

2576, 25 April 1985 

2667, 21 March 1986 

2730, 22 December 1986 

2779. 24 December 1987 

2798. 16 March 1988 

2823, 8 August 1988 

2581, 21 May 1985 

2630, 21 November 1985 

2687, 29 May 1986 

2705, 5 September 1986 

2719, 31 October 1986 

2722, 26 November 1986 

2769, 25 November 1987 

2815, 31 May 1988 

2831. 30 November 1988 

2603, 21 August I 985 

2623, 17 October 1985 

2690, I 3 June 1986 

2607, 20 September 1985 

2833, 15 December 1988 

2608, 26 September I 985 

Document and or 
meetmg number 

S/17130, incorporated in the record 
of the 2576th meeting 

S/17932, incorporated in the record 
of the 2667th meeting 

S/18538, incorporated in the record 
of the 2730th meeting 

S/19382, incorporated in the record 
of the 2779th meeting 

S/19626, incorporated in the record 
of the 2798th meeting 

S/20096, incorporated in the record 
of the 2823rd meeting 

S/17206, incorporated in the record 
of the 258 I st meeting 

S/17653, incorporated in the record 
of the 2630th meeting 

SI 18111, incorporated in the record 
of the 2687th meeting 

S/18320, incorporated in the record 
of the 2705th meeting 

S/18439, incorporated in the record 
of the 27 I 9th meeting 

S/18487, incorporated in the record 
of the 2722nd meeting 

S/1930 I. incorporated in the record 
of the 2769th meeting 

S/19912, incorporated in the record 
of the 28 I 5th meeting 

S/20300. incorporated in the record 
of the 2831 st meeting 

S/17413, incorporated in the record 
of the 2603rd meeting 

S/17575, incorporated in the record 
of the 2623rd meeting 

S/18157. incorporated in the record 
of the 2690th meeting 

S/17486, incorporated in the record 
of the 2607th meeting 

S/20330. incorporated in the record 
of the 2833rd meeting 

S/17501, incorporated in the record 
of the 2608th meeting 



Part IV. Adoption of resolutions and decisions by consensus or without a vote 

Agenda uem 

Statement by the President 
of the Security Council 
(in connection with the 
Achille Lauro incident) 

Statement by the President 
of the Security Council 
(in connection with the 
incidents at the Rome 
and Vienna airports) 

Statement by the President 
of the Security Council 
(fortieth anniversary of 
the first meeting of the 
Security Council and 
the inauguration of the 
International Year of 
Peace) 

Situation in Namibia 

Mee/Ing and date 

2618, 9 October 1985 

2639, 30 December 1985 

2642, I 7 January 1986 

2827, 29 September 1988 

Document and/or 
mee11ng number 

S/17554, incorporated in the record 
of the 2618th meeting 

S/ 17702, im:orporated in the record 
of the 2639th meeting 

S/17745, incorporated in the record 
of the 2642nd meeting 

S/20208, incorporated in the record 
of the 2827th meeting 

(b) STATEMENTS ISSUED ONLY AS SECURITY COUNCIL DOCUMENTS 

Agenda item 

Situation between Iran 
and Iraq 

Question of South Africa 

Situation in Namibia 

Situation in the Middle 
East 

United Nations for a bet­
ter world and the respon­
sibility of the Security 
Council in maintaining 
international peace and 
security 

Statement by the President 
of the Security Council 
(in connection with 
hostage-taking and 
abduction) 

Statement by the President 
of the Security Council 
(in connection with the 
incident of 20 June 
1988) 

Situation in the occupied 
Arab territories 

Date Document number 

5 March 1985 S/17004 

15 March 1985 S/17036 
16 January 1987 S/18610 
14 May 1987 S/18863 

22 March 1985 S/17050 
20 August 1985 S/17408 
16 April 1987 S/18808 
3 May 1985 S/1715 I 
21 August 1987 S/19068 
24 May 1985 S/17215 

6 June 1986 S/18138 
2 December 1986 S/18492 

13 February 1987 S/18691 
19 March 1987 S/18756 
29 August 1985 S/17424 

28 January 1987 S/18641 

24 June 1988 S/19959 

26 August 1988 S/20156 

**2. Statements agreed upon by the Security Council with some members 
dissociating themselves from the matter 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The material included in the present chapter covers pro­
c_edures of the Security Council relating to the estab­
lishment and control of its subsidiary organs deemed nec­
essary for the performance of its functions under the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

Part I includes five instances in which a subsidiary organ 
~as_ formally_ proposed but not established ( cases 8-12), 1 

six instances m which the Council authorized the Secretary­
General to set up a subsidiary organ (cases I and 3) and 
one instance in which the Council itself decided to estab­
lish a subsidiary organ (case 2). In cases where the Secre­
tary-General set up subsidiary organs pursuant to Council 

. 1The note to part I of the present chapter includes instances of 
informal proposals to set up subsidiary organs submitted to the 
Council. 

decisions, no implication is intended as to whether these 
bodies do or do not fall under Article 29. 

There are no entries under part II as there were no in­
stances du~ing the period under review of consideration by 
the Council of procedures to be followed relative to the 
establishment of subsidiary organs. 

Article 29 of the Charter 

"The Se_curity Council may establish such subsidiary 
organs as It deems necessary for the performance of its 
functions." 

Rule 28 of the provisional rules of procedure 

"Th~ Security Council may appoint a commission or 
committee or a rapporteur for a specified question." 

Part I 

OCCASIONS ON WHICH SUBSIDIARY ORGANS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
WERE ESTABLISHED OR PROPOSED 

NOTE 

During the period under review, the Council (a) re­
quested the Secretary-General to send a mission to visit 
Botswana for the purpose of assessing the damage caused 
by South Africa's aggression, proposing measures to 
s~rengthen Botswana's. capacity to receive and provide as­
sistance to South Afncan refugees and determining the 
level of assistance required by Botswana, and to report to 
the Council;2 (b) decided to send to Angola a commission 
of investigation, comprising three members of the Council, 
to evalua~e the damage resulting from the invasion by 
S~uth African forces and to report to the Council;3 (c) de­
cided to set up, under its authority, a United Nations 
Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group (UNIIMOG) to ver­
ify, confirm and supervise the ceasefire and withdrawal of 
all forces to the internationally recognized boundaries· 4 

(d) authorized the Secretary-General to appoint a speci~I 
representative for Western Sahara;5 (e) encouraged the 
Secretary-General to carry out promptly investigations in 
respo~se to allegations concerning the possible use of 
chemical and bacteriological (biological) or toxic weapons 
that might constitute a violation of the Geneva Protocol of 
19256 or other relevant rules of customary international 
law, in order to ascertain the facts of the matter, and to 

2case I, resolution 568 (1985). 
3Case 2. resolution 571 ( 1985). 
4Case 3, resolutions 598 ( 1987) and 619 (1988). 
5Case 5, resolution 621 (1988). 
6League of'.',lations. Treaty Series, vol. XCIV (1929), No. 2138. 
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report the results; 7 (/) confirmed its agreement to the tem­
porary ~ispatch br _the Secretary-General to Afghanistan 
a_nd Pakistan of m1htary officers from existing United Na­
t10ns operatio~s to assist in the mission of good offices;• 
and (g) established under its authority a United Nations 
Angola Verification Mission (UNAVEM) for a period of 
31 months.9 

The following subsidiary organs, which had been estab­
lished prior to 1985, continued to exist during the period 
under review: two standing committees, the Committee of 
Experts and the Committee on the Admission of New 
Members, and a number of ad hoc bodies: the United 
Nations Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan 
(UNMOGIP), the United Nations Troop Supervision Or­
ganization (UNTSO), the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force (UNDOF), the Special Representative of 
the Secretary-General in the Middle East the United Na­
tions Representative for India and Paki;tan, the Special 
~epresentative for humanitarian problems under resolu­
!1on 307 (1971), the United Nations Peacekeeping Force 
m Cyprus (UNFICYP), the Ad Hoc Sub-Committee on Na­
mibia, the Committee of Experts established at the 1506th 
meeting c~ncerning t_he question of associate membership, 
the Security Council Committee on Council Meetings 
Away from Headquarters, the Special Representative of 
the Secretary-General to East Timor, the Security Council 

7Case 4, resolution 620 ( 1988). 
8case 6, resolution 622 ( 1988). 
9Case 7, resolution 626 (1988). 
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Committee Established under resolution 42 I ( I 977) con­
cerning the question of South Africa, the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL), the Special Repre­
sentative of the Secretary-General for Namibia and the Se­
curity Council Committee established by resolution 446 
( 1979) concerning the situation in the occupied Arab ter­
ritories. In addition, the Secretary-General continued to exer­
cise his good offices in connection with the situation between 
Iran and Iraq, as well as with the situation relating to Afghani­
stan. With regard to the efforts of mediation pursued by the 
Secretary-General in connection with the situation between 
Iran and Iraq, the Secretary-General visited both Tehran and 
Baghdad between 7 and 9 April 1985 and submitted to the 
Council a report10 in which he stated that he had had further 
exchanges in the two capitals regarding his eight-point 
proposals, the underlying premise of which was that, as 
Secretary-General, his overriding constitutional responsi­
bility under the Charter was to seek to end the conflict; 
and that, until that goal was achieved, he was also legally 
obliged under recognized international humanitarian rules to 
try to mitigate the effects of the conflict, in areas such as 
attacks on civilian population centres, use of chemical 
weapons (case 4), treatment of prisoners of war and safety 
of navigation and civil aviation. He added that both sides 
had agreed that for the time being the United Nations in­
spection teams would remain in Baghdad and Tehran 11 
and expressed the view that, as a first step, it was essential 
that the Security Council extend an invitation to the two 
Governments to take part in a renewed examination of all 
aspects of the conflict. The Council considered the Secretary­
General's report on his visit and the President, on behalf of 
the members of the Council, made a statement12 expressing 
their appreciation and support to the Secretary-General and 
stating that the members of the Council were ready to issue 
at the appropriate moment an invitation to both parties to take 
part in a renewed examination of all aspects of the conflict. 
During the period covered by the present Supplement, there 
were also several allegations, by one or other of the parties 
to the conflict, of the use of chemical weapons in violation 
of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Since the members of the 
Council had considered that it could not act on the basis of 
individual allegations, the Secretary-General dispatched mis­
sions of specialists seven times and submitted reports thereon 
to the Council. The Council's responses to those reports are 
described in case 4 below, until, ultimately, the Council 
adopted resolution 620 ( 1988), by which it, inter alia, encour­
aged the Secretary-General to carry out promptly investigations 
of allegations by any Member State and decided to consider 
effective measures, taking into account the investigations, 
should there be any future use of chemical weapons wherever 
and by whomever committed. 

The Security Council Committee on the Admission of 
New Members, the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Namibia, the 
Committee of Experts established at the 1506th meeting to 
study the question of associate membership and the Secu­
rity Council Committee on Council Meetings Away from 
Headquarters did not meet during the period under review. 
There was also no activity on the part of the Special Rep-

10s/l 7097, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June /985. 
11See Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, Supple­

ment /98/-/984, chap. V, case 4. 
12S/J 7 I 30, OR. 40th year, Resolutions and Decisions of the Se­

curity Council, 1985 (also incorporated in the record of the 2576th 
mtg., held on 25 April 1985). 
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resentative of the Secretary-General in the Middle East, the 
United Nations Representative for India and Pakistan, the 
Special Representative for humanitarian problems under reso­
lution 307 ( 1971) and the Security Council Commission estab­
lished by resolution 446 ( 1979) concerning the situation in the 
occupied Arab territories during the period under review. 

The Security Council Committee of Experts was asked 
to study and report on the application of the Republic of 
Nauru 13 to become a party to the Statute of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. 

During the period under review, the military observers 
ofUNTSO continued to assist and cooperate with UNDOF 
and UNIFIL. The Chief of Staff and four other military 
observers of UNTSO were temporarily detached to serve 
as leader and military experts of the technical team sent by 
the Secretary-General to Iran and Iraq to work out, with 
the authorities of those two countries, the modalities for 
the dispatch of UNIIMOG to verify, confirm and supervise 
the ceasefire and withdrawal called for in resolution 598 
(1987).' 4 Moreover, 50 military officers had been tempo­
rarily detached from UNTSO, UNDOF and UNIFIL to 
constitute the United Nations Good Offices Mission in Af­
ghanistan and Pakistan (UNGOMAP). 15 

UNDOF continued to function throughout the period un­
der review, during which time the Council extended its 
mandate eight times 16 following consideration of the 
Secretary-General's regular progress reports. 17 

During the period under review, the Council extended 
the mandate of UNIFIL eight times 18 and the Secretary­
General submitted a number of regular and special re­
ports.19 In a number of resolutions,20 the Council also re­
quested the Secretary-General to continue consultations 
with the Government of Lebanon and other concerned par­
ties on the full implementation of the mandate of UNIFIL. 
On a few occasions in 1986 there were attacks against 
UNIFIL in which several members of the Irish and French 
contingents were killed and the Council responded with 
two statements and one resolution21 condemning the at-

13see S/PV .2753 and S/PV .2754. 
14s/20093, OR. 43rd yr .. Suppl. for July-Sept. /988. See also case 3. 
1'st20230, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. I 988. See also case 6. 
16The mandate of the Force was extended by the Council in its 

resolutions 563 (1985), 576 (1985), 584 (1986), 590 (1986), 596 
(1987), 603 (1987), 613 ( 1988) and 624 ( 1988). 

17The following progress reports were submitted by the Secretary• 
General: S/17177, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June /985; 
S/17628, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985; Sil 8061, ibid., 41st yr., 
Suppl. for April-June /986; Sl18453, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
/986; S/18453, ibid .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986; S/18868, ibid., 
42nd yr, Suppl. for April-June /987; S/19263, ibid., Suppl. for 
Oct.-Dec. 1987; S/19895, ibid., 43rd yr., Suppl. for April-June 
/988; and S/20276, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. I 988. 

181'he mandate of the Force was extended by the Council in its 
resolutions 561 (1985), 575 (1985), 583 (1986), 586 (1986), 594 
( 1987), 599 ( I 987), 609 ( 1988) and 617 ( 1988). 

19rhe Secretary-General submitted the following reports: 
Sil 7093, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June I 985; S/17557, ibid., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985, S/17965, ibid., 41st yr., Suppl. for 
April-June /986; SIi 8164 and Add. I, ibid., Suppl. for April-June 
I 986; S/18348 (special), ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. I 986; S/18396 
(special), ibid., Suppl.for Oct.-Dec. /986; S/18581 and Add. 1, ibid., 
42ndyr., Suppl.forJan.-March 1987; S/18990, ibid.,Supp/.forJan.­
March I 988; S/19617 (special), ibid., and Sl20053, ibid., Suppl. for 
Ju!Ji•Sepl. 1988. 

Osee footnote 18. 
21S/I 8320, S/18439 (presidential statements), and resolution 587 

(1986), OR, 41st yr .. Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council, 1986. 
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tacks against UNIFIL and noting the measures taken by the 
Secretary-General, following his dispatch to the area of a 
mission ofinquiry, 22 to enhance the security of the Force. 
On another occasion, the Secretary-General included in 
one of his reports on UNIFIL23 information concerning 
the abduction of Lt.-Col. William Richard Higgins and the 
Council responded by adopting a resolution condemning 
the abduction and demanding his immediate release.24 

Between 1985 and 1988, the Council extended the man­
date of UNFICYP eight times2i and, at the Council's re­
quest, the Secretary-General continued with his mission of 
good offices and regularly reported both on his good of­
fices and on the Force. On one occasion, it was acknow­
ledged that, on 20 September 1985, the Secretary-General 
had given an oral report to the members of the Council, 
following which the President, on behalf of the members 
of the Council, made a statement26 affirming that, in the 
course of the oral report, the Secretary-General had con­
veyed the assessment that his initiative had brought the po­
sition of the two sides closer together and his conviction 
that what had been achieved should lead to an early agree­
ment on the framework for a just and lasting settlement of 
the Cyprus question in accordance with the principles of 
the Charter. The members expressed support for the mis­
sion of the Secretary-General under his mandate from the 
Council and called upon all parties to make a special effort 
in cooperation with the Secretary-General to reach an early 
agreement. On another occasion, the President of the 
Council made a statement on behalf of its members27 ex­
pressing their support for the effort launched on 24 August 
1988 by the Secretary-General in the context of his mission 
of good offices in Cyprus and welcoming the readiness 
of the two parties to seek a negotiated settlement of all 
aspects of the Cyprus problem by I June 1989. 

The Security Council Committee established under reso­
lution 421 (1977) concerning the question of South Africa 
held 20 meetings during the period under review. At its 
2723rd meeting, on 28 November 1986, the Council re­
sumed its consideration of the Committee's report28 on se­
curing full implementation of the arms embargo by adopt­
ing measures aimed at closing all loopholes in the arms 
embargo against South Africa, reinforcing the embargo 
and making it more effective, which the Council had last 
considered at its 2564th meeting, on 13 December 1984. 29 

At its 2723rd meeting, on 28 November 1986, the Council 
had before it a letter from the Chairman of the Committee 
containing a draft resolution recommended by consensus 
by the Committee.30 At the same meeting, the Council 
adopted the draft resolution by consensus as resolution 591 
( 1986 ), by which it, inter a/ia, requested of all States that 

22S/18348, OR, 41 st yr., Suppl.for July-Sept. /986. and S/18396, 
ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986. 

23S/20053 (para. 23), OR. 43rd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1988. 
24Resolution 618 ( 1998). 
25The mandate of UNFICYP was extended by the Council in its 

resolutions 565 ( 1985), 578 ( 1985), 585 ( 1986), 593 ( 1986), 597 
( 1987), 604 ( I 987), 614 ( I 988) and 625 ( I 988). 

26For the text of the statement, see S/17486, OR,40th yr., Reso­
lutions and Decisions of the Security Council. J 985. 

27For the text of the statement, see S/20330, OR. 43rd yr., Reso­
lutions and Decisions of the Security Council. 1988. See also 
S/PV.2833. 

28S/18474, OR. 41st yr., Suppl. for Ocr.-Dec. 1986. 
29Sec Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council. Supple­

ment 1981-1984, chap. V. 
3oSee footnote 28. 

thenceforth the term "arms and related materiel" referred 
to in resolution 418 (1977) should include, in addition to 
all nuclear, strategic and conventional weapons, all mili­
tary, paramilitary police vehicles and equipment, as well 
as weapons and ammunition, spare parts and supplies for 
the aforementioned and the sale or transfer thereof; re­
quested all States to adopt measures to investigate viola­
tions, prevent future circumventions and strengthen their 
machinery for the implementation of the arms embargo; 
and requested the Secretary-General to report to the Coun­
cil on the implementation of the resolution before 30 June 
1987.31 By a letter dated 30 December 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Council,32 the Chairman of the Committee 
transmitted the text of a statement issued on the same date by 
the Chairman on behalf of the Committee, in which the Com­
mittee noted that quantities of arms and military equipment 
were still reaching South Africa directly or via clandestine 
routes and appealed to all States, in particular those with a 
manufacturing and export capacity for military equipment, to 
tighten their scrutiny and to increase their vigilance so as to 
ensure that none of it reached South Africa in violation of the 
mandatory arms embargo. 

The Special Representative of the Secretary-General for 
Namibia continued with the pursuit of his mandate of pro­
moting the Secretary-General's efforts to secure the imple­
mentation of resolution 435 (1978), embodying the United 
Nations plan for the independence of Namibia, including 
the establishment of a United Nations Transition Assist­
ance Group (UNT AG). In its resolution 566 ( 1985), the 
Council, inter alia, mandated the Secretary-General to re­
sume contact with South Africa with a view to obtaining 
its choice of the electoral system for the election, under 
United Nations supervision and control, for the Constituent 
Assembly, in accordance with the terms of resolution 435 
( 1978). The Council considered the reports of the Secre­
tary-GeneraP3 and adopted resolution 60 I ( 1987), in which 
it, inter a/ia, affirmed that all outstanding issues had been 
resolved, authorized the Secretary-General to arrange a 
ceasefire between South Africa and the South West Africa 
People's Organization (SW APO) in order to undertake the 
steps necessary for the emplacement of UNT AG, and 
urged all Member States to render all the necessary practi­
cal assistance to the Secretary-General and his staff in the 
implementation of the resolution. At the 2827th meeting, 
held on the tenth anniversary of the adoption of resolution 
435 (1978), on 29 September 1988, the President of the Coun­
cil made a statement, on behalf of its members, 34 in which the 
members noted recent developments in the efforts by a num­
ber of parties to find a peaceful solution to the conflict in 
south-western Africa that were reflected in the joint statement 
of 8 August 1988 by the Governments of Angola, Cuba, 
South Africa and the United States of America.35 In particular, 

31S/l 896 I and Add. 1-S, OR. 42nd yr .. Suppl. for April-June 
1987 

32S/19396, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1987. See also S/18288 
(note dated 20 August 1986 transmitting the report of the Commit­
tee on the International Seminar on the Arms Embargo against 
South Africa, held in London from 28 to 30 May I 986), ibid .. 41st 
yr. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1986. 

33S/18767, OR. 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1987, and 
S/19234, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1987. 

34S/20208, OR. 43rd yr .. Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
rity Council, 1988. 

35S/20109, annex, ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1988. For related 
development, see case 7. 
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the members urged South Africa to comply forthwith with 
resolution 435 (1978) and to cooperate with the Secretary­
General in its full and definitive implementation. To that 
end, they also urged all States to render all necessary as­
sistance to the Secretary-General and his staff in the ad­
ministrative and other practical steps necessary for the de­
ployment of UNTAG. 

On one occasion during the period under review, the 
Council fonnally requested the Secretary-General, under 
resolution 580 ( 1985), in connection with a complaint by 
Lesotho against South Africa, to establish, in consultation 
with the Government of Lesotho, an appropriate presence 
comprising one or two civilians in Maseru, for the purpose 
of keeping him infonned of any development affecting the 
territorial integrity of Lesotho. The "appropriate presence" 
requested was not actually established, however.36 

On another occasion, in connection with a request by 
Angola, when, by resolution 602 (1987), the Council man­
dated the Secretary-General to monitor the withdrawal of 
the South African military forces from the territory of An­
gola and to report to it thereon, he fulfilled his mandate by 
dispatching a mission to Angola, following consultations 
with the Government of Angola. The mission, which com­
prised both military and civilian staff, visited Angola from 
12 to 16 December 1987 and the Secretary-General sub­
mitted his report to the Council on 18 December 1987 .37 

On a third occasion, in connection with the situation in 
the occupied Arab territories, the Council adopted resolu­
tion 605 (1987), in which it, inter alia, requested the 
Secretary-General to examine the situation in the occupied 
territories by all means available to him and to submit a 
report containing his recommendations on ways and means 
for ensuring the safety and protection of the Palestinian ci­
vilians under Israeli occupation. The Secretary-General re­
sponded by dispatching the Under-Secretary-General for 
Special Political Affairs to visit Israel and the occupied 
Palestinian territories from 8 to 17 January 1988 and sub­
mitted to the Council a report, dated 21 January 1988,38 

containing various ideas, all of which were dependent on 
the consent and cooperation of Israel, on ways and means 
to ensure the protection of the civilian population. 

There were also a number of occasions during the period 
under review when the Council requested action on the part 
of the Secretary-General: (a) in its resolution 562 (l 985), 
in connection with the letter dated 6 May 1985 from the 
Pennanent Representative of Nicaragua to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council, 
the Council requested the Secretary-General to keep it ap­
prised of the development of the situation and the imple­
mentation of the resolution; (b) in resolution 572 (1985), 
in connection with the letter dated 26 September 1985 
from the Permanent Representative of Botswana to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council, it requested the Secretary-General to give the mat­
ter of assistance to Botswana his continued attention and 
to keep it informed; ( c) in resolution 581 ( 1986), in con­
nection with the situation in southern Africa, it requested 
the Secretary-General to monitor developments related to 

36For developments subsequent to the adoption of resolution 580 
( 198 5), see S/ 177 I 9 and SI 177 56 (letters from Lesotho), OR. 4 J st 
yr .. Suppl. for Jan.-March l 986, and SI 17762 (letter from South 
Africa), ibid. 

37S/l 9359, OR. 42nd yr .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1987. 
38S/l 9443, ibid .. 43rd yr .. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988. 

Chapter V. Subsidiary organs of the Security Council 

South Africa's threats to escalate acts of aggression against 
independent States in southern Africa and to report to it as 
the situation demanded; (d) in resolution 611 (1988), in 
connection with the letter dated 19 April 1988 from the 
Permanent Representative of Tunisia to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the 
Council requested the Secretary-General to report to it any 
new elements available to him relating to the act of aggres­
sion committed by Israel against the sovereignty and terri­
torial integrity of Tunisia; and ( e) in its resolution 621 
( I 988), in connection with the situation in Western Sahara, 
it requested the Secretary-General to report to it on the hold­
ing of a referendum for self-determination of the people of 
Western Sahara and on ways and means to ensure the or­
ganization and supervision of such a referendum by the 
United Nations in cooperation with the Organization of Af­
rican Unity. 

There were few instances when participants in the Coun­
cil proceedings and States Members of the United Nations 
proposed the creation of subsidiary organs without submit­
ting their suggestions in the form of draft resolutions. 39 

39(a) On the occasion of the commemorative meeting of the Se­
curity Council on the agenda item entitled "United Nations for a 
better world and the responsibility of the Security Council in main­
taining international peace and security", the representative of 
Thailand sugggested that, for the Council to be a forum where se­
rious negotiations could lead to substantive results, it should mini­
mize the time taken up by speeches by countries not directly in­
volved in the dispute and devote more time to the parties to the 
dispute to negotiate between themselves under the auspices of the 
President of the Council or with the assistance of the Secretary­
General, or of a "conciliation committee" of selected Council 
members that could be created under Article 29 of the Charter 
(S/PV.2608, p. 42). 

(b) In connection with the complaint by Angola against South 
Africa, the representative of South Africa suggested that, if the Se­
curity Council wanted to establish what was happening in southern 
Angola, it should send a fact-finding mission to the area to find 
out who was fighting whom, who was directing the operations, 
what armaments were being used and what the people of Angola 
would like to have in their country (S/PV.2612 and S/PV.2691, pp. 
12 and 26, respectively; and S/17662, letter dated 28 November 
1985 from South Africa, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985). 

(c) In connection with the situation in the occupied Arab terri­
tories, the Coordinating Bureau of the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries issued a communique in which it, inter a/ia, urged the 
Security Council to dispatch a fact-finding mission to the occupied 
Palestinian territories to investigate the situation and to report to 
the Council (OR. 42nd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /987, S/19360, 
letter dated 15 December 1987 from Zimbabwe). Similar sugges­
tions were also made by India (S/PV.2774, p. 66) and Zimbabwe 
(S/PV.2789, p. 8). The representative of the Union of Soviet So­
cialist Republics made similar suggestions in the context of the 
ideas contained in the report of the Secretary-General (S/19443) 
pursuant to resolution 605 ( 1987), in which the Secretary-General 
referred to the possibility of dispatching United Nations forces, or 
observers, or the establishment of a trusteeship system-which 
were all ideas declared to be dependent on the consent and coop­
eration of Israel (S/PV.2787, p. 13). 

(d) In connection with the letter dated 17 March 1988 from the 
Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Nicaragua to 
the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Coun­
cil, the States members of the Contadora Group and the Support 
Group submitted a letter transmitting a communique in which 
they, inter alia, urged the Secretary-General to dispatch an ob­
server mission to Central America. The representative of Nicara­
gua also referred to the suggestion that a United Nations technical 
mission be sent to investigate on site the border incidents in the 
area of Bocay, Nicaragua (S/19661 and S/19663, OR, 43rd yr .. 
Suppl. for Jan.-March I 988; see also S/PV .2803, Nicaragua, 
p. 26). 
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A. INVOLVING, TO FACILITATE THEIR WORK, MEET­
INGS AT PLACES A WAY FROM THE SEAT OF THE 
ORGANIZATION 

t. Subsidiary organs established 

CASE I 

Mission of the Secretary-General under 
Security Council resolution 568 (/985) 

During its consideration of the letter dated 17 June 1985 
from the Pennanent Representative of Botswana to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council, the Council, at its 2599th meeting, on 21 June 
1985, unanimously adopted a draft resolution submitted_ by 
Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Tnm­
dad and Tobago40 as resolution 568 (1985), paragraph 8 of 
which reads: 

The Security Council, 

8. Requests the Secretary-General to send a mission to Botswana 
for the purpose of: 

(a) Assessing the damage caused by South Africa's unprovoked 
and premeditated acts of aggression; 

(b) Proposing measures to strengthen Botswana's capacity to re­
ceive and provide assistance to South African refugees; 

(c) Determining the consequent level of assistance required by 
Botswana and to report thereon to the Security Council. 

The Secretary-General sent a mission to Botswana from 
27 July to 2 August 1985. On 11 September 1985, he 
transmitted the report of the mission, which contained an 
account of the consultations held with the Government of 
Botswana concerning the effects and damages of the mili­
tary attack on Gaborone by South Africa on 14 June 1985 
and an assessment of Botswana's need for assistance from 
the international community to strengthen its capacity to 
receive and provide sanctuary to South African refugees, 
as well as the level of assistance required by Botswana to 
cope with the situation resulting from the attack. 

The Council considered the report submitted by the 
Secretary-General at its 2609th meeting, on 30_ Septemb~r 
1985, and unanimously adopted a draft resolution submit­
ted by Botswana, Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, 
Peru and Trinidad and Tobago42 as resolution 572 (1985), 
in which the Council, inter alia, expressed its appreciation 
to the Secretary-General for having arranged to sei:id ~ mis­
sion to Botswana; endorsed the report of the m1ss1on to 
Botswana under resolution 568 (1988); demanded that 
South Africa pay full and adequate compensation to ~o­
tswana for the loss oflife and damage to property resulting 
from its act of aggression; requested Member States, inter­
national organizations and financial institutions to ass!st 
Botswana in the fields identified in the report of the mis­
sion to Botswana; and requested the Secretary-G~neral to 
give the matter of assistance to Botswana his continued at­
tention and to keep the Council informed. 

40:s/17291, adopted as orally revised as resolution 568 (1985). 
41S/17453, OR. 40th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept._ 1985. 
42S/17503, adopted without change as resolution 572 (1985). 

CASE2 

Security Council Commission of Investigation 
established in pursuance of resolution 571 (1985) 

During its consideration of the complaint by Angola 
against South Africa, the Council, at its 2607th meeting, 
on 20 September 1985, unanimously adopted a draft reso­
lution submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagas­
car, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago43 as resolution 571 
( 1985), paragraphs 7 and 8 of which read: 

The Security Council, 

7. Decides to appoint and send immediately to Angola a commis­
sion of investigation, comprising three members of the Security Coun­
cil in order to evaluate the damage resulting from the invasion by 
S~th African forces and to report to the Council not later than 15 
November 198S; 

8. Urges Member States, pending the report of the Commission of 
Investigation, to take prompt, appropriate and effective action to bring 
pressure to bear upon the Government ~f South Africa to comply with 
the provisions of the present resol~on and of ~ ~er o_f the 
United Nations, to respect the sovereignty and temtonal mtegnty of 
Angola, and to desist from all acts of aggression against neighbouring 
States. 

In a note dated 30 September 1985,44 the President of 
the Council stated that the members of the Council had 
agreed, following consultations, that the Commission of 
Investigation established in pursuance of paragraph 7 _of 
resolution 571 (1985) would be composed of Australia, 
Egypt and Peru. 

During its further consideration of a complaint by An­
gola against South Africa, the Council, at its 2617th meeting, 
on 7 October 1985, unanimously adopted a draft resolution, 
submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, 
Peru and Trinidad and Tobago,45 as resolution 574 (1985), 
operative paragraph 7 of which reads: 

The Security Council, 

7. Requests the Security Co~cil Commission of ~~estigation es­
tablished in pursuance of resolution S71 (198S), conslStlng of Austra­
lia, Egypt and Peru, to report urgently on its evaluation of the damage 
resulting from South African aggression, including the latest bomb­
ings. 

In a note dated 15 November 1985,46 the President of the 
Council stated that the Commission of Investigation estab­
lished pursuant to resolution 571 (1985) had requested an 
extension of the date of submission of its report until 22 No­
vember 1985, and that, after infonnal consultations o_n the 
matter, it had been found that no member of the Council had 
any objection to the request of the Commission. 

The Security Council Commission of Investigation vis­
ited Angola from 13 to 23 October I 985 in the ex~rcise of 
its mandate deriving from paragraph 7 of resolution 571 
(1985) and from paragraph 7 of resolution 574 (I 985), by 

4lS/17481, adopted as orally revised_ and following a se~e 
vote on operative paragraph 5 as resolution S71 (198S); for details, 
see chap. VIII, pan II. 

""sf 11S06, OR, 40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of IM Secu­
ritv Council, 1985. 

:lSS/17531, adopted without ch~ge following a separate ~otc on 
operative paragraph 6, as resolution 574 (1985); for detaJls, sec 
ch~p. VIII, part II. 

46S/l 7635, OR, 40th yr .. Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
rity Council, 1985. 
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which the Council had included "the latest bombings" in 
the Commission's mandate. The Commission also held a 
total of 12 meetings at Headquarters, 3 before and 9 after 
its visit to Angola. On 22 November I 985, the Commis­
sion submitted its report,47 which contained accounts of the 
Commission's consultations with the authorities of An­
gola, its visits to a number of provinces, including the town 
of Cazombo, which had been the scene of military opera­
tions in September 1985, but not to Mavinga, where on­
going hostilities had precluded a visit. The report also con­
tained estimates of the material damage to the country's 
infrastructure, including bridges, electricity and water sup­
plies and airstrips in the regions affected; emphasized that 
the estimates did not fully reflect the extent of damage sus­
tained by Angola as a result of South Africa's actions in Sep­
tember and October 1985, that they did not include compen­
sation for loss of human life and injuries and that there was 
a pressing need for further assistance by the international 
community for rehabilitation and reconstruction. 

The Security Council considered the report submitted by 
the Commission at its 2631 st meeting, on 6 Decem­
ber 1985. At the same meeting, the Council unanimously 
adopted a draft resolution submitted by Burkina Faso, 
Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago48 

as resolution 577 ( 1985), in which it, inter a/ia, endorsed 
the Security Council Commission of Investigation and ex­
pressed its appreciation to the members of the Commis­
sion; demanded that South Africa pay full and adequate 
compensation to Angola for the damage to life and prop­
erty resulting from the acts of aggression; requested Mem­
ber States and international organizations urgently to ex­
tend material and other forms of assistance to Angola; and 
requested the Secretary-General to monitor developments 
and report to the Council as necessary, but no later than 
30 June 1986, on the implementation of the resolution and, 
in particular, on the compensation to be paid by South Af­
rica to Angola and on the assistance by the international 
community to Angola to facilitate the immediate recon­
struction of its economic infrastructure. 

On 30 June 1986, the Secretary-General submitted his 
report,49 stating that he had drawn the attention of Member 
States and international organizations to Angola's need for 
assistance to facilitate the reconstruction of its economic 
infrastructure and annexing to the report the replies he had 
received. With respect to South Africa, the Secretary­
General stated that, according to the reply he had re­
ceived,50 he had to report to the Council South Africa's re­
jection of resolution 577 (1985). 51 

CASE 3 

United Nations /ran-Iraq Military Observer Group under 
Security Council resolutions 598 (1987) and 619 (1988) 

During its consideration of the situation between Iran 
and Iraq at its 2750th meeting, on 20 July 1987, the Secu-

47S/17648, annexes, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985. 
48S/17667, adopted without change following a separate vote on 

operative paragraph 6 as resolution 577 ( 1985). 
49S/18195 and Add. I, annexes, OR, 41 st yr .. Suppl. for April­

June 1986. 
50S/181S6, annex III (letter dated 13 June 1986 from South Af­

rica~, ibid. 
5 For subsequent developments during the period under review, 

see case 7 and footnote 3S. 

Claapter V. Subsidiary orgau oftlae Security Council 

rity Council unanimously adopted a draft resolution,52 

which had been prepared in the course of its prior consul­
tations, as resolution 598 ( 1987). The tenth preambular 
paragraph and paragraphs 1 to 10 of the resolution read: 

The Security Council, 

Acting under Articles 39 and 40 of the Charter, 

I . Demands that, as a first step towards a negotiated settlement, 
the Islamic Republic oflran and Iraq observe an immediate ceasefire, 
discontinue all military actions on land, at sea and in the air, and with­
draw all forces to the internationally recognized boundaries without 
delay; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to dispatch a team of United Na­
tions observers to verify, confinn and supervise the ceasefire and with­
drawal and further requests the Secretary-General to make the neces­
sary arrangements in consultation with the Parties and to submit a 
report thereon to the Security Council; 

3. Urges that prisoners-of-war be released and repatriated without 
delay after the cessation of active hostilities in accordance with the 
Third Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949; 

4. Calls upon Iran and Iraq to cooperate with the Secretary­
General in implementing this resolution and in mediation efforts to 
achieve a comprehensive, just and honourable settlement, acceptable 
to both sides, of all outstanding issues, in accordance with the princi­
ples contained in the Charter of the United Nations; 

5. Calls upon all other States to exercise the utmost restraint and 
to refrain from any act which may lead to further escalation and wid­
ening of the conflict, and thus to facilitate the implementation of the 
present resolution; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to explore, in consultation with 
Iran and Iraq, the question of entrusting an impartial body with inquir­
ing into responsibility for the conflict and to report to the Council as 
soon as possible; 

1. Recognizes the magnitude of the damage inflicted during the 
conflict and the need for reconstruction efforts, with appropriate in­
ternational assistance, once the conflict is ended and, in this regard, 
requests the Secretary-General to assign a team of experts to study the 
question of reconstruction and to report to the Council; 

8. Further requests the Secretary-General to examine, in consul­
tation with Iran and Iraq and with other States of the region, measures 
to enhance the security and stability of the region; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Council infonned 
on the implementation of this resolution; 

I 0. Decides to meet again as necessary to consider further steps 
to ensure compliance with this resolution. 

The Secretary-General submitted to the Council a report 
dated 7 August 1988 on the implementation of paragraph 
2 of resolution 598 (1987)Y He recommended that, as 
soon as a date had been set for the ceasefire, the Council 
take an early decision to establish a team of observers to 
be known as the United Nations Iran-Iraq Military Ob­
server Group (UNIIMOG), which would carry out the 
functions described in paragraph 2 of the resolution and 
otherwise assist the parties, as might be mutually agreed.54 

For UNIIMOG to be effective, the Secretary-General 
stressed that the following four conditions must be met: 

52S/18983, adopted without change as resolution 598 (1987). 
53S/20093, OR. 43rd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. /987. 
54For the efforts of the Secretary-General in the exercise of his 

mandate and the Council's concern over "the slow pace and the 
lack of real progress" thus far in the implementation of resolution 
598 ( 1987), sec S/19382 (statement by the President of the Council 
at the 2779th mtg. on 24 December 1987), OR. 42nd yr., Resolu­
tions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 987; and SI I 9626 
(statement by the President at the 2798th mtg., on 16 March 1988), 
OR, 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 
I 988. See also case 4. 
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(a) it must have at all times the full confidence and backing 
of the Security Council; (b) it must enjoy the full coopera­
tion of the two parties; (c) it must be able to function as an 
integrated and efficient military unit; and (d) adequate fi­
nancial arrangements must be made to cover its costs. The 
Secretary-General added that his report was based on the 
estimates and recommendations of a technical team he had 
sent to Iran and Iraq and that the team, which included a 
senior political adviser, a civilian logistics expert and four 
military observers from UNTSO was led by the Chief of 
Staff of UNTSO and assisted by the two small teams that 
had been stationed in Baghdad and Tripoli since 1984.55 

The technical team had assembled a great deal of informa­
tion relevant to the establishment of UNIIMOG by holding 
detailed discussions with the political and military authori­
ties of both Iran and Iraq on the modalities for the deploy­
ment of UNIIMOG in each of the two countries, its terms 
of reference for carrying out the mandate contained in para­
graph 2 of resolution 598 (1987) and the cooperation and 
facilities it would require from the two parties. 

At the 2823rd meeting, on 8 August 1988, the Secretary­
General made a statement" informing the members that, as 
a result of his intensive diplomatic efforts in the exercise 
of the mandate he had been given by the Council to secure 
the implementation of resolution 598 ( 1987), he was able 
to call upon the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq to ob­
serve a ceasefire and to discontinue all military action on 
land, at sea and in the air as of 0300 GMT on 20 August 
1988. He added that he had been assured by the two parties 
to the conflict that they would observe the ceasefire in the 
context of the full implementation of resolution 598 (1987) 
and that the Governments of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
and Iraq had also agreed to the deployment of United Na­
tions observers as of the time and date of the ceasefire. 

At the same meeting, the President of the Council, on 
behalf of its members, made a statement" welcoming the 
Secretary-General's statement concerning the implementa­
tion of resolution 598 ( 1987) of 20 July 1987 and endors­
ing his announcement that the ceasefire demanded in that 
resolution would come into effect on 20 August 1988. 

At the 2824th meeting, on 9 August 1988, the Council 
considered the report of the Secretary-General on the im­
plementation of paragraph 2 of resolution 598 (1987)51 and 
adopted unanimously a draft resolution" that had been pre­
pared in the course of the Council's prior consultations, as 
resolution 619 (1988), which reads: 

The Security Council, 
Recalling its resolution S98 (1987) of20 July 1987, 
l. Approves the report of the Secretary-General contained in docu­

ment S/20093 on the implementation of paragraph 2 of resolution S98 
( 1987) of the Security Council; 

2. Decidlts to set up immediately, under its authority, a United Na­
tions Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group and requests the Secretary­
General to take the necessary steps to this effect, in accordance with 
his above-mentioned report; 

5Sfor information on the teams stationed in Baghdad and Tehran 
since 1984, see Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council. 
S"fl'lernent 1981-1984, chap. V, case 4. 

"S/2009S, OR, 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
rilf. Council, 1988. 

7S/20096, ibid. 
"See footnote S3. 
598/20097, adopted without change as resolution 619 (1988). 

3. Al.so decides that the United Nations Iran-Iraq Military Ob­
server Group shall be established for a period of six months, unless 
the CoWlcil decides otherwise; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security CoWlcil 
fully informed of further developments. 

Through exchanges of letters between the Secretary­
General and the President of the Council, 60 the members of 
the Council approved his proposals concerning the compo­
sition of UNIIMOG and the appointment of its Chief Mili­
tary Observer. 

In pursuance of paragraph 4 of resolution 619 (1988), 
the Secretary-General submitted to the Council an interim 
report dated 25 October 1988,61 describing approximately 
the first two months ofUNIIMOG operations, including its 
strength and composition. He also conveyed to the Council 
his concern that, while the ceasefire had been holding well 
for over two months, the current state of affairs was inher­
ently unstable since there were points on the long (1,400-
kilometre) ceasefire line where the two sides remained in 
dangerous proximity, thereby underscoring the need for the 
earliest possible withdrawal to the internationally recog­
nized boundaries, which would resolve many of the prob­
lems confronting UNIIMOG and open the way to the full 
implementation of all the other provisions of resolution 
598 (1987). 

CASE4 

The Secretary-General's mission of specialists to investi­
gate allegations of the use of chemical weapons under 
Security Council resolution 620 (1988) 

In transmitting to the Council, by letter dated 17 April 
1985,62 the report of the mission of a medical specialist, 
the Secretary-General noted that, in view of repeated alle­
gations concerning the use of chemical weapons in the con­
flict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, he had 
dispatched a medical specialist to examine Iranian patients 
who had been hospitalized in Europe, allegedly as a result 
of the use of such weapons. The Secretary-General added 
that his purpose had been to obtain an authoritative and 
independent opinion on the information coming from the 
hospital centres concerned. 

At its 2576th meeting, on 25 April 1985, the Council 
considered the report and the President, on behalf of the 
members of the Council, made a statement63 in which the 
members, inter alia, condemned the renewed use of chemi­
cal weapons in the conflict as well as any possible future 
use of such weapons and urged the strict observance of the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925, according to which the use in 
war of chemical weapons was prohibited and had been 
justly condemned by the world community. 

By a note dated 12 March 1986, 64 the Secretary-General 
conveyed to the Council the report of the mission of spe­
cialists dispatched by him to investigate further allegations 

60St20l04, S/20111 and S/201S4 (letters from the Secretary­
General dated, respectively, 9, 10 and 23 August 1988; S/2010S, 
S/20112 and S/201 SS (letters from the President of the Council 
dated, respectively 10, 11 and 26 August 1988), OR, 43rd yr., 
Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council. 1988. 

61S/20242, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1988. 
62S/17127, OR, 40th yr .• Suppl. for April-June 198J. 
63S/17130, OR, 40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­

rity_ Council, /98J. 
""S/17911 and Add.I, OR, 41st yr., Supp/.forJan.-March 1986. 
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of the use of chemical weapons in the conflict between Iran 
and Iraq. In his note, the Secretary-General said that, on 
26 April 1985, he had been requested by the President of 
the Council to examine the feasibility of establishing ar­
rangements for the conduct of prompt investigation of any 
further allegations of the use of chemical weapons. His re­
sponse to the President, on 14 May 1985, had been that he 
had decided to utilize the team of specialists who had con­
ducted the original investigation in March 1984, 65 should 
the need for further investigations arise. On six occasions 
between 2 May 1985 and 31 January 1986, further allega­
tions had been made by Iran,66 which had been rejected by 
lraq,61 but the Secretary-General had not considered a new 
investigation warranted at that stage. As the conflict esca­
lated, however, Iran had again alleged the renewed use of 
chemical weapons by Iraq, which had again rejected the 
allegation and, in tum, accused Iran of using such weap­
ons.68 On 12 February 1986 and subsequently, while reit­
erating the allegations, the Government of Iran had re­
quested the dispatch of an investigation mission to the 
area.69 The development had taken an alarming direction 
with the implicit warning by Iran that it had been consid­
ering the use of chemical weapons unless the United Na­
tions could take effective measures to end their use, de­
claring that "on the basis of the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the 
non-use of chemical weapons was unconditional".70 

On 14 February 1986, the Security Council had met in 
consultations at the request of the Secretary-General, who 
had reported on the developments. Immediately thereafter, 
the Secretary-General had issued a statement calling for a 
cessation of hostilities and pointing out that such a cessa­
tion of hostilities would also enable an investigation to be 
made in the war zone where chemical weapons had alleg­
edly been been used. At its 2666th meeting, on 24 Febru­
ary 1986, the Council unanimously adopted a draft resolu­
tion 71 prepared in prior consultations as resolution 582 
( 1986), the relevant parts of which read: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the efforts of mediation pursued by the Secretary. 
General, 

I. Deplores the initial acts which gave rise to the conflict between 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq and deplores the continuation of 
the conflict; 

2. A /so deplores the escalation of the conflict, especially territorial 
incursions, the bombing of purely civilian population centres, attacks 
on neutral shipping or civilian aircraft, the violation of international 
humanitarian law and other laws of armed conflict and, in particular, 
the use of chemical weapons contrary to obligations under the 1925 
Geneva Protocol; 

Immediately upon the adoption of the Council of its 
resolution 582 ( 1986), the Secretary-General had given in-

65see Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, Supple­
ment /98/-/984, chap. V, part I (note). 

66sll7143, S/17181 and S/17217, OR, 40thyr., Suppl.forApril­
June 1985; S/17342, ibid,, Suppl. for July-Sept, /985; S/17606, 
ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985, and S/17782, ibid., 41st yr., 
Suff/ for Jan.-March /986. 

S/17611, OR, 40th yr .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /985. 
68s/17990 and S/17858 (letters from Iran), OR, 41st yr., Suppl. 

for Jan.-March 1986; and S/17783, S/17824 and S/17826 (letters 
from Iraq), ibid. 

69stl 7822, S/17829, S/17833, S/17835, S/17836 and S/17843 
(letters from Iran), ibid. 

7°5117829, ibid. 
71S/17859, adopted without change as resolution 582 (1986). 
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structions for the mission of four specialists to assemble in 
Vienna and proceed to Iran. Meanwhile, the Secretary­
General had reiterated to the Government of Iraq his readi­
ness to instruct the mission to visit Iraq also, to investigate 
Iraq's allegations in the issue, should the Government so 
request, while the mission was still in the area. Iraq's po­
sition, as reported by the Secretary-General, had been that 
the matter had already been addressed in resolution 582 
( 1986) and that any further moves should, in compliance 
with the resolution, focus on securing a comprehensive set­
tlement of the conflict and should not deal separately with 
"secondary" aspects of the conflict. In transmitting the re­
port,72 the Secretary-General noted that the specialists had 
confirmed the use of chemical weapons by Iraqi forces 
against Iranian forces in the course of the current Iranian 
offensive into Iraqi territory. 

At its 2667th meeting, on 21 March 1986, the Security 
Council considered the report of the Secretary-General's 
mission of specialists. At the same meeting, the President, 
on behalf of the members of the Council, made a state­
ment, 73 the relevant parts of which read: 

The members of the Security Council, seized with the continu­
ing conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, have 
considered the report of the mission of specialists dispatched by the 
Secretary-General to investigate allegations of the use of chemical 
weapons in the conflict between Iran and Iraq. 

Profoundly concerned by the unanimous conclusion of the special­
ists that chemical weapons on many occasions have been used by Iraqi 
forces against Iranian forces, most recently in the course of the present 
Iranian offensive into Iraqi territory, the members of the Council 
strongly condemn the continued use of chemical weapons in clear vio­
lation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 which prohibits the use in war 
of chemical weapons. 

They recall the statements by the President of the Council of 30 
March 1984 and 25 April 1985, and demand again that the provisions 
of the Geneva Protocol be strictly observed. 

Subsequent to that statement by the President of the 
Council, on behalf of its members, there were a series of 
further allegations by the Islamic Republic of Iran of the 
use of chemical weapons by Iraq,74 which also made 
counter-allegations of its own. 75 By a note dated 8 May 
I 987, 76 the Secretary-General conveyed to the Council the 
report of the mission of specialists he had dispatched to 
investigate those allegations. In order to carry out on-site 
collection and examination of evidence, the mission had 
visited the Islamic Republic of Iran for the third time from 
22 to 29 April 1987. In order to carry out an investigation 
in Iraq, the mission also visited that country from 29 April 
to 3 May for the first time. The Secretary-General, in trans­
mitting the mission's report to the Council, affinned that 
chemical weapons continued to be used in the conflict be-

72see footnote 64. 
'7lsll7932, OR, 41st yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­

rilf. Council, /986. 
"s/17944, and S/17949, OR, 4/st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 

/986; S/18028, S/18036 and S/18104, ibid., Suppl. for April-June 
I 986; S/18322 and S/18334, ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. I 986; 
S/18549, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986; S/18553, S/18555, 
S/18556, S/18574, S/18577, S/18600, S/18605, S/18614, S/18626, 
S/18628, S/18635, S/18657, S/18675, S/18676, S/18679, S/18698, 
S/18723 and S/18757, ibid., 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March I 987; 
S/18788, S/18796, S/18799, S/18800, S/18809, S/18819, S/18820, 
S/18825, S/18828, S/18829, S/18837 and S/18844, ibid., Suppl.for 
April-June I 987. 

73stl7934, OR, 41 st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March I 986; S/18806 
and S/18810, ibid., 42nd yr .. Suppl. for April-June I 987. 

76s/18852 and Add.I, annex, ibid. 
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tween Iran and Iraq in violation of the Geneva Protocol of 
1925 and that was the unanimous conclusion of the mis­
sion of specialists that had just completed its field investi­
gations in both countries. In the recent report on their in­
vestigations, the four specialists had stated that, 
technically, there was little more that they could do that 
was likely to assist the United Nations in its efforts to pre­
vent the use of chemical weapons in the current conflict 
and that only concerted efforts at the political level could 
be effective in preventing the irreparable weakening of the 
Geneva Protocol. 

On 14 May 1987, after consultations, the President is­
sued a statement on behalf of the members of the Coun­
cil. 77 The relevant parts of the statement read: 

The members of the Security Council, seized with the continuing 
conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, have consid­
ered the report of the mission of specialists dispatched by the Secretary­
General to investigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons in 
the conf11ct. 

Deeply dismayed by the unanimous conclusions of the specialists 
that there has been repeated use of chemical weapons against Iranian 
forces by Iraqi forces, that civilians in Iran also have been injured by 
chemical weapons, and that Iraqi military personnel have sustained 
injuries from chemical warfare agents, they again strongly condemn 
the repeated use of chemical weapons in open violation of the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925 in which the use of chemical weapons in war is 
clearly prohibited. 

Recalling the statements made by the President of the Council on 
30 March 1984, 25 April 1985 and 21 March 1986. they again em­
phatically demand that the provisions of the Geneva Protocol be 
strictly respected and observed 

At its 2750th meeting, on 20 July 1987, the Council 
adopted unanimously a draft resolution, 78 which had been 
prepared in the course of the Council's prior consultations, 
as resolution 598 (l 987) ( case 3). The fourth and tenth 
preambular paragraphs and paragraph 1 of the resolution 
read: 

The Security Council, 

Deploring also the bombing of purely civilian population centres, 
attacks on neutral shipping or civilian aircraft. the violation of inter­
national humanitarian law and other laws of armed conflict, and, in 
particular, the use of chemical weapons contrary to obligations under 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol, 

Acting under Articles 39 and 40 of the Charter. 

I. Demands that, as a first step towards a negotiated settlement, 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq observe an immediate ceasefire, 
discontinue all military actions on land. at sea and in the air, and with­
draw all forces to the intemat1onall) recognized boundaries without 
delay. 

Subsequent to the adoption of resolution 598 ( 1987), the 
Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran lodged a num­
ber of allegations that chemical weapons had been used by 
Iraq on a large scale not only in the operational theatre of 
the conflict, but also "against Iraqi-Kurdish areas" and 
other localities, including the vicinity of Marivan. 79 Con­
sequently, the Islamic Republic of Iran requested the 
Secretary-General to dispatch a mission to investigate its 

77S118863, OR. 42nd yr .. Resolutions and Decisions of the Se­
curity Council, 1987. 

78s/18983, adopted without change as resolution 598 ( 1987). 
795119637, S/19639, S/19647. S/19650, S/19651, S/19664, 

S/19665 and S/19682, OR. 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jon.-Jfarch 1988 

------------------- - ---- .. 

allegations of the use of chemical weapons by Iraq. 80 The 
Secretary-General dispatched a medical specialist to Iran 
and subsequently also to Iraq, following allegations of use 
of chemical weapons and a request for investigation by 
Iraq. 81 By a note dated 25 April 1988,82 the Secretary­
General transmitted to the Security Council the report .of 
the medical specialist. In his note, the Secretary-General 
expressed his sense of dismay and foreboding at the mis­
sion's conclusions that chemical weapons continued to be 
used in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran 
and Iraq and that, of late, their use had evidently been on 
an even more intensive scale than before, thereby confinn­
ing and adding further urgency to the concern that such use 
could further escalate and seriously undermine the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925. 

At its 2812th meeting, on 9 May 1988, the Council con­
sidered the report of the Secretary-General's mission of the 
medical specialist83 and adopted unanimously a draft reso­
lution, submitted by the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy and Japan,84 as resolution 612 (1988). The resolution 
reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of 25 April 1988 of the mission dis­
patched by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations of the use 
of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of 
Iran and Iraq, 

Dismayed by the mission ·s conclusions that chemical weapons con­
tinue to be used in the conflict and that their use has been on an even 
more intensive scale than before, 

I. Affirms the urgent necessity of strict observance of the Protocol 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases. and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at 
Geneva on 17 June 1925; 

2. Condemns vigorously the continued use of chemical weapons 
in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq contrary 
to the obligations under the Geneva Protocol; 

3. Expects both sides to refrain from the future use of chemical 
weapons in accordance with their obligations under the Geneva Pro­
tocol; 

4. Calls u;xm all States to continue to apply or to establish strict 
control of the export to the parties to the conflict of chemical products 
serving for the production of chemical weapons; 

S. Decides to remain seized of the matter and expresses its deter­
mination to review the implementation of the present resolution. 

After the adoption of resolution 612 ( 1988), the Secretary­
General submitted to the Council the reports85 of the three 
missions of specialists he had dispatched twice to the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran and once to Iraq, between July and 
August 1988, following allegations of use of chemical 
weapons and requests for their investigation by both Iran86 

and Iraq. 87 In all three instances, the Secretary-General 
noted that the missions of the specialists had concluded 
that chemical weapons continued to be used in violation of 

80si19650 and S/19665, ibid. 
81S/19730, ibid., 43rd yr., Suppl. for April-June 1988. 
82S/l 9823, annex, ibid. 
830R, 43rd yr .. Supplement for April-June 1988, document 

Si 19823 and Corr. I. 
IWs/19869, adopted without changes as resoltuion 612 (1988). 
85S/20060 and Add. I (annex), S/20063 and Add. 1 (Annex) and 

S/20134, OR. 43rd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept 1988. 
865119892, Sil 9902, SI 19942, S/19943 and S/l 9946, OR. 43rd 

yr., Suppl. for April-June 1988; and S/20084, ibid., Suppl. for July­
Sept 1988 

117S/I 9948, ibid., Suppl. for April-June 1988: S/19982 and 
S/20013, ibid .. Suppl. for July-Sept. I 988. 
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the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and despite the adoption of 
Council resolution 612 (l 988) of 9 May 1988. In convey­
ing the first report, dated 20 July 1988, to the Council, the 
Secretary-General noted that Iran had expressed its view 
that the Security Council, under paragraph 5 of resolution 
612 (1988), was duty-bound to take practical measures in 
order to implement that resolution.11 The Secretary-General 
added that the specialists were of the view that it might be 
necessary to review existing machinery for verification by 
United Nations teams of the use of chemical weapons in 
the current conflict in order to ensure the timely presence 
of experts at the site of alleged attacks.19 In transmitting 
each report to the Council, the Secretary-General also 
stressed that his paramount concern remained to bring the 
protracted conflict between Iran and Iraq to the earliest 
possible end in accordance with the provisions of Council 
resolution 598 (1987) of 20 July 1987 (case 3). 

At its 2825th meeting, on 26 August 1988, the Council 
considered the three reports of the Secretary-General's 
missions of specialists and unanimously adopted a draft 
resolution submitted by the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, Japan and the United Kingdom90 as resolution 620 
( 1988). The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Co1111cil. 

Recalling its resolution 612 (1988) of 9 May I 988, 

Having considered the reports of 20 and 25 July and of 2 and 19 
August 1988 of the missions dispatched by the Secretary-General to 
investigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons in the conflict 
between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, 

Deeply dismayed by the missions' conclusions that there had been 
continued use of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq and that such use against Iranians had be• 
come more intense and frequent, 

Profoundly concerned by the danger of possible use of chemical 
weapons in the future, 

Bearing in mind the current negotiations in the Conference on Dis­
armament on the complete and effective prohibition of the develop­
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction, 

Determined to intensify its efforts to end all use of chemical weap­
ons in violation of international obligations now and in the future, 

I. Condemns resolutely the use of chemical weapons in the con­
flict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, in violation of 
obligations under the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 Junc 1925, and in defi­
ance of its resolution 612 (1988); 

2. Encourages the Secretary-General to carry out promptly inves­
tigations in response to allegations brought to his attention by any 
Member State concerning the possible use of chemical and bacterio­
logical (biological) or toxic weapons that may constitute a violation 
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol or other relevant rules of customary in­
ternational law, in order to ascertain the facts of the matter, and to 
report the results; 

3. Calls upon all States to continue to apply, to establish or to 
strengthen strict control of the export of chemical products serving for 
the production of chemical weapons, in particular to parties to a con­
flict, when it is established or when there is substantial reason to be• 
lievc that they have used chemical weapons in violation of interna­
tional obligations; 

4. Decides to consider immediately, taking into account the inves­
tigations of the Secretary-General, appropriate and effective measures 

"s/20060 and Add. I (annex), paras. 4 and 6, ibid., Suppl. for 
Juf.r.-Sept. I 988. 

!NJ.bid., para. 12. 
90s/20 l S l, adopted without change as resolution 620 (1988). 
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in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, should there be 
any future use of chemical weapons in violation of international law, 
wherever and by whomever committed. 

CASE 5 

Special Representative of the Secretary-General under 
Security Council resolution 62 l ( 1988) 

During its consideration of the situation concerning 
Western Sahara, at its 2826th meeting, on 20 September 
1988, the Security Council unanimously adopted a draft 
resolution that had been prepared in the course of the 
Council's prior consultations91 as resolution 621 (1988), 
paragraphs l and 2 of which read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

I. Decides to authorize the Secretary-General to appoint a special 
representative for Western Sahara; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to it as soon as pos­
sible a report on the holding of a referendum for self-determination 
of the people of Western Sahara and on ways and means to ensure the 
organization and supervision of such a referendum by the United Na­
tions in cooperation with the Organization of African Unity. 

CASE 6 

United Nations Good Offices Mission in Afghanistan and 
Pakistan provisionally under letters dated 14 and 22 
April /988 from the Secretary-General and letter dated 
25 April 1988 from the President of the Council and 
confirmed under resolution 622 (1988) 

By a letter dated l 4 April 1988, 92 the Secretary-General 
informed the Security Council that the Governments of Af­
ghanistan and Pakistan had concluded, on the same date, 
a set of agreements that together constituted a settlement 
of the situation relating to Afghanistan and that the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America had been designated as guarantors. He also in­
formed the Council that the settlement included specific 
arrangements to assist in implementing the agreements and 
that, while he had already appointed his Representative 
and the Deputy to the Representative, he intended to de­
tach up to 50 military officers from existing United Na­
tions operations and to set them up as inspection teams in 
Afghanistan and Pakistan, as required under the agree­
ments. The Secretary-General also stated that all the instru­
ments that constituted the settlement, including the ar­
rangements for the observers, would enter into force on 15 
May 1988 and that the required personnel should arrive in 
the area no later than 20 days before that date, as envisaged 
under the agreements. 

By a letter dated 22 April 1988,93 the Secretary-General 
transmitted to the President of the Security Council the 
texts of the agreements on the settlement of the situation 
relating to Afghanistan and made a number of observations 
regarding the strength, mandate, duration and cost of the 
military observers to assist in the mission of good offices. 
The Secretary-General informed the Council that he in­
tended to propose to the General Assembly that the cost of 
the mission, including equipment, should be covered by 
the regular budget of the United Nations. 

91S/20193, adopted without change as resolution 621 (1988). 
'nsll 9834, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for April-June I 988. 
93s!l 983S (annexes), ibid. 



Part I. Occasions oa which subsidiary oraans oftbe Security Council were established or proposed 79 

After consulting with the members of the Council, the 
President infonned the Secretary-General, in a letter dated 
25 April 1988,94 of the provisional agreement of the mem­
bers of the Council to the proposed arrangements pending 
formal consideration and decision by the Council later. 
The President added that the members of the Council had 
requested that it be underlined that "this exchange of let­
ters not be regarded as a precedent for the future". 

The Secretary-General submitted a report dated 14 Oc­
tober l 9889~ stating that, after consultations with the par­
ties, the force commanders of existing United Nations op­
erations concerned and troop-contributing countries, 50 
military officers had been temporarily detached from 
UNTSO, UNDOF and UNIFIL and had been constituted 
as the United Nations Good Offices Mission in Afghani­
stan and Pakistan (UNGOMAP). The Secretary-General 
added that, in accordance with the terms of the agreements, 
the advance party of the Mission had arrived in the area 
on 25 April 1988, 20 days prior to the entry into force of 
the agreements, and that the two headquarters units--one 
in Kabul and the other in Islamabad-with a combined to­
tal complement of 50 military officers, had been opera­
tional well in advance of 15 May 1988, when the instru­
ments had entered into force. 

At its 2828th meeting, on 31 October 1988, the Security 
Council adopted unanimously a draft resolution that had 
been prepared in the course of the Council's prior consult­
ations96 as resolution 622 (1988), which reads: 

The Security Council, 

Reca/{jng the letters dated 14 April and 22 April 1988 from the 
Secretary-General to the President of the Security Council concerning 
the agreements on the settlement of the situation relating to Afghani• 
stan, signed at Geneva on 14 April 1988, 

Recalling also the letter dated 25 April l 988 from the President of 
the Security Council to the Secretary-General, 

I. Confirms its agreement to the measures envisaged in the 
Secretary-General's letters of 14 and 22 April 1988, in particular 
the arrangement for the temporary dispatch to Afghanistan and Paki• 
stan of military officers from existing United Nations operations to 
assist in the mission of good offices; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council in­
formed of further developments, in accordance with the Geneva agree­
ments. 

CASE 7 

United Nations Angola Verification Mission under 
Security Council resolution 626 (1988) 

By identical letters, both dated 17 December 1988,97 the 
Pennanent Representatives of Angola and Cuba to the 
United Nations informed the Secretary-General that, tak­
ing into account the fact that South Africa had formally 
undertaken to accept the implementation of Security Coun­
cil resolution 435 (1978) with effect from I April 1989, 
their two Governments intended to sign, on 22 December 
1988, an agreement providing for the redeployment north­
wards and the withdrawal of Cuban troops from the terri­
tory of Angola, in accordance with an agreed timetable, 
and for verification by the United Nations of the imple-

94s/I 9836, OR, 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
ril{ Council, I 988. 

Ss/20230 (issued as A/43/270-S/20230), OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. 
for Oct.-Dec, 1988, 

96s/20250, adopted without change as resolution 622 ( 1988). 
97St20336 and S/20337, OR. 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1988. 

mentation of the relevant provisions of the agreement. The 
Permanent Representatives of Angola and Cuba accord­
ingly asked the Secretary-General to take the necessary 
steps to recommend to the Security Council that a group 
of United Nations military observers be set up to fulfil that 
mandate, in accordance with the agreements that had been 
reached between the representatives of the two countries 
and the Secretariat. 

On 17 December 1988, the Secretary-General submitted 
a report91 in order to assist the Council in deciding how it 
might respond to the request contained in the identical let­
ters from Angola and Cuba. The report reflected the results 
of the discussions the Secretary-General had conducted 
with the delegations from Angola and Cuba about how 
such an observer mission might be carried out, including 
its strength, composition and duration. The Council de­
cided to accept the request of the two Governments. 

At its 2834th meeting, on 20 December 1988, the 
Council considered the identical letters from Angola and 
Cuba as well as the Secretary-General's report and adopted 
unanimously a draft resolution prepared in the course of 
the Council's prior consultations99 as resolution 626 
( 1988), paragraphs 1 to 4 of which read: 

The Security Council, 

I. Approves the report of the Secretary-General and the recom­
mendations therein; 

2. Decides to establish under its authority a United Nations An­
gola Verification Mission and requests the Secretary-General to take 
the necessary steps to this effect in accordance with his aforemen­
tioned report; 

3, Also decides that the Mission shall be established for a period 
of thirty-one months; 

4. Further decides that the arrangements for the establishment of 
the Mission shall enter into force IS soon IS the tripartite agreement 
between Angola, Cuba and South Africa on the one hand, and the bi­
lateral agreement between Angola and Cuba on the other, are signed. 

On 22 December 1988, the Secretary-General submitted 
a report100 stating that the agreements referred to in para­
graph 4 of Security Council resolution 626 (1988) had 
been signed by the parties concerned at Headquarters on 
22 December 1988 and that the arrangements for the es­
tablishment of UNA VEM had accordingly entered into 
force. 

2. Subsidiary organs proposed but not established 

CASE 8 

In the course of the Security Council's consideration of 
the situation in the Middle East, at the 2570th meeting, on 
7 March 1985, Lebanon submitted a draft resolution, 101 

which provided in its paragraphs 6 and 7: 
The Security Council, 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to establish a fact-finding mis­
sion to report to the Council on these Israeli practices and measures 
in southern Lebanon, the Western Bckaa and the Rashaya district; 

7. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the situation under re­
view, to consult with the Government of Lebanon and to report to the 

98st20338, ibid. 
'l9sl20039, adopted without change as resolution 626 ( 1988). 
100s/20347, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1988. 
101s/l 7000, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1985. 
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Council on the implementation and compliance with the present reso• 
lution as soon as possible. 

At the 2573rd meeting, on l2 March 1985, the draft 
resolution received 11 votes to l, with 3 abstentions, and 
was not adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member of the Council. 

B. NOT INVOLVING, TO FACILITATE THEIR WORK, 
MEETINGS AT PLACES A WAY FROM THE SEAT OF 
THE ORGANIZATION 

**1. Subsidiary organs established 

2. Subsidiary organs proposed but not established 

CASE 9 

In the course of its deliberations on the situation in Na­
mibia, at the 2629th meeting, on 15 November 1985, the 
Security Council voted on a draft resolution submitted by 
Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trini­
dad and Tobago, 102 which would have imposed mandatory 
selective sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII 
of the Charter and which provided in its paragraphs 12 and 
13: 

The Security CoU11ciJ, 

Decides to establish, in accordance with rule 28 of its provisional 
rules of procedure, a committee of the Security Council to monitor the 
implementation of this resolution; 

Calls upon States Members of the United Nations and members of 
the specialized agencies to report to the Secretary-General on meas­
ures taken to implement the present resolution. 

The draft resolution received 12 votes to 2, with 1 ab­
stention, and was not adopted owing to the negative votes 
of two permanent members of the Council. 

CASEIO 

During the Council's consideration of the question of 
South Africa, at its 2736th meeting, on 19 February 1987, 
Argentina, the Congo, Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and 
Zambia submitted a draft resolution, 103 which would have im­
posed mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter 
and which provided in its operative paragraphs 9 to 11: 

The Security Council. 

9. Decides to establish, in accordance with rule 28 of the provi­
sional rules of procedure, a Committee of the Security Council to 
monitor the implementation of this resolution; 

102s117631, revised and replaced by S/17633, ibid., Suppl. for 
Oct.-Dec. 1985. 

103S/18705, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1987. 
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10. Calls upon all States to report to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations on measures taken to implement the present resolution; 

11. Invites the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council 
on the progress of the implementation of this resolution and to submit 
his first report not later than 30 June 1987. 

At the 2738th meeting, on 20 February 1987, the draft 
resolution received IO votes to 3, with 2 abstentions, and 
was not adopted owing to the negative votes of two per­
manent members of the Council. 

CASE 11 

During its consideration of the situation in Namibia, at 
its 2747th meeting, on 9 April 1987, the Security Council 
voted on a draft resolution submitted by Argentina, the 
Congo, Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and Zambia,'04 

which would have imposed comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII of the 
Charter and which provided in its paragraphs 12 to 14: 

The Security Co1111cil. 

12. Decides to establish, in accordance with rule 28 of the Coun­
cil's provisional rules of procedure, a Committee of the Security 
Council to monitor the implementation of the present resolution; 

13. Calls upon States Members of the United Nations to report to 
the Secretary-General on measures taken to implement the present 
resolution; 

14. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the the Security 
Council on the progress in the implementation of the present resolu­
tion and to submit his report not later than 31 August I 987. 

The draft resolution received 9 votes to 3, with 3 absten­
tions, and was not adopted owing to the negative votes of 
two permanent members of the Council. 

CASE 12 

In the course of the Council's consideration of the ques­
tion of South Africa, at its 2796th meeting, on 8 March 
1988, Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, Yugoslavia and 
Zambia submitted a draft resolution, 105 which would have 
imposed mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the 
Charter and which provided in its paragraphs 8 and 9: 

The Security Council, 

8. Decides to establish, in accordance with rule 28 of its provi­
sional rules of procedure, a Committee of the Security Council to 
monitor the implementation of the present resolution; 

9. Calls upon all States to report to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations on measures taken to implement the present resolution; 

At the 2797th meeting, on 8 March 1988, the draft reso­
lution received 10 votes to 2, with 3 abstentions, and was 
not adopted owing to the negative votes of two permanent 
members of the Council. 

1045/18785, ibid., Suppl. for April-June 1987. 
IOSS/19585, OR. 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988. 

** Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF PROCEDURES RELATIVE TO SUBSIDIARY ORGANS 



Chapter VI 

RELATIONS WITH OTHER UNITED NATIONS ORGANS 



CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTORY NOTE. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83 

PART I. RELATIONS WITH THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Note....................................................................... 83 
A. Practices and proceedings in relation to Article 12 of the Charter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83 
Note....................................................................... 83 

••a. Practices and proceedings in relation to the convocation of a special session of the 
General Assembly . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 

••c. Referral, under resolution 377 A (V), to the General Asssembly of an item being con-
sidered by the Security Council . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 

D. Practices and proceedings in relation to Articles of the Charter involving recommen-
dations by the Security Council to the General Assembly.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 

I. Appointment of the Secretary-General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84 
Note....................................................................... 84 

2. Conditions of accession to the Statute of the International Court of Justice 84 

••3. Conditions of participation of States not Members of the United Nations but 
parties to the Statute of the International Court of Justice in the amendment 
of the Statute . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 

••4. Conditions under which a non-member State, party to the Statute, may partici-
pate in electing members of the International Court of Justice . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 

E. Practices and proceedings in relation to the election of members of the International 
Court of Justice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85 

F. Relations with subsidiary organs established by the General Assembly . . . . . . . . . . . 87 

Note....................................................................... 87 

I. Communications from subsidiary organs established by the General Assembly 

(a) Communications from the Special Committee on the Situation with re­
gard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde-
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87 

(b) Communications from the Special Committee against Apartheid . . . . . 90 
(c) Communications from the United Nations Council for Namibia...... 95 
(d) Communications from the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 

Rights of the Palestinian People . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99 

(e) Communications from the Intergovernmental Group to Monitor the Sup-
ply and Shipping of Oil and Petroleum Products to South Africa..... 104 

2. Participation of representatives of subsidiary organs of the General Assembly 104 

3. Resolutions and statements adopted by the Security Council containing refer-
ences to the General Assembly or subsidiary organs thereof.............. 106 

G. Recommendations made by the General Assembly in the form of resolutions . . . . . . 108 

Note............ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108 

H. Reports of the Security Council to the General Assembly . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118 

Note....................................................................... 118 

••PART II. RELATIONS WITH THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL........... 119 

PART Ill. RELATIONS WITH THE TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL 

.. A. Procedure under Article 83, paragraph 3, in application of Articles 87 and 88 of the 
Charter with regard to strategic areas under trusteeship . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119 

B. Transmission to the Security Council by the Trusteeship Council of questionnaires 
and reports . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119 

PART IV. RELATIONS WITH THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE......... 119 

.. PART V. RELATIONS WITH THE MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE............... 134 

82 



INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter, as in previous volumes, deals with 
relations of the Security Council with all the other organs 
of the United Nations. Consequently, its scope is broader 
than that of chapter XI of the provisional rules of proce­
dure of the Council (rule 61 ), which governs only certain 
procedures related to the election by the Council of mem­
bers of the International Court of Justice. 

This chapter contains material concerning the relations 
of the Council with the General Assembly (part I) and also 
brings up to date the account in the previous volumes of 
the Repertoire of the transmission by the Trusteeship 

Council to the Security Council of questionnaires and re­
ports (part III). 

No material has been found for the period under review 
that would require treatment under parts II and V, relating 
respectively to relations with the Economic and Social 
Council and with the Military Staff Committee. The func­
tions of the Secretariat in relation to the Security Council, 
to the extent that they are governed by the provisional 
rules of procedure of the Council, are covered in chapter 
I, part IV. Proceedings regarding the appointment of the 
Secretary-General under Article 97 of the Charter of the 
United Nations are treated in part I of the present chapter. 

Part I 

RELATIONS WITH THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

NOTE 

In part I, concerning the relations of the Council with the 
General Assembly, the arrangement of the material remains 
the same as in the previous volume of the Repertoire. 

Part I is mainly concerned with instances in which the 
responsibility of the Council and of the General Assembly 
is, under the provisions of the Charter or the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice, either exclusive or mutual, 
that is, where a final decision is or is not to be taken by 
one organ without a decision to be taken in the same matter 
by the other. The proceedings in these instances fall into 
three broad categories. 

The first category includes practices and proceedings in 
relation to Article 12 of the Charter. Section A treats the 
provisions of Article 12, paragraph I, limiting the author­
ity of the General Assembly in respect of any dispute or 
situation while the Council is exercising the functions as­
signed to it by the Charter. The section contains a note con­
cerning the provisions of Article 12, paragraph I, and no­
tifications by the Secretary-General to the Assembly under 
Article 12, paragraph 2. For the period covered by this 
Supplement, no material for inclusion was found concern­
ing the practices and proceedings related to the convoca­
tion of a special session of the Assembly in conformity 
with Article 12, paragraph I. 

The second category comprises instances where the de­
cision by the Council must be taken before that of the Gen­
eral Assembly, for example, appointment of the Secretary­
General, and conditions of accession to the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice. One case concerning the ap­
pointment of the Secretary-General is treated in section D. 1 

Also treated in section D is a case concerning the condi­
tions of accession to the Statute of the International Court 
of Justice of a State non-member of the United Nations. 2 

The third category, dealing with cases where the final 
decision depends upon action to be taken by both organs 

1Case I. 
2case 2. 
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concurrently, such as the election of members of the Inter­
national Court of Justice, is treated in section E. 3 

Section F deals with relations between the Council and 
subsidiary organs of the General Assembly. There was no 
constitutional discussion bearing on these relations during 
the period under review. As in the previous Supplement, 
entries under this heading are presented in tables. 

Section G contains a tabulation of recommendations to 
the Council adopted by the General Assembly in the form 
of resolutions. 

Section H contains references to the annual and special 
reports of the Council to the General Assembly. 

A. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELATION TO 
ARTICLE 12 OF THE CHARTER 

Article 12 

"I. While the Security Council is exercising in respect 
of any dispute or situation the functions assigned to it in 
the present Charter, the General Assembly shall not make 
any recommendation with regard to that dispute or situ­
ation unless the Security Council so requests. 

"2. The Secretary-General, with the consent of the Se­
curity Council, shall notify the General Assembly at each 
session of any matters relative to the maintenance of inter­
national peace and security which are being dealt with by 
the Security Council and shall similarly notify the General 
Assembly, or the Members of the United Nations if the 
General Assembly is not in session, immediately the Se­
curity Council ceases to deal with such matters." 

NOTE 

In a letter dated 9 November 1987 addressed to the 
Secretary-General,4 the Permanent Representative of South 
Africa transmitted a press release, dated 7 November 1987, 

3Cases 3-6. 
4S/19259. 
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issued by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa 
in response to the adoption of resolution 42/14 by the Gen­
eral Assembly on 6 November 1987. While not explicitly 
invoking Article 12, paragraph I, of the Charter, the Min­
ister for Foreign Affairs rejected the Assembly resolution 
on the grounds, inter a/ia, that it conflicted directly with 
Security Council resolution 435 (1978). 

Notifications to the General Assembly under Article 12, 
paragraph 2, by the Secretary-General, with the consent of 
the Council, of "matters relative to the maintenance of in­
ternational peace and security which are being dealt with 
by the Security Council" and of matters with which the 
Council has ceased to deal have been drafted on the basis 
of the summary statement by the Secretary-General on 
matters of which the Security Council is seized and on the 
stage reached in their consideration, which is circulated 
each week by the Secretary-General in accordance with 
rule l l of the provisional rules of procedure. 

The notification issued before each regular session of 
the General Assembly contains the same agenda items as 
those in the current summary statement, except that certain 
items in the statement that are not considered "matters 
relative to the maintenance of international peace and se­
curity" for the purpose of Article 12, paragraph 2, are ex­
cluded from the notification, for example, rules of proce­
dure of the Council, applications for membership and the 
application of Articles 87 and 88 with regard to strategic 
areas. In addition, the notification issued before each regu­
lar session contains a list of any items with which the 
Council has ceased to deal since the previous session of 
the General Assembly. 5 

Matters being dealt with by the Council have been listed 
in the notification, since I 951, in two categories: (a) mat­
ters that are being dealt with by the Council and were dis­
cussed during the period since the last notification; and (b) 
matters of which the Council remains seized but which 
have not been discussed since the last notification. 

Since 194 7, the consent of the Council required by Ar­
ticle 12, paragraph 2, has been obtained through the circu­
lation by the Secretary-General to the members of the 
Council of copies of the draft notifications. 

.. B. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELATION TO 
THE CONVOCATION OF A SPECIAL SESSIO!'I OF 
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

ue, REFERRAL, UNDER RESOLUTION 377 A (V), TO 
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF AN ITEM BEl'.'IIG 
CONSIDERED BY THE SECURITY COUl'iCIL 

D. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDl:'IIGS IN RELATION TO 
ARTICLES OF THE CHARTER ll'iVOLVl!'iG RECO:"\1-
MENDATIONS BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL TO THE 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

1. Appointment of the Secretary-General 

Article 97 of the Charter 

"The Secretariat shall comprise a Secretary-General and 
such staff as the Organization may require. The Secretary­
General shall be appointed by th_e General Assembly upon 

1For retention or deletion of items from the Secretary-General's 
summary statement, see chap. II, part IV, sect. B. 
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the recommendation of the Security Council. He shall be 
the chief administrative officer of the Organization." 

NOTE 

In accordance with rule 48 of the provisional rules of 
procedure, the meetings of the Security Council to consider 
the question of a recommendation to the General Assembly 
regarding the appointment of the Secretary-General have 
been held in private and the Council has voted by secret 
ballot. A communique circulated at the end of each meet­
ing, in accordance with rule 55, has indicated the stage 
reached in the consideration of the recommendation. During 
the period under review the Council considered and unani­
mously adopted a recommendation of this kind ( case I). 

CASE I 

At its 2714th meeting, held in private on IO October 
1986, the Security Council considered the question of the 
recommendation for the appointment of the Secretary­
General of the United Nations. The Council unanimously 
adopted resolution 589 (l 986), recommending to the Gen­
eral Assembly that Mr. Javier Perez de Cuellar be ap­
pointed Secretary-General of the United Nations for a sec­
ond term of office from I January 1987 to 31 December 
199 l. By a letter dated IO October 1986, 6 the President 
transmitted the recommendation to the President of the 
General Assembly. 

2. Conditions of accession to the Statute 
of the International Court of Justice 

"Article 93, paragraph 2, of the Charter 

"A state which is not a Member of the United Nations 
may become a party to the Statute of the International 
Court of Justice on conditions to be determined in each 
case by the General Assembly upon the recommendation 
of the Security Council." 

CASE 2 

On 21 August 1987, the Acting President and Minister 
for External Affairs of the Republic of Nauru addressed a 
letter7 to the Secretary-General informing him of the desire 
of the Republic of Nauru to become a party to the Statute 
of the International Court of Justice in accordance with Ar­
ticle 93, paragraph 2, of the Charter and stating that the 
Republic of Nauru waited to be infonned of the conditions 
required to become a party to the Statute. 

At its 2753rd meeting on 15 October 1987, the Council 
referred the matter to the Committee of Experts for study 
and report. 

In its report, 8 the Committee of Experts advised the 
Council to send the following recommendation to the Gen­
eral Assembly: 

The Security Council recommends that the General Assembly, in 
accordance with Article 93, paragraph 2, of the Charter, determine the 
conditions on which the Republic of Nauru may become a party to the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice, as follows: 

6A/412/696. 
1OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1987, S119137. 
8Ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1987. 
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"The Republic of Nauru will become a party to the Statute on the 
date of the deposit with the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
of an instrument, signed on behalf of the Government of the Repub­
lic of Nauru and ratified as may be required by the constitutional 
law of the Republic of Nauru, containing: 

"(a) Acceptance of the provisions of the Statute of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice; 

"(b) Acceptance of all the obligations of a Member of the 
United Nations under Article 94 of the Charter; 

"(c) An undertaking to contribute to the expenses of the Court 
such equitable amount as the General Assembly shall assess from 
time to time, after consultation with the Government of the Republic 
of Nauru." 

The Committee attached certain observations to the rec­
ommendation: 

... Under Article 93, paragraph 2, of the Charter the conditions on 
which a State which is not a Member of the United Nations may be­
come a party to the Statute are to be determined in each case by the 
General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. 
Accordingly, the conditions recommended above as appropriate to the 
case of the Republic of Nauru are not intended to constitute a prece­
dent to be followed either by the Security Council or by the General 
Assembly in any future case under Article 93, paragraph 2. 

The report of the Committee was placed before the Se­
curity Council for consideration at its 2754th meeting, on 
19 October 1987. 9 

Decision: The Council, without discussion, unanimously 
adopted the recommendation of the Committee of Ex­
perts as resolution 600 (1987). 

** 3. Conditions of participation of States not Mem­
bers of the United Nations but parties to the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice in 
the amendment of the Statute 

••4, Conditions under which a non-member State, 
party to the Statute, may participate in electing 
members of the International Court of Justice 

E. PRACTICES AND PROCEEDINGS IN RELATION TO 
THE ELECTION OF MEMBERS OF THE INTERNA­
TIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE 

STATUTE OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE 

Article 4 

"1. The members of the Court shall be elected by the 
General Assembly and by the Security Council from a list 
of persons nominated by the national groups in the Perma­
nent Court of Arbitration ... " 

Article 8 

"The General Assembly and the Security Council shall 
proceed independently of one another to elect the members 
of the Court." 

Article JO 

"l. Those candidates who obtain an absolute majority 
of votes in the General Assembly and in the Security Coun­
cil shall be considered as elected. 

"2. Any vote of the Security Council, whether for the 
election of judges or for the appointment of members of 

9Sce S/PV.27S4. 
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the conference envisaged in Article 12, shall be taken with­
out any distinction between permanent and non-permanent 
members of the Security Council. 

"3. In the event of more than one national of the same 
State obtaining an absolute majority of the votes both of 
the General Assembly and of the Security Council, the eld­
est of these only shall be considered as elected." 

Article 11 

"If, after this first meeting held for the purpose of the 
election, one or more seats remain to be filled, a second 
and, if necessary, a third meeting shall take place." 

Article 12 

"I. If, after the third meeting, one or more seats still 
remain unfilled, a joint conference consisting of six mem­
bers, three appointed by the General Assembly and three 
by the Security Council, may be formed at any time at the 
request of either the General Assembly or the Security 
Council, for the purpose of choosing by the vote of an ab­
solute majority one name for each seat still vacant, to sub­
mit to the General Assembly and the Security Council for 
their respective acceptance. 

"2. If the joint conference is unanimously agreed upon 
any person who fulfils the required conditions, he may be 
included in its lists, even though he was not included in the 
list of nominations referred to in Article 7. 

"3. If the joint conference is satisfied that it will not 
be successful in procuring an election, those members of 
the Court who have already been elected shall, within a 
period to be fixed by the Security Council, proceed to fill 
the vacant seats by selection from among those candidates 
who have obtained votes either in the General Assembly 
or in the Security Council. 

"4. In the event of an equality of votes among the 
judges, the eldest judge shall have a casting vote." 

Article 14 

"Vacancies shall be filled by the same method as that 
laid down for the first election, subject to the following 
provision: the Secretary-General shall, within one month 
of the occurrence of the vacancy, proceed to issue the in­
vitations provided for in Article 5, and the date of the elec­
tion shall be fixed by the Security Council." 

PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE OF 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

Rule 61 

Relations with other United Nations organs 

"Any meeting of the Security Council held in pursuance 
of the Statute of the International Court of Justice for the 
purpose of the election of members of the Court shall con­
tinue until as many candidates as are required for all the 
seats to be filled have obtained in one or more ballots an 
absolute majority of votes." 

CASE 3 

At its 2604th meeting, on 12 September 1985, the Secu­
rity Council considered the date of elections to fill a va­
cancy that had occurred in the International Court of Jus­
tice as a result of the recent death of one of the members 

---------- ---- -
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of the Court. The President reminded the members of the 
Council that, under Article 14 of the Statute of the Court, 
the Council was required to fix the date of the elections to 
fill any vacancy in the Court and he drew their attention 
to a draft resolution JO on the matter. There being no objec­
tion, the President put the draft resolution to a vote. It was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 570 (1985), 11 by which 
the Council decided that elections to fill the vacancy on 
the Court would take place on 9 December 1985 at a meet­
ing of the Council and at a meeting of the General Assem­
bly at its fortieth session. 

At its 2632nd meeting, on 9 December 1985, in accord­
ance with the decision contained in resolution 570 (1985), 
the Council proceeded to the election of one member of 
the International Court of Justice to fill a seat that had be­
come vacant. 12 After the first vote by secret ballot, one can­
didate had received the required majority, and the same 
candidate was elected by the General Assembly; accord­
ingly, he was elected a member of the International Court 
of Justice for a term of office expiring on 5 February 1988. 

CASE 4 

At its 2739th meeting, on 27 March 1987, the Security 
Council considered the date of elections to fill a vacancy 
that had occurred in the International Court of Justice as a 
result of the recent death of one of the members of the 
Court. The President reminded the members of the Council 
that, under Article 14 of the Statute of the Court, the Coun­
cil was required to fix the date of the elections to fill any 
vacancy in the Court and he drew their attention to a draft 
resolutionn on the matter. There being no objection, the 
President put the draft resolution to a vote. It was adopted 
unanimously as resolution 595 (1987), 14 by which the 
Council decided that elections to fill the vacancy on the 
Court would take place on 14 September 1987 at a meeting 
of the Council and at a meeting of the General Assembly 
at its forty-first session. 

At its 2752nd meeting, on 14 September 1987, in ac­
cordance with the decision contained in resolution 595 
(1987), the Council proceeded to the election of one mem­
ber of the International Court of Justice to fill a seat that 
had become vacant. 15 After the first vote by secret ballot, 
one candidate had received the required majority, and the 
same candidate was elected by the General Assembly; ac­
cordingly, he was elected a member of the International 
Court of Justice for a term of office expiring on 5 February 
1991. 

CASE 5 

At its 2760th meeting, on 11 November 1987, the Secu­
rity Council proceeded to the election of five members of 
the International Court of Justice to fill the seats that were 
to become vacant on 5 February 1988. 16 Prior to the bal­
loting, the President referred to the memorandum submit­
ted by the Secretary-General1 7 and reminded the members 

1oStl 7457, adopted without change as resolution 570 ( I 985). 
11See S/PV .2604. 
12see S/PV.2632. 
13S/18761, adopted without change as resolution 595 (1987). 
14sec S/PV .2739. 
15sec S/PV .2739. 
16see S/PV.2760. 
17OR. 43rdyr., Suppl.for Oct.-Dec. 1997, S/19155. 
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of the Council that, in accordance with Article 10, para­
graph 1, of the Statute of the Court, those candidates who 
obtained an absolute majority of votes in both the General 
Assembly and the Council would be considered elected as 
a member of the Court. He further reminded the members 
of the Council that the required majority in the Council 
was eight votes. Should fewer than five candidates obtain 
an absolute majority of votes in the first ballot, the Council 
would proceed to a second ballot and balloting would con­
tinue in the same meeting until five candidates obtained 
the required majority of votes. However, should there be 
more than five candidates obtaining the required majority, 
a new vote on all candidates would be taken, as was con­
sistent with the practice that had been followed in the past. 

A vote was taken by secret ballot and five candidates 
received the required majority. The President of the Coun­
cil communicated by a letter to the President of the General 
Assembly the names of the five candidates who had re­
ceived the required majority in the Council. Thereafter, the 
President of the Council announced that the voting in the 
General Assembly had been inconclusive. After stating 
that the meeting of the Assembly had been suspended, the 
President of the Security Council, with the concurrence of 
the members, suspended the meeting of the Council. 18 

Upon resumption of the meeting, the President informed 
the Council that, as a result of the independent voting in 
the Security Council and in the General Assembly, four 
candidates, having received the required absolute majority 
of votes in both bodies, were elected members of the In­
ternational Court of Justice for a term of office of nine 
years beginning on 6 February 1988. 

The President of the Council then announced that, in ac­
cordance with the provisions of Article 11 of the Statute 
of the Court, it would be necessary to hold a second meet­
ing to fill the fifth vacancy. 

At its 276 l st meeting, on the same date, the Council pro­
ceeded with the election of one candidate for the seat re­
maining vacant. After the first vote by secret ballot, one 
candidate had received the required majority. 19 The Presi­
dent of the Council notified the President of the General 
Assembly of the result of the vote in the Council. There­
after, the President of the Council announced that as a re­
sult of the independent voting in the Security Council and 
in the General Assembly, a different candidate had ob­
tained the required majority of votes in each body. There­
fore, in accordance with the provisions of Article 11 of the 
Statute of the Court, it was necessary to hold a third meet­
ing to fill the remaining vacancy. Informing members of 
the Council that the meeting of the Assembly had been sus­
pended, the President of the Council adjourned the meeting 
of the Council. 

At its 2762nd meeting, also on 11 November 1987, the 
Council proceeded with the election of one candidate for 
the seat remaining vacant. After the first vote by secret bal­
lot, one candidate had received the required majority. 20 

The same candidate received the required majority in the 
ballot of the Assembly and accordingly was elected as a 
member of the International Court of Justice also for a term 
of office of nine years beginning on 6 February 1988. 

18sec S/PV .2760. 
19sec S/PV .276 I. 
2oSee S/PV .2762. 
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CASE 6 

In a note dated 20 December I 988,21 the Secretary­
General drew the attention of the Security Council to the 
fact that a vacancy had occurred in the International Court 
of Justice, as a result of the recent death of one of the mem­
bers of the Court, which would have to be filled in accord­
ance with Article 14 of the Statute of the Court. 

1-·. RELATIONS WITH SUBSIDIARY ORGANS 
ESTABLISHED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

NOTE 

The case history below (case 7) describes the relation­
ship between a new subsidiary organ established by the 
General Assembly and the Security Council. During the 
period under review, no constitutional discussion took 
place bearing on the relations between organs established 
by the Assembly and the Council. The tables below give 
an account of communications from those organs, their 
participation in some of the discussions of the Council and 
resolutions adopted by the Council containing references 
to them. 

CASE 7 

By its resolution 41/35 F of IO November 1986, the 
General Assembly established the Intergovernmental 
Group to Monitor the Supply and Shipping of Oil and Pe­
troleum Products to South Africa. In the resolution the As­
sembly took note of the recommendation of the United Na­
tions Seminar on Oil Embargo against South Africa that 
an intergovernmental mechanism should be established 
under the auspices of the United Nations to monitor com­
pliance with Assembly resolutions concerning an oil em­
bargo against South Africa, 22 and requested the Intergov­
ernmental Group to submit to it at its forty-second session 

210R, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /988, S/20340. 
22A/4 I /404-S/ 18131, annex, para. 21. 

87 

a report on the implementation of the resolution and, in 
particular, the monitoring of the supply and shipment of 
oil and petroleum products to South Africa. 

By a letter dated 3 November 1987, 23 the Chairman sub­
mitted the report of the Intergovernmental Group to the 
Secretary-General and asked that it be issued as a docu­
ment of the General Assembly and the Council. In its re­
port, the Committee stated its belief that the international 
community should consider without delay the imposition 
of comprehensive mandatory sanctions against South Af­
rica and that the Council was under a special obligation to 
impose a mandatory oil embargo against South Africa.24 

The Intergovernmental Group recommended that the Gen­
eral Assembly should request the Council to consider in­
voking Chapter VII of the Charter to impose a mandatory 
embargo on the supply and shipping of oil and petroleum 
products to South Africa. 25 

By a letter dated 27 October 1988, 26 the Chairman sub­
mitted the second report of the Intergovernmental Group 
to the Secretary-General and asked that it be issued as a 
document of the General Assembly and the Council. In its 
report, the Committee stated that the imposition of a man­
datory oil embargo by the Council against South Africa 
was urgently needed to complement the arms embargo im­
posed by Council resolution 418 (I 977) and that adoption 
of such a mandatory oil embargo was consistent with the 
declared policies of the members of the Council, including 
the permanent members.27 The Intergovernmental Group 
recommended that the Assembly request the Council to 
consider invoking Chapter VII of the Charter to impose a 
mandatory embargo on the supply and shipping of oil and 
petroleum products to South Africa.28 

During the period under review, the Intergovernmental 
Group made no request to participate in the discussions of 
the Council. 

230R, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /987, S/19251. 
24GAOR, 4 I st sess., Suppl. No. 45, para. 18. 
25Ibid., para. 25. 
260R, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /988, S/20249. 
27GAOR, 42nd sess., Suppl. No. 45, para. 47. 
281bid., para. 55. 

1. Communications from subsidiary organs established by the General Assembly 

(a) COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE SITUATION WITH RE­
GARD TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE DECLARATION ON THE GRANTING OF INDE­
PENDENCE TO COLONIAL COUNTRIES AND PEOPLES 

Documem 
.rymbol 

S/17249 

Dote 

10 June 1985 

------------ ----------- ---------

Subject 

Transmitting the text of a consensus on the: question of Na­
mibia adopted by the: Special Committee on 16 May 1985 
(A/ AC. I 09/830) in which it reaffirmed that Security Coun­
cil resolution 435 ( I 978) remained the only acceptable basis 
for a peaceful settlement of the Namibian question, reiter­
ated the need to proceed to its immediate implementation 
without modification, qualification or precondition, and 
recommended that the Council resume forthwith its consid­
eration of further measures to give effect to its resolutions 
on this question (para. 9); urged that the Council consider, 
as a matter of urgency, the report of the Committee estab­
lished under its resolution 421 ( 1977) and adopt further 
measures to widen the scope of resolution 418 ( 1977) (para. 
15); called for scrupulous observance of resolution 558 
( 1984) enjoining Member States to refrain from importing 
armaments from South Africa (para. 15); recommended that 
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Documenr 
symbol 

S/17385 

S/18262 

S/18272 

S/18278 

S/19023 

Dale 

6 August I 985 

6 August 1986 

14 August 1986 

I 5 August 1986 

5 August I 987 
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Suh;ea 

the Council act decisively against any dilatory manoeu­
vres and fraudulent schemes of the illegal occupation re­
gime (para. 21 ); and strongly recommended that the 
Council impose forthwith comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII of the 
Charter (para. 21 ). 

Transmitting the text of the conclusions and recommendations 
concerning the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
adopted by the Special Committee on I August I 985 
(A/AC.109/L.1554), in which the Special Committee noted 
that the Council was currently seized of the reports on the 
strategic Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands and called 
attention to Article 83 of the Charter, under which the 
Council would, inter alia, avail itself of the assistance of 
the Trusteeship Council to perform the functions under the 
Trusteeship System relating to political, economic, social 
and educational matters in strategic areas (para. 17). 

Transmitting the text of the conclusions and recommendations 
concerning the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
adopted by the Special Committee on 4 August 1986 
(A/AC.109/L.1591), in which the Special Committee noted 
that the Council was currently seized of the reports on the 
strategic Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands and called 
attention to Article 83 of the Charter, under which the 
Council would, inter a/ia, avail itself of the assistance of 
the Trusteeship Council to perform the functions under the 
Trusteeship System relating to political, economic, social 
and educational matters in strategic areas (para. 17). 

Transmitting the text of a consensus on the question of Na­
mibia adopted by the Special Committee on 11 August I 986 
(A/AC.109/880), in which it reaffirmed that Security Coun­
cil resolution 435 ( 1978) remained the only acceptable basis 
for a peaceful settlement of the Namibian question, reiter­
ated the need to proceed to its immediate implementation 
without modification, qualification or precondition and 
urged the Council to resume forthwith its consideration of 
further measures to give effect to its resolutions on this 
question (para. 11 ); urged that the Council consider, as a 
matter of urgency, the report of the Committee established 
under its resolution 421 ( 1977) and adopt further measures 
to widen the scope of resolution 4 I 8 ( 1977) (para. 17); 
called for the scrupulous observance of resolution 558 
(1984) enjoining Member States to refrain from importing 
armaments from South Africa (para. 17); recommended 
that the Council act decisively against any dilatory ma­
noeuvres and fraudulent schemes of the illegal occupation 
regime (para. 23 ); and strongly recommended that the 
Council impose forthwith comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII of the 
Charter (para. 23 ). 

Transmitting the text of a decision concerning military activi­
ties and arrangements by colonial Powers in Territories 
under their administration which might be impeding the im­
plementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde­
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, adopted by 
the Special Committee on 11 August 1986 (A/AC.109/882), 
in which it urged that the Council consider, as a matter of 
urgency, the report of the Committee established under Se­
curity Council resolution 421 (1977) and adopt further 
measures to widen the scope of resolution 418 ( 1977) (para. 
6 ), and called for the scrupulous observance of resolution 
558 ( 1984) enjoining Member States to refrain from import­
ing armaments from South Africa and stated that it was par­
ticularly mindful in that regard of the series of resolutions 
adopted by the Council during 1985 in which it strongly 
condemned the acts of armed aggression committed by 
South Africa (para. 6). 

Transmitting the text of the conclusions and recommendations 
concerning the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
adopted by the Special Committee on 4 August 1987 
(A/AC.109/L.1632). in which the Special Committee noted 
that the proposed programme budget for the biennium 
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Document 
symbol 

S/19052 

S/19053 

S/20110 

Date 

18 August 1987 

18 August 1987 

11 August 1988 

Sub;ec/ 

1988-193g29 on the financing of trusteeship activities of the 
United Nations stated that no formal proposal to terminate 
the agreement had been submitted to the Council in accord­
ance with Article 83 of the Charter (para. 20); noted that, 
as indicated in the report of the Security Counci I to the Gen­
eral Assembly at its forty-first session,30 communications 
and reports on the Trust Territory were among the matters 
brought to the attentwn of the Council but not discussed in 
the Council during the period covered by the report (para. 
20); called attention to Article 83 of the Charter, under 
which the Council would, inter alia, avail itself of the as­
sistance of the Trusteeship Council to perform the functions 
under the Trusteeship System relating to political, eco­
nomic, social and educational matters in strategic areas 
(para. 21 ); and noted that the Trusteeship Council could 
submit to the Security Council recommendations concern­
ing the approval of the terms of the trusteeship agreements 
and of their alteration or amendment in so far as it might 
be requested to do so by the Security Council (para. 21 ). 

Transmitting the text of a consensus on the question of Na­
mibia adopted by the Special Committee on 12 August 1987 
(Al AC. I 09/926), in which it reaffirmed that Security Coun­
cil resolutions 385 ( 1976) and 435 ( 1978) were the only in­

ternationally accepted basis for a peaceful settlement of the 
Namibian question and demanded their immediate imple­
mentation without precondition or modification (para. 10); 
noted with regret the continued failure of the Council to dis­
charge effectively its responsibilities for the maintenance 
of peace and security in southern Africa, owing to the ve­
toes of two of its Western permanent members, and urged 
the Council to resume forthwith its consideration of further 
measures to give effect to Council resolutions on this ques­
tion (para. 10); urged that the Council consider. as a matter 
of urgency, the report of the Committee established under 
its resolution 421 ( 1977) and adopt further measures to 
widen the scope of resolution 418 ( 1977) (para. 17); called 
for the scrupulous observance of resolution 558 (1984) en­
joining !\.iember States to refrain from importing armaments 
from South Africa (para. 17); recommended that the Coun­
cil should act decisively against any dilatory manoeuvres 
and fraudulent schemes of the illegal occupation regime 
(para. 22); and strongly recommended that the Council im­
pose forthwith comprehensive mandatory sanctions against 
South Africa under Chapter Vil of the Charter (para. 22). 

Transmitting the text of a consensus concerning military ac­
tivities and arrangements by colonial Powers in Territories 
under their administration which might be impeding the im­
plementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde­
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, adopted by the 
Special Committee on 12 August 1987 (A/AC.109/928) in 
which it urged that the Security Council consider, as a mat­
ter of urgency, the report of the Committee established un­
der its resolution 421 ( 1977) and adopt further measures to 
widen the scope of resolution 418 (1977) (para. 6), and 
called for the scrupulous observance of resolution 558 
(1984) enjoining Member States to refrain from importing 
armaments from South Africa, and stated it was particularly 
mindful in that regard of the series of resolutions adopted 
by the Council during I 985 in which it strongly condemned 
the acts of armed aggression committed by South Africa 
(para. 6). 

Transmitting the text of a consensus on the question of Na­
mibia adopted by the Special Committee on 8 August I 988 
(A/AC.109/967), in which it noted with regret the continued 
failure of the Security Council to discharge effectively its 
responsibilities for the maintenance of peace and security 
in southern Africa, owing to the vetoes of two of its West­
ern permanent members, and urged the Council to resume 

29lbid., Suppl. No. 6 (A/41/6), (sect. 3), sect. A, I, para. 3.3. 
30ibid., 41st sess., Suppl. No. 2 (A/4112). 
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S/20118 

S/20146 

Date 

12 August 1988 

23 August 1988 
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Sub;ect 

forthwith its consideration of further measures to give ef­
fect to Council resolutions on this question (para. l 0); urged 
that the Council consider, as a matter of urgency, the report 
of the Committee established under its resolution 421 
(1977) and adopt further measures to widen the scope of 
resolution 418 ( 1977) (para. 19); called for the scrupulous 
observance of resolution 558 (1984) enjoining Member 
States to refrain from importing armaments from South Af­
rica (para. 19); recommended that the Council act deci­
sively against any dilatory manoeuvres and fraudulent 
schemes of the illegal occupation regime (para. 25); and 
strongly recommended that the Council impose forthwith 
comprehensive and mandatory sanctions against South Af­
rica under Chapter VII of the Charter (para. 25). 

Transmitting the text of a decision concerning military activi­
ties and arrangements by colonial Powers in Territories un­
der their administration which might be impeding the 
implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde­
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, adopted by the 
Special Committee on 8 August 1988 (A/AC. I 09/969), in 
which it urged that the Security Council consider, as a mat­
ter of urgency, the report of the Committee established un­
der its resolution 421 ( 1977) and adopt further measures to 
widen the scope of resolution 418 ( 1977) (para. 6); and 
called for the scrupulous observance of resolution 558 
(1984) and stated that it was particularly mindful in that re­
gard of the series of resolutions adopted by the Council and 
other bodies and organizations (para. 6 ). 

Transmitting the text of the conclusions and recommendations 
concerning the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
adopted by the Special Committee on I August 1988 
(A/AC. I 09/L.1663), in which the Special Committee noted 
that under Article 83 of the Charter, the Council exercised 
all functions of the United Nations relating to strategic 
areas, including approval of the terms of the trusteeship agree­
ments and of their alteration or amendment, and in this regard 
expressed confidence that special attention would be given by 
the Council to the full implementation of all provisions of the 
Trusteeship Agreement and the Charter (para. 20). 

(b) COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE AGAINST APARTHEID 

Document 
symbol 

S/17142 

S/17197 

Date 

3 May 1985 

17 May 1985 

Sub;ect 

Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted on 28 March 
1985 by the Special Committee at its special session in 
commemoration of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Shar­
peville massacre, in which it noted that the "new constitu­
tion•· introduced by South Africa had been rejected as null 
and void by the General Assembly and by the Security 
Council in its resolution 554 (1984) (para. 7); recalled that 
Council resolution 560 ( 1985) demanded the immediate and 
unconditional withdrawal of "high treason" charges against 
16 opponents of apartheid, and called on the Council, should 
South Africa fail to comply. to consider further appropriate 
action, including adoption of comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter (para. 12). 

Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the Inter­
national Conference on Women and Children under Apart­
heid on 9 May 1985, in which it noted that the "new con­
stitution" introduced by South Africa had been rejected as 
null and void by the General Assembly and the Council 
(para. 9); called on the Council to consider further appro­
priate action against South Africa, including adoption of 
comprehensive and mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII 
of the Charter (para. 13 ); recalled that Council resolution 
560 ( 1985) demanded the immediate and unconditional 
withdrawal of "high treason" charges against 16 opponents 
of apartheid (para. 14); and, denouncing South Africa's 
scheme to form in Namibia a "transitional government'·, 
stated that the implementation of such schemes constituted 
a flagrant \iolation of resolution 435 (1978) (para. 15). 
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S/17511 
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Date 

29 May 1985 

I 9 September 1985 

2 October 1985 

14 October 1985 
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Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the Inter­
national Conference on Sports Boycott against South Af­
rica, held from 16 to 18 May 1985. 

Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the Inter­
national Seminar on Racist Ideologies, Attitudes and Or­
ganizations Hindering Efforts for the Elimination of Apart­
heid and Means to Combat Them, held from 9 to 11 
September 1985, in which it expressed deep concern at the 
continued illegal occupation of ~amibia by South Africa 
and the imposition of a puppet administration there in com• 
plete defiance of relevant United Nations resolutions on Na­
mibia, in particular Council resolution 435 ( 1978) (para. 
I 3 ); and expressed its conviction that comprehensive and 
mandatory sanctions against South Africa under Chapter 
VII of the Charter were one of the most effective and the 
only peaceful means for the eradication of apartheid (para. 15). 

Transmitting the text of a summary report of the Media Work­
shop on Countering Apartheid Propaganda, held from 20 to 
22 May 1985. 

Submitting the annual report of the Special Committee in 
which, inter alia, it noted with satisfaction that the Security 
Council for the first time, in its resolutions 566 (1985) and 
569 ( 1985 ), had urged Member States to impose specific 
economic sanctions against South Africa (para. 340), but 
considered that those resolutions represented a minimum 
programme of action (para. 343); suggested that the Gen• 
eral Assembly and the Council urgently consider the situ­
ation in all its aspects in full recognition that the elimination 
of apartheid was indispensable not only for the freedom of 
the people of South Africa but also for the independence of 
~amibia, the security and development of the independent 
African States in the region and the maintenance of inter­
national peace and security (para. 353 ); considered it essen­
tial that the United Nations ensure comprehensive and man­
datory sanctions without further delay (para. 355); attached 
particular importance to sanctions against the apartheid re­
gime under Chapter Vil of the Charter (para. 358); noted 
with satisfaction that Council members, in the presidential 
statement of 21 August 1985, had stated their belief that a 
just and lasting solution in South Africa must be based on 
the total eradication of the system of apartheid and the es­
tablishment of a free, united and democratic society, and 
called upon South Africa to set free immediately and un• 
conditionally all political prisoners and detainees, first of 
all Nelson Mandela (para. 367); urged that the Council take 
urgent measures to strengthen the arms embargo, prohibit 
all cooperation with South Africa in the nuclear field and 
ensure the effective monitoring of such measures in accord­
ance with the report of the Committee established under 
Council resolution 421 (1977) (para. 376); considered that 
an effective embargo on the supply of petroleum, petroleum 
products and other strategic supplies should be instituted 
without any further delay (para. 377); called upon Member 
States to exercise all their influence to persuade the major 
Western countries to facilitate the imposition of compre­
hensive and mandatory economic sanctions under Chapter 
VII of the Charter (para 383); and noted with great concern 
the stubborn refusal of major Western Powers to recognize 
the situation in South Africa and southern Africa as a threat 
to international peace and security and expressed the hope 
that they would be persuaded to facilitate action under 
Chapter VII of the Charter (para. 384 ); also submitted were 
the special report on implementation of the arms embargo 
against South Africa (S/17562/Add.l), the special report on 
recent developments concerning relations between Israel 
and South Africa (S/17562/Add.2), the special report on 
further action to intensify efforts to inform world public 
opinion and encourage wider public action in support of the 
just struggle of the oppressed people of South Africa 
(S/17562/Add.3) and the special report on concerted interna­
tional action for the elimination of apartheid (S/17562/Add.4). 
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Date 
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Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the Inter­
national Conference of Maritime Trade Unions on the Imple­
mentation of the United Nations Oil Embargo against South 
Africa on 31 October 1985, in which it recalled that the Council, 
since its unanimous adoption of resolution 182 (1963), had 
affirmed the conviction that the situation in South Africa was 
seriously endangering international peace and security. 

Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the United 
Nations Seminar on Arms Embargo against South Africa, 
held from 28 to 30 May 1986, in which it stated that un­
warranted acts of aggression by South Africa against Bo­
tswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe were further evidence that 
the situation in southern Africa had never before constituted 
such a grave threat to international peace and security; rec• 
ognized that the adoption of Council resolution 4 I 8 ( 1977) 
represented a vital and important first step, but noted that 
even this limited arms embargo had not been implemented 
strictly; noted that Council resolution 558 ( 1984) prohibit­
ing the import of arms, ammunition and military vehicles 
from South Africa did not cover military "related material"' 
as did resolution 418 ( 1977) and that it was non-mandatory; 
attached great importance to monitoring the arms embargo 
and expressed regret that the valuable role of the Committee 
established by Council resolution 421 ( 1977) appeared to 
have been seriously curtailed during the 1980s; stressed the 
importance of the mandatory arms embargo which, despite 
its shortcomings, had created serious shortages for South 
African military forces; urged the Council to give immedi­
ate attention to the major breach of the arms embargo re­
sulting from the supply of arms to South Africa's surrogate 
forces involved in the destabilization of independent Afri­
can States; recommended that the Council meet as a matter 
of utmost urgency to act upon the recommendations of the 
Committee established by resolution 421 ( 1977) (para. I); 
recommended that the Council render mandatory the volun­
tary embargo on imports from South Africa of arms, am­
munition and vehicles instituted by Council resolution 558 
(1984) (para. 2); recommended that the Council determine 
that arms and related material of all types, including "dual 
purpose" equipment, comprise all military, nuclear and 
other strategic equipment (para. 3 ); recommended that the 
Committee established under Council resolution 421 ( 1977) 
draw up a comprehensive list of items which would auto­
matically fall within the scope of the arms embargo (para. 
4); recommended that the Council require all Member 
States to revoke or terminate all licences previously con­
cluded with South Africa to manufacture arms and related 
material of all types (para. 7); recommended that the Coun­
cil make mandatory that all States prohibit the transfer to 
South Africa or Namibia of all technology relating to the 
manufacture of arms and related material of all types (para. 
8); recommended that the Council impose a mandatory ban 
on all forms of nuclear collaboration with South Africa 
(para. 9); and recommended that the Council impose a man­
datory oil embargo against South Africa (para. 14). 

Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the Semi• 
nar on Oil Embargo against South Africa on 6 June 1986, 
in which it considered that comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter were necessary 
in order to exert maximum international pressure on South 
Africa (para. 5 (b)); considered that a total oil embargo was 
the most important component of international action against 
South Africa (para . .5 (cf)); and affirmed the urgent need for 
the Council to adopt a mandatory oil embargo under Chapter 
VII of the Charter and in accordance with relevant General 
Assembly resolutions, and recommended that Council mem­
bers, in consultation with oil-producing and oil-shipping 
States, coordinate action in ensuring that effective action at the 
Council level would be taken as soon as possible (para. 14). 

Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the World 
Conference on Sanctions against Racist South Africa, held 
from 16 to 20 June 1986, in which it stated that the United 
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Nations had a direct responsibility to ensure the inde­
pendence of Namibia through free elections and the exer­
cise of the right of self-determination by its people in ac­
cordance with all relevant General Assembly and Council 
resolutions, in particular, Council resolution 435 ( 1978), 
and that the Organization had an inescapable responsibility 
to end South Africa's constant breaches of peace and acts 
of aggression in the region (para. 19); stated that compre­
hensive mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the 
Charter were the most effective means to deal with threats 
to the peace, breaches of peace and acts of aggression (para. 
20); expressed regret that the Council had been unable to 
take the requisite mandatory action recommended by the ln­
ternational Conference on Sanctions against South Africa 
in 1981 owing to the negative votes of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and ~orthern Ireland and the United States 
of America (para. 22); stated that the Council had been un­
able, because of the opposition of certain Western perma­
nent members, to institute any mandatory sanctions against 
South Africa except for the mandatory arms embargo of 
1977 {para. 25); expressed deep concern and disappoint­
ment that the Council, during its meetings in ~ovember 
1985 and May 1986, had failed to adopt mandatory selec­
tive economic and other sanctions against South Africa 
(para. 26); considered it imperative that the international 
community demand that South Africa proceed to implement 
forthwith the United Nations plan for the independence of 
~amibia without any conditions or delaymg manoeuvres 
and that the Council decide immediately on effective sanc­
tions under Chapter Vil of the Charter (para. 37); urged the 
few Western Powers that continued to oppose sanctions 
against South Africa to reassess their positions and cooper­
ate in. rather than hinder, international action {para. 48); 
urged the Council to consider without delay all appropriate 
action under the Charter and suggested, as a first step, that 
the Council determine that the policies and actions of South 
Africa had caused and constituted a grave threat to the 
maintenance of international peace and security and that ac­
tion under Chapter Vil of the Charter was imperative (para. 
50); recommended that the mandatory arms embargo insti­
tuted by the Council in its resolution 4 I 8 ( 1977) be rein­
forced (para 54}; urged the Council to make mandatory its 
request to all States, in paragraph 2 of resolution 558 
( 1984), "to refrain from importing arms, ammunition of all 
types and military vehicles produced in South Africa" and 
to extend the embargo to cover all components and related 
materiel originating from South Africa (para. 55); called for 
more effective monitoring of the arms embargo and in that 
connection urged action, without further delay, on the rec­
ommendations submitted in September 1980 by the Com­
mittee established by resolution 421 ( 1977) (para. 56); 
stated that it was imperative that the measures recommended 
in the Declaration of the International Seminar on Arms Em­
bargo be taken to reinforce and strengthen the mandatory 
arms embargo imposed by Council resolution 4 I 8 ( 1977) 
(para. 57); called for the Council to extend the arms embargo 
to include the police sector (para. 58); affirmed the urgent 
need for the Council to adopt a mandatory oil embargo under 
Chapter VII of the Charter and recommended that Council 
members, in consultation with oil-producing and oil-shipping 
States, coordinate action in ensuring that effective action at 
the Council level would be taken as soon as possible (para. 
66); recommended that the Council urgently consider a man­
datory embargo on investments in and financial loans to South 
Afnca (para. 69); urged the Council to consider other manda­
tory sanctions including a prohibition of the transfer of tech­
nology to South Africa, an end to all promotion of or support 
for trade with that State, and termination of air and shipping 
links (para. 71 ), and stressed the need for an immediate em­
bargo on the import of uranium and other products from Na­
mibia (para. 72). 

Submitting the annual report of the Special Committee in 
which. inter alia, it noted that South Africa's acts of ag-
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symbol 

S/19217 
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S/19266 
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19 October 1987 

12 November 1987 

Chapter VI. Relations with other United Nations organs 
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gression against Angola in October and December 1985 
were condemned by the Security Council in its resolutions 
574 (1985) and 577 ( 1985), but that when the Council con­
sidered South Africa's aggression against Angola in June 
1986, it had failed to adopt a resolution, owing to the nega­
tive votes of the United Kingdom and the United States 
(para. 116); noted that when South Africa carried out simul­
taneous attacks against Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe 
on 19 May I 986, the Council had failed to adopt a resolu­
tion that would have imposed mandatory economic sanc­
tions against South Africa owing to the negative votes of 
the United Kingdom and the United States (para. 118); rec­
ommended that the General Assembly urge the Council to 
consider without delay all appropriate action under the 
Charter and that the Assembly suggest, as a first step, that 
the Council determine that the policies and actions of South 
Africa had caused and constituted a grave threat to the 
maintenance of international peace and security in southern 
Africa and that comprehensive mandatory sanctions under 
Chapter Vil of the Charter were imperative (para. 214 (b)); 
recommended that the Assembly urge the few Western 
Powers that continued to oppose sanctions against South 
Africa..-specially the United States and the United King­
dom, which had prevented the imposition of comprehensive 
mandatory sanctions by the Council through the exercise of 
the veto-to reassess their positions and cooperate in, rather 
than hinder, international action (para. 214 (c)); recom­
mended that the Assembly call upon the Council to require 
all Member States to revoke or terminate all licences with 
South Africa to manufacture arms and related materiel 
(para. 215 (c)); and recommended that the Assembly affirm 
the urgent need for the Council to adopt a mandatory oil 
embargo under Chapter VII of the Charter in accordance 
with relevant Assembly resolutions, and that the Assembly 
urge the Council, in consultation with oil-producing and oil­
shipping States, to coordinate effective action as soon as 
possible (para. 216 (b)); also submitted was the special re­
port on recent developments concerning relations between 
Israel and South Africa (S/18360/Add.l). 

Submitting the annual report of the Special Committee in 
which, inter alia, it noted that the Security Council had 
agreed on a package of voluntary sanctions but that regret­
tably, two permanent members of the Council had again 
made it impossible for the Council to agree on the imposi­
tion of comprehensive and mandatory sanctions under 
Chapter VII of the Charter (para. 9); stated that of growing 
concern were the repeated violations of the mandatory arms 
embargo, the oil embargo and other international sanctions 
(para. 11); cited reports indicating infringements of Council 
resolution 418 ( I 977) on the mandatory arms embargo 
against South Africa (para. 55); considered it essential that 
the international community continue to press with steadfast 
determination for the imposition of enforceable sanctions 
under Chapter VII of the Charter and emphasized the ur­
gency for imposing such sanctions (para. 148); and recom­
mended that the General Assembly, inter alia, request the 
Council to adopt comprehensive and mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa. Also submitted was the special report 
on recent developments concerning relations between Israel 
and South Africa (S/19217/Add.l). 

Transmitting the Declaration adopted by the International Stu­
dent Conference in Solidarity with the Struggle of the Stu­
dents of Southern Africa, held from 31 July to 3 August 
I 987, in which it resolved to campaign for the immediate 
imposition of universal comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa (para. 5) and for the imme­
diate implementation of Council resolution 435 ( 1978) con­
cerning Namibia, including the imposition of universal com­
prehensive mandatory sanctions against South Africa and a 
ban on all trade with and investment in Namibia (para. 6). 

Transmitting the text of the Declaration adopted by the Interna­
tional Conference against Apartheid Sport on 7 November 1987. 
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Transmitting the text of the appeal adopted by the Seminar on 
the Role of the Latin American and Caribbean Media in the 
International Campaign against Apartheid, held from 7 to 9 
March 1988, in which it called for concerted international 
action, including the adoption of comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions, to bring about the: eradication of apartheid. 

Transmitting the text of the appeal adopted by the Symposium on 
Culture against Apartheid, held from 2 to 4 September 1988. 

Transmitting a portion of the text of the Final Declaration 
adopted by the Conference of Foreign Ministers of the Non• 
Aligned Countries, held from 7 to 10 September 1988, in 
which it called for the convening in 1989 of a special ses­
sion of the: General Assembly devoted to apartheid and its 
destructive consequences in southern Africa (para. 101); 
and reiterated the call for the Security Council to impose 
comprehensive and mandatory sanctions against the apart• 
heid regime under Chapter VII of the Charter and, to this end, 
endorsed the: decision of the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU) to work towards the convening of the Council in Africa 
for the purpose of examining the totality of South Africa's 
policies and acts of State terrorism in the region (para. I 02). 

Transmitting the text of the resolution adopted by the 80th 
Inter-Parliamentary Conference, held from 19 to 24 Sep­
tember 1988, in which it endorsed the call by the Confer­
ence of Foreign Ministers of the Non-Aligned Countries for 
a special session of the General Assembly devoted to apart­
heid (para. 11); confirmed that the United Nations plan for 
granting independence to Namibia, as contained in Security 
Council resolutions 38!5 (1976) and 435 (1978), was the 
only internationally acceptable basis for a peaceful settle­
ment of the Namibia problem, and demanded its prompt im• 
plementation without any preconditions and changes (para. 
14); urgently called on the: Council to discuss without delay 
the question of imposing comprehensive mandatory sanc­
tions against South Africa (para. 18); and considered that 
Council resolution 621 (1988) constituted a consolidation 
of the process aiming at the: full implementation of the OAU/ 
United Nations peace plan for Western Sahara (para. 31). 

Submitting the annual report of the Special Committee in 
which, inter alia, it stated that the imposition of sanctions 
against South Africa continued to be of crucial significance: 
(para. 187) and recommended that the General Assembly 
request the Council to adopt comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa (para. 194 (g)). 

(c) COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE UNITED NATIONS COUNCIL FOR NAMIBIA 

Docll11tenl 
sy,,,bol 

S/17243 

Dale 

6 June 198!5 

Subject 

Transmitting the text of the communiqul! adopted by the 
United Nations Council for Namibia on 4 June 198!5 con­
cerning South Africa's plan to install a puppet administra­
tion in Namibia, in which it recalled the statement issued 
on 3 May 1985 by the President of the Security Council, 
which condemned and rejected any unilateral action by 
South Africa leading towards an internal settlement outside 
Council resolution 435 ( 1978) as unacceptable and declared 
the establishment of the "interim government" in Namibia 
to be null and void (para. 3); condemned South Africa for 
its decision to press ahead with th~ installation of the "in• 
terim government" in defiance of universal condemnation 
and the position of the Security Council (para. 4); drew the 
particular attention of the Council, the General Assembly 
and the Secretary-General to the imminent installation of 
the "interim government", which, it stated, would further 
jeopardize the prospects for implementing Council resolu­
tion 435 (1978) (para. 5); and called upon the Council, in 
fulfilment of its responsibility to ensure the implementation 
of its own resolutions and of the direct responsibility of the 
United Nations over Namibia, to take appropriate measures 
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to pre-empt the installation of the "interim government" and 
to ensure the immediate and unconditional implementation of 
the United Nations plan for Namibian independence (para. 5). 

Transmitting the final document adopted at the extraordinary 
plenary meetings of the United Nations Council for Na­
mibia, held from 3 to 7 June 1985, in which it stated that it 
was submitting the Declaration and Programme of Action 
on Namibia for the serious and urgent consideration of the 
Security Council, the General Assembly and all Govern­
ments, organizations and peoples for appropriate action to 
secure the speedy liberation of Namibia from illegal occu• 
pation by South Africa (para. 6); declared that South Af­
rica's illegal occupation of Namibia was a threat to inter­
national and regional peace and security (para. 9); strongly 
condemned the ruthless plunder of Namibia's natural re­
sources by South African and other foreign economic inter• 
ests in violation of, inter alia, Security Council and General 
Assembly resolutions (para. 19); considered that the con• 
tinuing military collaboration with, and assistance to, South 
Africa by certain Western States and Israel constituted a 
breach of the arms embargo imposed by the Council in its 
resolution 418 ( 1977) (para. 20); called for the scrupulous 
observance by all States of resolution 558 (1984) enjoining 
them not to import armaments from South Africa (para. 20); 
drew particular attention to the strong condemnation and re• 
jection of South Africa's unilateral action of installing an 
"interim government" in Namibia by, inter a/ia, the Presi• 
dent of the Security Council on 3 May 1985 (para. 21 ); 
urged the Council to act decisively in fulfilment of the di­
rect responsibility of the United Nations over Namibia and 
to take, without further delay, appropriate action to ensure 
the implementation of its resolution 435 ( 1978) without 
modification or preconditions (para. 22); recalled that both 
the Assembly and the Council had rejected linkage between 
the independence of Namibia and extraneous and irrelevant 
issues (para. 25); reiterated that special responsibility rested 
with the Council, which must act without further delay to 
secure the implementation of its own relevant resolutions, 
and considered that comprehensive mandatory sanctions 
under Chapter VII of the Charter were the most effective 
means of ensuring South Africa's compliance with the reso• 
lutions and decisions of the United Nations on Namibia 
(para. 33); urged the Council to exercise decisively its 
authority with a view to ensuring the implementation of its 
resolutions 385 (1976). 435 (1978) and 539 (1983) by tak• 
ing strong action against South Africa's dilatory manoeu­
vres and fraudulent schemes (para. 35); resolved to promote 
the imposition of comprehensive mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa by the Security Council under Chapter 
VII of the Charter during its next session on the question 
of Namibia (para. 37); and called upon the Council to take 
all necessary measures in order to ensure the total cessation 
of all collaboration and contacts with racist South Africa in 
the nuclear fields (para. 45 ). 

Transmitting the text of the final document adopted by the 
International Conference for the Immediate Independence 
of Namibia, held from 7 to 11 July 1986, in the Declaration 
of which it stated its conviction that South Africa's acts of 
aggression called for the adoption of measures against that 
regime under Chapter VII of the Charter (para. 12); stated 
its conviction that the United Nations plan for the inde­
pendence of Namibia embodied in Security Council resolu­
tions 385 ( 1976) and 435 (1978) constituted the only inter­
nationally accepted basis for a peaceful settlement of the 
Namibian question and called for its immediate implemen• 
tation without precondition or modification (para. 13 ); re• 
called with satisfaction the universal and categorical rejec­
tion of South Africa's imposition on Namibia of an "interim 
government'" by, inter alia, resolution 566 ( 1985) (para. 
14); expressed its deep conviction that the Security Council 
should act in a decisive manner in the fulfilment of the di­
rect responsibility of the United Nations with regard to Na-
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mibia and take urgent measures in order to ensure that the 
United Nations plan was implemented without modifica­
tion, precondition or delay, and noted in that connection 
that the Council had been prevented by vetoes exercised by 
one or more of the Western countries that are permanent 
members from taking effective measures against South Af• 
rica under Chapter VH of the Charter (para. 19); strongly 
supported the call made by the World Conference on Sanc­
tions against Racist South Africa for the immediate impo­
sition of comprehensive mandatory sanctions against South 
Africa under Chapter VH of the Charter (para. 20); and, in 
the Programme of Action, requested the Council to sol­
emnly reiterate that Walvis Bay and the offshore islands 
were an integral part of Namibia and should not be the sub­
ject of negotiations between South Africa and an inde­
pendent Namibia (para. 8); strongly requested the Council 
to immediately adopt and impose comprehensive manda­
tory sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII of 
the Charter (para. 10); appealed to the United States and the 
United Kingdom, permanent members of the Council, 
which had thus far prevented it from acting effectively, to 
reconsider their position (para. 11 ); called upon the Council 
to adopt as a matter of utmost urgency the necessary meas­
ures in order to ensure strict compliance by all States with 
the arms embargo against South Africa (para. 13); re­
quested the United Nations Council for Namibia to initiate 
a week-long programme of information dissemination to 
journalists which would include basic facts and legal argu­
ments on, inter alia, the requirement for comprehensive 
mandatory sanctions to be imposed by the Security Council 
against South Africa in respect of its illegal administration 
of Namibia (para. 32 (c)); and, in its appeal for the imme­
diate independence of Namibia, stated that the United Na­
tions plan, as endorsed by Security Council resolution 435 
( 1978), provided a universally accepted basis for the peace­
ful resolution of the question of Namibia (para. 4); stated 
that the Security Council had rejected linkage and had de­
clared that Namibia's independence could not be held hos­
tage to the resolution of issues that were alien to the United 
Nations plan (para. 5); and stated the opinion that the only 
peaceful measure now available to the international com­
munity to bring about the immediate independence of Na­
mibia on the basis of resolution 435 ( 1978) was the impo­
sition of comprehensive economic sanctions against South 
Africa (para. 6 ). 

Transmitting the text of the appeal issued by the United Na­
tions Council for Namibia on the occasion of the twentieth 
anniversary of its establishment, on 19 May 1987, in which 
it stated that the Council had been prevented by some of its 
permanent members from taking effective measures to se­
cure implementation of its own plan (para. 4); urged the 
United States to withdraw its support for South Africa's 
policy of linkage, which had been rejected by the Council 
as incompatible with its resolution 435 ( 1978) (para. 7); and 
urged the Council to impose comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions (para. 8). 

Transmitting the text of the Luanda Declaration and Pro­
gramme of Action adopted by the United Nations Council 
for Namibia on 22 May 1987, in which it solemnly reaf­
firmed that Security Council resolutions 385 ( 1976) and 435 
( 1978) constituted the sole internationally accepted basis 
for a peaceful settlement of the Namibian problem (para. 
23 ); firmly rejected the constant attempts made by South 
Africa and the United States to establish a "linkage" be• 
tween the implementation of Security Council resolution 
435 ( 1978) and extraneous issues, and declared that that at­
tempt was a ploy intended, inter alia, to jeopardize the 
authority of the Council (para. 24); firmly condemned all 
fraudulent constitutional and political manoeuvres by which 
South Africa was attempting to perpetuate its illegal occu­
pation of Namibia in violation of resolutions 385 (1976), 435 
(1978), 439 (1978), 539 (1983) and 566 (1985) (para. 25); 
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reaffinned that the adoption of comprehensive and manda• 
tory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter was the 
most effective, peaceful way of making South Africa com• 
ply with the resolutions and decisions of the United Nations 
on the question of Namibia (para. 43); expressed its deep 
concern at the fact that the Council continued to be pre• 
vented, owing to the negative votes of some of its Western 
members, particularly two permanent members, the United 
Kingdom and the United States, from reacting effectively 
in fulfilment of its responsibilities under the Charter (para. 
45); declared that the independence of Namibia must be 
achieved in accordance with resolutions 385 ( 1976) and 435 
( 1978) with no conditions attached (para. 46); stressed the 
necessity of taking further action to expedite the implemen• 
tation of resolutions 385 ( 1976) and 435 ( 1978) (para. 56); 
stated it would pursue and intensify its efforts to ensure that 
the question of Namibia and the goal of implementing reso­
lutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978) continued to be ac• 
corded top priority by the General Assembly (para. 58); 
stated it would continue its efforts with the Council to have 
it take the requisite strong measures towards the prompt and 
unconditional implementation of its resolutions 385 (1976) 
and 435 ( 1978), including the imposition of comprehensive 
and mandatory sanctions (para. 60); stated it would endeav­
our to commit the international community, inter a/ia, to 
prevent any recognition of any administration or entity ere• 
ated by South Africa in Namibia, in accordance with reso­
lutions 385 (1976), 435 (1978), 439 (1978), 539 (1983) and 
566 ( 1985), and to work for the speedy adoption by the Se• 
curity Council of comprehensive and mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa (para. 62); called upon the interna• 
tional community as a whole to implement the resolutions 
of the General Assembly and the Security Council concern• 
ing the strengthening of the defensive capabilities of the 
front-lines States, whose security and sovereignty were 
threatened by South Africa (para. 75); demanded a halt to 
attempts to link Namibian independence to issues that were 
irrelevant and rejected by the entire international commu• 
nity, including the Security Council (para. 76); and re• 
quested all the committees and other organs of the General 
Assembly and Security Council, inter alia, to continue to 
invite the Council for Namibia to participate in their meet• 
ings whenever their discussions related to Namibia and to 
develop further their consultations with the Council for Na• 
mibia in connection with all decisions and recommenda• 
tions that might affect the rights and interests of the Na­
mibians (para. 84). 

Transmitting the text of the final communique adopted by the 
United Nations Council for Namibia at its ministerial meet• 
ing on 2 October 1981, in which it stated that the Ministers 
reaffirmed that Security Council resolutions 385 (1976) and 
435 ( 1978) constituted the only internationally accepted ba• 
sis for the peaceful settlement of the Namibian question 
(para. IO); strongly deplored the fact that owing to the use 
of the veto by two of its permanent members, the Security 
Council had been prevented from imposing comprehensive 
and mandatory sanctions against South Africa under Chap­
ter VII of the Charter (para. 13); stressed the responsibility 
of the Security Council concerning the implementation of 
its resolutions on Namibia in view of the threat to regional 
and international peace and security created by South Af• 
rica (para. IS); urgently requested the Council to set an 
early date for the commencement of the implementation of 
resolution 435 ( 1978), no later than 31 December 1987, and 
to commit itself to applying the relevant provisions of the 
Charter, including comprehensive and mandatory sanctions 
under Chapter VII, in the event that South Africa continued 
to defy the Council, and in that connection, urged the Coun­
cil to undertake forthwith consultations for the composition 
and emplacement of the United Nations Transitional Assist­
ance Group in Namibia (para. 16); requested the Secretary­
General to undertake consultations with members of the Se• 
curity Council, in particular its permanent members, with a 
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view to securing a firm commitment on the unconditional 
and speedy implementation of resolution 435 ( 1978) and to 
that end, urged the three Western permanent members of 
the Council to take into account their particular responsi• 
bility, as they themselves were the initiators of the United 
Nations plan for the independence of Namibia, to ensure its 
unimpeded implementation (para. 18); appealed to the 
United States to join the international consensus against the 
policy of "linkage", a policy that the Council had rejected 
as incompatible with its resolution 435 (1978) and con­
demned as an obstruction to the independence of Namibia 
(para. 19); and called upon the General Assembly, in the 
event the Security Council was unable to adopt concrete 
measures to compel South Africa to cooperate in the imple­
mentation of Security Council resolution 43.5 (1978) by 29 
September 1988, to consider at its forty-third session nec­
essary action in accordance with the Charter (para. 20). 

(d) COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE EXERCISE OF 
THE INALIENABLE RIGHTS OF THE PALESTINIAN PEOPLE 

Date 

13 February 1985 

19 March 1985 

3 May 198.5 

24 May 198.5 

12 July 1985 

18 July 1985 

Sub;ect 

Letter dated 12 February 198.5 expressing utmost concern 
with regard to mounting tension in Palestinian refugee 
camps in southern Lebanon and the West Bank, and attach­
ing utmost importance to the early convening of the pro­
posed international peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 19 March 1985 calling attention to the continuing 
danger to international peace and security posed by the poli­
cies of the Israeli Government towards the occupied terri• 
tories, and reiterating the firm conviction that the early con­
vening of the international peace conference on the Middle 
East is of critical importance. 

Letter dated 2 May I 985 calling attention to the continuing 
pattern of repression by the Israeli authorities in the occu­
pied territories, and stating that as long as the Palestinian 
people were prevented from exercising their rights to self­
determination, national independence and sovereignty, and 
their territory remained illegally occupied, tension and vio­
lence would continue to prevail in the area, increasingly en• 
dangering international peace and security. 

Letter dated 23 May 1985 conveying the profound concern of 
the Committee at the current tragic developments in and 
around Palestinian refugee camps in Beirut; asserting once 
again that the United Nations, and in particular the Security 
Council, had a clear responsibility to ensure the physical 
safety of the Palestinians and to bring about the exercise of 
their inalienable rights; and stating the conviction that posi­
tive action by the Council on the Committee's recommen­
dations, and on the proposed international peace conference 
on the Middle East, would advance prospects for a just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East and avoid the recurrence 
of tragedies such as the one then unfolding. 

Letter dated 12 July I 98.5 expressing concern over renewed 
acts of aggression against Palestinians by Israeli forces of 
occupation in the West Bank and over the proposed drafting 
of new laws that would affect Palestinian residents of the 
West Bank and Gaza; stating that such measures could not 
but aggravate tensions and amplify threats to peace and se­
curity in the region; and stating the conviction that positive 
action by the Security Council on the Committee's recom­
mendations and on the proposed international peace confer­
ence on the Middle East would advance prospects for a just 
and lasting peace in the region. 

Letter dated 18 July 1985 reporting the decision of the Israeli 
authorities to close the Hospice Hospital in occupied East 
Jerusalem, which presented still further evidence of the way 
in which Israel was failing to abide by international agree• 
ments regarding the status of citizens under occupation. 
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Letter dated 31 July 1985 citing reports that tanks had been 
delivered, which might affect the rights and lives of the Pal­
estinian refugees living in Lebanon, thus amplifying tension 
in the area. 

Letter dated 8 August 1985 conveying reports that the Israeli 
Cabinet had voted to reinstate policies of administrative de­
tention without trial and deportation of persons considered 
security risks, and stating that such measures could only 
further exacerbate tensions and conflict in the area, thus 
posing a growing threat to international peace and security. 

Letter dated 11 September 1985 conveying reports that the 
Israeli military authorities had engaged in a massive cam• 
paign of detention of Palestinians and that Arab youths had 
been shot by Israeli soldiers, and reiterating deep concern 
at those developments and at Israel's continuing denials of 
the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people, which could 
not but further exacerbate tensions in the area. 

Letter dated 13 November 1985 conveying reports of actions 
taken as a result of the decision by the Israeli authorities to 
reinstate policies of administrative detention, deportation, 
increased censorship and other measures against Palestini­
ans in the occupied territories. 

Letter dated 5 February 1986 reporting that deportation orders 
against three Palestinians had been carried out, and recall• 
ing that the Council had reaffirmed on several occasions 
that the Geneva Convention of 1949 was applicable to the 
occupied territories and had called upon Israel scrupulously 
to observe the provisions of that Convention. 

Letter dated 24 March 1986 expressing grave concern over 
Israel's refusal to grant travel permits to Palestinians living in 
the occupied territories to attend a United Nations-sponsored 
meeting. 

Letter dated 5 June 1986 expressing grave concern at reports 
of renewed attacks against Palestinian refugee camps in 
Beirut; expressing particular distress that neither the United 
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees 
in the Near East (UNRWA) nor the International Commit• 
tee of the Red Cross had been permitted to enter the camps 
to evacuate the wounded and provide medical help; and re­
asserting that the United Nations, and in particular the Se­
curity Council, had a clear responsibility to ensure the 
physical safety of the Palestinians and to bring about the 
exercise of their inalienable rights. 

Letter dated 13 June 1986 expressing grave concern at the per­
sistence and intensification of attacks against Palestinian 
refugee camps in Beirut; reaffirming that the United Na­
tions, and in particular the Security Council, had the respon­
sibility to guarantee the physical safety of the Palestinian 
refugees; and stating that, in the absence of a just and last­
ing solution to the question of Palestine, violence would 
continue to intensify in the region, with disastrous conse­
quences for international peace and security. 

Letter dated IO November 1986 expressing grave concern 
over the persistence and intensification of fighting in and 
around Palestinian refugee camps in Tyre, Beirut and Si­
don; expressing utmost concern that UNRW A had been un­
able to deliver food or medicines to Rashadieh camp since 
the beginning of the fighting and that thousands of innocent 
women, children and old people were trapped in crossfire 
in the camp; affirming once again that the United Nations, 
and in particular the Security Council, had a clear respon­
sibility to ensure the physical safety of the Palestinians in 
the refugee camps. 

Letter dated 16 December 1986 drawing urgent attention to 
grave incidents that continued to occur in the occupied ter­
ritories since the adoption by the Security Council of reso­
lution 592 (1986); noting that, in its resolution 592 (1986), 
the Council called upon Israel to abide immediately and 
scrupulously by the Geneva Convention of 1949 and to re­
lease any person detained in violation of the Convention; 
and appealing to the Secretary-General to do all in his 
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power to ensure implementation of that resolution by the 
Israeli authorities. 

S/18682 11 February 1987 Letter dated 11 February 1987 expressing grave com:cm at 
the persistence and intensification of attacks on Palestinian 
refugee camps in Beirut and Tyre; expressing utmost con-
cem that UNRWA had been unable to deliver food or medi-
cines to these camps; and stating that in the absence of a 
just and lasting solution to the question of Palestine, the vio-
lence would continue to intensify, with disastrous conse-
quences not only for the region, but also for international 
peace and security. 

S/18713 20 February 1987 Letter dated 20 February 1987 expressing utmost concern that 
UN R WA had once again been prevented from delivering 
food and medicines to Palestinians in refugee camps in Beirut 
and Tyre, and urgently appealing to the Secretary-General 
and all the parties concerned that everything possible 
should be done to enable UNR WA and other humanitarian 
organizations to provide emergency relief to those refugees. 

S/1875 I 12 March 1987 Letter dated 12 March 1987 stating that the situation in the 
Palestinian refugee camps in Beirut and Tyre remained ex-
tremely grave and was bound to deteriorate further unless 
urgent measures were taken, and reiterating its pressing ap-
peal to the Secretary-General and to all the parties con-
cemed to do everything possible to enable UNRWA and 
other humanitarian organizations to provide emergency re-
lief to the refugees. 

S/18850 7 May 1987 Letter dated 7 May 1987 drawing urgent attention to air raids 
carried out by the Israeli air force against Palestinian refugee 
camps near Sidon, Lebanon, and stating that in the context of 
the intensification of measures taken by the Israeli authori• 
ties against the Palestinian people in the occupied territories 
and the general military escalation in south Lebanon, the situ• 
ation being created in the area was a most explosive one. 

S/18874 20 May 1987 Letter dated 20 May 1987 reiterating deep concern at meas-
ures taken by the Israeli authorities to quell demonstrations 
by Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza; recalling that 
the Security Council had repeatedly affirmed, most recently 
in its resolution 592 (1986), that the Geneva Convention of 
1949 was applicable to the occupied territories and had 
called upon Israel to abide immediately and scrupulously 
by that Convention; and stating the conviction that positive 
consideration and action by the Council on the Committee's 
recommendations and on the proposed international peace 
conference on the Middle East would advance prospects for 
a just and lasting peace in the region. 

S/18893 3 June 1987 Letter dated 3 June 1987 calling attention to reports that the 
Israeli authorities had launched a massive campaign of de-
tention of Palestinians, and recalling that in its resolution 
592 (1986), the Security Council had called upon Israel to 
abide immediately and scrupulously by the Geneva Con-
vention of 1949 and to release any person detained in vio-
lation of that instrument. 

S/19122 9 September 1987 Letter dated 9 September 1987 drawing urgent attention to air 
raids carried out by the Israeli air force against a Palestinian 
refugee camp near Sidon; stating that in the context of the 
intensification of measures taken by the Israeli authorities 
against the Palestinian people in the occupied territories and 
the general military escalation in south Lebanon, the situ-
ation being created in the area was a most explosive one; 
and stating the conviction that positive action by the Council 
on the Committee's recommendations and on the proposed 
international peace conference on the Middle East would 
advance prospects for a just and lasting peace in the region. 

S/19150 22 September 1987 Letter dated 22 September 1987 drawing attention to the 
steady deterioration of the human rights situation in the oc• 
cu pied territories, owing in particular to measures of admin-
istrative detention without charges or trial. and stating that 
it was vital for the international community to convene an 
international peace conference on the Middle East. 

S/19203 13 October 1987 Letter dated 13 October 1987 drawing most urgent attention 
to an explosive situation developing in Gaza and extremely 
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serious incidents in the occupied West Bank, and appealing 
to the Secretary-General to promote the convening ofan in­
ternational peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 13 November 1987 drawing most urgent attention 
to grave incidents that had caused the death and injury of 
several Palestinians in the occupied territories; bringing the 
policies and practices of Israel forcefully to the attention of 
the General Assembly and the Security Council, as they 
clearly had serious repercussions, inter a/ia, on peace and 
security in the region; and appealing to the Secretary­
General to promote the convening of an international peace 
conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 11 December 1987 drawing urgent attention to 
the very dangerous situation created in the West Bank and 
Gaza by renewed acts of violence by Israeli troops, and ap• 
pealing to the Secretary-General to promote the convening 
of an international peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 29 December I 987 drawing urgent attention to 
the continuing deterioration of the situation in the West 
Bank and Gaza, in particular the use of live ammunition and 
brutal force by the Israeli army against young defenceless 
Palestinians, and appealing to the Secretary-General to pro­
mote the convening of an international peace conference on 
the Middle East. 

Letter dated 5 January 1988 drawing urgent attention to the 
aggravation of the situation caused by the killing of un• 
armed civilians and the deportation of Palestinian leaders 
from West Bank and Gaza; recalling that the Security Coun• 
cil in its resolution 605 (1987) had called once again upon 
Israel to abide immediately and scrupulously by the Geneva 
Convention of 1949 and to desist forthwith from policies and 
practices that violated that instrument; and appealing to the 
Secretary-General to intensify his e !Torts towards the conven­
ing of an international peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 12 January 1988 drawing urgent attention to the 
continuing deterioration of the situation in the occupied ter• 
ritories, in particular owing to the use of live ammunition 
against demonstrators, mass arrests, detentions and depor• 
tations; recalling that in its resolutions 605 (1987) and 607 
( 1988), the Council had requested Israel to abide by its ob• 
ligations arising under the Geneva Convention of 1949; and 
appealing to the Secretary-General to intensify his efforts 
towards the convening of an international peace conference 
on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 20 January 1988 drawing urgent attention to the 
continuing deterioration of the situation in the occupied ter• 
ritories, in particular owing to the increasingly systematic 
use by Israel of collective punishment against Palestinians, and 
appealing to the Secretary-General to promote the convening 
of an international peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 10 February 1988 expressing most serious con• 
cern at the increasing use of violence and acts of extreme 
intimidation by Israel against the entire Palestinian popula• 
tion in the occupied territories; expressing appreciation for 
the report submitted by the Secretary-General under Secu• 
rity Council resolution 605 ( 1987) and for the steps taken 
by the Secretary-General in pursuance of that resolution; 
and stating the conviction that positive action by the Coun• 
cil on the Committee's recommendations and on the pro­
posed international peace conference on the Middle East 
would advance prospects for a just and lasting settlement 
of the question of Palestine. 

Letter dated 1 March 1988 drawing most urgent attention to 
the further aggravation of the situation in the occupied ter• 
ritories and to the intensification of repression by the Israeli 
armed forces against Palestinian protesters, and stating the 
conviction that positive action by the Security Council on 
the Committee's recommendations and on the proposed in• 
ternational peace conference on the Middle East would ad­
vance prospects for ajust and lasting settlement of the ques• 
tion of Palestine. 
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Letter dated 30 March 1988 expressina most serious concern 
at the escalation of the campaign of repression and violence 
by Israel against the entire Palestinian population in the oc­
cupied territories and reiterating the view that positive IC· 

tion by the Security Council on the Committee's recom­
mendations and on the proposed international peace 
conference on the Middle East would advance prospects for 
a just and lasting settlement of the question of Palestine. 

Letter dated 13 April 1988 drawing most uraent attention to 
the intensification of repression by Israel against the Paleltin• 
ian people in the occupied territories, and appealin& to the 
Secretary-General to intensify his efforu towards the conven­
ing of an international peace conference on the Middle Eat. 

Letter dated 13 May 1988 expressing serious concern at the 
continued grave situation in the occupied territories, in par­
ticular the indiscriminate use of armed repression and mus 
arrests and various forms of collective punishment, and ap­
pealing to the Secretary-General to intensify his efforts to­
wards the convening of an international peace conference 
on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 3 June 1988 drawing urgent attention to the COIi• 

viction by an Israeli court of Israeli peace activists for meet• 
ing with members of the PLO in Romania in 1986; express­
ing serious concern at the continued Israeli policy of 
military repression in the occupied territories; and reiterat­
ing its appeal to the Secretary-General to intensify his ef• 
forts towards the convening of an international conference 
on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 22 July 1988 expressing most serious concern at 
the continued grave situation in the occupied territories and 
the intensification of policies of repression by Israel, and 
reiterating the appeal to the Secretary-General to intensify 
his efforts towards the convening of an international peace 
conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 4 August 1988 expressing concern at the c011tin­
ued grave situation in the occupied territories, in particular 
the indiscriminate use of armed repression, mass arrests, 
various forms of collective punishment and deportations, 
which were taking place in defiance of Council resolutions 
607 (1988) and 608 (1988), and rciteratina the appeal to the 
Secretary-General to intensify his efforu towards the conven­
ing of an international peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 19 August 1988 expressing most serious COllcern 
at the further intensification of severe measures of repres­
sion by the Israeli authorities in efforts to crush the Palestinian 
uprising in the occupied territories; expressing extreme con­
cern that, despite international protests and in defi1ncc of 
Council resolutions, Israel had intensified its policy of de­
portations; and appealing to the Secretary-General and all 
concerned to intensify efforts towards the convening of an 
international peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 29 September 1988 expressing serious concern 
at the intensification of policies of repression by Israel 
against the Palestinian people and the rising death toll in 
the occupied territories, and appealing to the Secretary• 
General to intensify his efforts towards the urgent conven­
ing ofan international peace conference on the Middle East. 

Letter dated 13 October 1988 e,i:pressing profound concern at 
the intensification of policies of repression by lsrael acainst 
the Palestinian people, in particular army raids on vill11c1 
and refugee camps to prevent demonstrations, and stra1in1 
the imperative need for urgent action aimed at convenina 
an international peace conference on the Middle Eut. 

Letter dated 6 December 1988 drawing most urgent attention 
to the continued tragic situation in the occupied territories, 
in particular since the declaration of the establishment of 
the State of Palestine by the Palestine National Council on 
15 November 1988, and appealing to all concerned to do 
everything in their power to build on the momentum that 
has been created thereby, in particular through the conven­
ing of an international peace conference on the Middle East. 
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Transmitting the report of the Intergovernmental Group in 
which it stated its belief that the international community 
should consider without delay the imposition of comprehen­
sive mandatory sanctions against South Africa and that the 
Security Council was under a special obligation to impose 
a mandatory oil embargo against South Africa (para. 18); 
and recommended that the General Assembly request the 
Council to consider invoking Chapter VII of the Charter to 
impose a mandatory embargo on the supply and shipping 
of oil and petroleum products to South Africa (para. 25). 

Transmitting the report of the Intergovernmental Group in 
which it stated that the imposition of a mandatory oil em­
bargo by the Council against South Africa was urgently 
needed to complement the arms embargo imposed by reso­
lution 418 ( 1977) and was consistent with the declared poli­
cies of the members of the Council, including the perma­
nent members (para. 47); and recommended that the 
General Assembly request the Council to consider invoking 
Chapter Vll of the Charter to impose a mandatory embargo 
on the supply and shipping of oil and petroleum products 
to South Africa (para. 55). 

2. Participation of representatives of subsidiary organs of the General Assembly 

Jn.,tation extended Participation: date ONi flUJflber 

P""ieip«iltf orp by the Council Agenda Item of Council lfltel"'P 

Special Committee against 2571st meeting Question of South Africa 8 and 12 March 1985, 2571st 
Apartlleid and 2574th meetings 

United Nations Council 2583rd meeting Situation in Namibia 10-14 and 17-19 June 1985, 
for Namibia 2S83rd-2S90th and 2592nd-

2595th meetings 

Special Committee against 2583rd meeting Situation in Namibia 10-14 and 17-19 June 1985, 
Apartheid 2583rd-2590th and 2592nd-

2595th meetings 

Special Committee on the Situ• 2589th meeting Situation in Namibia 13-14 and 17-19 June 1985, 
atioa with rc1ard to the Im• 2589th, 2590th and 2592nd· 
plemcntation of the Declara- 2595th meetings 
lion on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Special Committee aaainst 2598th meeting Letter dated 17 June 1985 from 21 June I 985, 2598th and 
Apartheid Botswana 2599th meetings 

Special Committee aaainst 2600th meeting Question of South Africa 25 and 26 July 1985, 2600th 
Apartheid and 2602nd meetings 

Committcc on the Exercise of 2605th meeting Situation in the occupied Arab territories 13 September 1985, 2605th 
the Inalienable Rights of the meeting 
Palestinian People 

Special Committee against 2606th meeting Complaint by Angola against 20 September 1985, 2606th 
Apartheid South Africa and 2607th meetings 

Committee on the Exercise of 2619th meeting Middle East problem including the 9-11 October 1985, 26 l 9th-
the Inalienable Riahts of the Palestinian question 2622nd meetings 
Palestinian People 

United Nations Council 2624th meeting Situation in Namibia 13-15 November 1985, 
for Namibia 2624th-2626th, 2628th and 

2629th meetings 

Special Committee on the Situ• 2624th meeting Situation in Namibia 13-15 November 1985, 
ation with rcaard to the Im• 2624th-2626th, 2628th and 
plementation of the Declara- 2629th meetings 
tion on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Special Committee against 2626th meeting Situation in Namibia 14-15 November 1985, 
Apartheid 2626th, 2628th and 2629th 

meetings 
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lnv//a//on extended Partic1pa1ion: date and nW1tbu 
Partic1pa1mg organ by the Counc,I Agenda Item ofC01U1c1/ meetmgs 

Committee on the Exercise of 2644th meeting Situation in the occupied Arab territories 21-30 January 1986, 2644th-
the Inalienable Rights of the 2650th meetings 
Palestinian People 

United Nations Council 2652nd meeting Situation in southern Africa 5-13 February 1986, 2652nd, 
for Namibia 2654th and 2656th-2662nd 

meetings 
Special Committee against 2654th meeting Situation in southern Africa 6-13 February 1986, 2654th 

Apartheid and 26S6th-2662nd meet• 
ings 

Special Committee against 2684th meeting Situation in southern Africa 22-23 May 1986, 2684th-
Apartheid 2686th meetings 

Special Committee against 2690th meeting Question of South Africa 13 June 1986, 2690th meeting 
Apartheid 

Committee on the Exercise of 2724th meeting Situation in the occupied Arab territories S and 8 December 1986, 
the Inalienable Rights of the 2724th-2727th meetings 
Palestinian People 

Special Committee against 2732nd meeting Question of South Africa 17-20 February 1987, 2732nd-
Apartheid 2738th meetings 

Special Committee on the Situ- 2732nd meeting Question of South Africa 17-20 February 1987, 2732nd• 
ation with regard to the Im- 2738th meetings 
plementation of the Declara-
tion on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

United Nations Council for 2733rd meeting Question of South Africa 18-20 February 1987, 2733rd-
Namibia 2738th meetings 

United Nations Council for 2740th meeting Situation in Namibia 6-9 April 1987, 2740th-
Namibia 2747th meetings 

Special Committee on the Situ• 2740th meeting Situation in Namibia 6-9 April 1987, 2740th-
ation with regard to the Im- 2747th meetings 
plementation of the Declara-
tion on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Special Committee against 2742nd meeting Situation in Namibia 7-9 April 1987, 2742nd-
Apartheid 2747th meetings 

United Nations Council 2755th meeting Situation in Namibia 28-30 October 1987, 2755th-
for Namibia 2759th meetings 

Special Committee on the Situ• 2756th meeting Situation in Namibia 29-30 October 1987, 2756th-
ation with regard to the Im• 2759th meetings 
plementation of the Declara-
tion on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Special Committee against 2757th meeting Situation in Namibia 29-30 October 1987, 27S7th-
Apartheid 2759th meetings 

Special Committee against 2764th meeting Complaint by Angola against South 23-25 November 1987, 
Apartheid Africa 2764th-2767th meetings 

Committee on the Exercise of 2770th meeting Situation in the occupied Arab territories 11-22 December 1987, 
the Inalienable Rights of the 2770th and 2772nd-2777th 
Palestinian People meetings 

Special Committee against 2793rd meeting Question of South Africa 3-8 March 1988, 2793rd-
Apartheid 2797th meetings 

Special Committee on the Situ• 2794th meeting Question of South Africa 4-8 March 1988, 2794th-
ation with regard to the Im- 2797th meetings 
plementation of the Declara-
lion on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

United Nations Council for 2795th meeting Question of South Africa 7-8 March 1988, 2795th-
Namibia 2797th meetings 
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Invitation extended Participation: date and number 
of Council muting, Participating orga11 by the Council Agenda ite,n 

Special Committee on the Situ- 2800th meeting Letter dated 11 March 1988 from the 
Permanent Representative of 
Argentina to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the 
Security Council 

17 March 1988, 2800th and 
2801st meetings ation with regard to the Im-

plementation of the Declara-
tion on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples 

Committee on the Exercise of 2805th meeting Situation in the occupied Arab territories 14-15 April 1988, 2805th and 
2806th meetings the Inalienable Rights of the 

Palestinian People 

3. Resolutions and statements adopted by the Security Council containing references to 
the General Assembly or subsidiary organs thereof 

Ruolution 111U11ber/ 
docu/ffent 

562 (1985) 

564 (1985) 

566 (1985) 

579 (1985) 

Date of adoption 

10 May 1985 

31 May 1985 

19 June 1985 

18 December 1985 

-S/PV.2583, paras. 31-66. 

Agenda item 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from 
the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United 
Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

The situation in the Middle 
East 

The situation in Namibia 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 
from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of the United States 
of America to the United Na­
tions addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

ReleVO/lt paragraph., 

"Recalling also General Assembly resolution 38/10, 
which reaffirms the inalienable right of all the peo­
ples to decide on their own form of government and 
to choose their own economic, political and social 
system free from all foreign intervention, coercion, 
or limitation" (fourth preambular para.) 

"Recalling also General Assembly resolution 39/4, 
which encourages the efforts of the Contadora Group 
and appeals urgently to all interested States in and 
outside the region to cooperate fully with the Group 
through a frank and constructive dialogue, so as to 
achieve solutions to the differences between them" 
(fifth preambular para.) 

"Recalling General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), 
in the annex of which the Assembly proclaims the 
principle that no State may use or encourage the use 
of economic, political or any other type of measures 
to coerce another State in order to obtain from it the 
subordination of the exercise of its sovereign rights 
and to secure from it advantages of any kind," ( sixth 
preambular para.) 

"Calls upon all parties to take necessary measures to 
alleviate the suffering resulting from acts of violence, 
in particular by facilitating the work of United Na­
tions agencies, especially the United Nations Relief 
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 
East, and non-governmental organizations, including 
the International Committee of the Red Cross, in pro­
viding humanitarian assistance to all those affected 
and emphasizes the need to ensure the safety of all 
the personnel of these organizations" (para. 3) 

"Having heard the statement by the Acting President of 
the United Nations Council for Namibia"• (second 
prearnbular para.) 

"Recalling General Assembly resolutions I 514 (XV) of 
14 December 1960 and 2145 (XXI) of 27 October 
1966" (fifth prearnbular para.) 

"Rejects once again South Africa's insistence on link­
ing the independence of Namibia to irrelevant and ex­
traneous issues as incompatible with resolution 435 
( 1978), other decisions of the Security Council and 
the resolutions of the General Assembly on Namibia, 
including resolution 1514 (XV)" (para. 7) 

"Recalling also resolution 40/61 of 9 December 1985 
of the General Assembly (fourth prcambular para.) 
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ltaohaiolt IIIUllbul 
docwMat Date of adoption 

580 (1985) 30 December 1985 

Statement by the 30 December 1985 
President (S/17702) 

Statement by the 17 January 1986 
President (S/17745) 

Statement by the 6 June 1986 
President (S/18138) 

S9 l ( 1986) 28 November 1986 

Statement by the 2 December 1986 
President (S/18492) 

Statement by the 13 February 1987 
President (S/18691) 

Statement by the 19 March 1987 
President (S/18756) 

601 (1987) 30 October 1987 

"S/PV.2755, paras. 32-41. 

Agenda ite"' 

Complaint by Lesotho against 
South Africa 

[Complaint by Lesotho against 
South Africa] 

[The situation in the Middle 
East] 

The situation in the Middle 
East 

The question of South Africa 

The situation in the Middle 
East 

The situation in the Middle 
East 

The situation in the Middle 
East 

The situation in Namibia 

107 

RelevaJtt paragroplu 

"Calls upon the South African Government to resort to 
peaceful means in resolving international problems in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations 
and the Declaration on Principles of International 
Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations" (para. 6) 

"They [members of the Council] affirm the statement 
by the President of the Security Council of 9 October 
1985, Security Council resolution 579 (1985), and en­
dorse the Secretary-General's statement of 27 De­
cember 1985, in which he noted General Assembly 
resolution 40/61 of 9 December 1985 and expressed 
the hope that it would be followed by determined ef­
forts by all Governments and authorities concerned, 
in accordance with established principles of interna­
tional law, in order that all acts, methods and practices 
of terrorism may be brought to an end." ( fourth para.) 

"On the occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the first 
meeting of the Security Council and the inauguration 
on I January I 986 of the International Year of Peace, 
the members of the Security Council wish to reaffirm 
their commitment to the Charter of the United Na­
tions which conferred on the Council the primary re­
sponsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security." (first para.) 

"The members of the Security Council appeal to all 
concerned to use their influence in bringing about the 
cessation of the fighting in order to enable the United Na­
tions Relief and Worlcs Agency for Palestine Refugees in 
the Near East, as well as other humanitarian organi1.a­
tions to mount emergency operations for the benefit 
of the populations concerned, including the Palestin­
ian refugees towards whom the international commu­
nity has a particular responsibility." ( second para.) 

"Strongly condemning the racist regime of South Africa 
for further aggravating the situation and its massive 
repression against all opponents of apartheid, for the 
killing of peaceful demonstrators and political detainees, 
and for its defiance of General Assembly and Security 
Council resolutions, in particular Security Council reso­
lution 417 (1977)" (eighth prcarnbular para.) 

"They (the members of the Council] urge all concerned 
to facilitate the efforts of various United Nations 
agencies, particularly the United Nations Relief and 
Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 
East, as well as non-governmental organi1.ations, to 
provide humanitarian assistance." 

"They [members of the Council] also urgently appeal 
to all concerned to facilitate the efforts of various 
Governments and United Nations agencies, including 
the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 
Palestine Refugees in the Near East, as well as non­
governmental organizations, to provide critically 
needed humanitarian assistance." (third para.) 

"Alarmed by the suffering of the civilian population 
in the camps, they [members of the Council] there­
fore again urge all parties concerned urgently to fa­
cilitate the efforts of various United Nations agen­
cies, particularly the United Nations Relief and Works 
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, as well 
as any other humanitarian assistance aimed at distrib­
uting food and medical supplies in the Palestinian refu­
gee camps in Lebanon and, thus, at fulfilling a criti­
cally needed mission." (second para.) 

"Having heard the statement by the President of the 
United Nations Council for Namibia"b (second 
preambular para.) 



IOI 

Raolutlo,i NllfllHtrl ,_, 

620 (1988) 

621 (1988) 

Date of adopl/011 

26 August 1988 

20 September 1988 

Age/Ida item 

The situation between Iran and 
Iraq 

The situation concerning 
Western Sahara 

Claapter VI. Reladou wldl odter Ualted Nadou orpu 

"Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 
14 December 1960 and 2145 (XXI) of 27 October 
1966 as well as resolution S-14/1 of 20 September 
1986" ( fourth preambular para.) 

"Bearing in mind the current negotiations in the Con~ 
ference on Disarmament on the complete and effec~ 
tive prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruc­
tion" (fifth preambular para.) 

"Having heard a report by the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations on his mission of good offices, pur­
sued jointly with the current Chairman of the Assem­
bly of Heads of State and Government of the Organi­
zation of African Unity, in conformity with General 
Assembly resolution 40/50 of2 December 1985, with 
a view to settling the question of Western Sahara" 
(fint preambular para.) 

G. RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY IN THE FORM OF RESOLUTIONS 

NOTE 

40/6 

Section G contains a table showing recommendations to the Security Council 
adopted by the General Assembly in the fonn of resolutions. The initial handling of 
recommendations from the Assembly presents few, if any, procedural features peculiar 
to the material. In agreeing to consider Assembly recommendations, the Council has on 
occasion in the past fonnally decided to "accept" or "receive" a resolution,31 but the 
omission of such formal acceptance on other occasions has not been a mark of refusal 
to consider. During the period under review, the Assembly for the most part made rec­
ommendations to the Council regarding items that were already on the agenda of the 
Council. Instances in which an Assembly resolution was explicitly referred to in a re­
quest for a meeting of the Council or in a Council resolution are indicated in the last 
column of the table below. 

31Sce Supplements ST/PSCA/1 and Add.l-3. 

Subject of r«o-otdatio11 

1 November 1985 
Armed Israeli aggression against 

the Iraqi nuclear installations 
and its grave consequences for 
the established international sys­
tem concerning the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy, the non­
proliferation of nuclear weapons 
and international peace and se­
curity 

Requests the Council to take urgent and effective 
measures to ensure that Israel complies with­
out further delay with the provisions of its 
resolution 487 (1981 ). 

40/9 
8 November 1985 

Solemn appeal to States in conflict 
to cease anned action forthwith 
and to settle disputes between 
them through negotiations, and 
to States Members of the United 
Nations to undertake to solve 
situations of tension and conflict 
and existing disputes by political 
means and to refrain from the 
threat or use of force and from 
any intervention in the internal 
affairs of other States 

Invites the Council to act promptly in cases of 
conflict and dispute in different regions of the 
world by recommending appropriate proce­
dures or methods of adjustment, including des­
ignation of representatives of the United Na­
tions. 

Rt!{ereN:e Ill 11 

,equal/or II m«ttng 
or UI II s«:urity 

Cmutci/ raolutioll 

None 

None 
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Gmual Am,lflhly 
raolution 

40/10 
11 November 1985 

40/20 
21 November 1985 

40/56 
2 December 1985 

40/64 A, B and I 
10 December 1985 

Subject of recommendation 

Programme of the International Year 
of Peace 

Cooperation between the United 
Nations and the Organization of 
African Unity 

Twenty-fifth anniversary of the 
Declaration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial Coun­
tries and Peoples 

Policies of apartheid of the Gov­
ernment of South Africa 

Recom,nendation 

Invites organs of the United Nations to com­
memorate the International Year of Peace in 
the most appropriate form, highlighting, inter 
alia, the role of the United Nations in the pro­
motion and maintenance of international peace 
and security. 

Calls upon the Council to continue to associate 
closely the Organization of African Unity with 
all its work concerning Africa. 

Invites the Council to continue to give special at­
tention to the situation in and around Namibia 
and to consider imposing mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa under Chapter VII of the 
Charter. 

Calls upon the Council urgently to take action 
under Chapter VII of the Charter with a view 
to applying comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa and, in particu­
lar, to review the implementation of and to re­
enforce the mandatory arms embargo against 
South Africa adopted by its resolution 4 I 8 
( 1977), to strengthen the voluntary embargo 
on imports of arms from South Africa adopted 
by its resolution 558 ( 1984) by rendering it 
mandatory and extending it to cover the im­
ports of related materials, to prohibit all coop­
eration with South Africa, particularly in the 
military and nuclear fields, by Governments, 
corporations, institutions and individuals, to 
impose a total ban on all forms of nuclear col­
laboration with South Africa; to impose an ef­
fective embargo on the supply of oil and oil 
products to South Africa and on all assistance 
to the oil industry in South Africa, to prohibit 
financial loans and credits to and investment 
in South Africa, and to ban all trade with South 
Africa; requests the Council, as a matter of ur­
gency, to consider the serious situation in 
South Africa emanating from the imposition of 
the so-called "new constitution" and the state 
of emergency and to take all necessary meas­
ures, in accordance with Chapter VII of the 
Charter, to avert the further aggravation of ten­
sion and conflict in South Africa and in south­
ern Africa; and urges the Council to consider 
without delay the adoption of effective man­
datory sanctions against South Africa and to 
take steps for the strict implementation of the 
mandatory arms embargo instituted by its 
resolution 418 (1977) and of the arms embargo 
requested in its resolution 558 ( 1984) and to 
secure an end to military and nuclear coopera­
tion with South Africa and the import of mili­
tary equipment or supplies from South Africa. 

109 

Reference in a 
reque.r I for a ,nu ting 

or in a Security 
ColUICil rao/11/iott 

[Statement by the 
President of the 
Council of 17 JIDJ­
trj 1986 (S'li745) 
referred to the in­
auguration of the 
International Year 
of Peace but with­
out specific refer­
ence to resolution 
40/I0]• 

None 

None 

None 

"No inference is intended that the action of the Security Council in this instance was taken in response to the recommendations of the 
General Assembly. 
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Ge1teroJ Anembly 
resolw11on 

40/89 B 
12 December 1985 

40/93 
12 December 1985 

40/96 D 
12 December 1985 

40/97 A and B 
13 December 1985 

40/151 
16 December 1985 

40/158 
16 December 1985 

S11b1ec1 of recommendation 

Implementation of the Declaration 
on the Denuclearization of Af­
rica 

Israeli nuclear annament 

Question of Palestine 

Question of Namibia 

Review and implementation of the 
Concluding Document of the 
Twelfth Special Session of the 
General Assembly 

Review of the implementation of 
the Declaration on the Strength­
ening of International Security 

Chapter VJ. RelatioH with other United Natioa1 orsans 

Recommerulatton 

Requests the Council to take enforcement meas­
ures to prevent any racist regime from acquir­
ing arms or arms technology, and to conclude 
expeditiously its consideration of the recom• 
mendations of its Committee established by 
resolution 421 ( 1977) with a view to blocking 
the existing loopholes in the arms embargo. 

Requests the Council to take urgent and effective 
measures to ensure that Israel complies with 
its resolution 487 ( 1981) and places all its nu­
clear facilities under International Atomic En• 
ergy Agency safeguards and to investigate Is­
rael's nuclear activities and the collaboration 
of other States, parties and institutions in those 
activities. 

Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation 
with the Council, to continue his efforts with 
a view to convening an international peace 
conference on the Middle East. 

Urges the Council to act decisively in fulfilment 
of the direct responsibility of the United Na­
tions over Namibia and to take, without fur­
ther delay, appropriate action to ensure that 
the United Nations plan, as embodied in Coun­
cil resolution 435 (1978), is not undermined or 
modi tied in any way and that it is fully re­
spected and implemented; strongly urges the 
Council to act decisively against any dilatory 
manoeuvres and fraudulent schemes of South 
Africa aimed at frustrating the legitimate 
struggle of the Namibian people for self­
determination and national liberation; calls 
upon the Council to declare categorically that 
Walvis Bay is an integral part of Namibia and 
should not be left for negotiation between an 
independent Namibia and South Africa; calls 
upon the Council to adopt the necessary meas• 
ures to tighten the arms embargo imposed 
against South Africa under its resolution 418 
( 1977) and to ensure strict compliance with 
the embargo and to implement, as a matter of 
urgency, the recommendations contained in 
the report of its Committee established pursu• 
ant to resolution 421 ( 1977); strongly urges 
the Council to impose comprehensive manda­
tory sanctions against South Africa under 
Chapter VII of the Charter; requests the Coun• 
cil to exercise its authority with regard to im­
plementation of its resolutions 385 (1976), 
435 (1978), 532 (1983), 539 (1983) and 566 
(1985) so as to bring about the independence 
of Namibia without further delay, and to act 
decisively against any dilatory manoeuvres 
and fraudulent schemes of South Africa aimed 
at frustrating the legitimate struggle of the Na­
mibian people for independence. 

Calls upon the Council to initiate due procedures 
in conformity with the provisions of the reso­
lution. 

Emphasizes that the Council should consider 
holding periodic meetings in specific cases to 
consider and review outstanding problems and 
crises; and reiterates the need for the Council 
to ensure the effective implementation of its 
decisions in compliance with relevant provi­
sions of the Charter. 

Reference m a 
requesr for a meetmg 

or rn a Securlly 
Co1111c1/ resolution 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 



Part I. Relations with tbe General Assembly 

General Assembly 
resol11110n 

40/161 D 
16 December 198S 

S-14/ I 
20 September 1986 

41/8 
23 October I 986 

41/3S B, F and H 
IO November 1986 

41/38 
20 November 1986 

41/39 A and B 
20 November 1986 

Sub1ect of recommenda11on 

Report of the Special Committee 
to Investigate Israeli Practices 
Affecting the Human Rights of 
the Population of the Occupied 
Territories 

Question of Namibia 

Cooperation between the United 
Nations and the Organization of 
African Unity 

Policies of apartheid of the Gov­
ernment of South Africa 

Declaration of the Assembly of 
Heads of State and Government 
of the Organization of African 
Unity on the aerial and naval 
military attack against the So­
cialist People's Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya by the present 
United States Administration in 
April 1986 

Question of Namibia 

Recommendation 

Requests the Council to ensure Israel's respect 
for and compliance with all the provisions of 
the Geneva Convention of 1949 in the Pales­
tinian and other occupied Arab territories, in­
cluding Jerusalem, and to initiate measures to 
halt Israeli policies and practices in those ter­
ritories. 

Urges the Council to exercise its authority with 
regard to implementation of its resolutions 385 
(1976), 435 (1978), 532 (1983), 539 (1983) 
and 566 ( 1985) and to act decisively against 
any dilatory manoeuvres and fraudulent 
schemes of South Africa in Namibia through 
the adoption of comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter; 
and calls upon the Council to convene ur­
gently to take action for the immediate and un­
conditional implementation of the United 
Nations plan for the independence of Namibia 
endorsed by its resolution 435 ( 1978). 

Calls upon, inter alia, the Council to continue to 
associate closely the Organization of African 
Unity with all its work concerning Africa. 

Calls upon the Council urgently to take action 
under Chapter VII of the Charter with a view 
to applying comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa and urges the 
Council to adopt measures to strengthen the 
mandatory arms embargo adopted by its reso­
lution 418 (1977); to take action urgently to 
impose a mandatory embargo on the supply 
and shipping of oil and petroleum products to 
South Africa; to take steps for the strict imple­
mentation of the mandatory arms embargo in­
stituted by its resolution 418 (1977) and of the 
arms embargo requested in its resolution 558 
( 1984); and lo secure an end to military and 
nuclear cooperation with South Africa and the 
import of military equipment or supplies from 
South Africa. 

Requests the Council to remain seized of the 
matter. 

Urges the Council to act decisively in fulfilment 
of the direct responsibility of the United Na­
tions over Namibia and to take, without fur­
ther delay, appropriate action to ensure that 
the United Nations plan, as embodied in Coun­
cil resolution 43S ( 1978), is not undennined or 
modified in any way and that it is fully re­
spected and implemented; strongly urges the 
Council to act decisively against any dilatory 
manoeuvres and fraudulent schemes of South 
Africa aimed at frustrating the legitimate 
struggle of the Namibian people for self­
determination and national liberation; calls 
upon the Council to declare categorically that 
Walvis Bay is an integral part of Namibia and 
should not be left for negotiation between an 
independent Namibia and South Africa; calls 
upon the Council to adopt the necessary meas­
ures to tighten the arms embargo imposed 

Ill 

Reference m a 
request for a meelmg 

or in a Securuy 
Council reso/ullon 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 
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Ge11era/ Assembly 
resolution 

41/43 A and D 
2 December 1986 

41155 B 
3 December 1986 

41/63 D 
3 December 1986 

41/90 
4 December 1986 

41/91 
4 December 1986 

Subject of reco,,,,,,endation 

Question of Palestine 

Implementation of the Declaration 
on the Denuclearization of Africa 

Report of the Special Committee to 
Investigate Israeli Practices Af­
fecting the Human Rights of the 
Population of the Occupied Ter­
ritories 

Review of the Implementation of 
the Declaration on the Strength­
ening of International Security 

Need for result-oriented political 
dialogue to improve the interna­
tional situation 

Chapter VI. Relations with other United Nations organs 

Recommendation 

against South Africa under its resolution 418 
( 1977), to ensure strict compliance with the 
embargo by all States and to implement, as a 
matter of urgency, the recommendations con­
tained in the report of its Committee estab­
lished under resolution 421 ( 1977); strongly 
urges the Council to impose comprehensive 
and mandatory sanctions against South Africa 
under Chapter VII of the Charter; and requests 
the Council to meet urgently in order to exer­
cise its authority with regard to Namibia and 
to undertake decisive action in fulfilment of 
the direct responsibility of the United Nations 
over Namibia, and to take, without further de­
lay, appropriate steps to ensure that its resolu­
tions 385 ( I 976) and 435 ( 1978) are imple­
mented without preconditions. 

Draws the attention of the Council to the fact that 
action on the recommendations of the Com­
mittee on the Inalienable Rights of the Pales­
tinian People is still awaited; reaffirms its en­
dorsement of the call for convening an 
international peace conference on the Middle 
East in conformity with Assembly resolution 
38/58 C; endorses the call for setting up a pre­
paratory committee, within the framework of 
the Council, to take the necessary action 
to convene the conference; and requests the 
Secretary-General, in consultation with the 
Council, to continue his efforts with a view to 
convening the conference. 

Requests the Council to conclude expeditiously 
its consideration of the recommendations of its 
Committee established by resolution 421 
( 1977), with a view to blocking existing loop­
holes in the arms embargo against South Af­
rica and prohibiting, in particular, all forms of 
cooperation and collaboration with South Af­
rica in the nuclear field. 

Requests the Council to ensure Israel's respect 
for and compliance with all the provisions of 
the Geneva Convention of 1949 in the Pales­
tinian and other occupied Arab territories, in­
cluding Jerusalem, and to initiate measures to 
halt Israeli policies and practices in those ter­
ritories. 

Stresses that there is an urgent need to enhance 
the effectiveness of the Council in discharging 
its principal role of maintaining international 
peace and security and to enhance the author­
ity and enforcement capacity of the Council in 
accordance with the Charter; emphasizes that 
the Council should consider holding periodic 
meetings in specific cases to consider and re­
view outstanding problems and crises; and re­
iterates the need for the Council to ensure the 
effective implementation of its decisions in 
compliance with the Charter. 

Stresses the necessity for the members of the 
Council to take appropriate and effective 
measures in carrying out their primary respon­
sibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security in accordance with the 
Charter. 

Reference in a 
request for a meeting 

or in a Security 
Council resolution 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 
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General Assembly 
resolut,on 

41/93 
4 December 1986 

41/95 
4 December 1986 

41/162 A 
4 December 1986 

42/9 
28 October 1987 

42/14 A and B 
6 November 1987 

Subject of recommendation 

Israeli nuclear armament 

Adverse conscquences for the en­
joyment of human rights of po­
litical, military, economic and 
other forms of assistance given 
to the racist and colonialist re­
gime of South Africa 

The situation in the Middle East 

Cooperation between the United 
Nations and the Organization of 
African Unity 

Question of Namibia 

Recommenda110n 

Requests the Council to take urgent and effective 
measures to ensure that Israel complies with 
its resolution 487 (1981) and places all its nu­
clear facilities under International Atomic En­
ergy Agency safeguards, and reiterates its re­
quest to the Council to investigate Israel's 
nuclear activities and the collaboration of 
other States, parties and institutions in the nu­
clear field. 

Requests the Council urgently to consider the 
imposition of comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter Vil of the Charter 
against South Africa, in particular, the prohi­
bition of all technological assistance or col­
laboration in the manufacture of arms and 
military supplies in South Africa, the cessa• 
tion of all collaboration in the nuclear field, 
the prohibition of all loans to, and all invest­
ments in, South Africa and the cessation of 
any trade with South Africa, and an embargo 
on the supply of petroleum, petroleum prod­
ucts and other strategic goods to South Africa. 

Reaffirms its call for the convening of an inter­
national peace conference on the Middle East 
and endorses the call for setting up a prepara­
tory committee, within the framework of the 
Council, to take the necessary action to con­
vene the conference. 

Calls upon the Council to continue to associate 
closely the Organization of African Unity with 
all its activities concerning Africa. 

Calls upon the Council to declare categorically 
that Walvis Bay is an integral part of Namibia 
and should not be left for negotiation between 
an independent Namibia and South Africa; 
urges the Council to act decisively in fulfil­
ment of the direct responsibility of the United 
Nations over Namibia and to take, without fur­
ther delay, appropriate action to ensure that 
the United Nations plan is not undermined or 
modified in any way and that it is fully re­
spected and implemented; strongly urges the 
Council to act decisively against any dilatory 
manoeuvres and fraudulent schemes of South 
Africa aimed at frustrating the legitimate 
struggle of the Namibian people for self­
determination and national liberation; calls 
upon the Council to adopt the necessary meas­
ures to tighten the arms embargo imposed 
against South Africa under its resolution 418 
(1977) and to ensure strict compliance with 
the embargo by all States and to implement, 
as a matter of urgency, the recommendations 
contained in the report of its Committee estab­
lished in pursuance of resolution 421 ( 1977); 
strongly urges the Council to impose compre­
hensive and mandatory sanctions against 
South Africa under Chapter VII of the Charter; 
stresses the responsibility of the Council con­
cerning the implementation of its resolutions 
on the situation in Namibia; urgently requests 
the Council to set a date not later than 31 De­
cember 1987 for commencement of the imple­
mentation of its resolution 435 ( 1978) and 
to commit itself to applying the relevant 
provisions of the Charter. including com­
prehensive and mandatory sanctions under 
Chapter VII, in the event South Africa contin­
ues to defy the Council; urges the Council to 
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or m a Securrt;, 

Counc,I resolullon 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 



114 

General Assembly 
raolutio11 

42/22 
18 November 1987 

42/23 C and F 
20 November 1987 

42/28 
30 November 1987 

42/39 A 
30 November 1987 

42/44 
30 November 1987 

42/66 A 
2 December 1987 

Subject of recommettdation 

Declaration on the Enhancement of 
the Effectiveness of the Princi­
ple of Refraining from the 
Threat or Use of Force in Inter­
national Relations 

Policies of apartheid of the 
Government of South Africa 

Establishment of a nuclear-weapon­
free zone in the region of the 
Middle East 

Review and implementation of the 
Concluding Document of the 
Twelfth Special Session of the 
General Assembly 

Israeli nuclear armament 

Question of Palestine 

Chapter VI. Relations with other United Nadoas organs 

Recommendation 

undertake forthwith consultations for the com­
position and emplacement of the United Na­
tions Transition Assistance Group in Namibia; 
requests the Secretary-General to undertake 
consultations with members of the Council 
with a view to securing a firm commitment on 
the unconditional and speedy implementation 
of Council resolution 435 ( 1978); and urges 
the three Western permanent members to take 
into account their particular responsibility to 
ensure its unimpeded implementation. 

Declares that the fact-finding capacity of the 
Council should be enhanced on an ad hoc basis 
in accordance with the Charter and that the As­
sembly and Council should consider making 
use of the provisions of the Charter concerning 
the possibility of requesting the International 
Court of Justice to give an advisory opinion on 
any legal question. 

Decides that the imposition of comprehensive 
and mandatory sanctions by the Council under 
Chapter VII of the Charter would be the most 
appropriate, effective and peaceful means to 
bring apartheid to an end; urgently requests the 
Council to take immediate action under Chap­
ter VII of the Charter with a view to applying 
comprehensive and mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa; urges the Council to 
strengthen the mandatory arms embargo im­
posed by its resolutions 418 (1977) and 558 
( 1984 ), to take steps for their strict implemen­
tation and to secure an end to military and nu­
clear cooperation with South Africa and the 
import of military equipment or supplies from 
South Africa; and urges the Council to take ac­
tion without further delay to impose a manda­
tory embargo on the supply and shipping of oil 
and petroleum products to South Africa as 
well as the supply of related equipment and 
technology. 

Invites all countries of the region, pending estab­
lishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 
Middle East, to deposit declarations in support 
of establishing such a zone with the Council. 

Calls upon the Council to contribute to estab­
lishing and maintaining international peace 
and security with the least possible diversion 
of world human and economic resources to ar­
mament, and to take the necessary steps for the 
effective implementation of Article 26 of the 
Charter, and recommends that the Council 
consider the question of establishing, under 
Article 29 of the Charter, such subsidiary bod­
ies as it deems necessary for the performance 
of its functions to facilitate a solution to dis­
armament issues. 

Requests the Council to take urgent and effective 
measures to ensure that Israel complies with 
its resolution 487 ( 198 I). 

Draws the attention of the Council to the fact that 
action on the recommendations of the Com­
mittee on the Inalienable Rights of the Pales­
tinian People is still awaited; reaffirms its en­
dorsement for convening an international 
peace conference on the Middle East; reiter­
ates its endorsement of the call for setting up 

Reference i11 a 
request for a meetillg 

or in a S«urity 
Cou11ci/ resolutio11 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 
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G1111eral Assembly 
resolution 

42/92 
7 December 1987 

42/93 
7 December 1987 

42/160 D 
8 December 1987 

42/209 A and 8 
11 December 1987 

43/12 
25 October 1988 

43/13 
26 October 1988 

43/21 
3 November 1988 

43/50 B, J and K 
5 December 1988 

Subject of recommendation 

Review of the implementation of 
the Declaration on the Strength• 
ening of International Security 

Comprehensive system of interna• 
tional peace and security 

Report of the Special Committee 
to Investigate Israeli Practices 
Affecting the Human Rights of 
the Population of the Occupied 
Territories 

The situation in the Middle East 

Cooperation between the United 
Nations and the Organization of 
African Unity 

Pretoria's racial "municipal elec­
tions" 

The uprising (intifadah) of the Pal­
estinian people 

Policies of apartheid of the 
Government of South Africa 

Recomm1mda11on 

a preparatory committee, within the frame• 
work of the Council, to take the necessary ac­
tion to convene the conference; and requests 
the Secretary-General, in consultation with the 
Council, to continue his efforts with a view to 
convening the conference. 

Stresses that there is an urgent need to enhance 
the effectiveness of the Council in discharging 
its principal role of maintaining international 
peace and security and to enhance the author• 
ity and enforcement capacity of the Council in 
accordance with the Charter; emphasizes that 
the Council should consider holding periodic 
meetings in specific cases to consider and re­
view outstanding problems and crises; and re­
iterates the need for the Council to ensure the 
effective implementation of its decisions in 
compliance with relevant provisions of the 
Charter. 

Calls upon States and United Nations organs, 
within their mandate and in accordance with 
relevant provisions of the Charter, to utilize 
fully the existing means of peaceful settlement 
of international disputes and conflicts through 
negotiation, inquiry, mediation, conciliation, 
arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to re­
gional agencies or arrangements, the use of 
good offices or other means of their own free 
choice. 

Requests the Council to ensure Israel's respect 
for and compliance with all the provisions of 
the Geneva Convention of 1949 in the Pales­
tinian and other occupied Arab territories, in­
cluding Jerusalem, and to initiate measures to 
halt Israeli policies and practices in those ter­
ritories. 

Reaffirms its call for convening an international 
peace conference on the Middle East; en• 
dorses the call for setting up a preparatory 
committee, within the framework of the Coun• 
cil, to take the necessary action to convene 
the conference; and requests the Secretary­
General, in consultation with the Council, to 
continue his efforts with a view to convening 
the conference. 

Calls upon the Council to continue to associate 
closely the Organization of African Unity with 
all its activities concerning Africa. 

Requests the Council, as a matter of urgency, to 
consider the serious implications of the so­
called "municipal elections" and to take all 
necessary measures, in accordance with the 
Charter, to avert further aggravation of tension 
and conflict in South Africa and in southern 
Africa. 

Urges the Council to consider the current situ­
ation in the occupied Palestinian territories, 
taking into account the recommendations con• 
tained in the report of the Secretary-General. 

Urges the Council to consider immediate steps 
to ensure the scrupulous and full implcmenta• 
tion of the arms embargo imposed by its reso­
lution 418 ( 1977) and its effective monitoring; 
decides that the imposition of comprehensive 
and mandatory sanctions by the Council under 
Chapter VII of the Charter would be the most 
appropriate, effective and peaceful means to 
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Genual Assembly 
reso/Mlion 

43/51 
5 December 1988 

SMbject of recommendation 

Declaration on the Prevention and 
Removal of Disputes and Situ• 
ations Which May Threaten In­
ternational Peace and Security 
and on the Role of the United 
Nations in this Field 

Chapter VI. Relations with other United Nations orsan1 

Recommendation 

bring apartheid to an end; urgently requests 
the Council to consider immediate action un­
der Chapter VII of the Charter with a view to 
applying comprehensive and mandatory sanc• 
tions against South Africa; urges the Council 
to strengthen the mandatory arms embargo im• 
posed by its resolutions 418 (1977) and 558 
( 1984) in order to bring to an end the contin­
ued violations of the arms embargo; urges the 
Council to take action without further delay to 
impose a mandatory embargo on the supply 
and shipping of oil and petroleum products to 
South Africa as well as related equipment, 
technology, financing and investment; and 
urges the Council to secure an end to military 
and nuclear cooperation with South Africa and 
the import of military equipment or supplies 
from South Africa. 

Declares that any State party to a dispute or di­
rectly concerned with a situation, particularly 
if it intends to request a Council meeting, 
should approach the Council, directly or indi­
rectly, at an early stage and, if appropriate, on 
a confidential basis; that the Council should 
consider holding from time to time meetings, 
including at a high level with the participation, 
in particular, of Ministers for Foreign Affairs, 
or consultations to review the international 
situation and search for effective ways of im• 
proving it; that the Council should consider 
making use of the various means at its dis­
posal, including the appointment of the Secretary­
General as rapporteur for a specified ques• 
tion; that when a particular dispute or 
situation is brought to the attention of the 
Council without a meeting being requested, 
the Council should consider holding consult• 
ations with a view to examining the facts of 
the dispute or situation and keeping it under 
review; that in such consultations, considera­
tion should be given to employing such infor­
mal methods as the Council deems appropri­
ate, including confidential contacts by its 
President; that in such consultations the Coun­
cil should consider, inter a/ia. reminding the 
States concerned to respect their obligations 
under the Charter, making an appeal to the 
States concerned to refrain from any action 
which might give rise to a dispute or lead to 
the deterioration of the dispute or situation, or 
making an appeal to the States concerned to 
take action which might help to remove, or 
to prevent the continuation or deterioration 
of, the dispute or situation; that the Council 
should consider sending, at an early stage, 
fact-finding or good offices missions or estab­
lishing appropriate forms of a United Nations 
presence, encouraging and, where appropriate, 
endorsing efforts at the regional level by the 
States concerned or by regional arrangements 
or agencies to prevent or remove a dispute or 
situation in the region concerned or recom• 
mending to the States directly concerned ap• 
propriate procedures or methods of settlement 
of disputes or adjustment of situations. and 
such terms of settlement as it deems appropri­
ate; and that the Council, if it is appropriate 
for promoting the prevention and removal of 
disputes or situations, should, at an early 

Reference m a 
request for a meeting 

or m a Security 
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G-,aJ Jfss-1,ly 

ruol11tio1t 

43/54 A 
6 December 1988 

43/57 I 
6 December I 988 

43/58 A 
6 December 1988 

43n6A 
7 December 1988 

43/80 
7 December 1988 

43/88 
7 December 1988 

43/92 
8 December 1988 

Subject of recomlfteltdat/01t 

The situation in the Middle East 

United Nations Relief and Works 
Agency for Palestine Refugees 
in the Near East 

Report of the Special Committee to 
Investigate Israeli Practices Af~ 
fecting the Human Rights of the 
Population of the Occupied Ter­
ritories 

Review and implementation of the 
Concluding Document of the 
Twelfth Special Session of the 
General Assembly 

Israeli nuclear armament 

Review of the implementation of 
the Declaration on the Strength­
ening of International Security 

Adverse consequences for the en­
joyment of human rights of po­
litical, military, economic and 
other forms of assistance given 
to the racist and colonialist re­
gime of South Africa 

Recommendation 

stage, consider making use of the provisions 
of the Charter concerning the possibility of re­
questing the International Court of Justice to 
give an advisory opinion on any legal ques­
tion. 

Reaffirms its call for convening an international 
peace conference on the Middle East and en­
dorses the call for setting up a preparatory 
committee, within the framework of the Coun­
cil, to take the necessary action to convene the 
conference. 

Urges the Council to consider the current situ­
ation in the occupied Palestinian territory, tak­
ing into account the recommendations con­
tained in the report of the Secretary-General. 

Requests the Council to ensure Israel's respect 
for and compliance with all the provisions of 
the Geneva Convention of 1949 in the Pales­
tinian and other occupied Arab territories, in­
cluding Jerusalem, and to initiate measures to 
halt Israeli policies and practices in those ter­
ritories; and urges the Council to consider the 
current situation in the Palestinian territory oc­
cupied by Israel since 1967 with a view to se­
curing international protection for the defence­
less Palestinian people until the withdrawal of 
Israel. 

Calls upon the Council to take the necessary 
steps for the effective implementation of Arti­
cle 26 of the Charter with a view to enhancing 
the central role of the United Nations in facili­
tating solutions to the issues of arms limita­
tion, primarily in the nuclear field, and disarm­
ament, as well as the strengthening of 
international peace and security; and recom­
mends that the Council consider the question 
of establishing, under Article 29 of the Char­
ter, such subsidiary bodies as it deems neces­
sary for the performance of its functions to fa. 
cilitate a solution to disarmament issues. 

Requests the Council to take urgent and effective 
measures to ensure that Israel complies with 
its resolution 487 ( 1981 ). 

Stresses that there is a need further to enhance 
the effectiveness of the Council in discharging 
its principal role of maintaining international 
peace and security and to enhance the author­
ity and enforcement capacity of the Council in 
accordance with the Charter, and reiterates the 
need for the Council to ensure the effective 
implementation of its decisions in compliance 
with the relevant provisions of the Charter. 

Requests the Council urgently to consider the 
imposition of comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter 
against South Africa, in particular the prohibi­
tion of all technological assistance or collabo­
ration in the manufacture of arms and military 
supplies in South Africa; the cessation of all 
collaboration with South Africa in the nuclear 
field; the prohibition of all loans to, and in­
vestments in, South Africa and the cessation 
of any trade with South Africa; and an em­
bargo on the supply of petroleum, petroleum 
products and other strategic goods to South 
Africa. 
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General Asse111bly 
resolullon 

43/175 A 

Sub;ecl of recommendauon Recom111enda11on 

Question of Palestine 
IS December I 988 

Draws the attention of the Council to the fact that 
action on the recommendations of the Com­
mittee on the Inalienable Rights of the Pales­
tinian People is still awaited. 

43/176 Question of Palestine 
I 5 December 1988 

Requests the Council to consider measures 
needed to convene an international peace con­
ference on the Middle East, including estab­
lishment of a preparatory committee, and to 
consider guarantees for security measures 
agreed upon by the conference for all States in 
the region. 

H. REPORTS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Article 15, paragraph 1, of the Charter 

"The General Assembly shall receive and consider annual and special reports from 
the Security Council; these reports shall include an account of the measures that the 
Security Council has decided upon or taken to maintain international peace and secu­
rity." 

Article 24, paragraph 3, of the Charter 

"The Security Council shall submit annual and, when necessary, special reports to 
the General Assembly for its consideration." 

NOTE 

In accordance with Article 24, paragraph 3, the Security Council continued during 
the period under review to submit annual reports to the General Assembly.32 During the 
same period, no special reports were transmitted by the Council to the Assembly. During 
the period covered by this Supplement, no recommendations on applications for mem­
bership pursuant to paragraph 2 of rule 60 of the provisional rules of procedure or reports 
concerning the question of admission of a new Member in accordance with paragraph 
3 of rule 60 of its provisional rules of procedure were transmitted by the Council to the 
Assembly. 

On 29 January 1985, the President of the Council issued a note regarding the format 
of the annual report of the Council to the Assembly submitted in accordance with Article 
24, paragraph 3, of the Charter. 33 The note stated that at its 2566th meeting, of that same 
date, the Council had agreed, in keeping with a December 1974 decision34 to make its 
report shorter and more concise without changing its basic structure, to discontinue the 
practice of summarizing documents addressed to the President of the Council or to the 
Secretary-General and circulated as official documents of the Council and instead simply 
to indicate the subject matter of those documents which related to the procedure of the 
Council. 

At the 2690th meeting, on 13 June 1986, before adjourning the meeting,3s the Presi­
dent of the Council stated that as the Council approached the end of the period from 16 
June 1985 to 15 June 1986 to be covered in the report of the Security Council submitted 
to the General Assembly in accordance with Article 24, paragraph 3, of the Charter, it 
had been agreed that he should place on record that, since 16 June 1985, the members 
of the Council had been engaged in consultations of the whole in connection with the 
issues raised in the annual reports of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organi­
zation presented to the thirty-seventh, thirty-eighth, thirty-ninth and fortieth sessions of 

32Annual reports were approved by the Council at the following meetings held in private: 40th 
report, 2566th meeting, 29 January 1985; 41st report, 2627th meeting, 15 November 1985; 42nd 
report, 2720th meeting, 12 November 1986; 43rd report, 2668th meeting, 25 November 1987; and 
44th report, 2829th meeting, 8 November 1988. 

33S/169J3, Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 1985, part II, p. 27. 
34S/l 1586, OR, 29th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /974. 
3S'fhe agenda for the meeting was: "The question of South Africa". 
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the Assembly, during which members had explored possible ways and means of enhanc­
ing the effectiveness of the Council in accordance with the powers entrusted to it under 
the Charter. Those consultations were being pursued infonnally. 

Similarly, at the 2749th meeting, on 12 June I 987, before adjourning the meeting,36 

the President of the Council stated that as the Council approached the end of the period 
from I 6 June 1986 to I 5 July I 987 to be covered in the report of the Security Council 
submitted to the General Assembly in accordance with Article 24, paragraph 3, of the 
Charter, it had been agreed that he should place on record that, since 16 June 1986, the 
members of the Council had been engaged in consultations of the whole in connection 
with the issues raised in the annual reports of the Secretary-General on the work of the 
Organization presented to the thirty-seventh, thirty-eighth, thirty-ninth and fortieth ses­
sions of the Assembly, during which members had explored possible ways and means 
of enhancing the effectiveness of the Council in accordance with the powers entrusted 
to it under the Charter. Those consultations were being pursued infonnally. 

36rhe agenda for the meeting was: "The situation in Cyprus". 

**Part II 

**RELATIONS WITH THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 

Part III 

RELATIONS WITH THE TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL 

119 

**A. PROCEDURE UNDER ARTICLE 83, PARAGRAPH 3, 
IN APPLICA TI0:'11 OF ARTICLES 87 A:'IID 88 OF THE 
CHARTER WITH REGARD TO STRATEGIC AREAS 
U:'IIDER TRUSTEESHIP 

B. TRANSMISSION TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL BY THE 
TRUSTEESHIP COU:'IICIL OF QUESTION:'IIAIRES AND 
REPORTS 

Between I January 1985 and 31 December 1988, the 
Secretary-General transmitted to the Council the following 
reports of the Trusteeship Council on the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands, which continued to be the only Ter­
ritory designated a strategic area: 

During the period under review no questionnaires were 
transmitted to the Security Council by the Trusteeship 
Council. The report of the latter body on the exercise of 
its functions in respect of the strategic areas under trustee­
ship, therefore, continued to be based on the revised ques­
tionnaires transmitted to the Security Council on 24 July 
1953, as further amended on 7 July 1961. 37 

3'r /IO I 0/Rev. I. 

(a) Thirty-seventh report, covering the period from 19 
July 1984 to 11 July 1985;38 

(b) Thirty-eighth report, covering the period from 12 
July 1985 to 30 June 1986;39 

(c) Thirty-ninth report, covering the period from l July 
I 986 to 16 December 1987;40 

(d) Fortieth report, covering the period from 17 De­
cember 1987 to 19 July 1988. 41 

38stl 7334, OR, 40th yr., Special Supplement No. I. 
39stl8238, OR, 41st yr., Special Supplement No. I. 
40s/l9596, OR, 42nd yr., Special Supplement No. /. 
41S/20168, OR, 43rd yr., Special Supplement No. I. 

Part IV 

RELATIONS WITH THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE 

Article 94 of the Charter 

"1. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to 
comply with the decision of the International Court of Jus­
tice in any case to which it is a party. 

"2. If any party to a case fails to perfonn the obliga­
tions incumbent upon it under a judgment rendered by the 
Court, the other party may have recourse to the Security 
Council, which may, if it deems necessary, make recom-

mendations or decide upon measures to be taken to give 
effect to the judgment." 

Article 96 of the Charter 

"l. The General Assembly or the Security Council 
may request the International Court of Justice to give an 
advisory opinion on any legal question. 

"2. Other organs of the United Nations and specialized 
agencies, which may at any time be so authorized by the 
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General Assembly, may also request advisory opinions of 
the Court on legal questions arising within the scope of 
their activities." 

ST A TUTE OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE 

Article 35, paragraphs I and 2, of the Statute 

"I. The Court shall be open to the States parties to the 
present Statute. 

"2. The conditions under which the Court shall be 
open to other States shall, subject to the special provisions 
contained in treaties in force, be laid down by the Security 
Council, but in no case shall such conditions place the par­
ties in a position of inequality before the Court." 

Article 41 of the Statute 

"1. The Court shall have the power to indicate, if it 
considers that circumstances so require, any provisional 
measures which ought to be taken to preserve the respec­
tive rights of either party. 

"2. Pending the final decision, notice of the measures 
suggested shall forthwith be given to the parties and to the 
Security Council." 

CASE 8 

On 9 April 1984, Nicaragua lodged a case with the In­
ternational Court of Justice against the United States of 
America. The Court handed down a preliminary order on 
10 May 1985.42 No explicit request was made to the Secu­
rity Council under Article 94, paragraph 2, seeking meas­
ures to give effect to the Preliminary Order. However, the 
preliminary order was referred to by a number of countries 
at the 2633rd, 2634th and 2636th meetings of the Council 
under the agenda item entitled, "Letter dated 6 December 
1985 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mis­
sion of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council. " 43 At the 2633rd meet­
ing, on 10 December 1985, the representative of Nicaragua 
asserted that the act of supplying of SAM-7 missiles to 
Contra forces by the United States of America confirmed, 
inter a/ia, that Government's disdain for the 10 May deci­
sion of the International Court of Justice ordering the 
United States to cease its aggression against Nicaragua and 
explained the reasons for the United States' decision to re­
ject the binding jurisdiction of the Court. At the same meet­
ing, the representative of the United States remarked that 
of the 15 judges on the International Court of Justice, I 0 
of the countries to which those judges belonged rejected 
the compulsory authority of the Court. 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics, speaking at the 2634th meeting of the Council, on 
11 December 1985, under the same agenda item, referred 
to illegal acts being carried out by the United States against 
Nicaragua and observed in that context that the Interna­
tional Court of Justice had demanded the cessation of such 
actions. The representative of Viet Nam stated that esca­
lating acts of aggression by the United States against Nica­
ragua showed contempt for the IO May 1985 order of the 

42S/16564 and Case concerning Military and Paramilitary Ac­
tivities in and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua v. The United States 
of America), Request for the Indication of Provisional Measures. 
ICJ publication No. 499. 

43S/17671, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985. 
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Court. The representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
observed that the United States had refrained from accept­
ing the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice be­
cause it was not interested in resolving its differences with 
Nicaragua and because it knew that in peaceful negotiations 
its arguments would not sell in any market for any price. 

Speaking at the 2636th meeting, on 12 December 1985, 
under the same agenda item, the representative of Zim­
babwe voiced a warning to those whom an overabundance 
of power had made arrogant in the face of world opinion 
and the world's highest court and remarked that it was 
short-sighted for the beneficiaries of the current world or­
der to be the ones so enthusiastic about assailing some of 
its most fundamental underpinnings, such as the World 
Court. Speaking in right of reply, the representative of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran repeated his earlier view as to why 
the United States had not recognized the jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice and asked whether, if the 
United States could convince the authorities of the Court, 
any one would think it would have stood idle and be beaten 
because of that. 

No draft resolution was put forward under the agenda 
item. 

CASE 9 

By a special agreement of 16 September 1983, jointly 
notified by the Governments of Burkina Faso and Mali to 
the International Court of Justice on 20 October 1983, the 
parties agreed to submit to a Chamber of the Court a dis­
pute concerning the delimitation of their common frontier. 
By its order of 3 April 1985, the Court decided to accede 
to the request of the two Governments and formed a Cham­
ber to deal with the case of the Frontier Dispute (Burkina 
Faso/Mali). 

Following incidents in the border region in late 1985, 
the Governments of Burkina Faso and Mali addressed par­
allel requests to the International Court of Justice, dated 30 
December and 27 December 1985, respectively, for the in­
dication of provisional measures. By a letter dated IO Janu­
ary 1986 addressed to the Secretary-General,44 the Regis­
trar of the Court enclosed for transmittal to the Security 
Council, with reference to Article 41, paragraph 2, of the 
Statute of the Court, an official copy of an order indicating 
provisional measures made that same date at a public hear­
ing by the Chamber of the Court. 

CASE 10 

On 27 June 1986, the International Court of Justice is­
sued its judgment on the case brought by Nicaragua against 
the United States. 4s In the letter dated 27 June 1986 from 
the Permanent Representative of Nicaragua to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Coun­
cil,46 no explicit request was made to the Security Council 
under Article 94, paragraph 2, seeking measures to give 
effect to the judgment of the International Court of Justice. 
However, at the 2694th, 2695th and 2696th meetings of the 
Council, on the agenda item, "Letter dated 27 June 1986 

44S/17776, OR, 4/st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March /986. 
45Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua 

(Nicaragua v. The United States of America). Merits, Judgment, 
J.C.J. Reports, 1986, p. 14. 

465/18187, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for April-June /986. 
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from the Permanent Representative of Nicaragua to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council",45 a number of speakers made reference to the 
judgment. 

Addressing the 2694th meeting, on 1 July 1986, the Min­
ister for Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua drew the Council's 
attention to two specific aspects of the judgment of the In­
ternational Court of Justice: firstly, the Court's rejection of 
the justification of collective self-defence maintained by 
the United States in connection with military and paramili­
tary activities in and against Nicaragua and, secondly, the 
Court's finding that the United States, by acts cited in the 
judgment, had acted in breach of its obligation under cus­
tomary international law not to intervene in the affairs of 
another State. The Minister declared that the highest world 
legal body had confirmed the illegality of the United 
States' interventionist policy. 

Addressing the same meeting, the representative of the 
United States pointed out that the 27 June 1986 opinion of 
the International Court of Justice was long, and added that 
although Nicaragua had asked the Council to reach conclu­
sions based on those opinions, no member of the Council 
could yet have analysed or considered for itself the detailed 
argument and counterargument released by the Court. The 
speaker asserted that his Government's own first reading 
had identified serious questions about certain conclusions 
of law stated by the Court. He stressed that the Court's con­
clusions were in that case uniquely dependent on the evi­
dence and the facts and repeated that his Government did 
not believe that the Court was equipped to deal with com­
plex facts and intelligence information that were not avail­
able to it He cited instances where his Government be­
lieved there to be discrepancies between statements made 
by Nicaragua to the Court and that country's actual policies 
and acts. 

Also at the 2694th meeting, the representative of Vene­
zuela stated that the decision of the International Court of 
Justice established that the principle of non-intervention 
formed part of customary international law. For that and 
other reasons, the delegation of Venezuela thought it re­
grettable that the United States had decided to persevere in 
conduct that was undoubtedly contrary to international law 
and could only contribute to increased tension in the area. 

Speaking in right of reply, at the same meeting, the Min­
ister for Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua asserted that if the 
representative of the United States really believed in the 
truth of the wild accusations he put forward, he should 
have persuaded his Government to defend and prove its 
charges against Nicaragua in the International Court of Jus­
tice instead of creating the sad and pitiful spectacle of run­
ning away from the Court. He added that the members of 
the Court had decided unanimously that the Court was the 
proper forum for an in-depth examination and analysis of 
Nicaragua's complaint against the United States and of the 
United States Government's defence. He further stated that 
in what was the clearest and most categorical condemna­
tion in the Court's history, it had found against the United 
States' systematic violation of the principles that it, as a 
Member of the United Nations and a permanent member 
of the Security Council, had committed itself to respect, 
promote and defend. 

At the 2695th meeting, on 2 July 1986, under the same 
agenda item, the representative of the German Democratic 
Republic stated that the International Court of Justice had 
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delivered a clear judgment. The Court had decided that the 
United States had acted against Nicaragua in breach of its 
obligations under customary international law in many and 
serious cases. He added that rejection of the judgment and 
decisions of the Court by no means changed the facts. The 
representative found it noteworthy that the Court clearly 
rejected the alleged assertion of need for a so-called col­
lective self-defence. 

Speaking at the same meeting, the representative of Viet 
Nam stated that the International Court of Justice, in its 
ruling, had condemned the aid given by the United States 
to the Nicaraguan Contras as running counter to interna­
tional law. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics underlined that after compre­
hensive and detailed consideration, the International Court 
of Justice had announced its decision, which stated directly 
that by training, arming, equipping and financing the Con­
tra forces carrying out an armed struggle against Nicara­
gua, the United States was violating norms of international 
law. He added that as the Court had indicated, Washing­
ton's actions encouraged acts by counterrevolutionary 
forces that violated the norms of humanitarian law. He 
pointed out that the decision of the Court stressed that the 
United States must immediately halt all such acts. At the 
same meeting, the representative of Bulgaria made refer­
ence to the United States' rejection and defiance of the de­
cision handed down by the International Court of Justice. 

At the 2696th meeting, on 2 July 1986, the repre­
sentative of Australia noted that the International Court of 
Justice had found that certain actions taken by the United 
States against Nicaragua had contravened international 
law. Australia remained committed to the observance of 
international law and to the role of the International Court 
of Justice in settling international disputes. The repre­
sentative of Democratic Yemen pointed to the decision of 
the Court as the most recent evidence of the condemnation 
by the international community of the United States' policy 
of state terrorism towards Nicaragua. 

The representative of Cuba, after citing the decision of 
the International Court of Justice, asserted that the illegal­
ity of the United States actions was now all the clearer. The 
following speaker, the representative of Ghana, declared 
that the authoritative and timely pronouncements of the In­
ternational Court of Justice were full and adequate testi­
mony to the misguided actions of the United States in vio­
lating principles of customary international law prohibiting 
the use of force and interference in the domestic affairs of 
other States and enjoining respect for the sovereign inde­
pendence of Nicaragua. He remarked that although the 
Court might not have had all the facts in the case, it cer­
tainly was in possession of enough information to reach its 
conclusions. In any case, he wondered why the United 
States had not seriously considered cooperating with the 
Court by making all pieces of information available to it. 
It was only fitting that the Court had found the acts of kid­
napping, maiming and killing of innocent individuals per­
petrated by the so-called freedom-fighters to be violations 
of international humanitarian law. 

The representative of Mongolia indicated that the deci­
sion of the International Court of Justice, which rightly ac­
cused the United States of pursuing a criminal policy 
against the Nicaraguan people, was another indication that 
the world community justly considered the United States' 
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actions a flagrant violation of the nonns and principles of 
international law and the provisions of the Charter. 

Speaking in right of reply at the same meeting, the rep­
resentative of the United States asserted that his country 
had availed itself of its right not to appear before the Court 
because the Court had not had, and continued not to have, 
jurisdiction or competence to deal with the crisis in Central 
America. He characterized Nicaragua's recourse to the In­
ternational Court of Justice as an abuse of the Court for 
cynical political ends. 

Also speaking in right of reply, the representative of 
Nicaragua quoted various aspects of the judgment of the 
International Court of Justice, including its conclusion that 
it still remained to be proved that any aid to the insurgents 
in El Salvador was imputable to the authorities of Nicara­
gua and that the actions of Nicaragua in El Salvador were 
not legally tantamount to an armed attack by Nicaragua 
upon that country. 

No draft resolution was put before the Council under the 
agenda item. 

CASE 11 

In a letter dated 22 July 198647 to the President of the 
Security Council, the Pennanent Representative of Nica­
ragua requested the convening of a meeting of the Security 
Council "for the purpose of considering the dispute be­
tween the United States of America and Nicaragua, which 
was the subject of the Judgment of the International Court 
of Justice of 27 June 198648 and which threatens interna­
tional peace and security". 

At the 2700th meeting, on 29 July 1986, the President 
of Nicaragua declared that when the International Court of 
Justice handed down a ruling, it should be the responsibil­
ity of all States to support that decision. Not only were the 
decisions of the 16 judges of the Court legally binding 
upon the parties that appeared before them, they also con­
stituted statements and interpretations of the law that had 
to be respected by all nations. Summarizing the judgment 
of 27 June 1986, the President underlined that on each as­
pect the Court's vote was virtually unanimous. After a 
thorough and painstaking analysis, the Court had rejected 
all of the arguments put forward by the United States to 
justify its policy of intervention and use of force against 
Nicaragua. In particular, the Court found the United 
States' argument that its actions against Nicaragua consti­
tuted collective self-defence to be groundless. The Presi­
dent pointed out that following the Court's judgment the 
situation in the Central American region had become fur­
ther aggravated and more difficult. The future of the inter­
national legal order and all it represented were now in the 
Council's hands. The President stated that he was con­
vinced that the Council would give its support so that the 
Court would not be undermined, so that the fragile struc­
ture of international law would not suffer a mortal blow 
but, on the contrary, be strengthened. Nicaragua was not 
asking that anyone be condemned, but only for a declara­
tion of support for the International Court of Justice and 
for law in international relations. 

The following speaker, the representative of El Salva­
dor, stated that it was difficult if not impossible to establish 
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limits in the apparently bilateral controversy being dis­
cussed in the Council and to separate it from the regional 
problem involving interrelated, often inflexible factors and 
forces. In that respect, he did not want to call into question 
the good faith of the International Court of Justice in con­
sidering the case of military and paramilitary activities in 
and against Nicaragua. However, he quoted a section from 
the Court's decision that indicated that the Court had de­
tennined that until the early months of 1981 Nicaragua was 
in fact aiding the guerrilla movement in El Salvador. 

At the 2701st meeting, on 29 July, under the same 
agenda item, the representative of the United States as­
serted that Nicaragua had now obtained a ruling from the 
International Court of Justice that it was finding useful in 
its propaganda war against the United States, but the 
United States regretted that Nicaragua had sought to mis­
use the Court in that manner. The United States had said 
from the beginning this case was inappropriate for judicial 
resolution. The Court had been asked to address one small, 
carefully selected part of the crisis in Central America. To 
ask for the Court to solve that crisis did it a disservice, for 
the only way to solve the crisis was through negotiations 
involving all parties. The representative said that his Gov­
ernment believed that the Court had fundamentally misper­
ceived the situation in Central America. It was simply 
wrong on many of its facts and its conception of relevant 
international law was seriously flawed in important re­
spects. Noting that Nicaragua did not seem to have such 
reservations, he queried whether that meant that the Nica­
raguan Government agreed with the Court that the demo­
cratic opposition in Nicaragua was an independent force 
not controlled by the United States. He asked what would 
now be the Sandinistas' excuse for not negotiating with 
their own people. He asked whether they would try to ignore 
that part of the Court's decision and accept only the portions 
of the Court's decision they liked. If so, this would reveal 
that their touted commitment to the implementation of the 
Court's ruling was nothing more than the most cynical and 
transparent effort to reap a propaganda coup. 

The following speaker, the representative of India, 
quoted from the communique of the Coordinating Bureau 
of the Movement of the Non-Aligned Countries issued at 
Headquarters the previous day, 28 June 1986, concerning 
the situation in Central America in the light of the judg­
ment of the International Court of Justice. The Movement 
recalled its earlier appeal to all States faithfully to respect 
the commitments made to the International Court of Jus­
tice, especially the acceptance of the Court's compulsory 
jurisdiction, and the requirement to fulfil its rulings and 
judgments as regarded the case of Nicaragua. The Bureau 
had made an urgent and strong appeal to the United States 
to comply, strictly and immediately, with the judgment of 
27 June 1986. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Democratic 
Yemen cited Chapter VI of the Charter concerning the pa­
cific settlement of disputes, in particular Article 33, para­
graph l, and noted that based on that principle and on rele­
vant articles of the Statute of the International Court of 
Justice, Nicaragua had submitted its complaint to the Court 
against the United States for its violation of the relevant 
rules of international law for its acts of aggression against 
Nicaragua. The speaker declared that it was well known 
that the United States had yet to respond positively to the 
rulings of the Court and rather had deliberately expanded 
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its intervention in the internal affairs of Nicaragua. Nica­
ragua's request for the Security Council to meet and the 
presence of the Nicaraguan President had conferred upon 
the Council the extremely important international duty of 
comprehensively examining ways and means to put an end 
to the persistent violation of international law by the 
United States in its actions against Nicaragua. The Council 
represented the aspirations of the international community 
to maintain international peace and security and to work 
towards gaining United States' acceptance of the relevant 
rulings of the International Court of Justice. Democratic 
Yemen appealed to the Council to support Nicaragua in its 
request to have the United States abide by the rulings of 
the Court. 

The following speaker, the representative of Czechoslo­
vakia, expressed his Government's full support for the con­
vening of the Council on the matter before it because of 
the serious nature of the situation and in view of the dis­
tribution of official documents of the International Court 
of Justice. The voluminous documentation from the pro­
ceedings of the Court, as well as its judgment, gave evi­
dence of the extensive diversionist activities of the United 
States against Nicaragua aimed at overthrowing that coun­
try's Government and changing its social system. The rep­
resentative expressed his Government's conviction that the 
International Court of Justice would again consider the 
question of compensation to Nicaragua and settle it in 
Nicaragua's favour. The representative stressed that the 
Court had pointed out that an unqualified adherence to 
practices similar to those being pursued by the United 
States would result in damage to the fundamental princi­
ples of international law and thus in an absolute arbitrari­
ness in international relations. Czechoslovakia feared that 
the events of 1986 year fully validated those concerns ex­
pressed by the Court. The Security Council faced an ex­
tremely difficult task, that of fulfilling its obligations, and 
the Council's attitude to the draft resolution concerning the 
judgment of the International Court would detennine 
whether the Council would succeed in discharging that 
task. 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic pointed 
out that the present complaint of Nicaragua was not limited 
to the United States and Nicaragua, to the region of Central 
America or to threats to peace and security in that region 
alone, but moreover related to threats to the international 
legal system and to the regime of international commit­
ments and conventions. The speaker noted that the United 
States had rejected the decision of the International Court 
of Justice and even denied the Court any jurisdiction to 
consider the problems at issue. If the Council failed to put 
an end to such a policy of force and arrogance, all civilized, 
human values and international legal principles would be­
come extinct. The delegation of the Syrian Arab Republic 
appealed to the Council to shoulder its responsibilities in 
those difficult times, as defending the international legal 
system was one of its most urgent tasks. He noted that al­
though it was Nicaragua that was directly affected by the 
present case, in its complaint Nicaragua represented the as­
pirations of all States, in particular the small States. The 
Council's success in compelling the United States to abide 
by the decision of the International Court of Justice would 
be a success for the cause of defending the international 
legal system. Should the Council fail, it would be an omi­
nous sign for the future. 
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Speaking in right of reply, the representative of Nicara­
gua charged that in the total absence of a legal, political or 
moral basis to support its policy of aggression against 
Nicaragua, the United States had attempted to divert the 
international community's attention and shirk its responsi­
bilities by falsely accusing Nicaragua of crimes and inap­
propriate, illegal activities at the international level. She 
pointed out, however, that the same arguments made be­
fore the Council by the representative of the United States 
had been submitted to the International Court of Justice by 
his Government and the Court had issued a clear and cate­
gorical decision that brooked no doubt. Referring again to 
the main points of the decision, the representative com­
mented that Nicaragua was sorry to see that it was the pol­
icy of the United States to avail itself selectively of inter­
national law by complying with it on some occasions and 
not on others. She stressed that even now the United States 
still had an opportunity to amend the situation and could 
still abide by the ruling of the Court by immediately ceas­
ing all military and paramilitary activities in and against 
Nicaragua. 

Continuing its consideration of the same agenda item, at 
its 2702nd meeting, on 30 July 1986 the Council was ad­
dressed by the representative of Cuba. He stated that in ar­
riving at its decision, the International Court of Justice had 
followed a painstaking, serious and well-balanced study, 
but the United States had reacted with the utmost arro­
gance, in contravention of the traditional United States' po­
sition of supporting the Court in the settlement of disputes 
and in violation of the Convention that stipulates accep­
tance of the Court's compulsory jurisdiction. Such disdain 
for the Court's judgment demonstrated once again that the 
United States was the greatest violator of universally ac­
cepted norms of international law and of the principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations. The entire fabric of in­
ternational law, so patiently woven over the course of so 
many years, could come unravelled owing to the obdurate, 
arrogant attitude of the United States. It was unacceptable 
for any country, however powerful, to apply international 
law at its convenience. The international community had 
to give profound thought to those facts, whose conse­
quences could affect all for many years to come, and had 
to struggle to make reason and justice prevail in that case. 
It was his Government's wish that the Council ask the 
United States to accept the judgment of the Court and com­
ply with it. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Viet Nam 
stated that the judgment of the International Court of Jus­
tice was a sound one, not only because it was in favour of 
Nicaragua and condemned United States acts of aggression 
against that country, but also because it was impartial and 
reflected the thinking of people with common sense. It was 
deplorable, yet revealing, that the United States had ob­
jected to the Court's proceedings on the ground that the 
Court lacked jurisdiction to entertain the dispute and that 
the United States had reserved its right in respect of any 
decision by the Court regarding Nicaragua's claims. The 
speaker noted that under Article 36, paragraph 6, of its 
Statute, it was up to the Court to determine whether any 
dispute fell under its own jurisdiction and that its judgment 
on the matter as to the merits was final and binding on the 
parties under Articles 59 and 60 of the Statute. He added 
that the absence of the United States from the Court's pro­
ceedings was typical of a big nation's arrogance, while its 
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rejection of the judgment constituted a negative precedent 
in international relations and a serious challenge to world 
public opinion. The delegation of Viet Nam demanded that 
the United States abide by the judgment of 27 June 1986. 

The representative of the Lao People's Democratic Re­
public stated that the 27 June 1986 judgment was of ex­
tremely important significance for the future of inter­
national peace and security. It was now up to the 
international community, and in particular the Security 
Council, to do everything in its power to put that judgment 
into effect. Referring to the United States' position con­
cerning the jurisdiction of the Court in the case, the speaker 
asserted that the Court had been properly seized of the mat­
ter under Article 36, paragraph 2, of its Statute and article 
24 of the Treaty of Friendship, Trade and Navigation 
signed between the two parties. The reasons provided by 
the Court, and which underlay its conduct throughout the 
proceedings, seemed plausible to the Lao delegation in 
view of the delicate problems posed by the preliminary ex­
ceptions connected with justiciability of the dispute. The 
Court had very brilliantly demonstrated that its compe­
tence, since it already had been validly established during 
the initial phases of the procedure, remained intact, unaf­
fected by subsequent decisions taken by the United States. 
The Lao Government also believed that the question of de­
termining the applicable law---conventional international 
law or general and customary international law-ilnd its 
application to the case had been properly and judiciously 
settled by the Court. Given the accurate, incontrovertible 
evidence gathered by the Nicaraguan team of jurists, it was 
hardly surprising that the Court had finally and quite cor­
rectly acceded to the just demands of Nicaragua. The Court 
had stressed the legal aspect of the case and had declared 
decisively that the United States had been, and still was, in 
violation of express Charter obligations and of duties in­
curred under treaties with respect to Nicaragua. The repre­
sentative asserted that it was now incumbent upon the 
Council, pursuant to Article 94 of the Charter, to recom­
mend or take measures to give effect to the judgment to 
the benefit of the winning party. He admitted that would 
not be easy, in view of the fact that the party awarded 
against or partially in default wielded the right of veto in 
the Council, but the Council had the duty of persuading 
that party to adopt a more conciliatory, more constructive 
and more reasonable attitude towards Nicaragua. The party 
awarded against could at least agree to desist forthwith and 
to renounce in future all of the reprehensible, hostile acts 
against Nicaragua listed in the judgment. That would ap­
pear to be consonant with the wish expressed by the Court 
itself, which had unanimously recalled to both parties their 
obligation to seek a solution to their disputes by peaceful 
means in accordance with international law. 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics stated his delegation's belief that the request by 
Nicaragua to appear before the Council was completely 
warranted and timely. The representative declared that the 
judgment of the Court was a further corroboration of the 
fact that in the present world, disputes could not be settled 
and general security could not be achieved by means of a 
policy of pressure and military adventures. He took note of 
the communique issued by the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries on 28 July and regretted that the United States 
representative had rejected outright that very reasonable 
appeal. 

Chapter VI. Relations with other United Natio•s orsans 

Addressing the 2702nd meeting in right ofreply, the rep­
resentative of the United States noted that of the many 
countries that had criticized the United States for its al­
leged failure to accept the judgment of the International 
Court of Justice only one of them accepted the compulsory 
jurisdiction of the Court, and that country had carefully ex­
cluded from its acceptance any possibility of being brought 
before the Court on claims such as those now at issue. 

Continuing consideration of the same agenda item at its 
2703rd meeting, on 31 July 1986, the Council was ad­
dressed by the representative of Bulgaria, who said his 
Government fully supported Nicaragua's legitimate re­
quest for the convening of the Council in connection with 
the judgment of the International Court of Justice. He as­
serted that Article 94 of the Charter provided Nicaragua 
not only with political and legal grounds but also with pro­
cedural justification to have recourse to the Security Coun­
cil. The judgment of the Court clearly showed that, when 
placed in juxtaposition with the tenets and norms of inter­
national law, the policy, plans and concrete actions of the 
United States with regard to Nicaragua constituted viola­
tions and breaches of obligations under customary interna­
tional law. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya stated that the United States' claim of col­
lective self-defence had no legal or jurisdictional founda­
tion and had been refuted by the highest legal authority in 
the world, which, in one of its most important judgments, 
had emphasized its absolute rejection of the American 
claim as a justification for United States military activities 
against Nicaragua. However, despite that and other aspects 
of the judgment, the United States persisted in acting as if 
it were the world's policeman, which explained why the 
United States had rejected the judgment of the Court as 
well as the Court's compulsory jurisdiction. The question 
of when the United States would heed Security Council 
and General Assembly resolutions or comply with the 
Court's judgment was now raised before the Council. 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania 
expressed his delegation's full concurrence with the state­
ment on this matter by the Coordinating Bureau of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries. He declared that his 
delegation also agreed that the non-participation of the 
United States, as well as its rejection of the judgment, 
brought in an element of contempt for an organ of the 
United Nations entrusted with the preservation of justice 
in the world. There was a great danger that such a practice 
could become a habit, which would be detrimental to the 
purposes and principles of the Charter and could sound the 
death knell for customary international law, on which in­
ternational relations depended. It was thus incumbent upon 
the Security Council to request the United States to desist 
from further attacks on Nicaragua and to stop the military 
and economic blockade of Nicaragua. The International 
Court of Justice had simplified the Security Council's task 
and it was now the duty of the Council to shoulder its re­
sponsibility by requesting the United States to uphold the 
basic and primary principles of the Charter in the interest 
of peace and security in the region. It would be fitting and 
desirable for the Council to endorse the judgment of the 
Court. The decision of the world legal body should not be 
treated with contempt, which would be tantamount to ne­
gating the objectives of the organs the Member States 
themselves had created under the Charter. The Court's de-
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cision was based on empirical and irrefutable evidence, and 
the Tanzanian delegation hoped that reason would prevail 
on those who challenged the competence of the Court on 
such an important matter as the one then before the Coun­
cil. 

The following speaker, the representative of the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, declared that there 
could be no doubt about the validity of the judgment of 
the Court. His delegation wanted to emphasize that vir­
tually all the decisions taken by the Court were adopted 
by an overwhelming majority of votes, and that those 
judges voting against certain decisions did not object in 
substance to the items under consideration. Now the 
United States was attempting to disregard the judgment 
of the Court and the world community again was being 
told that the Court did not have jurisdiction in the pre­
sent case. However, the Court had convincingly demon­
strated that it did indeed have jurisdiction in the matter. 
By participating in the proceedings in the earlier stages, 
when it was disputing the Court's jurisdiction, the 
United States was, in fact, recognizing the Court's right 
and jurisdiction in determining the admissibility of the 
matter before it. One could not, however, acknowledge 
the Court's jurisdiction solely to take a decision on the 
non-admissibility of a matter being brought before it and 
then refuse to recognize its jurisdiction in the matter it­
self. The Court quite rightly pointed out that the non­
participation of a party in the proceedings at any stage 
of the case could not, in any circumstances, affect the 
validity of the Court's judgment. The representative 
stated that no matter what manoeuvres or loopholes were 
resorted to by the United States in its attempt to divert the 
Council's attention from consideration of the substance of 
the matter, namely, the Court's judgment, and to tum the 
discussion to the situation in Central America against the 
background of East-West confrontation, it could not refute 
the fact that United States policy with regard to Nicaragua 
was aggressive in nature. The Council must support the 
judgment of the International Court of Justice and call 
upon all States to comply with the Court's decisions. 

The representative of Afghanistan declared that the con­
vening of the Council was justified not only by the dete­
rioration of the already tense situation in Central America, 
but also by the fact that the United States, by disregarding 
the judgment of the Court, was damaging the credibility of 
that international legal institution and jeopardizing the very 
survival of the norms and principles of international law. 
Following a thorough consideration of the arguments put 
forward and the legal aspects of the question, the Interna­
tional Court of Justice had handed down its judgment in 
clear and unambiguous terms. The speaker asserted that the 
clear judgment of the Court gave the Security Council 
every reason to condemn in the most forceful terms the acts 
of aggression committed by the United States against Nica­
ragua and to demand that an immediate end be put to all 
types of intervention and interference in the internal affairs 
of Nicaragua. His delegation hoped that the Council would 
demand appropriate compensation for the human and ma­
terial losses inflicted upon Nicaragua. The Council had to 
see to it that the United States listened to reason and com­
plied with the judgment of the Court. 

The next speaker to address the Council was the repre­
sentative of Zimbabwe, who stated that the distinguishing 
features of international law were the absence of an execu-
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tive authority that could enforce the rule of law and the 
relative nascence of the corpus of law governing State con­
duct in the field. For that reason, the violation of interna­
tional law on the part of a State was more dangerous and 
debilitating to the system than the flouting of domestic law 
by an individual. The international community was there­
fore fully justified in expressing serious alarm when any 
State chose to place itself above the law. The representative 
also noted that after the International Court of Justice had 
issued provisional measures on IO May 1984, the United 
States had defiantly proceeded to carry out aggressive poli­
cies contrary to those measures. The representative asked 
whether international law counted for nothing. He found it 
amazing that a great Power and permanent member of the 
Council should choose, in the pursuit of some narrow 
short-term gain, to assail the legal underpinnings of an or­
der that had assured that State's predominance in world af­
fairs and of which that State was one of the primary bene­
ficiaries. The Security Council was being asked to uphold 
the rule of law by endorsing and supporting the ruling of 
the International Court of Justice. The world community 
could not talk of peace and security in a world where the 
rule of law was not respected. 

Speaking in right of reply, the representative of the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya stated that the United States was in 
the defendant's dock vis-a-vis the international community 
and the highest legal authority in the world. His delegation 
had hoped that the representative of the United States 
would say that his country recognized international law 
and the judgment of the International Court of Justice and 
would respect Security Council resolutions, instead of try­
ing to change the Council's orientation and to use cheap 
attacks before it. The time had come for the Council to pro­
nounce its judgement and to tell the aggressor that it had 
committed aggression. He wondered what confidence 
small nations such as his could have in the United Nations, 
or in the International Court of Justice, after the demon­
stration of disrespect by the United States. 

Continuing consideration of the agenda item at its 
2704th meeting, on 31 July 1986, the Council heard the 
representative of the Congo state that Nicaragua had re­
quested a Security Council meeting so that the Council 
might draw the logical conclusion from the judgment of 
the International Court of Justice. The speaker deemed it 
particularly regrettable that selectivity had tainted the basic 
principle of recognition of the Court's jurisdiction on the 
part of certain States. Expressing his country's pleasure 
that the Court had been seized of the matter and had passed 
judgement upon it, the representative declared that the 
opinion of the Congo was based on its choice in favour of 
the processes of peaceful settlement of differences among 
States as the means of preserving and promoting interna­
tional peace and security. The judgment handed down by 
the Court, as well as the admissibility of the request intro­
duced by Nicaragua, constituted recognition of a genuine 
legitimacy that it would be ill-advised to question. Indeed, 
any reservation or selectivity could not but severely dam­
age the very structure of international law, which had vig­
our and credibility only to the extent that, as stipulated in 
Article 94 of the Charter, each Member of the United Na­
tions undertook to comply with the decision of the Court 
in any case to which it was a party. In keeping with that 
principle, the Security Council was not passing judgement 
on the Court's judgment. The representative of the Congo 
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was certain that the Council would find in the communique 
issued by the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, as well 
as in the judgment of the Court, elements that could serve 
to avoid the irreparable and ensure the overall conditions 
so necessary for the guarantee of the region's progress and 
its independence. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Ghana said 
his delegation had no difficulty in applauding the eminent 
judges for their clear and unambiguous decision regarding 
fundamental principles of international law regulating the 
conduct of inter-state relations. However, behind all this, 
there was the crucial question of what the Security Council 
should do. Although Ghana had no specific proposals at 
that stage, it seemed to his delegation that the solemn duty 
of the Council was to urge the two parties to resume a se­
rious political dialogue. The Council should urge all the 
parties to seize upon the opportunity to work together to 
find a fundamental solution to their differences, and the 
speaker noted that the International Court of Justice itself 
in its judgment had strongly urged a political dialogue as 
the only sensible means of solving the problem. 

The representative of Honduras stated that Nicaragua 
was attempting to tum the highest judicial organ of the in­
ternational community into a political forum and also 
wanted to transform the Council into a free propaganda ap­
paratus serving its own nefarious interests. The repre­
sentative of El Salvador repeated his country's rejection of 
the conclusions of the International Court of Justice on the 
ground that the case considered by the Court did not refer 
to Nicaragua's relations with the rest of the countries of 
Central America, nor to Nicaragua's interference in the in­
ternal affairs of El Salvador. As had been argued by some 
speakers, the conclusions of the Court had sprung solely 
from an incomplete analysis and review of the situation. 

The representative of Madagascar stated that, in his 
view, the Council could only amplify the conclusions of 
the Court, firstly, by denouncing as contrary to the princi­
ples of international law, as well as to the goals of the 
Charter of the United Nations, any direct or indirect med­
dling or interference in Nicaragua's internal affairs and any 
resort to force in violation of its sovereignty and, secondly, 
by breathing new life into the efforts of the Contadora 
Group and the Support Group. In so doing, the Council 
would satisfy Nicaragua's legitimate request to make the 
United States comply with the decision of the International 
Court of Justice. The next speaker, the representative of 
China, expressed the hope that the United States would re­
spect the ruling of the Court. 

Speaking on behalf of the members of the Contadora and 
Support Groups, the representative of Venezuela pointed 
out that the principles of self-determination, non-interven­
tion, respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
States, renunciation of the threat or use of force in relations 
among States and the peaceful settlement of all interna­
tional disputes now, in accordance with the decision of the 
International Court of Justice, represented norms of cus­
tomary international law. However, at the present time, the 
members of the Contadora and Support Groups found it 
more important to emphasize the appropriateness of dia­
logue between all the parties concerned and they therefore 
urged all the States involved to lend their support to the 
efforts being made within and outside the United Nations 
to lessen tensions and resolve the conflict. It was necessary 
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for all States to share that interest in the real and effective 
application of the international legal order. 

The President then announced his understanding that the 
Council was ready to proceed to the vote on the draft reso­
lution submitted by Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad 
and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates.49 The relevant 
paragraphs of the draft resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the Order of 10 May 1984 of the International Court 
of Justice on the provisional measures of protection, its Judgment 
of 26 November 1984 on the jurisdiction and admissibility of the 
demand of 9 April 1984 presented by Nicaragua and the final 
Judgment of the Court on "Military and Paramilitary Activities in 
and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua v. United States of America)" of 
27 June 1986, 

Aware that, according to the Charter of the United Nations, the In­
ternational Court of Justice is the principal judicial organ of the United 
Nations and that each Member undertakes to comply with the decision 
of the Court in any case to which it is a party, 

I. Reaffirms the role of the International Court of Justice as the 
principal judicial organ of the United Nations and a means for peaceful 
solution of disputes in the interest of international peace and security; 

2. Makes an urgent and solemn call for full compliance with the 
Judgment of the International Court of Justice of 27 June 1986 in the 
case of "Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua 
(Nicaragua v. United States of America)"; 

3. Recalls the obligation of all States to seek a solution to their 
disputes by peaceful means in accordance with international law; 

4. Calls upon all States to refrain from carrying out, supporting or 
promoting political, economic or military actions of any kind against 
any State of the region that might impede the peace objectives of the 
Contadora Group; 

S. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council in­
fonned of the implementation of the present resolution. 

Speaking before the vote, the representative of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland re­
ferred to the judgment of the International Court of Justice 
as the one potential new element in the Council's seem­
ingly endless debates, but he added that it was depressing 
to find out that his was only the fourth country that ac­
cepted the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court. Noting 
that there was significant dissent within the Court as to 
some of its decisions in the matter, the speaker nonetheless 
wished to reaffirm his Government's support for the Court 
and for the rules of international law that it was the task of 
the Court to uphold. His delegation would have liked the 
draft resolution before the Council to have stressed that it 
would be right that all Members of the Organization should 
accept the compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. The United Kingdom did not accept the 
formulation in the letter from Nicaragua that figured on the 
Council's agenda in that it laid primary stress not so much 
on the judgment of the Court as on the dispute between the 
United States and Nicaragua. In the view of his delegation, 
it was a misrepresentation of the problem to define it sim­
ply as a dispute between those two countries. The problem 
was political, and it was a political solution that had to be 
found. The failure of the debate and the draft resolution to 
address certain policies and acts by Nicaragua demon­
strated a lack of balance. As the one permanent member of 
the Council that accepted the compulsory jurisdiction of 
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the International Court of Justice, the United Kingdom 
would have had no quarrel with a resolution taking note of 
the Court's judgment, and it had not been easy for the dele­
gation to decide how to vote on the draft resolution before 
the Council. The Nicaraguan letter and the debate in the 
Council had raised two issues-one legal and one politi­
cal-which for the United Kingdom tended to point to dif­
ferent conclusions as regards voting. That being so, and 
because the delegation could not countenance anything 
that suggested that the Central American problem was only 
a bilateral United States-Nicaraguan question, the United 
Kingdom would abstain. 

The representative of Thailand stated that his delegation 
had no difficulty with the general principles contained in 
the Court's judgment. However, with regard to the specific 
issue as reflected in operative paragraph 2 of the draft reso­
lution, which his delegation felt was not entirely devoid of 
political content, it regretted that it had no instructions, 
owing to the fact that, subsequent to the national elections 
held in Thailand recently, no government had yet been 
formed. His delegation would therefore be obliged to ab­
stain. 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft resolu­
tion, which received 11 votes to I, with 3 abstentions. The 
draft resolution was not adopted, owing to the negative 
vote of a permanent member of the Council. 

Speaking after the vote, the representative of France said 
his delegation would have liked to vote in favour of a draft 
resolution that had the unanimous support of the Council 
for the effort undertaken by the Contadora and Support 
groups. But the text on which the Council had just voted 
contained certain objectionable elements relating in par­
ticular to the judgment of the International Court of Justice 
with respect both to the role of the Court and to substance, 
elements that could not receive unanimous agreement. 
That was why his delegation had been led to abstain. 

Speaking also after the vote, the representative of Den­
mark noted that his country was among those which ac­
cepted the compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. His delegation had, accordingly, voted in 
favour of the draft resolution, even if it did have certain 
reservations of an essentially legal character as regarded 
operative paragraph 2. Indeed, to make an urgent call for 
full compliance with the judgment at that time might be 
said to be premature. It was the duty of the Council to deal 
with a political crisis in all its aspects. 

The representative of the United States, addressing the 
Council after the vote, said that his Government had been 
compelled to vote against the draft resolution for the sim­
ple reason that it could not, and would not, contribute to 
the achievement of a peaceful and just settlement of the 
situation in Central America within the framework of in­
ternational law and the Charter of the United Nations. That 
question, and not the decision of the Court, was the real 
issue before the Council. The draft resolution, presented in 
guise of support for the 27 June 1986 judgment, contained 
nothing to dispel Nicaragua's wholly disingenuous and 
self-serving characterization of the situation in Central 
America. It was absolutely clear from various statements 
by representatives of Nicaragua before the Council that 
Nicaragua was not interested in an endorsement of the role 
of international law and of the International Court of Jus­
tice for its own sake, but rather as something that the Nica­
raguan Government could wave about as a vindication of 
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Nicaragua's actions and positions in respect of the conflict 
in Central America. Council members had to be mindful 
not only of what the draft resolution said on its face, but 
also of how it would be exploited to the detriment of peace 
and security in the region. Any doubt in that regard had 
been dispelled by Nicaragua's institution of proceedings in 
the Court the previous week against both Honduras and 
Costa Rica. By that action, Nicaragua had once again made 
plain that its real goal was to remove yet another range of 
issues from the Contadora framework so that those issues 
could be determined in a manner favourable to Nicaragua, 
without imposing corresponding and reciprocal obliga­
tions on Nicaragua. There could be no doubt that Nicara­
gua had come to the Council with the same ends in mind. 
The Council could have considered a draft resolution that 
would have made a genuine contribution to a peaceful and 
just settlement in Central America, and that would have 
emphasized and called for the realization of all the inter­
related objectives of the Contadora process. The actual 
draft resolution, by way of contrast, made no mention of 
Nicaragua's solemn undertakings, which it now chose to 
ignore, nor of Nicaragua's own responsibility for the situ­
ation in Central America. By focusing on the 27 June 1986 
decision, the speaker continued, the draft resolution pre­
sented a false picture of the situation in Central America 
as if it were limited to differences between Nicaragua 
and the United States. He wondered whether there was 
anything in Nicaragua's past behaviour that allowed 
the belief that Nicaragua would not exploit such a draft 
resolution as a blanket endorsement of its military and 
domestic policies and of its refusal to negotiate seriously 
on the core issues fundamental to peace in Central Amer­
ica. The United States thought not, and had cast its vote 
accordingly. 

Continuing, the representative of the United States said 
that in the view of his Government, the International Court 
of Justice had asserted jurisdiction and competence over 
Nicaragua's claims without any proper basis. Moreover, 
the Court had failed to give any meaningful significance 
to the multilateral treaty reservation or the very substantial 
evidence of Nicaraguan misbehaviour. Many of the prin­
ciples asserted by the Court to constitute customary inter­
national law had no basis in authority or reason. For his 
delegation to have discussed in detail before the Council 
the factual and legal weaknesses of the Court's decision 
would only have obscured the real matter at issue before 
the Council and, for that reason, the United States had cho­
sen to reserve such a discussion for another place and time. 
For the moment, his delegation would merely ask whether 
those members of the Council who had voted in favour of 
the draft resolution really believed it would have bolstered 
the Court as a judicial institution or would have contrib­
uted in any way to bringing peace and justice to Central 
America. The speaker expressed his conviction that the an­
swer lay in the evident intentions of Nicaragua in seeking 
a resolution, not for purposes that members of the Council 
might applaud, but as a cover for continued actions and 
behaviour contrary to the principles enshrined in the Char­
ter. The United States had voted against the draft resolu­
tion because it would have painted an inaccurate picture 
of the true situation in Central America, because it would 
not have contributed to a comprehensive and peaceful set­
tlement of the problems in the region and because it would 
have done a disservice to international law and institutions 
it purported to uphold. 
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Also speaking after the vote at the 2704th meeting, the 
representative of Nicaragua asserted that her country had 
come to the Council to deal with a matter that concerned 
not only Nicaragua but also the entire international com­
munity, namely, the very survival of the international legal 
order and the law itself. There was not a shadow of doubt, 
she contended, that if the United States complied with the 
Court's judgment peace in Central America would be 
much closer. She expressed her satisfaction at the affirm­
ative vote of almost all the members of the Council in 
what was undoubtedly a vote for peace and respect of 
international law. On the other hand, the United States 
veto signified a lack of respect for the international legal 
order and the norms of peaceful coexistence among States 
and, inter a/ia, was a vote against the International Court of 
Justice. 

CASE 12 

In a letter dated 17 October 1986 to the President of the 
Security Council,50 the Permanent Representative of Nica­
ragua explicitly invoked the provisions of Article 94 of the 
Charter and requested an emergency meeting of the Secu­
rity Council to consider the non-compliance with the judg­
ment dated 27 June 1986 of the International Court of Jus­
tice concerning military and paramilitary activities in and 
against Nicaragua. s 1 

Addressing the 2715th meeting, on 21 October 1986, un­
der the agenda item entitled, "Letter dated 17 October 
1986 from the Permanent Representative of Nicaragua to 
the United Nations addressed to the President of the Secu­
rity Council",5° the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Nica­
ragua declared that the failure of the United States to ~om­
ply with the provisional measures of the lnternat1on~I 
Court of Justice handed down on 10 May 1984 was pubhc 
and notorious. He maintained that events from 27 June 
1986 to the present demonstrated that the United States 
Government remained determined to continue its war of 
aggression against Nicaragua, as exemplified by United 
States involvement in the flight of a C-123 transport plane 
downed in Nicaragua on 5 October, statements made by 
the United States Under-Secretary of State and the Presi­
dent, and recent attacks by United States-supported terror­
ist mercenaries. The Foreign Minister asserted that a par­
ticular statement by the United States President showed 
contempt for the International Court of Justice's judgment, 
for it gave the green light to, promoted and encouraged 
the commission of terrorist acts against Nicaragua. The 
United States President had also signed into law $100 
million to support the Contras, which attacked the un­
derpinnings of the United Nations and the international 
juridical order. In the almost four months that had 
passed since the International Court of Justice had issued 
its judgment of 27 June 1986, it had been clear that the 
United States had not abided by the judgment, but rather 
had continued to act in clear and open violation of the 
judgment, while alleging that the Court did _not have juris­
diction in the case. He argued that the United States had 
freely and legally entered into the commitment t_o accept 
the Court's jurisdiction when it signed and ratified the 
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Charter of the United Nations on 26 August 1946 and thus 
accepted, on the basis of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the 
Statute, the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court and the 
obligation to obey and comply with the decisions of the 
Court in any suit brought against it. Citing the provisions 
of Article 36, paragraph 6, of the Statute of the Court, the 
Foreign Minister asserted that the United States had no 
grounds whatsoever for failing to abide by the decision of 
the Court and that by so doing it was adding a new and 
grave violation to its countless violations of international 
law. Further, he called attention to the requirement estab­
lished by Article 2, paragraph 3, of the Charter that all 
Members settle their international disputes by peaceful 
means and stressed that judicial settlement-recourse to 
the International Court of Justice-was one of the funda­
mental means of peaceful solution of disputes established 
in Chapter VI of the Charter. If the Security Council did 
not respond appropriately to such outlaw conduct by ~e 
United States, the Minister argued, the world community 
would see the failure of the means of peaceful settlement 
of disputes and the imposition of force as a valid element 
of international relations. That was why it was of the ut­
most importance for the Council, the Unit~d Nations ~nd 
the entire international community to remmd the United 
States of its obligation to abide by the Court's ruling by 
putting an end to its war of aggression against Nicarag~a 
and setting in motion the negotiating process the Court it­
self had suggested in its decision. 

Continuing, the Minister noted that in July, when Nica­
ragua last came before the Council owing to the escalation 
of United States aggression, it did not invoke Article 94 of 
the Charter in order to give the United States the benefit 
of the doubt with respect to the ruling of the Court and in 
order to keep open the last possibility that the United 
States would decide to comply with and do justice to its 
international obligations. However, today it was impossi­
ble to keep waiting for a change of heart, and it was on the 
basis of that reality that Nicaragua had come to ask the 
Council to urge upon the United States the inescapable ne­
cessity of fulfilling the judgment of 27 June 1986. Citing 
Article 94 of the Charter, the Minister underlined that there 
were no reasons or pretexts that would permit a State to 
avoid complying with a ruling of the International Court 
of Justice. The United States was therefore duty-bound to 
abide fully and immediately with the 27 June 1986 deci­
sion even more so because that country was a permanent 
me~ber of the Security Council. Expressly requesting the 
Council, in accordance with Article 94 of the Charter, to 
urge the United States to implement the judgment, the 
speaker declared that the future of the Organization would 
be seriously threatened if the United States were permitted 
to ignore its obligations under th~ C~art~r with impunity 
by violating the judgment and contmumg 1ts war of aggres­
sion against Nicaragua. He noted that Nicaragua was not 
requesting sanctions against the United States even though 
undoubtedly it had more than ample justification for so do­
ing. It was simply asking that the Council remind the 
United States that in accordance with its obligations under 
the Charter it must immediately comply with the judgment 
of the International Court of Justice. Should the Council 
prove unable to do this, it would be trag!c ~nd would be 
explained only by the fact that there were mv10lable Mem­
bers in the United Nations, which would be a denial of the 
principle of the legal equality of States. 



Part IV. Relations with the International Court of Ja1tice 

At the 2716th meeting, on 22 October 1986, the repre­
sentative of the United States stated that in contrast to pre­
vious Council meetings requested by Nicaragua, in the 
present instance Nicaragua had selected a new procedural 
vehicle for airing its complaint. However, the position of 
the United States Government concerning the absence of 
jurisdiction and competence on the part of the International 
Court of Justice to pass upon Nicaragua's allegations had 
long been a matter of public record. Declaring that accept­
ance of the jurisdiction of the Court was a matter of con­
sent, the representative underlined that of the 14 other 
members of the Security Council, 11 did not accept the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the Court at all, and the remain­
ing 3 had subjected their acceptance of the Court's juris­
diction to understandings and reservations. The United 
States did not accept the proposition that it had consented 
to the jurisdiction of the Court in the case brought by Nica­
ragua and, consequently, it did not believe that the current 
item brought by Nicaragua under Chapter XIV, Article 94, 
of the Charter had any merit. There was nothing in Chapter 
XIV, he asserted, that spoke to the question of jurisdiction 
and nothing anywhere in the Charter that could be said to 
create consent to jurisdiction where none existed. The rep­
resentative maintained that to divert attention from its own 
reprehensible actions, Nicaragua had manipulated the In­
ternational Court of Justice and other international forums. 

The following speaker, the representative of India, com­
mented that this was perhaps the first time that a Govern­
ment had come to the Security Council under Article 94 of 
the Charter to seek compliance by a Member State with a 
judgment of the International Court of Justice. The repre­
sentative quoted from the statement issued by the Eighth 
Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non­
Aligned Countries, held at Harare in August/September 
1986, in which those leaders urged the United States to 
comply with the relevant decisions of the International 
Court of Justice. 

The representative of Peru referred to the central issue 
of whether or not States Members of the United Nations 
were protected by international law, whether the legal or­
der was observed and respected and whether the interna­
tional community did indeed rely on a collective system of 
guarantees that could ensure that Member States had the 
possibility of peaceful coexistence. Stating his belief that 
this fundamental global issue went beyond protagonists or 
partners and also beyond the framework of any bilateral 
dispute or given contentious issue, the speaker asserted that 
it raised for the United Nations, for the Council and for 
every Member State the question of whether the United 
Nations supported the international legal order, whether it 
protected the Charter and the system of guarantees laid 
down therein, or whether the international community had 
to admit that all were exposed to the law of the mighty. 
The representative warned that if inaction by the United 
Nations showed that those guarantees did not exist, Mem­
ber States' status as independent sovereign States would be 
called into question and the capacity of the world Organi­
zation to fulfil the task for which it was established of con­
solidating peace and law was a fiction. What made the pre­
sent conflict unique, he continued, was that it was a 
conflict in which the highest court of the world had already 
declared what was right and had pointed out the responsi­
bilities in a decision that the Charter of the United Nations 
made it binding to respect. The present debate was of ex-
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ceptional importance as concerned, inter alia, the legal or­
der as a collective expression to regulate international re­
lations. Besides its normative value for the present and the 
future, the decision of the International Court of Justice en­
abled the international community to have an objective 
judgement from the legal standpoint on a situation that was 
increasingly obscured by ideological struggle and criteria 
of a markedly military and political cast. Concluding, the 
speaker stated that Peru had discharged its duty as a mem­
ber State of the international community in bringing to bear 
criteria and elements that allowed a judgement to be 
formed pursuant to the Council's responsibility in the im­
plementation of the provisions of the Charter. Peru was 
convinced that for the benefit of all, large and small, the 
Council would find a way to reconcile the heterogeneity of 
its interests with the unanimous aspiration of humanity for 
an order founded on peace and law, and thus would arrive 
at the necessary agreements to preserve the international 
legal order. 

The representative of Iraq underlined that among other 
important principles raised by the Council's present delib­
erations was the fact that, in accordance with the Charter, 
the International Court of Justice was the principal judicial 
organ of the United Nations and that, in accordance with 
Article 94, each Member had undertaken to comply with 
the Court's decision in any case to which it was as a party. 
Another important principle raised was the clear obligation 
of the parties to any dispute the continuation of which was 
likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace 
and security to seek a solution by peaceful means and, as 
the Court's decision emphasized, that principle was en­
shrined in Article 33 of the Charter. He maintained that the 
central points in the judgment of 27 June 1986 reaffirmed 
the importance for all Member States of the Court's role 
as the principal judicial organ of the United Nations and a 
means for the peaceful settlement of disputes in the interest 
of international peace and security. In its landmark deci­
sion, which went far beyond Nicaragua and Central Amer­
ica, the International Court of Justice had thrown the fun­
damental obligations of membership in the United Nations 
into sharp relief. The representative asked whether compli­
ance with the Court's judgment and the settlement of the 
dispute through negotiations conducted in good faith was 
not the best way to enhance the credibility of the United 
Nations. He wondered whether it was too much to hope 
that in the years to come the international community 
would be able to look back to June 1986 as a turning point 
in international relations-away from interference in the 
affairs of others and in the direction of respect for the sol­
emn obligations of States under customary international 
law and the Charter of the United Nations. 

At the 2716th meeting, on 22 October 1986, the repre­
sentative of Mexico declared that the events that had 
prompted the Council meeting gave cause for grave con­
cern for three basic reasons, the first being their implica­
tions for the international legal order. The Council was 
dealing with the request of a Member State to secure the 
faithful and complete implementation of Article 94 of the 
Charter, which was the cornerstone of the international or­
der established at San Francisco. In it, each Member State 
undertook to comply with decisions of the International 
Court of Justice in any case to which it was a party. At the 
same time, it was agreed that if any party to a case failed 
to perform the obligations incumbent upon it under a judg-
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ment rendered by the Court, the other party might have re­
course to the Security Council, which might, if it deemed 
necessary, make recommendations or decide upon meas­
ures to be taken to give effect to the judgment. Thus it 
could easily be seen that bypassing Article 94 was tanta­
mount to denying the full administration of international 
justice, to the detriment of all. Hence the importance of the 
Council's granting of Nicaragua's request, not merely as 
the unilateral request of a State but also as an expression 
of the collective outcry of the rest of the Members of the 
Organization. The Security Council had the historic oppor­
tunity to demonstrate a willingness to ensure that it had 
carried out its responsibility effectively, achieved the aims 
for which it was established and overcome its virtual pa­
ralysis resulting from an abusive exercise of the right of 
veto. The verdict at issue was clear and could not be dis­
regarded. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Cuba stated 
that his country supported Nicaragua's request that the 
United States abide by Article 94 of the Charter, complying 
without delay or subterfuge with the decision handed down 
by the International Court of Justice on 27 June 1986. The 
peoples of America eagerly hoped that the Security Coun­
ci I would adopt measures to bring about compliance with 
the decision of the Court. 

The representative of Argentina stressed that it was es­
sential to accept the role of the International Court of Jus­
tice in promoting the application of principles such as non­
interference in the internal affairs of other States, 
non-intervention, respect for the territorial integrity of 
States, the non-use of force or the threat of force, the peace­
ful settlement of disputes and respect for human rights and 
the fundamental freedoms of all. In the specific case under 
consideration, the Court had merely applied the principles 
embodied in the Charter, stated the representative, who added 
that his country felt that respect for international law in the 
conduct of relations between States was fundamental. 
Hence, his Government urged that the decision of the Court 
be implemented. Specifically, Argentina shared in every 
way the legal concepts set out by Venezuela on 31 July 
1986 when it addressed the Council on behalf of the Con­
tadora and Support Groups. 

Speaking at the 2716th meeting in right of reply, the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua asserted that the 
representative of the United States knew that Nicaragua 
had never alleged or insinuated that the jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice over the parties derived 
solely from the fact that both Nicaragua and the United 
States were Members of the United Nations. The repre­
sentative of the United States knew that the Court had laid 
down that it had jurisdiction and that each of the parties 
had freely and in exercise of its sovereignty accepted the 
jurisdiction of the Court and that, under the Charter, if the 
Court's jurisdiction were challenged, it was the Court, and 
the Court alone, that was to decide. The Foreign Minister 
contended that, legally and morally, the United States Gov­
ernment did not have a leg to stand on in defending its re­
jection of the Court's judgment. Perhaps the United States 
felt that the Court was a kangaroo court but, if not, he won­
dered why the United States Government did not respect 
that judgment and put an end to its war of aggression 
against Nicaragua. 

At the 2717th meeting, on 27 October 1986, the repre­
sentative of Venezuela noted with concern that despite the 
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decision of the International Court of Justice of 27 June 
1986 and repeated appeals addressed by the Contadora 
Group and the Support Group, recent developments 
showed that the idea still persisted that peace in Central 
America could be attained by means of war. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics stated that his delegation be­
lieved Nicaragua's present appeal to the Council was well 
founded and very timely. He stressed that the decision of 
the International Court of Justice had been given a positive 
reception by the overwhelming majority of the States 
members of the international community and noted that the 
Heads of State and Government of I 00 members of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries meeting at Harare 
had called upon the United States to comply with the de­
cision. The Soviet representative pointed out that when 
Nicaragua had called on the Council in July to confirm the 
Court's decision, the position adopted by the majority of 
the Council's members in support of the international legal 
order had been rejected by the United States delegation, 
which alone had voted against the draft resolution52 sub­
mitted on the agenda item. He stressed his Government's 
belief that the decision of the International Court of Justice 
had to be implemented immediately and fully and that the 
Security Council had to state its authoritative opinion on 
the matter. 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Algeria 
pointed out that in its decision of 27 June 1986 the Inter­
national Court of Justice had placed responsibility on the 
United States and in so doing required that there be full 
respect for the principles of the Charter of the United Na­
tions in relations among States, regardless of differences 
in their systems and their disproportionate means. Another 
speaker, the representative of Bulgaria, declared that Nica­
ragua's request that the Council meet to consider the non­
compliance with the Court's judgment was fully under­
standable, particularly in the context of the serious 
arguments cited by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Nicaragua and new, irrefutable facts attesting to the esca­
lation of tension in the region precisely because of the non­
compliance with that judgment and the violation of funda­
mental principles of international law. The representative 
reminded the Council that the International Court of Jus­
tice had ruled that the United States must cease and desist 
immediately from all acts designed to strengthen military 
and paramilitary activities against Nicaragua. He main­
tained that it was a question not merely of putting the de­
cision of the Court into effect, but of respect for and com­
pliance with fundamental principles and elementary norms 
of international law on which the United Nations was 
based. The Court's judgment had not been respected, 
which, particularly in the context of other developments 
related to the area, prompted Bulgaria to share the deep 
concern of Nicaragua's Minister for Foreign Affairs and 
other delegations regarding the serious consequences of 
non-compliance with the decisions of the International 
Court of Justice. 

The representative of Ghana noted that the request by 
Nicaragua that the Council enforce the judgment of the In­
ternational Court of Justice was unprecedented, but was 
based on the juridical foundation enabled by Article 94, 
paragraph 2, of the Charter, and his delegation found the 

52S/18250, OR. 41st yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1986. 
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request to be in order. His delegation also shared the view 
that such consideration by the Council should concentrate 
on the facts as they impinged upon international law. The 
representative of Ghana declared that the judgment by the 
Court was of an historic nature, not only because of its mo­
mentous elaboration of the fundamental tenets of custom­
ary international law upon which the whole corpus of in­
ter-state relations rested, but also because it represented a 
veritable voice of reason and objectivity in a world that had 
become accustomed to the use of violence to secure unilat­
eral settlement of disputes. The Court, he recalled, had 
painstakingly appraised the evidence available to it and 
taken meticulous care not to prejudice the interests of the 
absent party, the United States, as it was required to do 
under Article 53 of its Statute. Its judgment was therefore 
widely concurred in and respected. Of particular signifi­
cance to Ghana was that inherent in the Court's decision 
was a clear statement of what constituted right and wrong 
in inter-state relations. The judgment upheld the principles 
of the Charter and charted the course that the Council 
should pursue in its attempt to ensure the maintenance of 
international peace and security. Lacking the facility of law 
enforcement agencies to compel respect for its prescrip­
tions, international law relied fundamentally on the good­
will and high sense of responsibility of all States in the 
discharge of their duties as members of the community of 
nations. Citing Article 94 of the Charter, the speaker 
stressed that the decisions of the International Court of Jus­
tice represented authoritative declarations that bound the 
parties in dispute before it. In that context, his Government 
shared the considered reasoning found in Justice Ruda's 
separate opinion, which declared that States cannot, as the 
United States Government sought to do by its letter of 18 
January 1985 to the Court, reserve the right to comply with 
or disregard the Court's decisions. Consequently, Ghana 
was unable to subscribe to the view that the Court's deci­
sion was inapposite by reason of the political nature of the 
facts before it and impliedly inconsequential in regulating 
the future conduct of the United States or any country in 
Central America, in particular with regard to Nicaragua. 
While there was no question that a State might within its 
competence terminate its adherence to the compulsory ju­
risdiction of the International Court of Justice, such action 
must comply with the time limits established by the 
Court's procedures and practice, which that State under­
took to respect when it accepted the jurisdiction of the 
Court in the first place. It was therefore difficult for the 
delegation of Ghana to agree with any assertions that con­
tradicted settled practice in that regard. 

Continuing, the representative of Ghana declared that 
more far-reaching in its practical consequences for the in­
tegrity and viability of the Court was the point of view that 
a State party to a dispute before it could assume unilateral 
powers and pronounce upon the Court's competence to 
handle such a dispute. The speaker, citing Article 36, para­
graph 6, of the Court's Statute, pointed out that the foun­
ders of the United Nations had left determination as to the 
competence of the Court with respect to its jurisdiction in 
no doubt. It was difficult to understand what could only be 
regarded as the ambivalence exhibited by one party to the 
dispute in its attitude to the Court. The determination of 
the Court in respect of the obligations of a Member State 
under international customary law, and in the present case 
the Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation between the 
United States and Nicaragua, were clear and unambiguous. 
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It would be appropriate, therefore, for the Council to urge 
compliance with the International Court's judgment, for to 
do otherwise would be to cause the expectations of small 
States that protection existed under the Charter to be sub­
stantially revised. The speaker declared that Article 94, 
paragraph 2, of the Charter stipulated actions that the 
Council was entitled to take in the matter. The Council 
could either make recommendations or take measures to 
give effect to the judgment. The seriousness of the situ­
ation demanded that the Council not shirk its solemn re­
sponsibility for upholding the rule of law. Taking into ac­
count all the circumstances surrounding the consideration 
of the complaint, however, the delegation of Ghana hoped 
that members of the Council would agree that what the 
Council would like to see now was respect for the Court 
and its judgment in the present dispute. The speaker added 
that the Council, in its deliberations on the matter, might 
wish to note the collective view of the Heads of State or 
Government of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries 
as reflected in their Declaration adopted in Harare. 

Speaking in right of reply, the representative of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics declared that the United 
States Government had nothing with which to counter the 
brilliant, juridical line of reasoning presented by the repre­
sentative of Ghana. 

Addressing the 2718th meeting, on 28 October 1986, on 
the same agenda item, the representative of Spain stated 
that scrupulous respect for the Charter and the decisions of 
the International Court of Justice had become the corner­
stones not merely of the present juridical system but of re­
lations and coexistence between States. In the present case, 
both the integrity of international law and the ability of the 
United Nations to discharge its responsibility for the main­
tenance of international peace and security were at stake. 
In the view of the delegation of Spain, it was not the time 
to enter into legal disquisitions on the competence of the 
International Court of Justice to hear the case and thus 
draw hypothetical conclusions about binding jurisdiction. 
The Court itself had settled the matter rightly in the light 
of the arguments set forth in the Court's decision and bear­
ing in mind that under Article 36, paragraph 6, of the 
Court's Statute, which was binding upon both parties in­
volved in the dispute, it was for the Court to decide 
whether it had jurisdiction. The representative stated that 
the principles of the Charter and the norms of customary 
law invoked in the Court's judgment constituted full legal 
obligations for all States. Furthermore, according to the 
Statute, the judgment calling for respect for those princi­
ples bore the full force of res judicata. Compliance with it 
was a political imperative of the first order, since respect 
for the foundations of the current international legal order 
was at issue. It was of the greatest importance that the 
peace process initiated by Contadora should benefit from 
respect for international law and not be hampered by the 
introduction of doubts about a judgment that all had ac­
cepted and whose applicability all had proclaimed. 

Speaking before the same meeting of the Council, the 
representative of the Congo noted that in July 1986 the 
Council had not been able to adopt a consensus resolution 
on the judgment of the Court. He expressed the hope that 
the Council would now be able to agree on elements that 
could easily win general agreement, if only to preserve the 
opportunities for peace in accordance with the rules and 
usages of international law and the full symbolic value of 
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the Charter of the United Nations and the Statute of the 
International Court of Justice in the world of today. 

The following speaker, the representative of Honduras, 
declared that the request brought by Nicaragua pursuant to 
Article 94 of the Charter was closely linked to the grave 
situation unfortunately obtaining in Central America and 
accordingly any decision taken by the Council in response 
to Nicaragua's request would inevitably have an impact on 
that crisis. For that reason, the Foreign Ministry of Hondu­
ras had instructed his delegation to draw the attention of 
the members of the Council and of the international com­
munity to the fact that, by raising the matter for discussion, 
Nicaragua was simply using the present forum and the 
highest judicial organ with the United Nations system for 
its own political ends with a clear propagandist intent, to 
the detriment of the prestige and dignity of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. The speaker drew a parallel be­
tween the present attempt by the Nicaraguan Government 
and the suits it had brought before the International Court 
of Justice against Honduras and Costa Rica when it alleged 
that both countries were involved in activities that in fact 
originated in and occurred within Nicaraguan territory and 
were carried out by Nicaraguans. His Government did not 
merely disagree with the use of the Court for propagandis­
tic purposes by any particular country but in the specific 
case, it condemned that attitude because it represented a 
further stumbling block placed by Nicaragua in the way of 
the peace process in Central America. The speaker asserted 
that, in resorting to other bodies, Nicaragua was impeding 
the Contadora process and had damaged the prestige of the 
highest court in the world. It was the view of Honduras 
that, in one way or another, the Council should put an end 
to the attempts by Nicaragua to use the Council and the 
Court in order to project an image that did not reflect the 
facts experienced by its people. 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated 
that the complaint by Nicaragua related to the obligation 
on the part of Member States to abide by the judgments of 
the highest international judicial authority, the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. He referred to the Declaration of 
the Eighth Conference of Heads of State or Government of 
the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries held in Harare 
relating to the decision of the International Court of Jus­
tice. He added that the text of Article 94 of the Charter 
stated clearly that it was possible to resort to the Security 
Council when a Member failed to abide by a judgment of 
the Court. The Council should therefore decide on what 
steps should be taken to ensure that the judgment was exe­
cuted. His Government urged the members of the Council 
to assume their full responsibilities to defend international 
legality and to constrain the United States to comply with 
the judgment of 27 June 1986. 

The representative of Democratic Yemen asserted that, 
rather than comply with the judgment of the International 
Court of Justice, the United States had increased its inter­
ference in the internal affairs of Nicaragua. He stressed that 
Nicaragua had submitted its complaint against the United 
States to the International Court of Justice in accordance 
with Chapter VI of the United Nations Charter and relevant 
provisions in the Statute of the Court. The negative United 
States position with regard to that judgment was contrary 
to the position of Central America and also obstructed the 
efforts of the Contadora Group. His Government called 
upon the Security Council to prevail upon the United States 
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to accept the judgment so that a deterioration of the situ­
ation in Central America might be averted. The appeal to 
the United States to respect the decisions of the Court re­
flected the aspirations of the international community to 
preserve international peace and security and would facili­
tate efforts to establish peace and security in Central Amer­
ica. 

The following speaker, the representative of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran, stressed that in the absence of a law en­
forcement agency for international law, the attitude of the 
permanent members of the Security Council towards the 
role of the Organization was of great significance, with re­
spect for the judgments of the International Court of Justice 
in particular being of crucial importance. Regrettably, the 
United States was the best example of violators of interna­
tional law as well as of the decisions of the Court. The ba­
sic question therefore was not the filing of a complaint 
against the United States in The Hague or in the Security 
Council, but whether, with that kind of attitude, there was 
really any future for international law or for the Organiza­
tion. The decision the Council would be making was of 
very great importance to the whole Organization. The dele­
gation of the Islamic Republic of Iran had been following 
the consultations and negotiations relating to the draft reso­
lution'3 and knew, very sadly, how the victimized nations 
were pressured to make concessions simply because their 
adversary was an arrogant Power and a permanent member 
of the Council. The entire body of the United Nations was 
waiting to see how the Council would treat the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. The international community 
should condemn the illegal actions and irresponsible prac­
tices and policies of a permanent member of the Council 
towards its neighbour. The Council's decision would dem­
onstrate whether its present members were going to destroy 
the United Nations or to revive, refresh and energize the 
Organization. 

Thereafter, the President of the Council called attention 
to the draft resolution before the Council submitted by the 
delegations of the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad 
and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates.53 The relevant 
paragraphs of the draft resolution read: 

'The Security Council, 

Aware that, under the Charter of the United Nations, the Interna­
tional Court of Justice is the principal judicial organ of the United 
Nations and that each Member undertakes to comply with the decision 
of the Court in any case to which it is a party, 

Considering that Article 36, paragraph 6, of the Statute of the Court 
provides that "In the event of a dispute as to whether the Court has 
jurisdiction, the matter shall be settled by the decision of the Court", 

Taking note of the judgment of the International Court of Justice of 
27 June 1986 in the case of "Military and Paramilitary Activities in 
and against Nicaragua", 

Having considered the events that have taken place in and against 
Nicaragua after the said judgment, in particular, the continued financ­
ing by the United States of military and other activities in and against 
Nicaragua, 

I. Urgently calls for full and immediate compliance with the judg­
ment of the International Court of Justice of 27 June 1986 in the case 
of Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua in 
conformity with the relevant provisions of the Charter; 

53Ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986, S/18428. 
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2. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Council informed 
on the implementation of this resolution. 

Speaking before the vote, the representative of Thailand 
declared that Article 94, paragraph I, of the Charter con­
tained a solemn undertaking by every State Member of the 
United Nations to comply with the decision of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice in any case to which it was a party. 
Noting the position of the United States on the competence 
and jurisdiction of the Court, the speaker stressed that it 
was a fact that in the determination of the Court, the United 
States was consid~red a party to the case in question. While 
Nicaragua had relied on Article 94, paragraph 2, of the 
Charter to request the Council to convene the present meet­
ing, the Council, in so convening, had not ipso facto rec­
ognized that a party had indeed failed to perform the obli­
gations incumbent upon it under the judgment at issue. 
Moreover, the Council was faced with a dilemma explicit 
in Article 94, paragraph 2, which was that the Council 
might make recommendations or decide upon measures un­
der that provision only if it considered that a party had 
failed to perform its obligations under a judgment of the 
Court, a determination that was intrinsically legal in na­
ture. That might be one of the reasons why the Article had 
not been invoked heretofore. In the speaker's view, the 
Council's initial concern should be to assist by practical 
means the process of achieving a peaceful settlement of the 
problem, bearing in mind its implications for the peace and 
security of all the countries in Central America. He as­
serted that the judgment of 27 June 1986 might constitute 
a central pillar, but it was not necessarily the only one 
needed to support possible action by the Council. There 
were certain legal principles, in particular the principle of 
non-intervention, which were generally recognized and 
were valid, with or without any elaboration by the Court. 
Indeed, the Court had recognized those principles as cus­
tomary international law. At that stage, the delegation of 
Thailand believed it to be more constructive for the Coun­
cil to attempt practical measures to assist the Contadora 
and the Support Groups. Therefore, without having to rely 
on Article 94, the Council could still play a useful role at 
that juncture. On the other hand, the representative cau­
tioned, overreliance on Article 94 at that stage would prove 
counterproductive. To enhance its effectiveness in main­
taining international peace and security, the Council should 
look for practical measures to bring about the desired re­
sults, especially in view of the fact that it had recently 
failed to adopt a draft resolution on a similar subject. 
Therefore, Thailand found that the draft resolution before 
the Council, 53 based as it was on Article 94, posed an un­
resolved dilemma for the Council, which, in the opinion of 
the Thai delegation, could have been asked to take more 
appropriate action in pursuit of a peaceful settlement. It 
was with regret, therefore, that Thailand would abstain on 
the draft resolution. 

Speaking before the vote, the representative of the 
United States, announcing his intention to vote against the 
draft resolution, stated that the Council members had heard 
States that did not themselves accept the compulsory juris­
diction of the International Court of Justice denounce the 
United States for not accepting that which they themselves 
did not accept. He asserted that what was at stake was most 
emphatically not simply a legal question, despite Nicara­
gua's strenuous efforts to pretend otherwise. The interna­
tional community could not sidestep the reality of the situ• 
ation in Central America by hiding behind a decision of 
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the International Court of Justice, much less a decision that 
the Court had neither the jurisdiction nor competence to 
render. It did not suffice to claim, as some had done, that 
the Court must have had jurisdiction because Article 36, 
paragraph 6, of its Statute says that the Court may decide 
disputes concerning that jurisdiction. He declared that no 
court, not even the International Court of Justice, had the 
legal power to assert jurisdiction where no basis existed for 
that jurisdiction. The language and negotiating history of 
the Charter of the United Nations and the International 
Court of Justice, as well as the consistent interpretation of 
those instruments by the Court, the Security Council and 
Member States, made abundantly clear that the Court's 
claim of jurisdiction and competence in the present case 
was without foundation in law or fact. Approval by the 
Council of a resolution that simply ignored those fatal de­
fects in Nicaragua's position before the Council would not 
serve the cause of peace in Central America. The draft 
resolution before the Council sought to present, in the 
guise of support for the 27 June 1986 decision of the Court, 
a one-sided picture of the situation in Central America. 

The representative of China stated his view that the judg­
ment of the International Court of Justice should be re­
spected by the countries concerned. 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft resolu­
tion, 54 which received 11 votes to I, with 3 abstentions, 
and was not adopted owing to the negative vote of a per­
manent member of the Security Council. 

Addressing the Council after the vote, the representative 
of Denmark stated that his country remained convinced of 
the important role of the International Court of Justice in 
the peaceful settlement of disputes and of the necessity for 
Member States to accept the Court's verdicts. As one of 
the few countries to have accepted the compulsory juris­
diction of the Court with no understandings or reserva­
tions, it was the view of Denmark that it would be appro­
priate if more Member States did likewise. It was 
Denmark's firm belief in, and support for, the principles 
of international justice that the Court represented that had 
led it to vote in favour of the draft resolution. 

Also speaking after the vote, the representative of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
stated that compliance by the parties with the decisions of 
the International Court of Justice was a clear Charter obli­
gation, but that it was nothing less than presumptuous for 
Nicaragua to call for selective application of the Charter in 
that case. That was not respect for the Charter, but taking 
advantage of it for narrow political ends. While his dele­
gation did not challenge the draft resolution on legal 
grounds, it was unable to support a draft resolution that 
failed to take account of the wider political factors and 
failed to acknowledge that Nicaragua had largely brought 
its troubles upon itself. His delegation therefore had ab­
stained. 

Speaking next, the representative of France asserted that 
the draft resolution contained questionable references to 
the judgment of27 June 1986, both on matters of substance 
and on the Court's role, and for that reason his delegation 
had been obliged to abstain. 

Also speaking after the vote, the representative of Ghana 
expressed regret that the Council had been unable to act in 

54Ibid. 



favour of the judgment of the International Court of Justice 
and thereby underpin the Charter. Although the decision 
taken by the Council was legal, it was a paradigm of what 
could constitute regression unless the world community 
acted together and in good faith to contain the threat to 
international peace and security in Central America. 
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The representative of Nicaragua then stated that in the 
debate the United States had called into question the valid­
ity of the Court's judgment and the respect that was due to 
its findings. Nicaragua had the right and the duty to con­
tinue to use all the machinery of the United Nations for the 
peaceful settlement of disputes. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter follows the format adopted for previous _Suppleme_nts. ~e 
Council received no applications for admission and thus there was neither cons1derat1~n 
nor decision taken by it in the period from I January 1985 to 31 December 1988. As m 
previous Supplements, part I would have set forth in tabular form applications for ad­
mission, consideration thereof and decisions taken by the Council. Parts II to VI would 
have reflected the procedures employed by the Council in the consideration of applica­
tions. Part VII deals with practices relating to the applicability of Articles Sand 6 of the 
Charter. 

During the period under review, the Council did not adopt new rules of procedure 
or amend the existing rules relating to the admission of new members. 

Part I 

TABLE OF APPLICATIONS AND OF ACTIONS TAKEN THEREON BY THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL AND THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 1985-1988 

NOTE 

The data in the previous volumes of the Repertoire were 
not supplemented by additional material during the period 
under review. However, the table in previous volumes 
should be consulted for an explanation of their organiza­
tion. Further, the modifications in the table introduced in 
the earlier Supplements are to be maintained. 

In connection with applications pending on 1 January 
1985 (table D below) the Council had before it a note 1 

dated I July 1987 circulating a letter of the same date from 
the observer of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea 
addressed to the President of the Council transmitting the 
text of a memorandum dated 22 June from the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the Democratic People's Republic of 
Korea. The Council also had before it a note2 by the Presi­
dent of the Security Council circulating the text of a letter 
dated 17 August from the observer of the Republic of Ko­
rea addressed to the President of the Council and its enclo­
sure. 

On the one hand, the Democratic People's Republic of 
Korea contended that the attempt to facilitate the simulta­
neous entry of the two Koreas into the United Nations was 
an "injustice" and that, since the question of Korea's mem­
bership in the United Nations was inseparable from the 
cause of national reunification, such an action would per­
petuate the division of the country. The Democratic P~o­
ple's Republic of Korea further stressed that the question 
of United Nations membership was by its nature a question 
that must be discussed first within the two Koreas and that, 
if the question was brought to the United Nations by any 
State before the North and the South reached an agreement, 
it would be an infringement on the principle of national 
self-determination as well as a violation of Article 2, para­
graph 7, of the Charter. 

On the other hand, the Republic of Korea maintained 
that it had special claims to United Nations membership 

1S/18958, enclosure, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1987. 
2S/19054, enclosure, ibid. 

on grounds that the country's birth and early history were 
inseparable from the actions of the Organization. The Re­
public of Korea recalled that it had been seeking its rightful 
place in the United Nations since it had first applied for 
membership in January 1949, but that, while the General 
Assembly had repeatedly determined that the Republic of 
Korea was fully qualified for membership,3 its quest for 
United Nations membership had been frustrated by the ex­
ercise of the veto by one of the permanent members of the 
Security Council. The Republic of Korea further main­
tained that the admission of both Koreas to the United 
Nations would increase opportunities for dialogue and co­
operation between them, thereby enhancing chances for 
peace and unification in Korea, and that, therefore, the Re­
public of Korea was not opposed to North Korea's mem­
bership in the United Nations. The Republic of Korea also 
stressed that, contrary to the assertion by North Korea, 
membership of one or both Koreas would bridge the divi­
sion between the two parts of Korea through peaceful 
dialogue and cooperation in the framework of the United 
Nations. 

There were also a number of other notes by the President 
of the Council circulating letters from the Democratic Peo­
ple's Republic of Korea and the Republic of Korea co~­
taining passing references to the question of membership 
and reflecting the respective positions of the two parts of 
Korea along the lines described above.4 However, none of 
the letters sought explicitly to renew the pending applica­
tions of the Koreas, nor did the Council consider the matter 
during the period under review. 

3The following General Assembly resolutions were cited: 296 G 
(IV) of22 November 1949, 1017 A (XI) of28 February 1957 and 
1144 A (XII) of25 October 1957. 

4For the relevant texts, see S/17483 (Democratic People's Re­
public of Korea), OR, 40thyr., Suppl.for July-Sept. 198$; S/19026 
(Republic of Korea), OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1987; 
S/19040 (Democratic People's Republic of Korea), ibid.; S/19094 
(Democratic People's Republic of Korea), ibid.; S/19272 (Demo­
cratic People's Republic of Korea), OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Oct.­
Dec. I 987; S/20028 (Republic of Korea), OR. 43rd yr .. Suppl. for 
July-Sept. 1988. 
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**A. APPLICATIONS RECOMMENDED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

**B. APPLICATIONS THAT FAILED TO OBTAIN A RECOMMENDATION 

**C. DISCUSSION OF THE QUESTION IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL, 1985-1988 

D. APPLICATIONS PENDING ON 1 JANUARY 1985 

Applicant 

Republic of Korea 
Democratic People's 

Republic of Korea 

Dare uf application 

19 January 1949 
9 February I 949 

Document 

S/1238, OR, 4th yr. Suppl. for Feb. 1949 
S/1247, ibid. 

**E. APPLICATIONS SUBMITTED BETWEEN 1 JANUARY 1985 AND 
31 DECEMBER 1988 

**F. VOTES IN THE SECURITY COUNCIL ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS AND AMEND­
MENTS CONCERNING APPLICATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO MEMBERSHIP IN 
THE UNITED NATIONS, 1985-1988 

**G. VOTES IN THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING 
SECURITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADMISSION TO MEMBERSHIP 
IN THE UNITED NATIONS, 1985-1988 

**Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE ADOPTION OR AMENDMENT OF 
RULES 58-60 OF THE PROVISIONAL RULES OF PROCEDURE 

**Part III 

PRESENTATION OF APPLICATIONS 

**Part IV 

REFERENCE OF APPLICATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE ON 
THE ADMISSION OF NEW MEMBERS 

**Part V 

PROCEDURES IN THE CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS 
WITHIN THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

**Part VI 

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

Part VII 

PRACTICES RELATIVE TO THE APPLICABILITY OF 
ARTICLES S AND 6 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

In accordance with Article 5 of the Charter, a Member of the United Nations against 
which preventive or enforcement action has been taken by the Security Council may be 
suspended from the exercise of the rights and privileges of membership by the General 
Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. Article 6 stipulates that a 



Part VII. Practices relative to the applicability of Articles 5 and 6 of the Charter 

Member of the United Nations which has persistently violated the principles of the Char­
ter may be expelled from the Organization by the General Assembly upon the recom­
mendation of the Security Council. 

During the period under review, the Security Council neither took nor considered 
any measures involving Articles 5 or 6 of the Charter. 

There were, however, three occasions when Article 5 was referred to implicitly and 
when measures were suggested in fulfilment of the Charter provision during the Coun­
cil's consideration of the situation in the Arab occupied territories. 5 

There were also three instances in which there were explicit references to Article 
6 in connection with the Council's consideration of agenda items relating to South Af­
rica.6 

Furthermore, there were a few occasions where Article 6 was referred to implicitly 
in connection with the Council's consideration of various agenda items dealing with 
South Africa. 7 

5For implicit references to Article 5 in connection with the consideration of the situation in the 
occupied Arab territories, see S/PV.2644, p. 18 (PLO), and p. 37 (Syrian Arab Republic); and 
S/PV.2645, pp. 34 and 35 (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya). 

6For explicit references to Article 6 in connection with the consideration of the complaint by 
Angola against South Africa, see S/PV.2597, p. 12 (Madagascar); S/PV.2616, p. 27 (Madagascar); 
and, in connection with the situation in southern Africa, S/PV.2686, p. 12 (Madagascar). 

7For implicit references to Article 6 in connection with the consideration of the situation in 
Namibia, see S/PV.2587, p. 10 (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya); S/PV.2758, p. 32 (Angola); in connection 
with the question of South Africa, S/PV.2602, p. 22 (Syrian Arab Republic); in connection with the 
complaint by Angola against South Africa, S/PV.2606, pp. 12 and 13 (Angola); and, in connection 
with the situation in southern Africa, S/PV.2657, p. 18 (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya). 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The principles underlying the organization and presen­
tation of the material found in chapters VIII-XII of this 
Supplement are the same as for the previous volumes of 
the Repertoire. Those volumes should be consulted for a 
full statement of such principles. 

Chapter VIII contains the chain of proceedings on the 
substance of each of the questions included in part I of the 
report of the Security Council to the General Assembly, 
entitled "Questions considered by the Security Council un­
der its responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security." The range of questions may be 
deemed to fall under chapters VI and VII of the Charter. 
Ancillary material from the Official Records bearing on 
relevant Articles of the Charter is presented in chapters X­
XII. References to the ancillary material are given at 
the appropriate points in the entries for each question in 
this chapter. 

As an outline of the proceedings of the Council in re­
spect of the questions included in its agenda, chapter VIII 
constitutes a framework within which the ancillary legal 
and constitutional discussion recorded in chapters X-XII 
may be considered. The chapter is, therefore, an aid to the 
examination of the deliberations of the Council expressly 
related to the provisions of the Charter within the context 
of the chain of proceedings on the agenda item. 

The questions are dealt with in the chronological order 
of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council.' 

Those questions which had been included in the Coun­
cil's agenda before the period under review are presented 
in the order in which the Council resumed their considera-

1For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chap. X, part 
Ill. As indicated in the editorial note, the questions included in the 
agenda of the Council during the years 1985-1988 appear under 
conventional short titles. 
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tion.2 They are: the situation in the Middle East; the situation 
between Iran and Iraq; the question of South Africa; the 
situation in Namibia; the situation in Cyprus; the complaint 
by Angola against South Africa; the Middle East problem, 
including the Palestinian question; the complaint by Leso­
tho against South Africa; the situation in the occupied Arab 
territories; and the situation concerning Western Sahara. 

The framework of the material for each question is pro­
vided by the succession of affirmative and negative deci­
sions within the purview of this chapter. Decisions related 
to the subject matter of chapters I-VI of the Repertoire are, 
as a rule, omitted as not relevant to the purpose of this 
chapter or of the ancillary chapters X-XII. The decisions 
are entered in uniform manner. Affirmative decisions are 
entered under a heading indicative of the content of the 
decision, and negative decisions are entered under a head­
ing indicative solely of the origin of the proposal or draft 
resolution. Affirmative decisions have been reproduced in 
full as constitutive of the practice of the Council, while 
negative decisions are indicated in summarized form. 
Where the negative decision relates to a draft resolution in 
connection with which discussion has taken place concern­
ing the application of the Charter, the text of the relevant 
parts of the draft resolution will in most instances be found 
in chapters X-XII. 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, an ana­
lytical table of measures adopted by the Council arranged 
broadly by type of measure has been included as part I of 
chapter VIII. This table should be regarded as of the nature 
of an index to chapter VIII; and no constitutional signifi­
cance should be attached to the headings. In certain in­
stances main headings and subheadings have been added, 
deleted or modified in order to adjust the table to the recent 
changes in the nature of the measures adopted by the 
Council. 

2See chapter II, "Agenda", part IV, B (lb), of the present Sup­
plement. 
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Part I 

ANALYTICAL TABLE OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

NOTE 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the entries 
in this tabulation are restricted to a reference to the question, 
the date of the decision and the serial number of the deci­
sion. Preambular references are not included except where 
related to detennination of the nature of the question. 

I. Preliminary measures for the elucidation of fact 

Encouragement to the Secretary-General to carry out investigations in 
response to allegations brought to his attention by any Member 
State concerning the possible use of chemical weapons 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 26 August 1988 (res. 620 (I 988)), para. 2 

II. Determination of the nature of tbe question 

A. Existence of a breach of the peace 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), preamble 
B. A threat to, or an endangering of, international peace and security 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of24 February 1986 (res. 582 (1986)), preamble 
Decision of 8 October 1986 (res. 588 1986)), preamble 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of20 June 1985 (res. 567 (1985)), para. I 
Decision of 20 September 1985 (res. 571 ( 1985)), pream­

ble, para. 1 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), preamble, 

para. I 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), preamble 
Decision of 25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), pre­

amble 
C. Acts or policies having wider implications for international 

peace and security 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 13 June 1986, President's statement, para. I 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of I 9 June 1985 (res. 566 ( 1985)), preamble 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 ( 1986)), preamble 
D. A threat to, or an endangering of, the security of a region 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 16 January 1987, President's statement; para. 2 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 19 June 1985, (res. 566 ( 1985)), preamble 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February 1988 (res. 581 ( 1988)), preamble 

E. A threat to, or an endangering of, peace and security in a region 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of I 5 March 1985, President's statement, para. I 
Decision of21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 5 
Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 4 

Letter dated I October 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (res. 573 ( 1985)), preamble 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 (I 985)), pre­
amble 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February 1988 (res. 581 (1988)), preamble 

F. An aggravation of tensions, or ofa threat to security, in a region 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 16 January 1987, President's statement, 

para. 2 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 13 June 1986, President's statement, para. I 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 ( 1986)), preamble 
Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con­

nection with the incident of 20 June 1988) 
Decision of24 June 1988, President's statement, para. 5 

G. A situation having grave or adverse consequences for endeav­
ours to achieve peace in a region 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 
Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), pre­

amble 
Decision of 26 August 1988, President's statement, 

para. 3 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 16 March 1988 (res. 610 (1988)), preamble 
Decision of 17 June 1988 (res. 6 I 5 ( 1988)), preamble 

H. An act of aggression against, or a violation of, the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of a country 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 ( 1985)), para. I 
Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. I 
Decision of7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para.I 
Decision of6 December 1985 (res. 577 (1985)), para. 2 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1967)), pre-

amble, paras. 1, 2 
Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. 1 
Letter dated 1 October 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (res. 573 ( 1985)), preamble 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 ( 1985)), pre­
amble, para. I 

Letter dated 19 April 1988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 25 April 1988 (res. 611 (1988)), preamble, 
para. I 

I. A violation of the sovereignty, independence and territorial in­
tegrity of a country 

Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con­
nection with the incident of 20 June 1988) 

Decision of 24 June 1988, President's statement, para. 1 
J. The violation of international humanitarian law and other laws 

of armed conflict 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 22 December 1986, President's statement, 
para. 3 

Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of20 July 1987, (res. 598 (1987)), preamble 
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K. The use of chemical weapons in violation of the Geneva Proto• 
col of 1925 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 21 March I 986, President's statement, para. 3 

Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 2 

Decision of 20 July 198 7 (res. 5 98 ( 198 7)), preamble 
Decision of 9 May 1988 (res. 6 I 2 ( 1987)), preamble, 

para. 2 

Decision of26 August 1988 (res. 620 ( 1988)). preamble, 
para. I 

L. Policies or practices which violate fundamental human rights 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 2 

T~e situation in Namibia 
Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, para. 2 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 
Decision of22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. I 

Decision of 26 August 1988. President's statement, para. 2 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 2 

M. The taking of hostages and abductions as offences of grave con­
cern to the international community, having severe adverse con­
sequences for the rights of the victims and for the promotion of 
friendly relations and cooperation among States 

Letter dated I 6 December 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of the United States of America to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 18 December 1985 (res. 579 ( 1985)) pre­
amble 

N. Apartheid as the root cause of the situation in South Africa or 
in the region 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December I 985 (res. 580 ( 1985)), pre• 
amble 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con• 
nection with the incident of 20 June 1988) 

Decision of 24 June 1988, President's statement, para. 6 

Ill. Injunctions to Goveraments and autboritiu involnd 
in disputes and situations 

A. Call for cessation of hostilities, military operations, armed at• 
tacks or other acts of aggression 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 15 March 1985, President's statement, para. 2 
Decision of25 April 1985, President's statement, para. 4 

Decision of24 February 1986 (res. 582 (1986)), para. 3 

Decision of 20 July 1987 (res. 598), para. 1 
Decision of 8 August 1988, President's statement, para. 4 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 

para. 4 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 3 
Decision of7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 3 
Decision of6 December 1985 (res. 577 {1985)), para. 4 
Decision of 25 November 1987 (res. 602 { 1987)), para. 4 

Letter dated 17 June I 98 5 from the Permanent Repre• 
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985, (res. 568 ( 1985)). para. 3 
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Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. 7 

Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con• 
nection with the incident of 20 June 1988) 

Decision of 24 June 1988, President's statement, para. 5 
B. Call to desist from acts violating the sovereignty and territorial 

integrity of a State 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 (1985)), para. 3 

Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 3 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. 7 

C. Call to refrain from the use or threat of force 

Letter dated I October 198 5 from the Permanent Repre• 
sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (res. 573 ( 1985)), para. 2 

The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. 2 

D. Call for cessation of violence against civilians 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 24 May 1985, President's statement, para. 2 

Decision of 31 May 1985 (res. 564 ( 1985)), para. 1 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 5 March 1985, President's statement 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 4 

E. Call to desist from acts that lead to the escalation of a conflict 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 4 

F. Cessation or avoidance of violent acts 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 6 June 1986, President's statement, para. 4 

Decision of 2 December 1986, President's statement 

Decision of 8 December 1986 (res. 592 (1986)), para. 5 
Decision of I 9 March 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 ( 1985)), para. 7 

G. Call on States not to allow its territory to be used as a spring• 
board for attacks against neighbouring countries 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. 7 

H. Call for the withdrawal of armed forces 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 23 September 1986 (res. 587 (1986)), para. 7 

Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, para. 7 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 ( 1986)), para. 3 

Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), para. 1 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 ( 1985)}, para. 3 

Decision of 20 September 1985 (res 571 (I 985)), para. 3 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 6 December I 985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), para. 4 
Decision of25 ~ovember 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. 4 

L Call to observe a ceasefire 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 13 February 1987, President's statement, 
para. 2 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 24 rebruary I 986 (res. 582 (I 986)), para. 3 
Decision of 20 July 1987 (res. 598 ( 1987)), para. I 
Decision of 8 August 1988, President's statement. para. 3 
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J. Call for the respect of the territorial integrity of States not par• 
ties to hostilities 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 6 
Decision of22 December 1986, President's statement, para. 3 

K. Call for the cessation of the illegal occupation or administration 
of a Territory 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 

para. 6 
Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 

para. 3 
L. Call for restraint by the parties 

The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 24 May I 985, President's statement, para. 4 

Decision of 6 June 1986, President's statement, para. 4 

Decision of 2 December 1986, President's statement 
Decision of 6 December 1986 (res. 592 ( 1986)), para. 5 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 8 August 1988, President's statement, para. 4 

Statement by the President 
Decision of 30 December 1985, President's statement, 

para. 3 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. 4 
M. Call to refrain from taking any action inconsistent with a party's 

obligations 
Statement by the President 

Decision of 30 December 1985, President's statement, 
para. 3 

N. Call for strict observance of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 25 April I 985, President's statement, para. 3 
Decision of 21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 4 

Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

Decision of9 May 1988 (res. 612 (1988)), paras. I, 3 

0. Desi stance from policies and practices in violation of the Fourth 
Geneva Convention of 1949 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 
Decision of22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. 3 

P. Obligation of all States in whose territory hostages or abducted 
persons are held urgently to take all appropriate measures to 
secure their safe release 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 from the Permanent Repre• 
sentative of the United States of America to the United 
Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 18 December 1985 {res. 579 (1985)), para. 3 

Q. Call to refrain from the use of mercenaries 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 58 I ( 1986)), para. 2 

R. Call for cessation of violence against, or repression of, a people 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 

para. 4 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 {res. 581 (1986)), 
para. 8 

S. Call to rescind an action determined by the Council to be legally 
invalid 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 5 
Decision of 19 June I 985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 5 

T. Call to rescind a state of emergency or related measures 
The question of South Africa 

Chapter Vlll. Maiateaaace ofiatemational peace aud security 

Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569 ( 1985)), para. 3 

Decision of 13 June 1986, President's statement, para. 2 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 2 

The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. 8 
U. Call to rescind a death sentence or related charges 

The question of South Africa 

Decision of 12 March I 985 (res. 560 ( 1985)), para. 4 
Decision of 20 August 1985, President's statement, para. 3 
Decision of 17 October 1985, President's statement, para. 4 

Decision of 16 March 1988 (res. 6 IO ( 1988)), para. I 

Decision of 17 June 1988 {res. 61 S ( 1988)), para. I 
Decision of 23 November 1988 (res. 623 (1988)), para. 3 

V. Call for the immediate or unconditional release of all political 
detainees 

The question of South Africa 

Decision of 12 March 1985 (res. 560 (1985)), paras. 3, 4 

Decision of 21 August 1985, President's statement, 
para. 3 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. 8 

Decision of 13 June 1986, President's statement, para. 2 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

W. Call to refrain from deporting civilians from occupied territories 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 5 January 1988 (res. 607 (1988)). para. 2 
Decision of 14 January 1988 (res. 608 ( 1988)), paras. I, 2 

Decision of 26 August 1988, President's statement, 
para. 2 

IV. Meuurts in connection with injunctions to be taken by the 
Governments •nd •utboritic:s directly involved in hostilities 

A. To safeguard civilian lives 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 13 February 1987, President's statement, 

para. 4 

Decision of I 9 March I 987, President's statement, para. 3 
8. To alleviate human suffering resulting from acts of violence 

The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 31 May 1985 (res. 564 ( 1985)), para. 3 

Decision of 2 December 1986, President's statement 
C. To facilitate the provision of humanitarian assistance to civil­

ians 

The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 31 May 1985 (res. 564 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 2 December 1986, President's statement 
Decision of 13 February 1987, President's statement, 

paras. 2, 3 

Decision of 19 March 1987, President's statement, para. 2 

D. To ensure the safety of all personnel providing humanitarian 
assistance to civilians 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decisionof31 May 1985 (res. 564 (1985)), para. 3 

E. To release and repatriate prisoners of war 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of24 February 1986 (res. 582 (1986)), para. 4 
Decision of 20 July 198 7 (res. 598 ( 1987)), para. 3 

F. To release any person detained in violation of the Fourth 
Geneva Convention of 1949 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 8 December 1986 (res. 592 ( 1986)), para. 4 
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G. To ensure the return of civilians deported from occupied 
territories 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 
Decision of 14 January 1988 (res. 608 ( 1988)), para. I 
Decision of26 August 1988, President's statement, para. 2 

H. To abide by the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 8 December 1986 (res. 592 ( 1986)), para. 3 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. 3 
Decision of 5 January 1988 (res. 607), para. 3 

I. To respect the right of free navigation and commerce, and the 
operation of offshore installations 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 22 December 1986, President's statement, 

para. 3 
J. To pay or receive compensation for damage suffered as a result 

of an aggressive act 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 6 
Decision of6 December 1985 (res. 577 (1985)), para. 7 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre• 
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed 
to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 (1985)), para. 5 
Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre• 

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 30 September 1985 (res. 572 ( 1985)), para. 4 
Letter dated I October 1985 from the Permanent Repre• 

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (res. 5 73 (1985)), para. 4 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), 
para. 2 

V. Mea1• rcs in connection witb injunctions to be take• by 
otlier Governments and authorities 

A. To refrain from any action which would undermine the inde­
pendence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of a State 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 25 November 1987 (res. 602 ( 1987)), 

para. 6 

B. To refrain from any act which might lead to a further escalation 
and widening of a conflict 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 ( 1986)), para. 7 
Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598) (1987)), para. 5 

C. To refrain from carrying out, supporting or promoting any ac­
tion against a State which might impede the peace objectives of 
a regional group 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 1985 (res. 562 (1985)), para. 3 

D. To exercise utmost restraint 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of24 February 1986 (res. 582 (l 986)), para. 7 
Decision of 20 July I 987 (res. 598 (1987)), para. S 

E. To strictly control the export to parties in a conflict of chemical 
products serving for the production of chemical weapons 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of9 May 1988 (res. 612 (1988)), para. 4 
Decision of 26 August 1988 (res. 620 ( 1988)), para. 3 
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F. To exert pressure on a Government: 
I. To comply with the Charter 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 8 

2. To respect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of a neigh• 
bouring State 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 8 
3. To desist from all acts of aggression against neighbouring 

States 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 8 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 ( 1986)), para. 5 
G. To take measures to dissuade or prevent a country from resort• 

ing to acts of aggression 
Letter dated I October 1985 from the Permanent Repre• 

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (res. 573 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Letter dated 19 April 1988 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 25 April 1988 (res. 611 ( 1988)), para. 2 
H. To fully implement an arms embargo 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 20 September 1985 (res. 571 ( 1985)), para. 4 
Decision of7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 5 

I. To adopt appropriate voluntary measures against a State 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569 (1985)), para. 6 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 14 
J. To use influence and take urgent measures to save the lives of 

condemned civilians 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 16 March 1988 (res. 610 (1988)), para. 2 
Decision of 17 June 1988 (res. 615 (1988)), para. 2 

K. To ensure respect for the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 26 August 1988, President's statement, para. 4 
L. To repudiate, or refrain from recogni:zing, the establishment of 

a so-called interim government in a Territory 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 ( 1985)), para. 4 

M. To observe the international rules and practices concerning the 
safety of civil aviation 

Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Permanent 
Representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council 

Decision of 20 July 1988 (res. 616 ( 1988)), para. 4 
N. To provide assistance: 

I. Necessary to a State 
Letter dated 17 June I 98 5 from the Permanent Repre• 

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. 9 
2. To strengthen the defence capacity of certain States 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 20 September I 985 (res. 571 (1985)), 

para. 5 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 ( 1985)), para. 6 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 198:5)), para. 6 
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3. To facilitate reconstruction of a State's economic infra­
structure 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of6 December 1985 (res. 577 (1985)), para. 8 
4. To strengthen the capacities of States to receive, maintain 

and protect refugees 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. S 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. JO 
S. In fields identified in the report of a subsidiary body 

Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 30 September 1985 (res. 572 ( 1985)), para. S 
0. To increase moral and material assistance to a people 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 2 

VI. Measares for settlement 

A. Compliance with the purposes and principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of IS March 1985, President's statement, para. 2 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), 

paras. 6, 7 
B. Compliance with other instruments of international law 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. 6 

C. Pacific settlement of disputes endorsed or recommended 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of6 June 1986, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of8 December 1986 (res. 592 (1986)), para. S 
Decision of 13 February 1987, President's statement, 

para. 4 
Decision of 19 March 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of IS March 1985, President's statement, para. 2 
Decision of2S April 1985, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of24 February 1986 (res. 582 (1986)), para. S 
Decision of 22 December I 986, President's statement, 

para.2 
Decision of 16 January 1987, President's statement, 

para. s 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 3 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 29 September I 988, President's statement, 
para. 6 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 1985 (res. S62 (198S)), para. 4 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of22 December 1987 (res. 60S (1987)), para. S 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. S 
D. Agreement by the Council to employ appropriate measures 

available under the Charter when considering international dis­
putes, threats to the peace, breaches of the peace and acts of 
aggression 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Cbapter VIU. Mainteaance of international peace ud security 

Decision of 26 September 198S, President's statement, 
para. 6 

E. Procedures of pacific settlement endorsed or recommended 
I. Direct negotiations 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of8 August 1988, President's statement, para. 3 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 4 

Letter dated 6 May 198S from the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 1985 (res. 562 (1985)), para. 4 
2. Good offices, mediation or conciliation 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of24 February 1986 (res. S82 (1986)), para. S 
Decision of 20 July 1987 (res. 598 ( 1987)), para. 4 

The situation in Cyprus 

Decision of 20 September I 98S, President's statement, 
para. 3 

3. Resort to regional agencies or arrangements 
Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 

of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 198S (res. S62 (1985)), para. 2 

4. Examination of all aspects of a conflict 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of2S April 1985, President's statement, para. S 
S. Normalization of relations 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 198S (res. S62 (198S)), para. 4 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of30 December 1985 (res. 580 (198S)), para. 3 
6. Utilization of established channels of communication 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of30 December 198S (res. 580 (198S)), para. 3 

F. A Security Council resolution as the only basis for a peaceful 
settlement of a conflict or problem 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 24 December 1987, President's statement, 

para. 3 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 6 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of3 March 198S, President's statement, para. 3 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 9 

G. Eradication of apartheid as the only basis for the solution of the 
situation in South Africa and consequent steps to be taken 

The question of South Africa 

Decision of 26 July I 98S (res. S69 ( 198S)), para. S 
Decision of21 August 198S, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 3 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of30 December 198S (res. 580 (198S)), para. 8 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. S81 (1986)), paras. 

7, 7(a), 7(b), 7(c) 
Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con­

nection with the incident of 20 June 1988) 
Decision of24 June 1988, President's statement, para. 6 

H. Respect for the territorial integrity of States or for the sanctity 
of international borders 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 6 
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I. 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February I 986 (res. 581 ( 1986)), para. 3 

Respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of a State 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 {1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 3 

J. Respect for the sovereignty, independence and territorial integ­
rity of a State 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 24 May 1985, President's statement. para. 3 
Decision of 31 May 1985, President's statement. para. 2 
Decision of 6 June 1986, President's statement, para. 3 

K. Respect for the sovereignty, airspace. independence and terri­
torial integrity of a State 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 ( J 985)), para. 3 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), para. 4 
Decision of 25 November 1987 {res. 602 ( 1987)), para.4 

L. Reaffirmation of the right of a State, in accordance with rele­
vant provisions of the Charter. to take all measures necessary 
to defend and safeguard its sovereignty, territorial integrity and 
independence 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 4 

M. Release of hostages or abducted persons 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 29 July 1988 (res. 618 ( 1988)), para. 2 
Letter dated 16 December I 985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of the United States to the United Nations ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 18 December 1985 (res. 579 ( 1985)), para. 2 
Statement by the President of the Security Council in con• 

nection with hostage-taking and abduction 
Decision of 28 January 1987, President's statement 

N. Trial of those responsible for deliberate and indiscriminate killings 
Statement by the President 

Decision of 30 December 1985, President's statement, 
para. 2 

VIL Provisions bearing on specific issues relatin1 
to the settlement 

A. Enunciation or affirmation of principles governing settlement 
I. Support for the territorial integrity, sovereignty and inde­

pendence of a State 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 17 April 1985 (res. 561 (1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 17 October 1985 (res. 575 (1985)}, para. 2 
Decision of 18 April I 986 (res. 583 ( 1986)}, para. 2 
Decision of 18 July 1986 (res. 586 ( 1986)), para. 2 
Decision of 15 January 1987 (res. 594 ( 1987)), para. 2 
Decision of 31 July 1987 {res 599 ( 1987}), para. 2 
Decision of 29 January 1988 (res. 609 ( 1988)), para. 2 
Decision of29 July 1988 (res. 617 (1988)), para. 2 

2. Reaffirmation of the sovereignty and inalienable right of 
States freely to decide their own political, economic and so­
cial systems, to develop their international relations accord­
ing to their people's interests free from outside interference, 
subversion, direct or indirect coercion or threats of any kind 
Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 

of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 1985 (res. 562 {I 985)), para. I 
3. Affirmation of the legitimacy of the struggle by a people 

(a) For a united, non-racial and democratic State 
The question of South Africa 
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Decision of 12 March 1985 (res. 560 ( 1985)), para. 5 
(b) Against an illegal occupation 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 2 
(c) For the total elimination of apartheid 

The question of South Africa 

Decision of I 3 June 1986, President's statement, para. 4 

4. Affirmation that the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 is 
applicable to certain occupied territories 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 8 December 1986 (res. 592 ( 1986)), para. I 
Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. 2 

Decision of 5 January I 988 (res. 607 ( 1988)), para. 1 

Decision of 26 August 1988, President's statement, 
para. 4 

5. Reaffirmation of the primary or direct responsibility of the 
United Nations over a Territory 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 6 

Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 
para. 5 

Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 601), para. 2 
6. Declaration that the independence of a Territory cannot be 

held hostage to the solution of issues alien to a fundamental 
Security Council resolution 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 ( I 985)), para. 8 

7. Conviction that only with genuine political support from all 
interested States will the peace efforts of a regional group 
prosper 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 1985 (res. 562 ( 1985)), para. 2 

8. Reaffirmation of the right of all States to receive refugees 
and give sanctuary 
Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. 6 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. 4 

The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 ( 1986)), para. 6 
9. Consideration that a State is entitled to appropriate redress 

and compensation for any material damage it has suffered 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 ( 1985)), para. 4 

B. Censuring illegal legislative and administrative measures and 
declaring them null and void 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of 19 June I 985 (res. 566 ( 1985)), para. 4 

C. Rejection or repudiation by the Council of: 
I. The practice of "hot pursuit" 

Letter dated 17 June 198 5 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of2I June 1985 (res. 568 (1985)), para. 4 
2. Any unilateral action leading towards an internal settlement 

outside a Security Council resolution 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 19 June 198.5 (res. 566 ( 1985)), para. 4 
3. Linking the independence of a Territory to irrelevant and ex­

traneous issues 
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The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 ( 1985)), para. 7 

D. Deprecation or condemnation of: 
I. Invasions, armed attacks or other acts of violence or 

aggression 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 23 September 1986 (res. 587 (I 986)), para. I 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 June I 985 (res. 567 ( 1985)), para. I 
Decision of 20 September 1985 (res. 571 ( I 985)), para. I 
Decision of 7 October I 985 (res. 5 74 ( 1985)), para. I 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 25 November 1987 (res. 602 ( 1987)), para. I 

Letter dated 17 June 198 5 from the Permanent Rep re• 
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June I 985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. I 
Letter dated I October 198 5 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (res. 573 (1985)), para. I 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December I 985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. I 
Letter dated I 9 April 1988 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 25 April I 988 (res. 6 I 1 ( 1988)), para. I 
Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con­

nection with the incident of 20 June 1988) 

Decision of 24 June 1988, President's statement, para. 3 
2. Continuation of escalation of conflict or violence 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 (1986)), paras. I, 2 
Decision of 21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 5 
Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of I 6 March 1988, President's statement, para. 3 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 ( 1986)), para. 3 

3. The use of chemical weapons 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 25 April 1985, President's statement, para. 2 
Decision of 21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 3 
Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 2 
Decision of9 May 1988 (res. 612 (1988)), para. 2 
Decision of 26 August 1988 (res. 620 ( 1988)), para. I 

4. Deaths, injuries or brutalities 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 8 December 1986 (res. 592 ( 1986)), para. 2 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 12 March 1985 (res. 560 ( 1985)), para. I 
Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569 ( 1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 21 August 1985, President's statement, 

para. 3 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 
para. 2 

Statement by the President 
Decision of 9 October 1985, President's statement, para. I 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 ( 1985)), para. 1 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 
Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605 ( 1987)), para. I 

5. Attacks against civilian targets and cities 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Cb apter VIII. Maiatcaance of iatcraatioaaJ peace aad 1ecurity 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, 
para. 3 

6. Hijacking 
Statement by the President 

Decision of9 October 1985, President's statement, para. 3 
7. Acts of terrorism 

Statement by the President 
Decision of 9 October 1985, President's statement, 

paras. 3, 4 
Statement by the President 

Decision of 30 December 1985, President's statement, pin. 2 
8. Acts of hostage-taking and abduction 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of the United States to the United Nations ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 18 December 1985 (res. 579 (I 985)), para. 1 
Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con• 

nection with hostage-taking and abduction) 
Decision of 28 January I 987, President's statement 

9. The initial acts which gave rise to a conflict 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 (1986)), para. I 
I 0. Assistance contributing to the destabilization of inde­

pendent States 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (I 986)), para. 4 
11. Acts of provocation and harassment 

Letter dated 17 June I 98 5 from the Permanent Rep re• 
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. 2 
12. Illegal occupations 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. I 
Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 601 (1987)), para. I 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. I 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. I 
Decision of 23 December 1987 (res. 606 ( 1987)), para. I 

13. Violation or disregard of international law 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 25 April 1985, President's statement, para. 4 
Decision of22 December 1986, President's statement, para. 3 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 ( 1986)), para. 9 

14. Threats to perpetuate acts of aggression 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. I 
15. Utilization of international territory as a springboard for per­

petrating armed attacks 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 ( 1985)), para. 2 
Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 25 November 1987 (res. 602 ( 1987)), para. 3 

16. Delay in withdrawing troops from another State 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of23 December 1987 (res. 606 (1987)), para. I 
17. Illegal entry of State officials into another State's territory 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. 2 

18. The system of apartheid 
The question of South Africa 
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Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569 (1985)), para. I 

Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. 3 
19. Establishment of a state of emergency 

The question of South Africa 

Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569), para. 3 
20. Repressive acts, policies or measures 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 13 June 1986, President's statement, para. 2 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 
para. 2 

21. Arbitrary or mass arrests and detentions 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 12 March 1985 (res. 560 ( 1985)), para. 2 

Decision of26 July 1985 (res. 569 (1985)), para. 2 

Decision of 21 August 1985, President's statement, 
para. 3 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 

para. 3 

22. Violation of human rights 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, para. 2 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605), para. I 
23. Attempts to undermine the national unity and territorial in• 

tegrity of a Territory 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 

para. 2 
24. Disregard for a people's inalienable rights to self-determi• 

nation and genuine independence 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 

para. 2 
25. Installation of a so-called interim government in an illegally 

occupied Territory 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 3 

26. Failure to heed repeated appeals from the international com• 
munity 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of21 August 1985, President's statement, para. 2 

E. Warning to a Government that it will be held fully responsible 
for any violence, bloodshed, loss of life, injury and damage to 
property which may result from acts of repression and intimi• 
dation 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 13 June I 986, President's statement, para. 3 

F. Indignation expressed by the Council at: 

I. A further decree based on a state of emergency 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 16 April 1987, President's statement, para. I 

2. A resort to deliberate violence against members of a United 
Nat ions force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 4 September 1986, President's statement, 
para. I 

3. Support which attacks against a United Nations force may 
receive 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 23 September 1986 (res. 587 (1986)), para. 2 
G. Concern, alarm or distress expressed by the Council over: 

I. The existence of various threats to peace, including the nu• 
clear threat 
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United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 5 

2. Intensification of hostilities or violence 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 24 May 1985, President's statement, para. I 
Decision of 6 June 1986, President's statement, para. I 

Decision of 2 December 1986, President's statement 
Decision of 13 February 1987, President's statement, 

para. I 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 16 January I 987. President's statement, 
para. 2 

3. Aggravation, worsening or deterioration of a situation 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 15 March 1985, President's statement, para. I 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 21 August 1985, President's statement, 

para. I 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 
para. I 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 
Decision of 26 August 1988, President's statement, 

para. I 

4. Widening of a conflict, or risk of its extension to other States 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 6 

Decision of 22 December 1986, President's statement, 
para. 3 

Decision of 16 January 1987. President's statement, 
para. 3 

Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 5 
S. Continuation of a conflict or serious situation between two 

States 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 22 December 1986, President's statement, 

para. 2 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 2 

6. Loss of Ii fe and destruction caused by armed attacks 

The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 31 May 1985 (res. 564 (1985)), para. I 

7. The use of chemical weapons 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 21 March I 986, President's statement, para. 3 

8. Reports of preparations to attack civilian areas 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 5 March 1985, President's statement 
9. The downing of a civil aircraft 

Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Permanent Repre­
sentative of the Islamic Republic oflran to the United Na• 
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 20 July 1988 (res. 616 (1988)), para. I 
10. Refugee camps not having received the necessary hurnani• 

tarian assistance 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 19 March 1987, President's statement, para. I 

11. Death sentences 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 20 August 1985, President's statement, 
para. 1 

Decision of 17 October 1985, President's statement, 
para. l 
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12. A continuing policy of deportations 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 26 August 1988, President's statement, 
para. 2 

13. A people's not yet having attained self-determination and in­
dependence 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 
para. 2 

14. A decision to establish a so-called interim government in an 
illegally occupied Territory 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. I 
15. Pronouncements by a Government representing a reaffirma­

tion of its attachment to apanheid 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 21 August 1985, President's statement, 
para.4 

16. A funher decree issued under a state of emergency 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 16 April I 987, President's statement, para. I 
H. Suppon or welcome expressed by the Council for: 

I. The readiness of panics to seek a negotiated settlement 
The situation in Cyprus 

Decision of 15 December 1988, President's statement, 
para. I 

2. The readiness of a liberation movement to sign and observe 
a ceasefire agreement 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of30 October 1987 (res. 601 (1987)), para. 4 
3. The massive united resistance of an oppressed people against 

apanheid 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 12 March 1985 (res. 560 (1985)), para. 5 
4. A State's support for the just and legitimate struggle of a 

people 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of6 December 1985 (res. 577 (1985)), para. 5 
5. The support of neighbouring States for freedom and justice 

in another State 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. 10 
6. A State's opposition to apanheid 

Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of30 September 1985 (res. 572 (I 985)), para. I 
7. A State's humanitarian policies in regard to refugees 

Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of30 September 1985 (res. 572 (1985)), para. l 
8. ICAO's (International Civil Aviation Organization) decision 

to institute a fact-finding investigation 
Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Permanent 

Representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council 

Decision of20 July 1988 (res. 616 (1988)), para. 3 
9. The decisions of the Governments involved to cooperate 

with an [CAO investigation 
Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Permanent 

Representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council 

Decision of20 July 1988 (res. 616 (1988)), para. 3 

Chapter VID. Maintenance or international peace and 1ecurity 

I. Note taken by the Council of: 

I. A Government's expressed willingness to heed the call for 
an immediate cessation of hostilities 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of2I Mart:h 1986, President's statement, para. 7 
2. A liberation movement's expressed readiness to sign and ob­

serve a ceasefire agreement 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 

para. 6 

3. A declared readiness by the parties to cooperate with the Sec­
retary-General in his efforts to restore peace 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 21 Mart:h 1986, President's statement, para. 8 
4. Recent developments in efforts to find a peaceful solution to 

a conflict 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 
para. 5 

5. The intention of State authorities to deploy a regular army 
unit to work in close liaison with a United Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 
para. 6 

VIII. Measure, to promote the Implementation or resolutions 

A. Notice of possible action under Chapter VII of the Charter 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of26 August 1988 (res. 620 (1988)), para. 4 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 13 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 8 

B. Measures to obtain compliance 

1. Measures to enforce and strengthen a mandatory arms em­
bargo recommended 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 28 November 1986 (res. 591 (1986)), 
paras. 1-12 

2. Implementation of Council resolutions called for or de­
manded 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of2I May 1985 (res. 563 (1985)), para. (a) 

Decision of31 May 1985 (res. 564 (1985)), para. 4 
Decision of21 November 1985 (res. 576 (1985)), para. (a) 
Decision of 18 April 1986 (res. 583 (1986)), para. (a) 

Decision of23 September 1986 (res. 587 (1986)), para. 8 
Decision of26 November 1986 (res. 590 (1986)), para. (a) 
Decision of29 May 1987 (res. 596 (1987)), para. (a) 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 603 (1987)), para. (a) 
Decision of31 May 1988 (res. 613 (1988)), para. (a) 
Decision of30 November 1988 (res. 624 (1988)), para. (a) 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of8 October 1986 (res. 588 (1986)), para. I 
Decision of 22 December 1986, President's statement, 

para. 2 
Decision of 16 January 1987, President's statement, 

para. 4 

Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 7 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 5 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), paras. 9, 12 
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United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 6 

Statement by the President of the Security Council on the 
occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the first meeting of 
the Security Council and the inauguration on I January 
1986 of the International Year of Peace 

Decision of 17 January 1986, President's statement, para. 3 

3. Need for full compliance with. or implementation of, a 
Council resolution stressed 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 7 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 5 
Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Permanent Repre­

sentative of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 20 July 1988 (res. 616 ( 1988)), para. 5 
4. Expression of the Council's determination or commitment 

that a resolution be implemented, or that its implementation 
be reviewed 

The situauon between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 24 December 1987, President's statement, 
para. 6 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 6 

Decision of 9 May 1988 (res. 612 ( 1988)), para. 5 
Decision of 8 August 1988, President's statement, para. 5 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 
para. 3 

Letter dated 19 April I 988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of25 April 1988 (res. 611 (1988)), para. 3 

5. Decision to meet again as necessary to consider further steps 
to ensure compliance with a Council resolution 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), para. IO 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement., para. 9 

6. Expression of the Council's commitment to work with the 
Secretary-General in developing his plan for implementing 
a Council resolution 

Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Permanent Repre• 
sentative of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council 

Deciston of 20 July 1988 (res. 616 ( 1988)), para. 5 

7. Decision to pursue consultations with the parties and the 
Secretary-General to find an end to a conflict 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 15 March 1985. President's statement., para. 3 
8. Support expressed for the mission of the Secretary-General 

under his mandate from the Council 

The situation in Cyprus 

Decision of 20 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 2 

9. Member States called upon or urged to act to promote im­
plementation of a Council resolution 

The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 29 July 1988 (res. 618 ( 1988)), para. 3 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 (I 986)), para. 7 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 60 I ( 1987)), para. 6 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 8 
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IO. Affirmation that all outstanding issues relevant to imple­
menting a Council resolution have been resolved 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 60 I ( 1987)), para. 3 

11. Previous Council resolutions reaffirmed 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 2 I March 1986, President's statement, para. 7 

Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement., para. 7 

Decision of 24 December 1987, President's statement, 
paras. 3, 5 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 21 August 1987, President's statement, 
para. 6 

Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 
paras. 3, 7 

12. Drawing a Government's attention to a previous Council 
resolution 

The question of South Africa 

Decision of 17 October 1985. President's statement, 
para. 2 

13. Warning against failure to comply with Council resolutions 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 ( 1985)), para. 13 
14. Violations or non-implementation of Council resolutions 

censured. regretted or noted with concern 

The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 31 October I 986, President's statement, 
para. 2 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement., para. 7 

The question of South Africa 

Decision of 21 August 1985. President's statement, 
para. 2 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 2 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), paras. 3, 6 

Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 601 (1987)), para. I 
Statement by the President of the Security Council (in con­

nection with the incident of 20 June 1988) 

Decision of 24 June 1988, President's statement, para. 2 
15. Lack of progress in consultations aimed at implementing a 

Council resolution noted with concern or regret 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 
para. 3 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 24 December 1987, President's statement, 
para. 2 

16. Statement by the Council that an action by a Government 
calls into question its commitment to implement a Council 
resolution 

The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 3 
C. Requests or authorizations of the Secretary-General to promote 

the implementation of resolutions: 

I. To initiate or continue good offices, mediation or consul­
tations 

The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 17 April 1985 (res. 561 (1985)), para. 5 
Decision of 17 October 1985 (res. 575 ( 1985)), para. 5 
Decision of 18 April 1986 (res. 583 ( 1986)), para. 5 
Decision of 18 July 1986 (res. 586 (I 986)), para. S 
Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 

para. 3 
Decision of I 5 January 1987 (res. 594 ( 1987)), para. S 
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Decision of 31 July 1987 (res. 599 ( 1987)), para. 5 
Decision of29 January 1988 (res. 609 (1988)), para. 5 
Decision of 29 July 1988 (res. 617 (1988)), para. 5 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 ( 1986)), para. 6 
Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), paras. 6, 8 

The situation in Cyprus 
Decision of 14 June 1985 (res. 565 (1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 12 December 1985 (res. 578 ( 1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 13 June I 986 (res. 585 (1986)), para. 2 
Decision of 11 December 1986 (res. 593 (1986)), para. 2 
Decision of 12 June 1987 (res. 597 ( 1987)), para. 2 
Decision of 14 December 1987 (res. 604 (1987)), para. 2 
Decision of I 5 June I 988 (res. 614 (1988)), para. 2 
Decision of 15 December 1988 (res. 625 (1988)), para. 2 
Decision of 15 December 1988, President's statement, 

para. I 
Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 (1985)), para. 7 
2. To promote implementation of a Council resolution 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 

para. 7 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 25 April 1985, President's statement, para. 5 
Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 ( 1986)), para. 6 
Decision of21 March 1986, President's statement, para. 8 
Decision of 8 October 1986 (res. 588 ( 1986)), para. 2 
Decision of 16 January 1987, President's statement, 

para. 4 
Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 8 
Decision of 24 December 1987, President's statement, 

paras. 4, 5 
Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 8 
Decision of 8 August 1988, President's statement, para. 5 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 

para. 4 
Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Permanent Repre­

sentative of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the United Na­
tions addressed to the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 20 July 1988 (res. 616 ( 1988)), para. 5 
3. To arrange a ceasefire 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 60 I ( 1987)), para. 5 

4. To monitor or examine implementation of a resolution or de­
velopments in a situation 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 ( 1985)), para. S 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), para. 9 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. 5 
Decision of 23 December 1987 (res. 606 ( 1987)), para. 2 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. 10 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. 10 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605 ( 1987)), para. 6 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. 11 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance ofintemational peace a•d 1ecurity 

5. To recommend means for ensuring the safety of civilians 
The situation in the occupied Arab territories 

Decision of22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. 6 
6. To report to the Council on the holding of a referendum 

The situation concerning Western Sahara 
Decision of 20 September 1988 (res. 621 ( 1988)), para. 2 

7. To give the matter of assistance his continued attention 
Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 30 September 1985 (res. 572 (1985)), 
para. 6 

8. To undertake or continue appropriate efforts 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 22 December 1986, President's statement, 
para. 2 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 

para. 4 
D. Establishment or employment of a United Nations force 

l. Decision to establish or dispatch a United Nations force 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), para. 2 
Decision of9 August 1988 (res. 619 (1988)), paras. I, 2 

Letter dated 17 December 198 8 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Angola to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Cuba to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

Decision of 20 December 1988 (res. 626 (1988)), 
para. 2 

2. Endorsement of proposals or arrangements for establishing 
a United Nations force 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of l O August 1988, President's statement 
Decision of 23 August 1988, President's statement 

The situation relating to Afghanistan 
Decision of 25 April 1988, President's letter, para. 2 
Decision of 31 October 1988 (res. 622 (1988)), para. I 

Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Angola to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Cuba to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

Decision of 20 December 1988 (res. 626 (1988)), paras. 
l, 3, 4 

Decision of 23 December 1988, President's Jetter 
3. Ca11 for the assistance of Member States in the steps neces­

sary for the emplacement of a United Nations force 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 
para. 7 

4. Reaffirmation of the mandate, terms of reference or general 
guidelines of a United Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 17 April 1985 (res. 561 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 17 October 1985 (res. 575 (1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 18 April 1986 (res. 583 (1986)), para. 3 
Decision of 18 July l 986 (res. 5 86 ( 1986)), para. 3 
Decision of 15 January 1987 (res. 594 (1987)), para. 3 
Decision of 31 July 1987 (res. 599 (1987)), para. 3 
Decision of 29 January 1988 (res. 609 (1988)), para. 3 
Decision of 29 July 1988 (res. 617 (1988)), para. 3 
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5. Call for full implementation of the mandate of a United 
Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 17 April 1985 (res. 561 (1985)), para. 4 
Decision of 17 October 1985 (res. 575 (1985)), para. 4 

Decision of I 8 April 1986 (res. 583 (1986)), para. 4 

Decision of 18 July 1986 (res. 586 ( 1986)), para. 4 
Decision of 15 January 1987 (res. 594 (1987)), para. 4 
Decision of3 l July 1987 (res. 599 ( 1987)), para. 4 

Decision of 29 January 1988 (res. 609 (1988)), para. 4 
Decision of29 July 1988 (res. 617 (1988)), para. 4 

6. Authorization to the Secretary-General to study, or take 
measures with regard to, the deployment or security of a 
United Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 4 September 1986, President's statement, 
para. 3 

Decision of 23 September 1986 (res. 587 ( 1986)), paras. 5, 8 

Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 
paras.4, 5 

7. Security measures for a United Nations force noted or 
approved 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 23 September 1986 (res. 587 ( 1986)), para. 5 
Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 

paras.4,5 
8. Endorsement of the Secretary-General's intention to appoint 

a commander of a United Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 29 April 1985, President's statement 

Decision of 24 April I 986, President's statement 
Decision of 5 June 1986, President's statement 

Decision of 20 April 1988, President's Jetter 

Decision of 30 June 1988, President's letter 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 11 August 1988, President's letter 
Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Angola to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Cuba to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

Decision of 23 December 1988, President's letter 
9. Decision to extend or renew the mandate of a United Nations 

force 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 17 April 1985 (res. 561 (1985)), para. I 

Decision of21 May 1985 (res. 563 (1985)), para. (b) 
Decision of 17 October I 985 (res. 575 ( 1985)), para. l 
Decision of21 November 1985 (res. 576 (1985)), para. (b) 

Decision of 18 April 1986 (res. 583 (1986)), para. I 
Decision of29 May 1986 (res. 583 (1986)), para. (b) 
Decision of 18 July 1986 (res. 586 (1986)), para. I 

Decision of26 November 1986 (res. 590 (1986)), para. (b) 

Decision of I 5 January 1987 (res. 594 ( 1987)), para. I 
Decision of29 May 1987 (res. 596 (1987)), para. (b) 

Decision of 31 July 1987 (res. 599 ( 1987)), para. I 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 603 (1987)), para. (b) 

Decision of 29 January 1988 (res. 609 ( I 988)), para. I 
Decision of3I May 1988 (res. 613 (1988)), para. (b) 
Decision of29 July 1988 (res. 617 (1988)), para. I 
Decision of 30 November 1988 (res. 624 (1988)), para. (b) 

The situation in Cyprus 
Decision of 14 June 1985 (res. S6S (1985)), para. I 
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Decision of 12 December 1985 (res. 578 (1985)), para. I 
Decision of 13 June 1986 (res. 585 (1986)), para. I 
Decision of I I December 1986 (res. 593 (1986)), para. 1 
Decision of 12 June 1987 (res. 597 (1987)), para. I 
Decision of 14 December 1987 (res. 604 (1987)), para. I 
Decision of 15 June 1988 (res. 614 (1988)), para. l 

Decision of 15 December 1988 (res. 625 (1988)), para. I 
IO. Deprecation or condemnation of attacks on, or abduction of, 

member.; of a United Nations force 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of23 September 1986 (res. 587 (1986)), para. l 
Decision of29 July 1988 (res. 618 (1988)), para. 1 

11. Request to the Secretary-General to continue efforts to ex­
pedite the reimbursement of funds advanced by countries 
contributing to a United Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 
para. 4 

12. Call for all Member States to asswne their financial respon­
sibilities towards a United Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of3 J October 1986, President's statemerx, para. 4 
E. Establishment or employment of other subsidiary organs 

I. Authorization to the Secretary-General to appoint, establish 
or dispatch: 
{a) A special representative 

The situation concerning Western Sahara 
Decision of20 September 1988 (res. 621 (1988)), para. I 

(b) A commission, mission or team of experts 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), para. 7 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 7 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of2I June 1985 (res. 568 (198S)), para. 8 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 ( 1985)), para. 9 
2. Request to a subsidiary organ to continue its efforts to secure 

full implementation of an arms embargo 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of28 November 1986 (res. 591 (1986)), para. 13 
F. Call for cooperation with United Nations organs or subsidiary 

bodies: 

I. With the Security Council 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 25 April 1985, President's statement, para. S 
Decision of 22 December 1986, President's statement, 

para. 2 
Decision of 14 May 1987, President's statement, para. 7 

2. With the Secretary-General 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of25 April 1985, President's statement, para. 5 
Decision of 14 May I 987, President's statement, para. 8 
Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), para. 4 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 29 September 1988, President's statement, 

para. 7 
The situation in Cyprus 

Decision of 20 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 3 

Decision of IS December 1988, President's statement, 
para.2 
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Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. 6 

3. With a United Nations force 
The situation in the Middle East 

Decision of 17 April 1985 (res. 561 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 17 October 1985 (res. 575 (1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 18 April 1986 (res. 583 ( 1986)), para. 3 
Decision of 18 July 1986 (res. 586 ( 1986)), para. 3 
Decision of23 September 1986 (res. 587 (1986)), para. 6 
Decision of 31 October 1986, President's statement, 

para. 7 
Decision of IS January 1987 (res. 594 (1987)), para. 3 
Decision of 31 July 1987 (res. 599 ( 1987)), para. 3 
Decision of 29 January 1988 (res. 609 ( 1988)), para. 3 
Decision of29 July 1988 (res. 617 (1988)), para. 3 

The situation in Cyprus 
Decision of 14 June 1985 (res. 565 ( 1985)), para. 3 
Decision of 12 December 1985 (res. 578 (1985)), para. 3 
Decision of I 3 June 1986 (res. 585 (1986)), para. 3 
Decision of 11 December 1986 (res. 593 (1986)), para. 3 
Decision of 12 June 1987 (res. 597 (1987)), para. 3 
Decision of 14 December 1987 (res. 604 (1987)), para. 3 
Decision of 15 June 1988 {res. 614 (1988)), para. 3 
Decision of 15 December 1988 (res. 625 (1988)), para. 3 

G. Requests for information from subsidiary organs on require­
ments 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 20 July 1987 (res. 598 ( 1987)), para. 7 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 7 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 ( 1985)), para. 7 

Letter dated 17 June I 98 S from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. 8 
H. Endorsement of the report of a subsidiary body 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), para. I 

Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 30 September 1985 (res. 572 (1985)), para. 3 

IX. Measures to ensure further coasideratioa 

A. Request for information from an organ or subsidiary body re­
garding implementation of a Council decision or related devel­
opments in a situation 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 17 April 1985 (res. 561 (1985)), para. S 
Decision of 21 May 1985 (res. 563 (I 985)), para. (c) 
Decision of 31 May 1985 (res. 564 ( 1985)), para. 4 
Decision of 17 October 1985 (res. 575 (1985)), para. 5 
Decision of21 November 1985 (res. 576 (1985)), para. (c) 
Decision of 18 April 1986 (res. 583 ( 1986)), para. 5 
Decision of29 May 1986 {res. 584 (1986)), para. (c) 
Decision of 18 July I 986 (res. 586 (1986)), para. 5 
Decision of 4 September 1986, President's statement, 

para. 5 
Decision of23 September 1986 (res. 587 (1986)), para. 9 
Decision of26 November 1986 (res. 590 (1986)), para. (c) 
Decision of 8 December 1986 (res. 592 ( 1986)), para. 6 
Decision of I 5 January 1987 (res. 594 (1987)), para . .5 
Decision of 29 May 1987 (res. 596 (1987)), para. (c) 

Chapter VJU. Maiate• aace ofiatenatioaal peace a•d secarlty 

Decision of 31 July 1987 (res. 599 ( 1987)), para. 5 
Decision of 25 November 1987 (res. 603 (1987)), para. (c) 
Decision of29 January 1988 (res. 609 (1988)), para. 5 
Decision of 31 May 1988 (res. 613 (1988)), para. (c) 
Decision of 29 July 1988 (res. 617 (1988)), para. 5 
Decision of 30 November 1988 (res. 624 (1988)), para. (c) 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 
Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 ( 1986)), para. 6 
Decision of 8 October 1986 (res. 588 (1986)), para. 2 
Decision of20 July 1987 (res. 598 (1987)), paras. 2, 6, 9 
Decision of 16 March 1988, President's statement, para. 8 
Decision of 9 August 1988 (res. 619 ( 1988)), para. 4 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 12 March 1985 (res. 560 (1985)), para. 6 
Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569 ( 1985)), para. 8 
Decision of28 November 1986 (res . .591 (1986)), para. 14 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 ( 1985)), para. 15 
Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 601 (1987)), para. 7 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security CoWlcil 

Decision of IO May 1985 (res. 562 ( 1985)), para. 5 
The situation in Cyprus 

Decision of 14 June 1985 (res. 565 (1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 12 December 1985 (res. 578 (1985)), para. 2 
Decision of 13 June 1986 (res. 585 (1986)), para. 2 
Decision of 11 December 1986 (res. 593 (1986)), para. 2 
Decision of 12 June 1987 (res. 597 (1987)), para. 2 
Decision of 14 December 1987 (res. 604 (1987)), para. 2 
Decision of I 5 June 1988 (res. 614 ( 1988)), para. 2 
Decision of 15 December 1988 (res. 625 (1988)), para. 2 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 
Decision of 20 June I 985 (res. 567 (1985)), para. 5 
Decision of 20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 7 
Decision of 7 October 1985 {res. 574 {1985)), para. 7 
Decision of 6 December 1985 (res. 577 ( 1985)), para. 9 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. 5 
Decision of23 December 1987 (res. 606 {1987)), para. 3 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of21 June 1985 (res. 568 (1985)), para. to 
Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of30 September 1985 (res. 572 (1985)), para. 6 
Letter dated I October 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (res. 573 ( 1985)), para. 5 
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

Decision of30 December 1985 (res. 580 (1985)), para. 10 
The situation in southern Africa 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. 11 
The situation relating to Afghanistan 

Decision of 31 October 1988 (res. 622 ( 1988)), para. 2 
Letter dated 19 April 1988 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 25 April 1988 (res. 611 (1988)), para. 4 
Letter dated 17 December I 988 from the Permanent Repre• 

sentative of Angola to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-GeneTBI 



Part I. Analytical table of meuura adopted by tbe Security Coaacil 

Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent Repre• 
sentative of Cuba to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General 

Decision of 20 December 1988 (res. 626 ( 1988)), para. 5 
B. Decision to meet following submission of a report of the 

Secretary-General 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of 8 October 1986 (res. 588 (1986)), para. 3 
The question of South Africa 

Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569 (1985)), para. 9 
The situation in Namibia 

Decision of 19 June 1985 (res. 566 (1985)), para. 16 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. 7 
C. Decision to meet in the event of non-compliance with Council 

resolutions 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 8 
D. Decision to keep a situation under review 

The situation in the Middle East 
Decision of 31 May 1985 (res. 564 ( 1985)), para. 5 

The situation in the occupied Arab territories 
Decision of 22 December 1987 (res. 605 (1987)), para. 7 
Decision of S January 1988 (res. 607 ( 1988)), para. 4 
Decision of 14 January 1988 (res. 608 {1988)), para. 3 
Decision of26 August 1988, President's statement, para. S 

E. Decision to remain seized of the question 
The situation between Iran and Iraq 

Decision of IS March 1985, President's statement, para. 3 
Decision of 24 February 1986 (res. 582 ( 1986)), para. 8 
Decision of 16 January 1987, President's statement, 

para. 5 
Decision of9 May 1988 (res. 612 {1988)), para. S 

The question of South Africa 
Decision of 12 March 1985 (res. 560 { 1985)), para. 7 
Decision of 26 July 1985 (res. 569 ( 1985)), para. 9 
Decision of 28 November 1986 (res. 591 {1986)), para. IS 

The situation in Namibia 
Decision of 3 May 1985, President's statement, para. 6 
Decision of 19 June 1985 {res. 566 ( 1985)), para. I 
Decision of 30 October 1987 (res. 601 (1987)), para. 8 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the Permanent Representative 
of Nicaragua to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council 

Decision of 10 May 1985 {res. 562 ( 1985)), para. 6 
Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

Decision of 20 June 1985 (res. 567 (1985)), para. 6 
Decision of20 September 1985 (res. 571 (1985)), para. 9 
Decision of 7 October 1985 (res. 574 (1985)), para. 9 
Decision of6 December 1985 (res. 577 (1985)), para. 10 
Decision of25 November 1987 (res. 602 (1987)), para. 8 
Decision of 23 December 1987 (res. 606 (1987)), para. 4 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 21 June I 985 (res. 568 ( 1985)), para. II 
Letter dated 26 September 1985 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed to 
the President of the Security Council 

Decision of 30 September 1985 (res. 572 {1985)), para. 7 
Letter dated 1 October 198 5 from the Permanent Repre­

sentative of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 4 October 1985 {res. 5 73 {1985)), para. 6 
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Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 
Decision of 30 December 1985 (res. 580 ( 1985)), para. 11 

The situation in southern Africa 
Decision of 13 February 1986 (res. 581 (1986)), para. 12 

Letter dated 19 April 1988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Tunisia to the United Sations addressed to the 
President of the Security Council 

Decision of 25 April 1988 (res. 611 ( 1988)), para. 5 

.. X. Mea1ures ia co• aectioa witb tlle i• ability of tlle Co•• cil 
to reacb • • a1reeme• t 

XI. Measures to 11fe1uard a1ai•1t a11re11ioa 

A. Endorsement of the Secretary-General's ex.pressed hope for de­
termined efforts by all Governments and authorities in order that 
all acts, methods and practices of terrorism be brought to an end 

Statement by the President 
Decision of 30 December 1985, President's statement, 

para. 4 
B. Appeal to all States to consider becoming parties to the Inter­

national Convention against the Taking of Hostages, the Con­
vention on the Prevention and Punishment of Crimes against 
Internationally Protected Persons, the Convention for the Sup• 
pression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Civil Aviation, 
the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of Air­
craft and other relevant conventions 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 from the Permanent 
Representative of the United States of America to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council 

Decision of 18 December 1985 (res. 579 (1985)), para. 4 
C. Urging the further development of international cooperation 

among States in devising and adopting effective measures to 
facilitate the prevention, prosecution and punishment of all acts 
of hostage-taking and abduction as manifestations of interna­
tional terrorism 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 from the Permanent 
Representative of the United States of America to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council 

Decision of 18 December 1985 (res. 579 (1985)), para. 5 
D. Affirmation of the obligation of all States in whose territory 

hostages or abducted persons are held to prevent the commis­
sion of hostage-taking and abduction in the future 

Letter dated 16 December 1985 from the Permanent 
Representative of the United States of America to the 
United Nations addressed to the President of the Security 
Council 

Decision of 18 December 1985 (res. 579 {1985)), para. 3 

XII. Me11• re1 to promote i• ter• atioaal peace a• d sec• rity 

A. Undertaking by Council members to fulfil their individual and 
collective responsibility for the prevention and removal of 
threats to the peace with renewed dedication and determination 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 6 

B. Agreement by Security Council members that there is an ur­
gent need to enhance the effectiveness of the Council in dis• 
charging its principal role of maintaining international peace 
and security 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 7 
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C. Resolve expressed by Security Council members to continue the 
examination of the possibilities for further improvement of the 
functioning of the Council in carrying out its work in accordance 
with the Charter 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 7 

D. Encouragement by the Council to the Secretary-General to 
play an active role within the scope of his functions under the 
Charter 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September I 985. President's statement, 
para. 7 

E. Reaffirmation by Council members of their obligations under the 
Charter or their commitment to it 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September 1985. President's statement, 
para. 5 

Statement by the President of the Security Council on the 
occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the first meeting of 
the Security Council and the inauguration on I January 
1986 of the International Year of Peace 

Decision on 17 January 1986, President's statement, 
para. I 

F. Endorsement by Council members of the objective of universality 
of United Nations membership 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

Decision of 26 September 1985, President's statement, 
para. 5 

Part II 

I. LETTER DATED 28 JA:'liUARY 1985 FROM THE CHARGt D'AFFAIRES A.I. OF THE PERMANE:'liT MISSION 
OF CHAD TO THE U'.'IITED NATIO'.'IS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

By a letter dated 25 January 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 1 the representative of 
Chad requested the President to convene an urgent meeting 
of the Security Council to resume consideration of the 
complaint against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya made by the 
Government of Chad on 2 August 1983.2 The letter in­
formed the Council of Libya's continuing interference in 
the internal affairs of Chad, namely, the military occupa­
tion of 550,000 square kilometres of Chadian territory in 
violation of the Charters of the Organization of African 
Unity (OAU) and the United Nations, which constituted 
aggression against the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of Chad. The letter noted that the Government of the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiraya refused to follow the terms of the 
statement of the President of the Security Council issued 
on 6 April 19833 calling for both countries to discuss their 
differences and to settle them by peaceful means. In addi­
tion, the letter stated that the investigation of the foiled ter­
rorist attack on the President of Chad established Libyan 
involvement. 

By a letter dated 28 January 1985,4 the representative of 
Chad repeated his request to convene the Security Council 
as a matter of urgency in order to consider the serious situ­
ation prevailing in his country aggravated by a plot aimed 
at the physical elimination of the President of Chad. 

By a letter dated 28 January 1985,5 the representative of 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya denied allegations of interfer­
ence, acts of hostility or assassination attempts. Those al­
legations, according to him, were aimed at diminishing the 
importance of the legitimate Government of Chad, estab­
lished under the Lagos Agreement and endorsed by OAU, 
which exercises its authority over the northern part of the 
country. The letter stated that Libya was endeavouring in 
all international and regional forums to restore peace in 

1S/ 16906. 
2Sil 5902. 
3s; 15688. 
4Sil691 I. 
5S/16912. 

Chad, where civil war was going on; it supported the con­
ciliation conference in Addis Ababa at the request of the 
Chairman of OAU, as well as the Brazzaville meeting con­
vened by the President of the Congo to reconcile the war­
ring Chadian parties. He indicated that it was the rebellious 
clique supported by American imperialism and reactionary 
forces of the region who refused to attend those meetings. 
The letter expressed the hope that the Security Council 
would not waste its time and be distracted from its serious 
concerns. 

At its 2567th meeting, on 30 January 1985, the Council 
included the item in the agenda. The President, invited, at 
their request, the representatives of Chad and the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya to participate in the discussion without the right 
to vote, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the 
Charter and rule 37 of the Council's provisional rules of 
procedure. The President also announced his decision to 
authorize the presentation of documents on videotape. 

At the same meetings, the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
and Cooperation of Chad gave an extensive background of 
the Chad-Libya dispute with references to historical trea­
ties and United Nations resolutions. He attributed the ex­
isting state of the conflict to the annexationist aims of the 
Tripoli regime against Chad and the rest of Africa in gen­
eral. He described his country as poor, hard hit by famine 
and drought, but determined to oppose aggression under 
the leadership of the President. He considered that the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya had resorted to terrorism after numer­
ous failures in the war with Chad. The speaker summarized 
the results of an inquiry by the Chadian Security Services 
of the Libyan involvement in the foiled attempt to assassi­
nate the President and other members of the Government. 
The representative appealed to the States Members of the 
United Nations to condemn the criminal plot and alerted 
all nations that Chad and its Government were not the only 
target of Libyan international terrorists, in fact, there were 
at least 14 other sophisticated explosive devices of the 
same kind that had been used in Chad still in circulation. 
He referred to the debate on state terrorism held at the re­
quest of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and under 
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the aegis of the First Committee during the thirty-ninth ses­
sion of the General Assembly and expressed the hope that 
by providing that information, on the assassination, the 
Government of Chad would have made its contribution to 
the efforts of the international community. The Minister pre­
sented the disarmed weapon for examination by the Mem­
bers of the Council and a videotape featuring a simulation of 
the terrorist act as well as brochures containing photographs.6 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya reit­
erated the position expressed in the above-mentioned let­
ter,5 that there was no logical justification for the convening 
of the Council, but-following the statement of the repre­
sentative of Chad-he found it necessary to make certain 
observations. He rejected all allegations against his coun­
try and argued that there was no Libyan presence whatso­
ever on Chadian territory. The only forces stationed in the 
northern part of Chad were those of the legitimate Govern­
ment of National Unity. He appraised the request for the 
meeting of the Council as an attempt on the part of the 
"rebel regime" in Chad to slander the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya; to belittle the military importance of the Govern­
ment of National Unity; to justify obtaining more weapons 
and foreign mercenaries; and to mislead world public opin­
ion. The speaker recounted his version of the issue, seeing 
President Hussein Habn~ as the main source of trouble ow­
ing to his refusal to accept any agreements, including the 
latest, namely, the Lagos Agreement of August 1979, that 
had been signed by 11 Chadian parties and had led to the 
formation of the Government recognized by OAU. He des­
cribed the situation in Chad as civil war that had resulted 
in the elimination of many people and prompted some to 
seek asylum. He stated that Mr. Habre had impeded all ef­
forts at conciliation initiated by leaders of some African 
countries. He observed that it was not surprising that "such 

6S/PV.2567. pp 6-18. 
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a Government" faced resistance from the Chadian people 
and that there had been an attempt on the "rebel's" life. He 
also noted that the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had a special 
relationship with Chad, being linked to its people by his­
torical, geographical, cultural and spiritual ties, and gave 
an account of Libyan endeavours to achieve reconciliation 
in Chad. At the same time he emphasized that Libya in­
tended to preserve the unity of its own soil, whatever the 
price. He referred to the "so-called Aouzou Strip" as an 
integral part of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya inherited from 
Italian colonialism and indicated as such on the map at­
tached to the report of the United Nations Commission in 
Libya. 7 The representative considered that the only solu­
tion to the conflict in Chad was to seek national reconcili­
ation in accordance with the Lagos Accord, under the su­
pervision of the OAU, with the participation of all the 
parties that signed that Accord. 8 

The President of the Security Council reminded the rep­
resentative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya that the com­
plaint under consideration came from the internationally 
recognized Government of Chad and that its legitimacy 
could not be challenged in the Council. He referred to the 
recommendations of the Council regarding settlement of 
the dispute between Chad and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
made at the request of that Government, in the statement made 
by the President of the Security Council on 6 April 1983.9 

The representative of Chad denied all allegations and 
noted that the international community had been given an 
opportunity to judge for itself. 10 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya af­
firmed that Libya did not recognize and never would rec­
ognize the "government of insurgency" in Chad. 10 

7OR, 5th session of the General Assembly, Suppl. No. I 5. 
8s;pv .2567. pp. 22-30. 
'>Jbid, p. 30. 
1°Ibid., p. 31. 

2. THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

Decision of 12 March 1985 (2573rd meeting): rejection of 
a draft resolution 

By a letter dated 25 February 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 1 the representative of 
Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider the continuing acts of aggression and practices of 
the Israeli occupying forces in southern Lebanon, the 
Western Bekaa and the Rashaya district. 

At its 2568th meeting, on 28 February 1985, the Security 
Council included the letter in its agenda. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the Council decided to invite the 
following, at their request, to participate in the discussion 
without the right to vote: at the 2568th meeting, the repre­
sentatives of Israel, Lebanon, Qatar and the Syrian Arab 
Republic;2 at the 2570th meeting, the representatives of 
Algeria, India and the Islamic Republic of Iran;3 at the 
2572nd meeting, the representatives of Algeria, Cuba, 

1S/16983 
2see S/PV .2568. 
3S ee S/PV .2570 

. ------·- ·----

Democratic Yemen, the German Democratic Republic, the 
Islamic Republic of Iran, Jordan, the United Arab Emirates, 
Vietnam and Yugoslavia;4 at the 2573rd meeting, the rep­
resentatives of Bangladesh, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Indo­
nesia, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Senegal 
and the Sudan.i At its 2568th meeting, the Council also 
extended an invitation under rule 39 of the Council's pro­
visional rules of procedure to Mr. Clovis Maksoud,6 the 
Permanent Observer for the League of Arab States. At its 
2572nd meeting, the Council decided by a vote and in ac­
cordance with its previous practice to invite the repre­
sentative of the PLO to participate in the deliberations 
without the right to vote. 7 The Council considered the item 
at its 2568th, 2570th, 2572nd and 2573rd meetings, on 
28 February and 7, 11 and 12 March 1985. 

4See S/PV.2572. 
~See S/PV.2573. 
6See S/PV .2568; for further details. see chap. III of the present 

Suf,plement 
For the vote (10 to I, with 4 abstentions), see S/PV. 2572; for 

further details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement . 
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At the 2568th meeting, on 28 February 1985, the repre­
sentative of Lebanon reminded the Council of the Leba­
nese complaint six months earlier and of the failure of the 
Council to adopt a resolution, which, he said, had opened 
the way to Israel to persist in its practices and to feel re­
leased of its international commitments to the Charter of 
the United Nations, the Declaration of Human Rights or 
other conventions, in particular the 1949 Fourth Geneva 
Convention. The representative of Lebanon hoped that the 
Council, in view of the continuation of the Israeli prac­
tices, would adopt a clear resolution calling on Israel to 
put an end to the military operations and practices and to 
implement the Council's resolutions. He accused Israel of 
causing the failure of the Naqoura talks, which had been 
called for by the Secretary-General in order to obtain full 
Israeli withdrawal followed by arrangements for the 
achievement of security and stability. He then offered a 
detailed account of Israeli acts and practices in the area 
against the Lebanese population. In conclusion he re­
quested that the Council: (a) express deepest concern at 
the Israeli military operations and practices in the areas of 
occupied Lebanon; (b) demand that Israel cease immedi­
ately those acts and operations; (c) condemn Israel and de­
nounce its activities and practices; (d) reaffirm the impor­
tance of implementation of previous Council resolutions; 
(e) reaffirm provisions of the 1949 Fourth Geneva Conven­
tion and its applicability to territories occupied by Israel in 
Lebanon; (j) reaffirm that Israel must be committed to re­
spect the aforementioned conventions and (g) affirm respect 
for Lebanon's sovereignty, independence and integrity. 1 

At the same meeting, the representative of Qatar referred 
to resolution 509 ( 1982), which called for the withdrawal 
oflsrael to the international borders of Lebanon, and stated 
that the Council would not have been considering another 
Lebanese complaint had Israel implemented that and other 
Council resolutions. He affirmed the legitimate right of the 
Lebanese people to resist Israeli occupation, stated that the 
situation in southern Lebanon threatened peace and secu­
rity and called upon the Council to end the Israeli occupa­
tion by adopting a resolution compelling Israel to respect 
the Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
and other international instruments, especially the 1949 
Fourth Geneva Convention. In conclusion, he said that the 
new resolution must include provisions that would end Is­
rael's disregard of Council resolutions.9 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Israel 
stated that the Government of Lebanon had the duty, under 
international law, to prevent its territory from being used 
for attacks against another State and that the State under 
such attacks had the right to take appropriate self-defence 
measures to protect its territories and citizens. He said that 
Israel had acted in that spirit and that it would continue to 
act to defend itself. He called upon the Government of 
Lebanon to exercise sovereignty over its territories and to 
stop the use of its territories for terrorist attacks against 
lsrael. 10 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic referred 
to the failure of the Council to adopt a resolution the last 
time it had considered a similar Lebanese complaint. 11 He 

Bsec S/PV .2568. 
9rbid., pp. 18-23. 
1°Ibid., pp. 31-37. 
11See S/PV.2556. 
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called upon the Council to condemn Israel's acts and prac­
tices in southern Lebanon. He stated that those acts were 
serious violations of articles 32, 33, 49, 53 and 55 of the 
1949 Fourth Geneva Convention and that the Council must 
take the necessary measures in accordance with the provi­
sions of the Charter and international law. He called upon 
the Council to shoulder its responsibility and to take all 
measures to eliminate acts of aggression against Lebanese 
territory. 12 

The representative of the United States of America stated 
that recourse to a Council resolution, which, he believed, 
would be one-sided, would not achieve the common objec­
tive of confirming the authority of the Government of 
Lebanon over its entire territory. He stated that his Gov­
ernment supported an orderly and rapid Israeli withdrawal 
from southern Lebanon and that the best way to achieve 
such an objective was to support a practical approach 
through the United Nations initiative to hold military-to­
military talks between Lebanon and Israel at Naqoura. 13 

At the same meeting, statements were made by Egypt, 
France and the Ukraine. Israel, Lebanon and the Syrian 
Arab Republic also spoke in exercise of the right of reply. 

At the 2570th meeting, on 7 March 1985, the President 
(Madagascar) drew the attention of the Security Council to 
the text of a draft resolution submitted by Lebanon.14 

At the same meeting the representative of Yugoslavia, 
speaking on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries, stated that occupation did not bestow any rights 
on the occupier and that the occupier had but one duty: to 
withdraw. He added that there could be no justification for 
any act that limited or threatened the territorial integrity, 
independence and sovereignty of another State. He stated 
that no country could strengthen its security by using force 
against another or by occupying foreign territory, and that 
no matter what an aggressor or occupier claimed, resist­
ance to occupation and aggression was legitimate and jus­
tified.15 

The representative of India affirmed that it was appro­
priate that the Security Council, which was entrusted under 
the Charter with primary responsibility for the mainte­
nance of international peace and security, should take upon 
itself the task of finding ways and means of ameliorating 
the serious situation, which could have wider repercussions 
for peace and stability in the region. He reiterated the call 
of the Coordinating Bureau of the Non-Aligned Countries 
of 6 March 1985 for the speedy implementation of Council 
resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982) in order to ensure the 
withdrawal of Israeli forces from all Lebanese territories. 16 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics called for the immediate implementation of pre­
vious Council resolutions, and emphasized that the imple­
mentation of the Council's resolutions was a matter of 
principle, if there were a desire for it to effectively perform 
the functions entrusted to it under the Charter. 17 

The representative of Denmark reiterated the need for 
speedy and total Israeli withdrawal and urged all parties to 
show the utmost restraint. He welcomed the negotiating 

12S/PV .2568, pp. 37-54. 
13Ibid., pp. 56 and 57. 
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process with the United Nations involvement initiated at 
Naqoura and the efforts of the Secretary-General in imple­
mentation of Council resolution 555 (1984). 11 

The representative of the United States of America 
stated that its goals with regard to Lebanon were (a) with­
drawal of all foreign forces; (b) stable and secure Lebanese­
Israeli border; and (c) the extension of central government 
authority over all Lebanese territory, including the south. 
She added that the United States had repeatedly called on 
all parties to exercise restraint and urged them to take ad­
vantage of the Naqoura process. 19 

At the same meeting, the representatives of Lebanon, Al­
geria, Burkina Faso, the United Kingdom, Australia, the 
Islamic Republic of Iran and Israel made statements. 

At the 2572nd meeting, the representatives of Lebanon, 
Thailand, China, France, Democratic Yemen, Cuba, the 
Ukraine, Peru, Madagascar, Jordan, the German Demo­
cratic Republic, the United Arab Emirates, Bangladesh and 
Viet Nam made statements. The representative of the PLO 
and Mr. C. Maksoud also spoke. 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland and the President of the Council 
spoke on procedural points. 

At the 2573rd meeting, on 12 March 1985, the repre­
sentative of Israel stated that Israel would never accept the 
principle that it could not defend itself against attacks and 
would continue to track its attackers back to their havens, 
confiscate their weapons and thwart their plans to murder 
Israelis. 20 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic argued 
that, according to the principles of international law and 
under Article 51 of the Charter, the right of the Lebanese 
people to resist Israeli aggression was the natural and the 
ideal means in the circumstances prevailing in southern 
Lebanon. 21 

At the same meeting, the President announced his inten­
tion to put to the vote the draft resolution that had been 
submitted by Lebanon. 14 Under the preambular part of the 
draft resolution, the Security Council would have, inter 
alia, reaffirmed previous resolutions on Lebanon and re­
called the relevant provisions of the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights and stressed the humanitarian principles 
of the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and the obliga­
tions arising from the regulations annexed to the Hague 
Convention of 1907. Under the operative part of the draft res­
olution, the Council would have: (a) condemned Israeli 
practices and measures against civilians in Southern Lebanon; 
(b) reaffirmed the need to implement the provisions of 
previous Council resolutions on Lebanon demanding 
withdrawal oflsraeli forces forthwith and unconditionally 
to the internationally recognized boundaries of Lebanon; 
(c) reiterated its call for strict respect for the sovereignty, 
independence, unity and territorial integrity of Lebanon 
within its internationally recognized boundaries; (d) affirmed 
that the provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention applied 
to the territories occupied by Israel in southern Lebanon, 
the Western Bekaa and the Rashaya district; (e) demanded 
that the Government of Israel, the occupying Power, desist 

18!bid., pp. 41-44. 
19Ibid., pp. 45-52. 
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forthwith from its practices against the civilian population 
in those areas and immediately lift all restrictions and ob­
stacles to the restoration of normal conditions in those areas 
in violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention and other 
norms of international law; (j) requested the Secretary­
General to establish a fact-finding mission to report on 
those Israeli practices and measures in southern Lebanon; 
and (g) requested the Secretary-General to keep the situ­
ation under review, to consult with the Government of 
Lebanon and to report to the Council as soon as possible. 

At the 2573rd meeting, statements were made by the rep­
resentatives of Cyprus, Indonesia, Nicaragua, Poland, Ni­
geria, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Pakistan, the Sudan, Czecho­
slovakia and Burkina Faso. 

The representative of the United States of America, 
speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, indicated 
that it would vote against the draft because it was unbal­
anced. She stated that her delegation would still be ready 
to support a statement that reflected the dismay of the 
Council at the escalation of violence in Lebanon; expressed 
sympathy to the victims of violence; urged restraint of all 
parties; called on all parties to implement the recommen­
dations of the Secretary-General's report; affirmed the ap­
plication of the Fourth Geneva Convention to the occupied 
areas of Lebanon; and reaffirmed the commitment of all to 
the full restoration of Lebanon's sovereignty, independence, 
territorial integrity and unity. 22 

A statement before the vote was also made by the rep­
resentative of Trinidad and Tobago. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was voted upon 
and received 11 votes to I, with 3 abstentions; it was not 
adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent member 
of the Council.23 

Decision of 17 April 1985 (2575th meeting): resolution 
561 (1985) 

At its 2575th meeting, on I 7 April 1985, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL), of 
l I April 1985, 24 in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General contained an ac­
count of developments relating to UNIFIL from 10 Octo­
ber 1984 to I I April 1985. The Secretary-General noted in 
his report that the situation in southern Lebanon had dete­
riorated noticeably in the last six months as a result of in­
creasing confrontation between Israeli forces and Leba­
nese resistance groups. He believed that the presence of 
UNIFIL would be essential in those circumstances and he 
had recommended a six-month extension, taking account 
of the request of the Government of Lebanon contained in 
the letter of the Permanent Representative of Lebanon 
dated 27 March I 985. 25 

The Secretary-General described in his report the numer­
ous attacks by Lebanese resistance groups against Israel 
Defence Forces (IDF) positions, including roadside explo­
sions and suicide car-bomb attacks. He also described the 
increasingly frequent cordon-and-search operations listed 
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in the report, with a view to preventing, within the limits 
of UNIFIL means, acts of violence against the population 
and the destruction of property. The reports also referred 
to the efforts of UNIFIL to contain the activities of Leba­
nese irregulars anned and controlled by the IDF. 

The report also gave an account of the Naqoura talks. On 
31 October 1984, following consultations with the Govern­
ments of Lebanon and Israel, the Secretary-General had an­
nounced the convocation of a conference of military rep­
resentatives from the two countries to discuss military 
aspects relating to the withdrawal of Israeli forces and se­
curity arrangements in southern Lebanon in order to imple­
ment Council resolution 555 (1984). The talks took place 
under United Nations auspices at UNIFIL headquarters in 
Naqoura in November 1984 and lasted into January 1985, 
but had produced no results. The report also referred to the 
visit of Mr. Brian Urquhart, Under-Secretary-General for 
Special Political Affairs, to the UNIFIL headquarters and 
to the discussions he had held with Lebanese government 
officials in January and April 1985. 

The Secretary-General emphasized the need to establish, 
under the authority of the Council, conditions in which 
UNIFIL could function in cooperation with the Lebanese 
authorities and army. He pointed out that he could not con­
ceal his dismay at the inappropriate situation in which 
UNIFIL had found itself on various occasions in the past. 
He stated that there should be a clear understanding that 
no armed military or paramilitary personnel of any kind be 
allowed to operate in the area, other than the Lebanese 
army and UNIFIL, and that all parties and elements pub­
licly declare their support for and cooperation with the 
Lebanese authorities and UNIFIL. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President in­
vited the representative of Lebanon, at his request, to par­
ticipate in the discussion without the right to vote. 26 The 
Council considered the issue at its 2575th meeting, on 17 
April 1985. 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to the 
text of a draft resolution which had been drawn up in the 
course of the Council's consultations. He put the draft reso­
lution to the vote; it received 13 votes to none, with 2 ab­
stentions, and was adopted as resolution 561 (1985).27 It 
reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 42S (1978), 426 (1978), SOI (1982), S08 
(1982), S09 (1982) and S20 (1982), as well as all its resolutions on 
the situation in Lebanon, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 11 April 198S, and taking note 
of the observations expressed therein, 

TaJcjng note of the letter of the Pennanent Representative of Leba­
non addressed to the Secretary-General of 27 March I 98S, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

l. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, 
that is, until 19 October 1985; 

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 

26For details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
27For the vote, see S/PV.2575; see also chap. IV of the present 
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3. Re-emphasizes the tenns of reference and general guidelines of 
the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 Man:h 
1978, approved by resolution 426 (1978), and cans upon all parties 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementation 
of its mandate; 

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 42S (1978), 426 (1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

S. Requests the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the Coun­
cil thereon. 

Decision of2 l May 1985 (2581 st meeting): resolution 563 
(1985) 

At its 2581 st meeting on 21 May 1985, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF) of 
13 May 198528 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities ofUNOOF for the pe­
riod from 17 November 1984 to 13 May 1985. It noted that 
the Force had continued to perfonn its functions etTec­
tivel y, with the cooperation of both parties (the Syrian 
Arab Republic and Israel), although restrictions on 
movement and inspection were placed on UNDOF teams 
in certain areas by both sides. The Secretary-General in­
dicated that during the period under review the situation 
in the Israel-Syria sector had remained quiet, but that, 
despite the present quiet in the sector, the situation in 
the Middle East as a whole continued to be potentially 
dangerous and was likely to remain so unless and until 
a comprehensive, just and durable peace settlement cov­
ering all aspects of the Middle East problem could be 
reached, as called for by the Council in its resolution 338 
(1973). In the prevailing circumstances, the Secretary­
General considered the continued presence of UNDOF 
in the area to be essential. He therefore recommended 
that the Council extend the mandate of the Force for a 
further period of six months, until 30 November 1985, 
and pointed out that the Governments concerned had 
given their consent. 

At the 2581st meeting, on 21 May 1985, the President 
drew attention to a draft resolution, which had been pre­
pared in the course of the Council's consultations.29 He then 
put the draft resolution to the vote. It was adopted unani­
mously as resolution 563 ( 1985). 30 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Disengagement Observer Force, 

Decides: 

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security Council resolution 338 (1973); 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30 No~ 
vember 1985; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this 
period, a report on the developments in the situation and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

28S/J 7177. 
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Decision of 21 May 1985: statement by the President 

At the same meeting, the President, on behalf of the Se­
curity Council, made the following complementary state­
ment regarding resolution 563 ( 1985):31 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United Na­
tions Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 26: 

"Despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous 
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive settle­
ment covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be 
reached." 

That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the Se­
curity Council. 

The representatives of China, the United States of America, 
Australia, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North­
ern Ireland, France, Denmark and Egypt made statements. 

Decision of 24 May 1985: statement by the President 

On 24 May 1985, after consultations with the members 
of the Security Council, the President issued the following 
statement on behalf of the members of the Council on the 
situation in Lebanon: 32 

The members of the Security Council express their serious concern 
at the heightened violence in certain parts of Lebanon in the past few 
days. 

They take note of and fully support the statement issued on 22 May 
I 985 by the Secretary-General, which also refers to the situation in 
and around the Palestinian refugee camps, and his appeal to all con­
cerned to make every possible effort to put an end to violence involv­
ing the civilian population. 

They reaffinn that the sovereignty, independence and territorial in­
tegrity of Lebanon must be respected. 

In response to their humanitarian concern, they strongly appeal 
for restraint, in order to alleviate the sufferings of civilians in 
Lebanon. 

Decision of 31 May 1985 (2582nd meeting): resolution 
564 (1985) 

By a letter dated 30 May 1985 addressed to the President 
of the Security Council,33 the representative of Egypt re­
quested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
continued escalation of violence involving the civilian 
population in and around Beirut, affecting the safety and 
security of the Palestinians in the refugee camps. 

At its 2582nd meeting, on 31 May 1985, the Council in­
cluded the letter in its agenda. The Council considered the 
item at the same meeting. Following the adoption of the 
agenda, the Council decided to invite the following, at their 
request, to participate in the discussion without the right to 
vote: the representatives of Lebanon, Malta and the Syrian 
Arab Republic. 26 At the same meeting, the Council decided 
by vote and in accordance with previous practice to invite 
the representative of the PLO to participate in the delibera­
tions without the right to vote.34 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution, which had been prepared in the course of 

31 S/17206. 
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the Council's consultation, 35 and put it to the vote; it was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 564 (1985).36 It reads 
as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling the statement made by the President on 24 May 1985 on 
behalf of the members of the Council on the heightened violence in 
certain parts of Lebanon, 

Alarmed at the continued escalation of violence involving the civil­
ian population, including Palestinians in refugee camps, resulting in 
grievous casualties and material destruction on all sides, 

I. Expresses anew its deepest concern at the heavy costs in human 
lives and material destruction affecting the civilian population in 
Lebanon, and calls on all concerned to end acts of violence against the 
civilian population in Lebanon and, in particular, in and around Pal­
estinian refugee camps; 

2. Reiterates its calls for respect for the sovereignty, independence 
and territorial integrity of Lebanon; 

3. Calls upon all parties to take necessary measures to alleviate 
the suffering resulting from acts of violence, in particular by facilitat­
ing the work of United Nations agencies, especially the United Nations 
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, and 
non-governmental organiz.ations, including the International Commit­
tee of the Red Cross, in providing humanitarian assistance to all those 
affected and emphasizes the need to ensure the safety of all the per­
sonnel of these organiz.ations; 

4. Appeals to all interested parties to cooperate with the Lebanese 
Government and the Secretary-General with a view to ensuring the 
implementation of this resolution, and requests the Secretary-General 
to report to the Security Council thereon; 

5. Reaffirms its intention to continue to follow the situation 
closely. 

After the vote, several representatives made statements. 
The representative of Egypt summed up the situation in the 
following way: the need to look for practical means, in ac­
cordance with the mandate of the Council, to ensure the 
protection, security, tranquillity and welfare of the Pales­
tinian people, in the context of the full, unprejudiced, un­
diminished sovereignty of Lebanon. The representative of 
Lebanon argued that his Government had opposed the 
Council's dealing with the situation in and around the Pal­
estinian camps, because that was an internal matter since 
the camps were located on Lebanese territory. He added 
that the convening of the Council to consider such a situ­
ation constituted blatant interference in Lebanon's internal 
affairs. He further argued that, in accordance with Article 
52 of the Charter, the Council should have encouraged ef­
forts at the regional and internal levels to deal with the situ­
ation. The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics supported the representative of Lebanon by ex­
pressing his delegation's regret over the fact that the posi­
tion of the Government of Lebanon had not been taken into 
account by those who had initiated the convening of the 
Council's meeting. The representative of the Syrian Arab 
Republic stated that, in the light of Lebanon's objection, 
the convening of the Council on a situation inside Lebanon 
was in direct contravention of Article 2, paragraph 7, of 
the Charter. 

The representatives of France, Malta, the United States 
of America and Australia, as well as the representative of 
the PLO, also spoke. 

35511 7232 adopted without change as resolution 564 (1985). 
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Decision of 17 October 1985 (2623rd meeting): resolution 
575 (1985) 

At its 2623rd meeting, on 17 October 1985, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNIFIL of 10 October 198537 in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General contained an ac­
count of developments relating to UNIFIL for the period 
from 12 April 1985 to 10 October 1985. The Secretary­
General noted in his report that the greater part of the 
UNIFIL area had been relatively quiet since its evacuation 
by the Israeli forces, while, in contrast, the situation in the 
"security zone" had been very tense owing to frequent at­
tacks by Lebanese resistance groups on Israeli troops and 
the Lebanese irregulars associated with them. He was con­
vinced that UNIFIL was an extremely important factor in 
whatever peace and normality existed in southern Lebanon 
and that, if UNIFIL were to disappear, the ensuing cycle 
of violence could well develop into a new and serious in­
ternational crisis. He therefore concluded that, especially 
in the light of the request of the Government ofLebanon,31 

it was his duty to recommend a further extension of the 
mandate of UNIFIL for a period of six months. He cau­
tioned, however, that such an extension should not be 
understood to mean that UNIFIL would be allowed to be­
come an open-ended commitment for the troop-contributing 
countries and for the United Nations if the requisite con­
ditions for the effective operation of the Force continued 
to be absent. 

The report gave a detailed description of the Israeli plan 
for a unilateral redeployment of Israeli forces in three 
phases, which had been announced by the Government of 
Israel in January 1985. Between February and April 1985, 
Israeli forces had evacuated several areas, in particular Si­
don, Nabatiyah, Bekaa and Tyre. At the end of the second 
phase, the Israeli forces were redeployed in a strip of land 
north of the international border extending from the Medi­
terranean Sea to the Hasbaiya area, with a depth varying 
between about 2 kilometres at its narrowest point and 
about IO kilometres at its widest. In accordance with the 
Israeli plan, that strip of land, which extended into part of 
the UNIFIL area, was to be maintained as a "security zone" 
where the "South Lebanese Army (SLA)" and other local 
militias armed and controlled by the Israeli forces were to 
function with the latter's backing, after the completion of 
the third and last phase of the Israeli redeployment. The 
Secretary-General further observed that, owing to the "se­
curity zone" declared by Israel, UNIFIL had not been able 
to extend its deployment to the international border and 
that, in the part of its area of deployment that overlaps with 
the "security zone", UNIFIL found itself confronted with 
many positions manned by the IDF or the "SLA" or both. 
The full implementation of Security Council resolution 
561 ( 1985) was therefore not achieved. 

The Secretary-General observed in his report that the 
situation in Lebanon south of the Litani river was not only 
unsatisfactory but also dangerous. He was convinced that, 
if the Israeli presence in the "security zone" were to con­
tinue for long, violence would inevitably escalate and 
spread. Making a recommendation to the Council on UNI­
FIL posed a dilemma to him. On the one hand, he agreed 

37S/l 7557. 
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that the conditions in which UNIFIL could fully perform 
its functions or completely fulfil its mandate did not exist, 
and the situation was most likely to deteriorate further. On 
the other hand, the presence of UNIFIL was important and 
had contributed to keeping the level of violence limited to 
some extent. The Secretary-General felt that there was a 
good chance of re-establishing peace and security in Leba­
non south of the Litani if the correct actions were taken by 
all. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President in­
vited the representatives of Lebanon and Israel, at their re­
quest, to participate in the discussion without the right to 
vote.26 

At the same meeting, the President put to a vote a draft 
resolution, which had been prepared in the course of the 
Council's consultations.39 It received 13 votes to none, 
with 2 abstentions (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), and was adopted as 
resolution 575 (1985).40 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 426 ( 1978), 501 ( 1982), 508 
(1982), 509 (1982) and 520 (1982), as well as all its resolutions on 
the situation in Lebanon, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 10 October 1985 and taking note 
of the observations expressed therein, 

Ta Icing note of the letter of the Permanent Representative of Leba­
non addressed to the Secretary-General of 3 October 1985, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, 
that is, until 19 April I 986; 

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 

3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines of 
the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 
1978, approved by resolution 426 ( 1978), and calls upon all panics 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementa­
tion of its mandate; 

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the Se­
curity Council thereon. 

Following the vote, the representative of China stated 
that the Israeli authorities should be held responsible for 
the abnormal situation in southern Lebanon and that the 
"security zone" set up there by Israel constituted the basic 
obstacle to the functioning of UNIFIL. He called on the 
Council to take effective measures to dismantle the "secu­
rity zone" and to bring about the total withdrawal of Israeli 
troops from southern Lebanon, allowing the recovery of 
Lebanese sovereignty over the area and the restoration of 
international peace and security. 

The representative of France stated that UNIFIL was 
caught between two hostile forces and continued to be pre­
vented, in contravention of Council resolutions, from de­
ploying its personnel up to the international border, as pro-
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vided for in the UNIFIL mandate. He underlined the need 
for comprehensive implementation of Council resolutions 
425 (1978) and 427 (1978). 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics argued that Israel defiantly refused to implement 
the resolutions of the Council on southern Lebanon and 
UNIFIL and that it was well known who was standing be­
hind Israel and who was preventing the Council from en­
suring implementation of its resolutions. He stated that the 
United States of America would do well to bear in mind 
the fact that such action seriously undermined the Coun­
cil's prestige and effectiveness. 

Statements were also made by the representatives of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
Denmark and the United States of America. 

The representative of Lebanon reiterated Lebanon's po­
sition on the need to implement relevant Council resolu­
tions, the withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanese terri­
tory and the restoration of Lebanese authority over all 
Lebanese territory. He called on the Council to assume its 
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security and to ensure the implementation of its reso­
lutions. 

The representative of Israel reiterated that Israel's only 
interest in the Lebanese situation was to ensure the security 
of its population in the north of Israel against the terrorist 
attacks they had experienced since the early 1970s owing 
to the collapse of Lebanon's effective sovereignty and its 
domination, first by the PLO and then by the Syrian Arab 
Republic. He asserted that in his Government's view, 
UNIFIL had no useful role to play and that the only pos­
sibility for maintaining security in the area was through the 
maintenance of the status quo. 

Decision of 21 November 1985 (2630th meeting): resolu­
tion 576 (1985) 

At its 2630th meeting, on 21 November 1985, the Secu­
rity Council included the report of the Secretary-General 
on UNDOF of 13 November 198541 in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General described the activi­
ties of UNDOF for the period from 14 May 1985 to 13 
November 1985. It noted that UNDOF had continued, with 
the cooperation of all parties, to fulfil the tasks entrusted 
to it. The Secretary-General indicated, however, that the 
problem of restrictions on the freedom of movement still 
existed. He reiterated that despite the present quiet in the 
Israel-Syria sector, the situation in the Middle East as a 
whole continued to be potentially dangerous and was likely 
to remain so unless and until a comprehensive settlement 
covering all aspects of the Middle East problem could be 
reached, as called for by the Security Council in its reso­
lution 338 (1973). In the prevailing circumstances, the Sec­
retary-General considered the continued presence of UN­
DOF in the area to be essential. Noting that the 
Governments concerned had given their consent, he recom­
mended that the Council extend the mandate of the Force 
for a further period of six months, until 31 May 1986. 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution, which had been prepared in the course of 
the Council's consultations.42 He then put the draft resolu-
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tion to the vote; it was unanimously adopted as resolution 
576 (l 985). 43 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Disengagement Observer Force, 

Decides: 

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security Council resolution 338 (1973); 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31 May 
1986; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this 
period, a report on the developments in the situation and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 338 (I 973). 

At the same meeting, the President, on behalf of the 
Council, made the following complementary statement re­
garding resolution 576 ( 1985):44 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United Na­
tions Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 25: 

"Despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous 
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive settle­
ment covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be 
reached." 

That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the Se­
curity Council. 

Decision of 17 January 1986 (2642nd meeting): rejection 
of a draft resolution 

By a letter dated 6 January 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council,45 the representative of Leba­
non requested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider 
the acts of aggression of the Israeli occupying forces 
against a number of Lebanese villages in the period be­
tween 29 December 1985 and 7 January 1986. 

At its 2640th meeting, on 13 January 1986, the Council 
included the letter in its agenda. Following the adoption of 
the agenda, the Council decided to invite the following, at 
their request, to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote: the representatives of Lebanon, Israel, the 
Syrian Arab Republic and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya;26 

at the 2641 st meeting, the representatives of Qatar and 
Saudi Arabia; and at the 2642nd meeting, the repre­
sentative of Morocco.26 The Council considered the item 
at its 2640th and 2642nd meetings, on 13 and 17 January 
1986. 

At the 2640th meeting, the representative of Lebanon 
stated that despite the repeated warnings by his Govern­
ment46 and by the Secretary-General,47 Israel had escalated 
its acts of aggression and illegal practices in the south of 
Lebanon, directly through the IDF or indirectly through the 
"SLA". He added that, in view of that deliberate escala­
tion, Lebanon had decided to call upon the Council to con­
vene in order to assume its responsibilities and to fulfil its 
mandate in its capacity as the primary authority charged 
with preserving international peace and security. He then 
provided a detailed account oflDF/SLA operations against 

42S/17642. 
43For the vote, see S/PV.2630; see also chap. IV of the present 

Supplement. 
44s/17653. 
45S/l 7717. 
46Ibid. 
47S/17684. 



168 

Lebanese villages and towns in the south in the period be­
tween 29 December 1985 and 7 January 1986. He argued 
that the shelling, air raids and naval attacks had preceded 
the launching of two Katyusha rockets on Qiryat Shemona 
(in northern Israel), and had coincided with the signing of 
the agreement between the Lebanese factions to restore 
Lebanon to normalcy, indicating Israel's premeditated in­
tention to impede the peace process in Lebanon. Israel's 
rejection of the implementation of Council resolutions call­
ing for total Israeli withdrawal, its insistence on maintain­
ing a "security zone" within Lebanon and its support and 
manipulation of illegal puppet forces all constituted the di­
rect and main cause for the deteriorating situation in south­
ern Lebanon, which posed a threat to the security of the 
region and the world at large. He called on the Council to 
condemn Israel's acts of aggression, to reaffirm the neces­
sity of implementing previous Council resolutions and to 
call upon Israel to cease its arbitrary practices against the 
civilian population of southern Lebanon. 

At the 2640th and 2642nd meetings, the representatives 
of the Syrian Arab Republic, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
the Congo, Madagascar, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Bulgaria, 
Morocco, China and the United Arab Emirates made state­
ments supporting the Lebanese position and arguments. 
The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic argued that 
the Council should ensure the implementation of its reso­
lutions on Lebanon by imposing sanctions against Israel in 
accordance with Chapter VII of the Charter. 

At the 2640th meeting, the representative of Israel des­
cribed the situation in Lebanon as a state of chaos where 
the Government of Lebanon had lost effective control over 
the internal situation everywhere in the country. He stated 
that Lebanon should have requested a meeting of the Coun­
cil to consider the terrorist actions against Lebanese Jews 
and others. He added that terrorism in Lebanon was fi­
nanced and controlled by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, the 
Islamic Republic of Iran and the Syrian Arab Republic, 
which he called the "occupier of Lebanon". He stated that 
south Lebanon was relatively the most tranquil part of the 
country, but it was going to be used as a launching pad for 
Syria-directed terrorism against Israel and that preventing 
that from happening was Israel's only interest in south 
Lebanon. What was needed, he said in conclusion, was a 
serious dialogue between the parties to enable people on 
both sides of the border to live in peace. Until Lebanon 
adopted a similar policy, Israel would continue to do what 
was necessary to protect its security. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics also spoke. The representatives 
of the United States of America and Israel exercised their 
right of reply. 

At the 2642nd meeting, on 17 January 1986, the repre­
sentative of Denmark stated that his Government had re­
peatedly warned that the threat or use of force was bound 
to lead to a further deterioration of the situation in south 
Lebanon. He reiterated support for the restoration of Leba­
non's full sovereignty, independence, unity and territorial 
integrity and stressed the need of a total Israeli withdrawal. 
He stated that the "security zone" and the presence of IDF 
in southern Lebanon, which were contrary to Council reso­
lutions, would not provide Israel with the security it was 
seeking for its northern population centres. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland summa-
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rized the situation by stating that the Government of Israel 
held the view that cross-border attacks on its territory from 
Lebanon were unacceptable and that the members of the 
Council could not disagree with that. He added that the 
Council equally could not and did not accept that Israel 
coud flout the Charter of the United Nations by invading 
and occupying another State or any part of its territory. He 
stated that the continued Israeli policy of refusal to with­
draw from Lebanese territory, allowing for restoration of 
the authority of the Government of Lebanon as called for 
by Council resolutions, was tragically misconceived. He 
concluded by arguing that the Council should not restrict 
itself to the negative course of condemning those at fault, 
but should try to take a positive view of the situation 
through the use of UNIFIL, which was already there. 

At the 2640th meeting, the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution submitted by Lebanon.48 At the 2641st 
meeting, a revised text of the draft resolution was submit­
ted by Lebanon,49 and at the 2642nd meeting, the President 
drew attention to a further revised draft submitted by Leba­
non. 50 At the same meeting, the representative of the 
United Arab Emirates requested, in accordance with rule 
38 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, that the revised draft resolution submitted by 
Lebanon be put to the vote. Under the preambular part, the 
Council would have, inter a/ia, reaffirmed previous rele­
vant resolutions and recalled the relevant provisions of the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Fourth 
Geneva Convention of 12 August I 949. Under the opera­
tive part of the draft resolution, the Council would have: 
(a) strongly deplored the Israeli acts of violence as well as 
abusive practices and measures against the civilian popu­
lation in southern Lebanon; (b) reaffirmed the urgent need 
to implement the provisions of Council resolutions on 
Lebanon demanding withdrawal of Israeli forces to the in­
ternationally recognized borders of Lebanon; (c) reiterated 
its call for strict respect for the sovereignty, independence, 
unity and territorial integrity of Lebanon within its inter­
nationally recognized borders; (d) demanded that Israel de­
sist forthwith from its practices and measures against the 
civilian population in southern Lebanon; and (e) decided 
to keep the situation under review and requested the Sec­
retary-General to report to the Council as appropriate. In 
its original form, paragraph 1 referred to condemnation of 
Israeli aggression, practices and measures. In the first re­
vision the same paragraph referred to condemnation of the 
Israeli acts of aggression as well as abusive practices and 
measures. 

At the 2642nd meeting, statements were made by Den­
mark, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, Morocco, Israel and China. 

At the same meeting, the President put the draft resolu­
tion to the vote. It received I 1 votes to l, with 3 absten­
tions, and was not adopted, owing to the negative vote of 
a permanent member of the Security Council.51 

Prior to the vote, the representative of Australia stated 
that his delegation would abstain because the draft resolu­
tion was not balanced. The representative of the United 
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States declared that, for the same reason, her delegation 
would vote against it. A statement was also made by 
France. After the vote the representative of Lebanon re­
sponded that the draft resolution was balanced and that to 
condemn or deplore all acts of violence would equate the 
aggressor with the national resistance movement. 

Decision of 18 April 1986 (2681 st meeting): resolution 
583 (1986) 

At its 2681 st meeting, on 18 April 1986, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNIFIL of 9 April l 986s2 in its agenda. 

The report contained an account of the developments re­
lating to UNIFIL from 11 October 1985 to 9 April 1986. 
The Secretary-General noted in his report that the situation 
in the "security zone" established in southern Lebanon by 
the IDF with the help of the SLA had considerably dete­
riorated as a result of the increase in the level of violence 
between the IDF and SAL on the one hand and the various 
resistance groups on the other. The Secretary-General ar­
gued that despite the fact that the original conditions laid 
down in resolution 425 ( 1978) had not been fully met, the 
presence ofUNIFIL would be essential. He had, therefore, 
recommended a six-month extension, taking account of the 
request of the Government of Lebanon contained in its 
letter of 3 April 1986. s3 

The Secretary-General described in his report the attacks 
and ambushes launched by armed resistance groups 
against the IDF and the SLA in the "security zone", as well 
as the search operations that had been carried out by 
IDF/SLA personnel in that part of the zone that overlapped 
the UNIFIL area of deployment. The report provided a 
comprehensive summary of all the incidents as well as the 
casualties incurred by the various parties, including UNIFIL. 
The report stated that during some of these operations, 
UNIFIL personnel had monitored the situation as closely 
as possible and had tried to prevent acts of violence against 
the local population. Throughout the period, UNIFIL had 
maintained close contact with the Lebanese authorities in 
Beirut and Lebanese local authorities in the south, as well 
as with the Israeli military authorities. The report referred 
briefly to visits that had been paid by Mr. Urquhart, Under­
secretary-General for Special Political Affairs, and by his 
successor, Mr. Goulding, to UNIFIL headquarters in Janu­
ary and March 1986, during which both officials had held 
discussions with Lebanese and Israeli officials, as well as 
with other interested parties. 

Although the Secretary-General recommended the ex­
tension of the mandate of UNIFIL, he pointed out in his 
report that the decision facing the Council on whether to 
extend the mandate was a difficult one and required the 
Council to make a thorough and careful assessment both 
of the situation confronting UNIFIL and of the Council's 
own readiness to fulfil the conditions that had been iden­
tified in 1978 as being necessary for the Force to be effective. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council in­
vited the representative of Lebanon, at his request, to 
participate in the discussion without the right to vote. 26 

The Council considered the item at its 2681st meeting, on 
18 April 1986. At the beginning of that meeting, the Presi-
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dent drew the Council's attention to the text of a draft reso­
lution that had been prepared during consultations by the 
CounciI.s4 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics stated that the situation required 
the active cooperation of all who sincerely wanted a reli­
able defence of the sovereign rights of Lebanon against 
Israeli encroachment and who saw the importance of the 
consolidation of international support for the cause of the 
liberation of Lebanon from Israeli occupation. He an­
nounced that his country shared the opinion of Lebanon 
about the need to retain the presence of UNIFIL in Leba­
non arid that his delegation had decided to vote in favour 
of the draft resolution. He declared his country's willing­
ness to take part in the financing of the Force, provided 
that that decision would not be considered as having a ret­
roactive effect or a recognition of "indebtedness" for pre­
ceding years. 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland described the statement made by 
the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics as marking an important change in Soviet policy and 
that meant that the Soviet Union was fully in favour of 
resolution 425 ( I 978), implying that the Soviet Union 
would be willing not only to give the Force its full political 
support and to meet, from then on, its assessed share of the 
cost of UNIFIL, but also to recognize and pay its assessed 
shares from previous years. 

Before the vote, the President, speaking in his capacity 
as representative of France, expressed his country's con­
cern at the deterioration of the situation in the field and at 
the Force's inability to fulfil its complete mandate as de­
fined by Council resolutions 425 (I 978) and 426 (I 978). 
He enumerated the objectives of those resolutions as: 
(a) to confirm the withdrawal of the Israeli forces; (b) to 
restore international peace and security; and (c) to assist 
the Government of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its 
effective authority in the area. He further added that France 
could no longer accept a virtually automatic renewal of the 
Force for six months, and that his delegation had suggested 
a shorter mandate in order to induce the countries con­
cerned to reflect and to consider the situation. 

A statement was also made by the representative of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

At the same meeting the draft resolution was voted upon, 
receiving 15 votes in favour and was adopted unanimously 
as resolution 583 (1986). ss It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978), 501 (1982), 508 
(1982), 509 ( 1982) and 520 ( 1982), as well as all its resolutions on 
the situation in Lebanon, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim force in Lebanon of9 April 1986. and taking note of 
the observations expressed therein, 

Taking note of the letter of the Permanent Representative of Leba• 
non addressed to the Secretary-General of I April 1986, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of three months, 
that is, until 19 July 1986; 

545118019, adopted without change as resolution 583 (1986 ). 
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2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 

3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines of 
the force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 
1978, approved by resolution 426 (1978), and calls upon all parties 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementa­
tion of its mandate; 

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the Coun­
cil thereon by 19 June 1986. 

After the vote, the representative of Australia stated that 
although the word "peacekeeping" was not mentioned in 
the Charter, the peacekeeping role had evolved in response 
to the needs of a world troubled by conflict. He added that 
the interests of regional peace would be better served by 
the deployment of UNIFIL in accordance with the mandate 
that had been conferred on it by the Council. 

The representative of Denmark stated that his country 
fully understood Israel's legitimate concern over the secu­
rity of the northern borders, but at the same time his coun­
try believed that the "security zone" was neither a legiti­
mate nor an effective means of meeting Israel's security 
concerns and that the security zone not only contravened 
resolution 425 ( 1978), but was also likely to build further 
resentment against Israel among the local population and 
to encourage use of the area as a base for attacks across its 
border. 

The representative of Lebanon stated that the oft­
repeated request for the renewal of the mandate of UNIFIL 
had not been based on a desire to make the mandate per­
manent but on other essential reasons, namely: (a) the 
Force should be enabled to discharge the mandate given it 
by the Council under its resolutions 425 (I 978) and 426 
( 1978); ( b) the presence of the Force in southern Lebanon 
constituted a commitment by the international community 
and the Council to Lebanon and its legitimate right to re­
cover its sovereignty and authority over its entire territory; 
and (c) the presence of UNIFIL in southern Lebanon was 
an essential factor for stabilization and the best available 
option for ensuring peace, stability and security, in the ab­
sence of the total implementation of Council resolution 
425 (1978) and other relevant resolutions. 

Statements were also made by the representatives of 
Bulgaria, Ghana, the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Lebanon, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and France. 

Decision of29 May I 986 (2687th meeting): resolution 584 
(1986) 

At its 2687th meeting, on 29 May I 986, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNDOF of 14 May 1986 in its agenda.s6 

The report of the Secretary-General described the activi­
ties of UNDOF for the period from 14 November 1985 to 
14 May 1986. The Secretary-General noted that UNDOF 
continued, with the cooperation of all parties, to fulfil the tasks 
entrusted to it by the Council in its resolutions 350 (1974). 

56s!l 806 I. 
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However, the problem of restrictions on the freedom of 
movement of the Force still existed. Despite the prevailing 
quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation in the Middle 
East as a whole continued to be potentially dangerous and 
was likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive 
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem 
could be reached, as called for by Council resolution 338 
(1973). The Secretary-General considered the continued 
presence of UNDOF in the area to be essential. He there­
fore recommended that the Council extend the mandate of 
the Force for a further period of six months, until 30 No­
vember 1986, and pointed out that both Israel and the Syr­
ian Arab Republic had agreed to the extension. 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution, which had been prepared in the course of 
the Council's consultations. s7 He then put the draft resolu­
tion to the vote; it was adopted unanimously as resolution 
584 ( 1986). ss It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, 

Decides: 

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security Council resolution 338 (I 973); 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30 No­
vember 1986; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this 
period, a report on the developments in the situation and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

At the same meeting, the President, on behalf of the 
Council, made the following complementary statement re­
garding resolution 584 (I 986): 19 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United Na­
tions Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 25: 

"Despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous 
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive set­
tlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be 
reached." 

That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the Se­
curity Council. 

Decision of 6 June 1986: statement by the President 

On 6 June 1986, following consultations, the President 
of the Security Council issued the following statement on 
behalf of the members of the Council: 60 

The members of the Security Council are gravely concerned at the 
continuing intensification of the fighting in Beirut, especially in and 
around the Palestinian refugee camps, with its high toll of casualties 
and material destruction. 

The members of the Security Council appeal to all concerned to use 
their influence in bringing about the cessation of the fighting in order 
to enable the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East as well as other humanitarian organizations 
to mount emergency operations for the benefit of the populations con­
cerned, including the Palestinian refugees towards whom the interna­
tional community has a particular responsibility. 

They reaffirm that the sovereignty, independence and territorial in­
tegrity of Lebanon must be respected. 
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The members of the Security Council endorse the Secretary­
General's appeal to all parties concerned to exercise utmost restraint 
and to renew their efforts to end the present bloodshed. 

Decision of 18 July 1986 (2699th meeting): resolution 586 
(1986) 

At its 2699th meeting, of 18 July 1986, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNIFIL of 16 July 1986 in its agenda. 61 

The report contained an account of developments relat­
ing to UNIFIL from IO April to IO July 1986. The report 
stated that, in some parts of the UNIFIL area and the "se­
curity zone" maintained by Israel, there had been a decline 
in the number of violent incidents, while in others the level 
of hostilities had remained the same or increased. What 
had remained clear was that the continuing presence of 
IDF in southern Lebanon, quite apart from being contrary 
to resolution 425 ( I 978) and many other decisions of the 
Council, was not an answer to the problem of international 
peace and security in the area. The report further argued 
that the IDF presence had escalated the level of violence. 
The report gave a list of the incidents that had taken place 
and the casualties suffered, especially by UNJFIL person­
nel. It referred briefly to the visits of Mr. Goulding, Under­
secretary-General for Special Political Affairs, to the area 
in April and May/June, during which he had held discus­
sions with government leaders and senior officials in Leba­
non and Israel, as well as other interested parties. 

The Secretary-General stated in his report that he still 
believed that the presence of UNIFIL would be essential. 
He had, therefore, recommended a six-month extension, 
taking account of the request of the Government of Leba­
non contained in the letter of 7 July I 986. 62 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council in­
vited the representatives of Lebanon and Israel, at their re­
quest, to participate in the discussion without the right to 
vote.26 The Council considered the item at its 2699th meet­
ing, on 18 July 1986. 

At the same meeting, the Council voted on a draft reso­
lution that had been prepared in the course of the Council's 
consultations. 63 The draft was adopted unanimously as 
resolution 586 (1986).64 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978), SOI (1982), 508 
(1982) and 520 (1982), as well as all its resolutions on the situation 
in Lebanon, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 17 June and 10 July 1986 and 
taking note of the observations expressed therein, 

Taking note of the letter of the Permanent Representative of Leba­
non addressed to the Secretary-General of 7 July 1986, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, 
that is, until 19 January 1987; 

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 
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3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines of 
the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 
1978, approved by resolution 426 ( 1978). and calls upon all parties 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementa­
tion of its mandate; 

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 425 ( 1978), 426 (1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the 
Security Council thereon. 

After the vote, several Council members underlined the 
useful role played by UNIFIL. The representative of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
stated that an essential component of any solution to the 
tense and unhappy situation in southern Lebanon was the 
completion of the withdrawal of Israeli forces to the inter­
national boundary. He added that the Council looked to the 
Israeli Government to take full account of the Council's 
unanimous wish to secure a rapid end to the present situ­
ation in which Israeli forces, and others controlled by 
them, occupied Lebanese territory and prevented the exer­
cise of Lebanese sovereignty. The representative of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics observed that, unfor­
tunately, one could once again conclude that the Council's 
demands, which had been clearly formulated in UNIFIL's 
mandate, had remained unfulfilled because of Israel's stub­
born refusal to withdraw its troops from the entire territory 
of Lebanon and that UNIFIL had so far been deprived of 
any opportunity to carry out functions entrusted to it under 
resolution 425 ( 1978). The representative of Lebanon 
stated that the continued grave and volatile situation in 
southern Lebanon resulted from Israel's refusal to imple­
ment the resolutions of the Council, which called for Israel's 
complete and unconditional withdrawal from Lebanese 
territory, the deployment of international forces within in­
ternationally recognized borders and the exercise of sov­
ereignty and authority by the Government of Lebanon over 
all its territories. The representative of Israel stated that 
although his Government viewed UNJFIL as a positive 
force because it introduced a measure of stability, his Gov­
ernment was convinced that UNIFIL could not protect 
northern Israel from attacks across the Lebanese border. 
He stated that Israel was interested in protecting its north­
ern border, and it took actions against terrorist concentra­
tions and attacks that emanated from southern Lebanon be­
cause the Government of Lebanon had no effective control 
over any parts of its territory, including the south. 

The representatives of France and the United States of 
America also spoke. 

Decision of5 September 1986 (2705th meeting): statement 
by the President 

By a letter of 4 September 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council,63 the representative of France 
requested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
deteriorating situation in the area of operation of UNIFIL 
in southern Lebanon. 

At its 2705th meeting, on 5 September 1986, the Council 
included the letter in its agenda. The Council considered 
the item at the same meeting. The Council decided to invite 
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the representative of Lebanon, at his request, to participate 
in the discussion without the right to vote. 26 

At the same meeting, the Secretary-General stated that 
the Council was meeting in very difficult and grievous cir­
cumstances. He reminded the Council that he had had the 
opportunity to inform the members of the series of violent 
incidents that had taken place in the UNIFIL zone between 
11 and 22 August 1986, during which two Lebanese and one 
member of the Irish contingent had been killed and several 
soldiers of the French contingent had been wounded. He 
added that, despite UNIFIL efforts to re-establish calm in 
the region and the cooperation, to that effect, of the Gov­
ernment of Lebanon and leaders of the Amal movement, a 
serious incident had occurred on 4 September 1986. Three 
French soldiers had been killed by a remote-control bomb 
near the village of Joya in the sector of the French contin­
gent. The Secretary-General stated that he had vigorously 
condemned the cowardly attack and had sent a mission 
of inquiry to Lebanon headed by Mr. Goulding, Under­
secretary-General for Special Political Affairs. He de­
clared his intention to do everything possible to avoid a 
recurrence of the recent incidents, to strengthen the secu­
rity of the members of UNIFIL and to enable the Force to 
carry out its mandate. He pointed out, however, that UNIFIL 
could carry out its mandate only if all the parties involved 
extended to it the required cooperation and if it benefited 
from the confidence and unreserved support of the Coun­
cil. 

At the same meeting, the President read out the follow­
ing statement that he had been authorized to make on be­
half of the members of the Council following consultations 
that had been held among the members:66 

The members of the Security Council express their deep sorrow at 
the grave and distressing attacks which killed several members of the 
Irish and French contingents of the United Nations Force in Lebanon. 
These attacks come after various serious incidents in the recent past, 
in particular those of l l and 12 August, in the course of which a num­
ber of members of the Force were injured. The members of the Coun­
cil express their indignation at such resort to deliberate violence, 
which places in jeopardy the safety of the members of the Force. 

They convey their sympathy to the afflicted families and pay tribute 
to the qualities of composure, courage and self-sacrifice manifested 
collectively by all the members of UNIFIL, in service of the ideals of 
peace of the Organization. 

Given the worsening of the situation in the zone in which the Force 
operates. the members of the Security Council consider it essential to 
adopt with all urgency measures aimed at the effective reinforcement 
of the security of the members of the Force and request the Secretary­
General to undertake all necessary steps to that effect. 

The members of the Security Council express their appreciation to 
the Secretary-General for his immediate dispatch of a mission led by 
the Under-Secretary-General which is to carry out, in consultation 
with the Lebanese Government, an in-depth examination of the meas­
ures to be taken to enable the Force to carry out its mandate, as laid 
down in Council resolution 425 ( 1978), effectively in the necessary 
conditions of security. 

They invite the Secretary-General to submit to the Council, as soon 
as possible. the report which he will prepare following the mission. 

The members of the Council unanimously express their confidence 
in the Secretary-General and the Commander of the Force in the cur­
rent difficult circumstances 

The representative of France stated that his delegation 
had requested an urgent meeting of the Council because of 
the rapid deterioration of the situation in southern Lebanon 
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and several serious incidents in which, over a period of one 
month, members of several contingents of UNIFIL had 
fallen victim. He noted that, despite persistent efforts, 
UNIFIL was still not in a position to carry out its mission 
securely and effectively. He called for the urgent adoption 
of measures aimed at strengthening the security of all 
members of UNIFIL. He proposed that a general review 
be undertaken dealing with all the substantive problems 
preventing UNIFIL from accomplishing its mission. 

The representative of Ghana stated that the major cause 
of the cycle of violence in the UNIFIL area of operation 
was the so-called security zone militarily demarcated by 
Israel and the presence of Israeli-sponsored armed groups 
in southern Lebanon. He noted that the way to eliminate 
such tragic incidents was for Israel to withdraw its troops 
from Lebanon in order to enable UNIFIL to fulfil its man­
date. The representative of Lebanon underlined the keen­
ness of his Government to enable UNIFIL to fulfil the 
mandate that had been entrusted to it under Council reso­
lution 425 ( 1978). The President stated, in his capacity as 
the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics, that it was necessary to assert that it was the Council's 
direct duty to work for the implementation, as soon as pos­
sible, of its resolution 425 (1978) on the basis of which 
UNIFIL had been created. 

Decision of 23 September 1986 (2708th meeting): resolu­
tion 287 ( 1986) 

By a letter dated 18 September 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council,67 the representative of 
France requested an urgent meeting of the Security Coun­
cil to consider the situation of UNIFIL in the light of the 
Secretary-General's special report68 on the subject of 18 
September 1986. 

The report of the Secretary-General contained the find­
ings and recommendations of the mission of inquiry led by 
the Under-Secretary-General for Special Political Affairs, 
who had been sent by the Secretary-General to southern 
Lebanon following a series of serious incidents in mid­
August and again in early September in the UNIFIL area 
of deployment, in which three French soldiers had been 
killed by a remote-control bomb. The report stated that 
Mr. Goulding had visited the area from 5 to 15 September 
and had held consultations with the Force Commander and 
his staff and with the various parties concerned. The report 
described the conditions under which UNIFIL was operat­
ing and the security measures that had already been taken, 
and gave a detailed account of the incidents of mid-August 
and early September against UNIFIL contingents as well 
as incidents involving the IDF and their allies, the SLA.69 

The Secretary-General pointed out in his report that the 
mission had reported that many of the dangers to which 
UNIFIL personnel had been exposed resulted from a dis­
crepancy between its tenns of reference and the situation 
on the ground. The Force was supposed to use its efforts 
to prevent the recurrence of fighting and to ensure that its 
area of operations would not be utilized for hostile activi­
ties of any kind. The report noted, however, that that re­
quirement had been based on the assumption that Israel 
would withdraw its forces and that UNIFIL would operate 
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with the full cooperation of all the parties concerned. Israel's 
refusal to withdraw its forces had invalidated that assump­
tion since UNIFIL had come into existence. 

The report outlined the various additional security 
measures that had been adopted to improve the security of 
UNIFIL personnel, especially the French contingent. 70 The 
Secretary-General recognized, however, that UNIFIL was 
widely dispersed in some 214 positions throughout south­
ern Lebanon and that security measures of the kind des­
cribed in the report could provide only partial protection 
against detennined attacks. The Governments of Lebanon 
and the Syrian Arab Republic had expressed to the mission 
unequivocal support for resolution 425 ( 1978) and for the 
continued presence of UNIFIL, and had called for the with­
drawal of Israeli forces from southern Lebanon. The Gov­
ernment of Israel had reaffinned to the mission the position 
it had previously communicated to the United Nations that 
the continued Israeli military presence in Lebanon was to 
ensure the security of northern Israel, a task that UNIFIL 
could not carry out. They had given the mission no indi­
cation that there would be any early change in Israel's po­
sition or that they would withdraw their forces in accord­
ance with resolution 425 ( 1978). 

The Secretary-General concluded, after listing all the al­
ternative amendments to the mandate of UNIFIL, that 
changes in the mandate or terms of reference of UNIFIL 
would be unlikely to resolve the difficulties encountered 
by the Force. As regards the means available to the Force, 
the Secretary-General suggested that some useful changes 
should be made, including the redeployment ofUNIFIL. It 
should also be consolidated by having fewer, stronger and 
better located positions and through the supply of ar­
moured personnel carriers to two battalions in order to give 
them better protection while on the move. As regards arma­
ment, the Force Commander recommended that UNIFIL 
should not be provided with weapons heavier than the ones 
it had at that time. Despite the intolerable situation facing 
UNIFIL, the Secretary-General stated in his report that he 
could not recommend to the Council the withdrawal of the 
Force as its presence was still essential. He reiterated that 
the solution lied in complete withdrawal of Israeli forces 
from Lebanese territory and the deployment of UNIFIL to 
the international frontier. He recommended that the mem­
bers of the Council should take urgent action to unblock 
the impasse and make substantial progress towards imple­
mentation of resolution 425 ( 1978), thus ensuring the se­
curity of UNIFIL personnel. 

At its 2706th meeting, on 19 September 1986,the Coun­
cil included the letter and the report of the Secretary­
General in its agenda. The Council considered the item at 
its 2706th, 2707th and 2708th meetings, on 19, 22 and 23 
September 1986. It decided to invite the representatives of 
Israel, Lebanon and the Syrian Arab Republic, at their re­
quest, to participate in the discussion without the right to 
vote. 26 At its 2708th meeting, the Council also extended an 
invitation under rule 39 of the Council's provisional rules 
of procedure to the Permanent Observer for the League of 
Arab States to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote. 26 

At the 2706th meeting, the Secretary-General briefed the 
Council on the latest incidents in southern Lebanon, intro-
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duced his special report and underlined the main recom­
mendations in the report. The representative of France 
made statements. 

At the 2707th meeting, on 22 September 1986, the rep­
resentative of Israel described the report of the Secretary­
General as unbalanced and as distorting the true picture of 
the situation in southern Lebanon. He argued that the real 
culprit in the violent attacks against UNIFIL were Hezbol­
lah and its backers in the Islamic Republic of Iran and the 
Syrian Arab Republic, and not Israel. He asserted that Israel 
would not withdraw from the "security zone" as it had 
been the only stable defence against attacks from southern 
Lebanon. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Lebanon 
stated that, while insisting on the need for the adoption of 
the report of the Secretary-General to ensure the safety of 
UNIFIL and of effective measures to enable it to fulfil its 
mandate, he called upon all members of the Council to take 
a unanimous decision so that they might not individually 
or collectively bear the responsibility of the failure of that 
most important peacekeeping operation. 

A statement was made by Mr. Clovis Maksoud. 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland stated that the Security Council 
was confronting an extremely complicated situation. He 
believed that the central issue confronting the Council was 
the call contained in paragraph one of resolution 425 
( 1978) for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and political independence of Lebanon within its in­
ternationally recognized boundaries. He noted that the 
Council should reaffirm that paragraph and should work to 
bring it about. It was necessary not only for the Govern­
ment of Israel, but also for other Governments, to act as 
had been called for in resolution 425 (1978) in order to 
give effect to paragraph I of that resolution. 

At the same meeting, speaking in exercise of the right 
of reply, the representative of the Syrian Arab Republic 
stated that he did not need to clarify what had already been 
clear in the report: that what was happening in southern 
Lebanon was the result of the continued Israeli occupation 
of Lebanese territory, in contravention of resolution 425 
( 1978). He called upon the Council to force Israel to im­
plement that resolution and to withdraw its forces beyond 
the internationally recognized borders. 

The right of reply was exercised by Israel and Lebanon. 

At the 2708th meeting, on 23 September 1986, the Presi­
dent drew attention to the draft resolution submitted by 
France. 71 

The representative of the United Arab Emirates stated 
that the weakness of the central government in Lebanon 
could not be a justification for occupation since occupation 
was illegal regardless of the justification and methods used 
to maintain it. 

The representative of Israel referred to the draft resolu­
tion that had been submitted by France and suggested that 
it should not be adopted. He argued that the draft resolu­
tion had not addressed the central problem of the inability 
of the Government of Lebanon to establish authority or 
sovereignty over Lebanon's territory; that it had not ad­
dressed the responsibility of Hezbollah in the growth of 
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terrorism against UNIFll..; and that it had given 1he Secretary­
General an impossible task to perfonn in 21 days. 

The President, speaking in his capacity as the repre­
sentative of the Soviet Union, stated that the reasons un­
derlying the dangerous situation in southern Lebanon, 
could be found in Israel's continuing obstinate refusal to 
withdraw its troops from Lebanese territory. He accused 
the United States of backing Israel, thus preventing the ag­
gressor from being called to heel, and preventing the im­
plementation of the Council decisions. 

A further statement was also made by Mr. Clovis Mak­
soud. 

Before the vote statements were made by the repre­
sentatives of the United Kingdom, China, Denmark, Bul­
garia, Australia and Ghana. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was voted 
upon, receiving 14 votes in favour with I abstention 
(United States of America), and was adopted as resolution 
587 (1986),72 the text of which reads as follows: 

The Security Co1111ci/, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978), as well as its 
resolutions 511 (1982), 519 (1982) and 523 (1982) and all the resolu­
tions relating to the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, 

Recalling the mandate entrusted to the Force by resolution 425 
(1978) and the guidelines of the Force set forth in the report of the. 
Secretary-General dated 19 March 197 8 and approved in resolution 
426 (1978), 

Further recalling its resolutions 508 (1982), 509 (1982) and 520 
( 1982), as well as all its other resolutions relating to the situation in 
Lebanon, 

Sole•nly reaffirming that it firmly suppons the unity, territorial in­
tegrity, sovereignty and independence of Lebanon within its interna­
tionally recognized boundaries, 

Deeply grieved over the tragic loss of human life and indignant at 
the harassment and attacks to which the soldiers of the Force are being 
subjected, 

Recallin1 in this connection the statement made on 5 September 
1986 by the President of the Council on its behalf, 

upressing its concern at the new obstacles to the freedom of move­
ment of the Force and at the threats to its security, 

Noting with regret that the Force, whose mandate has been renewed 
for the twenty-first time, has so far been prevented from fulfilling the 
task en trusted to it, 

Recalling its resolutions 444 (1979), 450 {1979), 459 (1979), 474 
(1980), 483 (1980) and 488 (1981), in which it expressed its determi­
nation, in the event of continuing obstruction of the mandate of the 
Force, to examine practical ways and means to secure full and uncon• 
ditional implementation of resolution 425 ( I 978), 

Emphasizing its conviction that this deterioration of the situation 
constitutes a challenge to its authority and its resolutions, 

I. Condemns in the strongest terms the attacks committed against 
the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon; 

2. Expresses indignation at the support which such criminal ac­
tions may receive; 

3. Pay1 homage to the courage, spirit of discipline and composure 
of the soldien of the Force; 

4. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General prepared after 
the recent mission by his representative in the region, particularly the 
paragraphs relating to the security of the Force and the withdrawal of 
Israeli military forces from southern Lebanon; 

S. Takes note of the preliminary security measures decided on by 
the Secretary-General and requests him to take any further measures 
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needed to enhance the security of the men of the Force in their peace 
mission; 

6. Urges all the parties concerned to cooperate unreservedly with 
the force in the fulfilment of its mandate; 

1. Again calls for an end in southern Lebanon to any military pres­
ence which is not accepted by the Lebanese authorities; 

8. Requests the Secretary-General to make the necessary arrange­
ments for a deployment of the Force to the southern border of Leba­
non, and solemnly calls on all the parties concerned to cooperate in 
the achievement of that objective; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to report to it within twenty-one 
days on the application of this resolution. 

After the vote, the representative of the United States 
explained that they had abstained in the vote because the 
draft resolution had focused exclusively on the redeploy­
ment of UNIFIL to the southern borders of Lebanon, ig­
noring the critical factor that had prevented the fulfilment 
of the Force's mandate: the absence of agreement among 
the parties concerned on security arrangements that would 
have protected their respective interests. He asserted that 
it was not Israel that was killing and wounding the soldiers 
of UNIFIL and that the resolution adopted did not reflect 
that fact. 

Decision of 31 October 1986 (2719th meeting): statement 
by the President 

Pursuant to Security Council resolution 587 (1986) of 23 
September 1986 which had requested the Secretary-Gen­
eral to report to the Council within 21 days on its imple­
mentation, the Council met on 31 October to consider the 
Secretary-General's report. 73 

The Secretary-General observed in his report that attacks 
against UNIFIL personnel during the period covered (18 
September-13 October 1986) had markedly decreased and 
that no further lives had been lost. The report, nevertheless, 
gave a detailed account of the few incidents that had taken 
place, including attacks on the French contingent, the op­
erations of the IDF and SLA, as well as clashes between 
various anned groups in southern Lebanon. It also gave an 
account of the implementation of UNIFIL security meas­
ures and procedures as proposed in the Secretary-Gen­
eral's previous report74 as well as the financial require­
ments to implement all those proposals. The report also 
described the Secretary-General's efforts to implement the 
request included in paragraph 8 of Security Council reso­
lution 587 (1986) that he make all the necessary arrange­
ments for the deployment of UNIFIL to the southern bor­
der of Lebanon. The Secretary-General reported that the 
Israeli authorities had informed him that at that time Israel 
could not agree to complete the withdrawal of its forces 
from Lebanese territory, but it remained ready to give se­
rious consideration to concrete proposals by the United 
Nations that would take into account their concern over the 
security of their northern border. The Lebanese authorities 
had, on the other hand, reaffirmed their insistence on the 
immediate withdrawal of Israeli forces from all Lebanese 
territories in accordance with Council resolution 425 
( 1978). They had further restated that if such withdrawal 
were achieved they would ensure that there would he no 
return to the situation that had existed in southern Lebanon 
before 1982. 
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At its 2719th meeting, on 31 October 1986, the Security 
Council included the Secretary-General's report in its 
agenda and considered the item at the same meeting. The 
President {United Arab Emirates) was authorized, after 
consultations among members, to make the following 
statement on behalf of the members of the Council: 75 

The members of the Security Council have noted with appreciation 
the report submitted by the Secretary-General in conformity with 
Security Council resolution 587 ( 1986) requesting him to take any fur­
ther measures needed to enhance the security of the men of the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon and to make the necessary arrange­
ments for a deployment of the Force to the southern border of Leba­
non. 

They express their gravest concern that the basic objectives of 
Council resolution 425 ( 1978) have not been achieved. 

The members of the Council take note of the consultations initiated 
by the Secretary-General with the parties concerned and others with 
a view to the implementation of the mandate of the Force. While they 
regret that the consultations aimed at implementing resolution 425 
(I 978) have thus far failed to yield practical results, the members of 
the Council request the Secretary-General actively to pursue his con­
tacts. 

They note the new security measures decided upon since the adop­
tion of the resolution. They request the Secretary-General to suggest 
any other steps he may deem necessary for increased security in con• 
nection with the movements of the Force indispensable for the fulfil­
ment of its mandate. They approve the proposals submitted by the 
Secretary-General in his report and his intention to seek the approval 
of the General Assembly for necessary budgetary appropriation. In 
that connection, they call on all countries to assume their financial 
responsibilities towards the Force and on the Secretary-General to 
continue his efforts to expedite the reimbursement of the advances of 
funds made by the contributor countries. 

They note with interest the instructions given by the Secretary­
General to the Commander of the Force to keep under continuous re­
view all the possibilities of varying the size and deployment of con­
tingents if that would strengthen their security without jeopardizing 
the effectiveness of the Force. They request the Secretary-General to 
study these possibilities in consultation with the contributing countries 
and to put appropriate measures into effect. 

In that regard, they have noted with satisfaction the intention ex­
pressed by the Lebanese authorities to deploy a regular unit of their 
army in the zone of the Force to work in close liaison with it in ac­
cordance with the provisions of resolution 425 ( 1978). 

Once again, the members of the Security Council urge all the parties 
concerned to give full support to the Force in the fulfilment of its man­
date and also call for an end to any military presence in southern Leba­
non which is not accepted by the Lebanese authorities. They call on 
the Secretary-General to intensify his efforts to secure the full and 
effective implementation of resolution 425 ( 1978). 

Decision of26 November 1986 (2722nd meeting): resolu­
tion 590 ( 1986) and statement by the President 

At its 2722nd meeting, on 26 November 1986, the Se­
curity Council included the report of the Secretary-General 
on UNDOF dated 12 November 198676 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the pe­
riod from 15 May to 12 November 1986. The Secretary­
General noted in his report that UNDOF had continued to 
perform its functions effectively, with the cooperation of 
the parties concerned. During the period covered, the situ­
ation in the Israel-Syria sector had remained quiet and 
there had been no serious incidents. The report also gave 
a detailed account of the composition, rotation, deploy­
ment and the activities of the Force. The Secretary-General 
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noted that the continued presence of UNDOF in the area 
was essential and he had, therefore, recommended that the 
Council extend the mandate of the Force for a further pe­
riod of six months, until 31 May 1987. He indicated that 
both Syria and Israel had given their consent to the pro­
posed extension. 

At the same meeting, the Council voted on a draft reso­
lution that had been prepared in the course of the Council's 
consultations.77 It was adopted unanimously as resolution 
590 ( 1986). 71 It reads as follows: 

7ne Security Council. 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, 

Decides: 

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security Council resolution 338 ( 1973); 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31 May 
1987; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this 
period, a report on the developments in the situation and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 33 8 (I 973); 

Following the adoption of resolution 590 (I 986), the 
President was authorized to make the following comple­
mentary statement on behalf of the Council: 79 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 24: 

Despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous 
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive set• 
tlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be 
reached. 

That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the Se­
curity Council. 

Decision of 2 December 1986: statement by the President 

On 2 December 1986, following consultations, the Presi­
dent issued the following statement on behalf of the mem­
bers of the Security Council:10 

The members of the Security Council, mindful of the sovereignty, 
independence and territorial integrity of Lebanon, express their seri­
ous concern at the current escalation of violence there, affecting the 
civilian population in and around the Palestinian refugee camps. The 
members of the Council appeal to all concerned to exercise restraint 
in order to end these acts of violence. The) also appeal to all con­
cerned to take necessary measures to alleviate the suffering of the 
civilian population. They urge all concerned to facilitate the efforts of 
all United Nations agencies, particularly the United Nations Relief 
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, as well 
as non-governmental organizations, to provide humanitarian assist­
ance. 

Decision of 15 January 1987 (2731 st meeting): resolution 
594 (1987) 

At its 2731st meeting, on 15 January 1987, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNIFIL of 12 January 198711 in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General and its addendum 
gave a detailed account of the activities of UNIFIL in the 
six-month period from 18 July 1986 to 19 January 1987. 
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78see S/PV .2722; see also chap. IV of the present Supplement. 
795/18487. 
80sr18492. 
Sts/18581 and Corr.I and Add.I. 



176 

The report also gave a detailed account of the redeploy­
ment of the Force that had been necessitated by the violent 
incidents of August and September 1986, in particular after 
the bulk of the French infantry battalion had been repatri­
ated in mid-December 1986. The report listed the attacks 
against UNIFIL positions by the IDF, SLA and the various 
armed resistance groups and the casualties incurred, as 
well as the clashes between the Amal movement and Pal­
estinians in and around refugee camps. 

The Secretary-General noted in his report that the period 
under review had been a very difficult one for UNIFIL. He 
stated that Israel's determination to maintain its "security 
zone" had provoked equally determined resistance from 
various armed groups in Lebanon and that UNIFIL had 
been seriously affected by that conflict. The Secretary­
General added that his efforts to achieve progress towards 
implementation of Council resolution 425 ( 1978) had 
again proved unsuccessful. He pointed out that the position 
of the parties (Israel, Lebanon and Syria) had not changed 
at all. He argued that despite lack of progress and despite 
all the problems UNIFIL faced, it nevertheless remained 
an important element of stability in southern Lebanon and 
that its withdrawal would create a critical vacuum and 
would lead to even greater conflict. He recommended that 
the Council accept the request of the Government of Leba­
non that the Force's mandate be extended for a period of 
6 months and 12 days (until 3 I July I 987). He concluded 
by stating that he felt obliged to emphasize two further 
points of great importance: (a) if the Council accepted his 
recommendation it would be essential that all in a position 
to help should make every possible effort to work for the 
fulfilment of the UNIFIL mandate; and (b) if the UNIFIL 
situation continued to deteriorate, the Council might con­
sider whether it would be right to ask the troop-contributing 
governments to keep UNIFIL in being. 

At its 2731st meeting, on 15 January 1987, the Council 
decided to invite, at their request, the representatives of 
Lebanon, Ireland and Israel to participate in the discussion 
without the right to vote. 

At the same meeting, the Council voted on a draft reso­
lution that had been prepared in the course of the Council's 
consultations.12 The draft resolution was adopted unani­
mously as Council resolution 594 (1987).13 It reads as fol­
lows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978), 501 (1982), 508 
(I 982) and 520 (1982), as well as all its resolutions on the situation 
in Lebanon, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 12 January 1987, and taking note 
of the observations expressed therein, 

Taking note of the letter dated 6 January 1987 from the Permanent 
Representative of Lebanon to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, 
that is, until 3 I July 198 8; 
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2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 

3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines of 
the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 
1978, approved by resolution 426 (1978), and calls upon all parties 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementa­
tion of its mandate; 

4. Reiterales that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

5. Requesls the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the 
Security Council thereon. 

Following the vote, representatives of several delega­
tions made statements. The representative of France indi­
cated that his Government agreed with the observations 
contained in the Secretary-General's report, in particular 
those concerning the implementation of resolution 425 
( 1978), and that France considered that UNIFIL continued 
to be an important element of stability in the region. The 
representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland stated that it was a matter of concern that 
no progress had been made in the implementation of 
resolution 425 ( 1978). He pointed out his agreement with 
the Secretary-General that the main problem continued to 
be Israel's refusal to complete its withdrawal from Leba­
non and its retention of a "security zone" in southern 
Lebanon. 

The representative of Israel reiterated his Government's 
position that it had no territorial claims on Lebanon and 
was solely concerned with maintaining the security of its 
northern border and preventing terrorist attacks from Leba­
non. He confirmed that Israel remained strongly commit­
ted to working with any party in Lebanon that genuinely 
sought peace and tranquillity on both sides of the border. 
He further remarked that some believed that the solution 
simply lied with Israel abandoning its security arrange­
ments in southern Lebanon while UNIFIL deployed 
southwards to the international border, but there was no 
indication that such a scenario would have prevented the 
intensification of terrorist attacks against Israel from 
southern Lebanon. He suggested that the efforts to solve 
the problems ofUNIFIL should be based on the acceptance 
of the principles of trial periods and a stage-by-stage ap­
proach, beginning with an immediate and total ceasefire in 
the entire area for a period of at least six months. He added 
that once those principles were accepted and implemented 
by the parties concerned it would then be possible to ne­
gotiate the territorial and binding concept of a permanent 
solution along the lines envisaged in resolutions 242 
(1967) and 388 (1973). 

The representative of Lebanon called upon the Council 
and its members, collectively and individually, to under­
take prompt and effective endeavours to implement reso­
lutions 425 ( 1978) and 426 ( 1978), as well as all other 
resolutions. He stated that while Israel bore a direct re­
sponsibility for obstructing the task of UNIFIL, the Coun­
cil had the fundamental responsibility to enable the Force 
to carry out its mission by removing the impediments fac­
ing it. He stated that if Israel continued its obstructionist 
stand, it would be incumbent upon the Council to consider 
practical ways and means to secure the full and uncondi­
tional implementation of its resolutions. 
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Statements were also made by the representatives of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
Japan, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of Amer­
ica, Ireland, Argentina and Venezuela. 

Decision of 13 February 1987: statement by the President 

On 13 February 1987, after consultations, the President 
made the following statement on behalf of the members of 
the Security Council:84 

The members of the Security Council, mindful of the sovereignty, 
independence and tenitorial integrity of Lebanon, express their pro­
found concern at the continued escalation of violence in certain parts 
of Lebanon, affecting the civilian population, particularly in and 
around Palestinian refugee camps. 

Deeply alarmed by the tragic suffering undergone by the civilian 
population, particularly inside the Palestinian refugee camps, they call 
on the parties concerned to observe an immediate ceasefire and to per­
mit access to these camps for humanitarian purposes. 

They also urgently appeal to all concerned to facilitate the efforts 
of various Governments and United Nations agencies, including the 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in 
the Near East as well as non-governmental organizations, to provide 
critically needed humanitarian assistance. 

Recalling their previous statements they reiterate their call for a 
speedy return to peace and a situation of nonnalcy and for the safe­
guarding of civilian lives in Lebanon. 

Decision of 19 March 1987: statement by the President 

On 19 March 1987, after consultations, the President 
made the following statement on behalf of the members of 
the Security Council:85 

The members of the Security Council, mindful of the sovereignty, 
independence and tenitorial integrity of Lebanon, note with profound 
concern that, in spite of their previous statements, the Palestinian refu­
gee camps in Lebanon have not been receiving the necessary humani­
tarian assistance and that the situation in those camps remains critical. 

Alarmed by the suffering of the civilian population in the camps, 
they therefore again urge all parties concerned urgently to facilitate 
the efforts of various United Nations agencies, particularly the United 
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near 
East, as well as any other humanitarian assistance aimed at distributing 
food and medical supplies in the Palestinian refugee camps in Lebanon 
and, thus, at fulfilling a critically needed mission. 

Recalling their previous statements, they reiterate their call for a 
speedy end to violence in and around the Palestinian refugee camps 
in Lebanon and a return to a durable peace and a situation of normalcy 
and for the safeguarding of civilian lives. 

Decision of 29 May 1987 (2748th meeting): resolution 596 
(1987) and statement by the President 

At its 2748th meeting, on 18 May 1987, the Security 
Council included the Report of the Secretary-General on 
UNDOF of 18 May 198716 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities ofUNDOF for the pe­
riod from 13 November 1986 to 17 May 1987. It also gave 
a detailed account of the deployment, logistics and finan­
cial aspects of the Force, as well as its functions in the 
maintenance of the ceasefire between Israel and Syria and 
its supervision of the Agreement on Disengagement with 
regard to the areas of separation and limitation. The report 
referred briefly to the implementation of Council resolu-
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tion 338 (1973) and stated that the Secretary-General had 
continued to maintain contacts on the matter with the par­
ties and the interested Govemments.17 

The report indicated that, during the period under re­
view, the situation in the Israel-Syria sector had remained 
quiet and that the Force had continued to perfonn its func­
tions effectively, with the cooperation of the parties. It fur­
ther noted that despite that quiet, the situation in the Mid­
dle East as a whole continued to be potentially dangerous, 
unless and until a comprehensive settlement covering all 
aspects of the Middle East problem could be reached. The 
Secretary-General considered the continued presence of 
UNDOF in the area to be essential. He, therefore, recom­
mended that the Council extend the mandate of the Force 
for a further period of six months, until 30 November 1987. 
He noted that the Governments of the Syrian Arab Repub­
lic and Israel had given their assent to the proposed exten­
sion. 

At its 2748th meeting, on 29 May 1987, the Council 
voted on a draft resolution that had been prepared in the 
course of the Council's consultations.88 The draft resolu­
tion was adopted unanimously as resolution 596 (1987).89 

It reads as follows: 
The Security Council, 
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the United 

Nations Disengagement Observer Force, 

Decides: 
(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 

Security Council resolution 338 (1973); 
(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 

Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30 No­
vember 1987; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this 
period, a report on the developments in the situation and the measures 
talcen to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

Following the adoption of the resolution on the renewal 
of the mandate of UNDOF, the President made the follow­
ing complementary statement on behalf of the Council:90 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United Na­
tions Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 24: 

''.Despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous 
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive settle­
ment covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be 
reached." 

That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the Secu-
rity Council. · 

Decision of 31 July 1987 (2751st meeting): resolution 599 
(1987) 

At its 2751st meeting, on 31 July 1987, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNIFIL dated 24 July 198791 in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General contained a detailed 
account of developments relating to UNIFIL for the period 
from 12 January to 24 July 1987. The report stated that the 
situation in the UNIFIL area had remained essentially un-

1'For further details, sec the report of the Secretary-General on 
the situation in the Middle East (A/4tn68-S/18427) 

81S/18881, adopted without change as resolution 596 (1987). 
19For details of the vote, see 2748; see also chap. IV of the pres­

ent Supplement. 
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changed and that Israel continued to maintain its "security 
zone", which was manned by the IDF and the so-called 
"South Lebanon Army" (SLA). The report included a de­
tailed account of violent incidents and operations in the 
area between armed resistance groups and the IDF and 
SLA, as well as cases when UNIFIL had been affected by 
those hostilities. The report listed incidents where UNIFIL 
personnel were attacked or harassed and the casualties 
incurred. 

The Secretary-General noted in his report that the situ­
ation in southern Lebanon remained highly unstable. He 
further noted that the refusal of Israel to withdraw com­
pletely and its insistence on maintaining the "security 
zone" continued to thwart efforts to start a process to re­
store international peace and stability in the area. The report 
indicated that the security measures and the new operating 
procedures that had been introduced by the Force Com­
mander had contributed significantly to the decline in casu­
alties. The Secretary-General appealed once more to all those 
involved in the hostilities in southern Lebanon to treat 
UNIFIL and its personnel with the respect due to those sent 
on a mission of peace. 

The Secretary-General stated that the positions of the 
Governments involved had not changed. He observed that 
since there had been no change in the position of the Gov­
ernment of Israel, it had again proved impossible to make 
progress towards implementation of Council resolution 
425 ( 1978). He added that the assassination of Prime Min­
ister Rashid Karami of Lebanon in June 1987 had proved 
a major setback to the hopes expressed in his last report 
on UNIFIL that progress would be made towards national 
reconciliation in Lebanon. 

The Secretary-General noted in conclusion the fact that 
it remained exceedingly difficult for UNIFIL to carry out 
its task of preventing hostile activity and restoring interna­
tional peace and security without finding itself in confron­
tation with one or more of the parties. He referred to the 
request of the Government of Lebanon to extend the man­
date of UNIFIL since the Force remained an essential ele­
ment of stability in the area. He further stated that for the 
reasons he had given in previous reports and to avoid a 
vacuum, he recommended that the Council accept the 
Lebanese authorities' request and renew the mandate of 
UNIFIL for a further period of six months (until 31 Janu­
ary 1988). 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council de­
cided to invite the representatives of Lebanon and Israel, 
at their request, to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote. 

At the same meeting, the President put to the vote a draft 
resolution that had been prepared in the course of the 
Council's consultations. 92 It was adopted unanimously as 
resolution 599 (l 987).93 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Reca/ling its resolutions 425 {1978), 426 (1978), 501 (1982), 508 
(1982), 509 (1982) and 520 (1982). as well as all its resolutions on 
the situation in Lebanon, 

Ha~ing studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 24 July 1987. and taking note of 
the observations expressed therein, 

92s119oos. 
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Taking note of the letter dated 16 July 1987 from the Permanent 
Representative of Lebanon to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General. 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, 
that is. until 3 I January 19 88; 

2. Reitera/es its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 

3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines of 
the force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 
1978. approved by resolution 426 ( 1978), and calls upon all parties 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementa• 
tion of its mandate; 

4. ReiJerates that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 425 ( 1978), 426 (1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the 
Security Council thereon. 

Following the vote, the representatives of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, France (the President), 
Lebanon and Israel made statements. The representative of 
the Soviet Union noted that Israel continued to disregard 
the demands of the Security Council to withdraw its 
troops. He argued that the question of guaranteeing the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon should be 
considered in the overall context of the attainment of a just 
and peaceful settlement to the Middle East conflict. He 
added that the focal point for such a settlement should be 
a plenipotentiary international conference to be held under 
United Nations auspices. 

The representative of Lebanon, quoting from the Secretary­
General's report, argued that it was Israel that was ham­
pering the implementation of resolutions of the Security 
Council. He reiterated Lebanon's demand that UNIFIL be 
allowed to implement the Council's resolutions and fully 
implement the Force's mandate. In response, the repre­
sentative of Israel stated that Israel had no design on Leba­
nese territory and that the "security zone" was a temporary 
arrangement until such time as the Government of Leba­
non was able to take effective control of the situation in 
southern Lebanon and prevent the terrorist attacks against 
Israel across their common border. 

Decision of 25 November l 987 (2769th meeting): resolu­
tion 603 ( 1987) 

At its 2769th meeting, on 25 November 1987, the Secu­
rity Council included the report of the Secretary-General 
on UNDOF dated 13 November 198794 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities ofUNDOF for the pe­
riod from 18 May to 13 November 1987. The Secretary­
General stated in his report that UNDOF had continued 
during that period to perform its functions effectively, with 
the cooperation of both parties (Israel and Syria). He noted 
that restrictions on the freedom of movement of the Force 
still existed, but that the situation in the Israel-Syria sector 
had remained quiet. 

94s/l 9263. 
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The Secretary-General observed that, despite the quiet 
in the sector, the situation in the Middle East as a whole 
continued to be potentially dangerous and was likely to re­
main so unless and until a comprehensive peace settlement 
covering all aspects of the Middle East problem could be 
reached, as called for by the Council in resolution 338 
(1973). In those circumstances, the Secretary-General con­
sidered the continued presence of UNDOF in the area to 
be essential. He therefore recommended that the Council 
extend the mandate of the Force for a further period of six 
months, until 20 May 1988. 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution that had been prepared in the course of the 
Council's consultations.91 He then put the draft resolution 
to the vote; it was adopted unanimously as resolution 603 
( 1987). 96 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, 

Decides: 

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security Council resolution 338 (1973); 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of six months. that is, until 31 May 
1988; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this 
period, a report on the developments in the situation and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

At the same meeting, the President, on behalf of the 
Council, made the following complementary statement re­
garding resolution 603 ( 1987):97 

As is known. the report of the Secretary-General on the United Na­
tions Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 24: 

"Despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous 
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive set­
tlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be 
reached.'" 

That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the Se­
curity Council. 

Decision of 18 January 1988 (2784th meeting): rejection 
of a draft resolution 

By a letter dated 7 January 1988 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council,98 the representative of Leba­
non requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council 
to consider Israel's acts of aggression against Lebanon, ex­
tending over the period since 15 December 1987. 

At its 2782nd meeting, on 15 January 1988, the Council 
included the letter in its agenda. The Council decided to 
invite the following, at their request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote: at the 2782nd meeting, 
the representatives of Lebanon, Israel, Jordan and Syria;99 

at the 2783rd meeting, the representatives of Kuwait, Mo­
rocco and Saudi Arabia; 100 and at the 2784th meeting, the 
representative of Mauritania. 101 At its 2782nd meeting, the 
Council also extended an invitation under rule 39 of its 

95S/19296. 
96Sce S/PV .2769 and chap. IV of the present Supplement. 
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99sec S/PV .2782. 
100sec S/PV.2783. 
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provisional rules of procedure to Mr. Samir Mansouri, the 
Acting Permanent Observer for the League of Arab 
States.26 At its 2783rd meeting, the Council decided by a 
vote and in accordance with its previous practice to invite 
Mr. Zuhdi Terzi, the representative of the PLO, to partici­
pate in the discussion without the right to vote. 102 The 
Council considered the item at its 2782nd to 2784th meet­
ings, on 15 and 18 January I 988. 

At the 2782nd meeting, on 15 January I 988, the repre-
. sentative of Lebanon stated that his country was compelled 

to request a meeting of the Council to discuss Israel's re­
peated acts of aggression owing to the failure of the Coun­
cil to agree in its consultations on a Presidential statement. 
He further stated that Israel continued to occupy Lebanese 
territory and had violated the territorial integrity, the air­
space and the territorial waters of Lebanon in contraven­
tion of the Charter, international law and resolutions of the 
Council. He then gave a detailed account oflsraeli military 
operations in southern Lebanon in the two weeks preced­
ing the Council's meeting. He described the acts of shell­
ing, bombardments and air raids against Lebanese villages 
and towns, and the naval and land siege, in particular 
against Sidon, Tyre and Yohmor. He referred to the Secretary­
General's report of4 December 1987, 103 which stated that 
Israel had constructed roads and built fences in southern 
Lebanon, giving itself the right to act to change the inter­
national border and to occupy territory. He argued that the 
pretext of maintaining security was a smokescreen for 
Israel's designs regarding Lebanese territory and waters. 
In conclusion, he called upon the Council to deplore and 
condemn the Israeli acts of aggression, to make Israel halt 
such acts and to implement Council resolutions demanding 
its withdrawal, to make Israel stop encroaching upon land 
across the border and to normalize the situation on the 
border. 

Several speakers made statements supporting the Leba­
nese arguments and demands: Jordan (on behalf of the 
Group of Arab States); 104 Syria, Saudi Arabia, Algeria and 
LAS; 105 Yugoslavia, the PLO, Morocco, Kuwait (on behalf 
of OIC), Senegal and Mauritania. 106 The representative of 
Morocco wondered why Israel was so anxious to under­
mine the authority of UNIFIL and to discredit the Coun­
cil's main function, namely, maintaining international 
peace and security. He stated that the General Assembly 
had identified the way to solve the Lebanese problem 
through settling the Middle East conflict in an international 
conference to guarantee the right to peaceful existence of 
all peoples in the region. 

At the 2782nd to 2784th meetings, the representatives of 
Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, Zambia and the United King­
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland also spoke. A 
statement was also made by Mr. Mansouri. 

At the 2782nd meeting, the President drew attention to 
a draft resolution submitted by Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, 
Senegal, Yugoslavia and Zambia. 107 Under the preambular 
part of the draft resolution, the Council would have, inter 
alia, reaffirmed previous resolutions on Lebanon, noted 

102For the vote (10 to 1, with 4 abstentions), see S/PV.278; for 
further details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
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with great concern the deterioration of the situation in 
southern Lebanon as a result of Israeli attacks and other 
measures, and expressed deep concern over t~e encr<?ach­
ment of land and the setting up of fences affecting the inter­
nationally recognized boundaries ~f Lebanon. U~der the 
operative part of the draft resolution, the Council would 
have: (a) strongly deplored the repeated Israeli attacks 
against Lebanese territories and all other measures and 
policies against the civilian population; (b) strongly re­
quested that Israel cease all a~ts of encroachment of_ land, 
construction of roads and setting up of fences that violate 
the border, and any attempts to occupy or change the status 
of Lebanese territory or to impede the return ~f the e~ec­
tive authority of the Government of Lebanon in sovereign 
Lebanese territory; (c) reaffirmed its call for strict resix:ct 
for the sovereignty of Lebanon, its independence, unity 
and territorial integrity within its internationally rec~g­
nized boundaries; and (d) reaffirmed the urgent need to im­
plement the provisions of Council resolutio~s on L~banon 
that demanded Israeli withdrawal to the internationally 
recognized boundaries. 

At the 2783rd meeting, on 18 January 1988, the repre­
sentative of Israel argued that Lebanese sovereignty was 
not violated by Israel but by Syria, I~an and the PL~, who 
were either occupying Lebanese temtory or financing and 
controlling armed groups. He further stated that_ all three 
would join in one mission: to use Lebanon's temtory a~ a 
base for terrorist attacks against Israel. Israel had no choice 
but to defend itself, he argued. Since the Council w~ con­
doning all Arab attacks against Israel and condemning_any 
Israeli countermeasures, it was not the place for ~ senous 
discussion of the problems in South Lebanon and in Leba­
non in general. 

At the 2784th meeting, on 18 January 1988, the repre­
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics stated 
that Lebanon had been quite justified in placing the matter 
before the Council since Israel continued to occupy Leba­
nese territory and was refusing to put an end to its inter­
vention in the internal affairs of Lebanon, as had been 
clearly demanded by Council res~lutions. He stat~d that 
the Soviet Union viewed the question of guaranteemg the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon in the ove~­
all context of efforts to achieve a peaceful settlement m 
the Middle East through the convening of an international 
conference on the Middle East. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Brazil state~ 
that only through unqualified ~~mpliance with Council 
resolutions could peace and stability return to Lebanon. He 
strongly deplored the recent Israeli attacks again.st Leba­
nese territory and all other measures and practices em­
ployed against Leb~on's ~ivilian population. ~e. repre­
sentative of the Umted Kmgdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland (the President) stated that his Govern­
ment deplored Israel's actions in southern _Lebano~, but 
equally deplored the continuing cycle ~f violence m the 
area, including the use of Lebanese temtory for armed at­
tacks against Israel. 

Also at the same meeting, the President put the draft 
resolution to a vote; it received 13 votes to 1, wi~h I ab­
stention and was not adopted owing to the negative vote 

• f C ·1101 of a permanent member o the ounc1 . 
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Following the vote a statement was made by the repre­
sentative of the United States of America. 

Decision of 29 January 1988 (2788th meeting): resolution 
609 (1988) 

At its 2788th meeting, on 29 January 1988, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNIFIL of 22 January 1988109 in its agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General contained a detai~ed 
account of developments relating to UNIFIL for the penod 
from 25 July 1987 to 22 January 1988. The r~port noted 
that the situation in the UNIFIL area had remamed essen­
tially unchanged. Israel had continued to maintain in 
southern Lebanon its "security zone", manned by the IDF 
and the "SLA". The report also contained a detai!ed de­
scription of the armed clashes that took place dunng the 
period between armed res~stance gro~ps and t~e IDF/SLA. 
It also described the various operations agamst UNIFIL 
positions and personnel and the casualties suffered. The 
report referred to the limited redeploymen~ of the 
IDF/SLA within the "security zone", the most important 
of which was the evacuation by the IDF/SLA of two posi­
tions on Tallet Hugban, one of which was occupied by 
UNIFIL while it could not occupy the other as it had been 
heavily mined by the IDF. 

The Secretary-General observed once again that despite 
efforts at all levels UNIFIL had been prevented from mak­
ing further progre;s towards implementing fu_lly the o~jec­
tive of Council resolution 425 (1978), which remained 
valid. According to the Israeli authorities, the report stated, 
the "security zone" was a temporary arrangement governed 
by Israeli security concerns in the light of the situation ex­
isting in southern Lebanon and the rest of the count!}'., 
Israel maintained that in those prevailing circumstances, 1t 
could not allow the redeployment of UNIFIL to the border 
as there was no central government in Beirut able to exer­
cise effective authority throughout the area and UNIFIL 
was not able to assume such responsibility. The Secretary­
General observed here that UNIFIL could not implement 
its mandate successfully without the full cooperation of the 
Israeli authorities. 

The Secretary-General argued that during the period 
under review, the level of violence in southern Lebanon 
had been limited to some extent, in particular because of 
the presence of UNIFIL. He argued once more that al­
though UNIFIL had not been able to implement fully the 
mandate entrusted to it by the Council, the Force was un­
doubtedly an extremely important factor in whatever peace 
and normality existed in southern Lebanon. The Secretary­
General felt he was obliged, therefore, to support the re­
quest of the Government of Lebanon for a further extension 
of UNIFIL mandate for a further period of six months. 110 

UNIFIL he asserted, was an important mechanism for 
conflict ~ontrol in a very volatile situation, which, without 
the Force, could quickly escalate into a wider conflict. 

At the same meeting, the President put to the vote a draft 
resolution that had been prepared in the course of the 
Council's consultations. 111 It was adopted unanimously as 
resolution 609 ( 1988)112 and reads as follows: 
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The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) of 19 March 
1978, 501 (1982) of 25 February 1982, 508 (1982) of 5 June 1982, 
509 (1982) of 6 June 1982 and 520 (1982) of 17 September 1982, as 
well as all its resolutions on the situation in Lebanon, 

Having s/11.died the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 22 January 1988, and taking note 
of the observations expressed therein, 

Taking note of the letter dated 20 January 1988 from the Permanent 
Representative of Lebanon to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, 
that is, until 31 July 1988; 

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 

3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines of 
the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 
1978, approved by resolution 426 ( 1978), and calls upon all parties 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementa• 
tion of its mandate; 

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 425 ( 1978), 426 (1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

S. Req11.ests the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the Coun• 
cil thereon. 

Decision of IO May 1988 (2814th meeting): rejection of 
a draft resolution 

By a letter dated 5 May 1988 addressed to the President 
of the Security Council, 113 the representative of Lebanon 
requested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
Israeli act of aggression against Lebanon that started on 
2 May 1988 in the form of a two pronged invasion pene­
trating more than 20 kilometres into Lebanese territory. 

At its 2811 th meeting, on 6 May 1988, the Council in­
cluded the letter in its agenda. The Council decided to in­
vite the following, at their request, to participate in the dis­
cussion without the right to vote: at the 2811 th meeting, 
the representatives of Lebanon, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian Arab Repub­
lic and Tunisia;26 and at the 2813th meeting: the representatives 
of Bahrain, Qatar and Somalia. 26 At its 281 lth meeting, the 
Council also decided to extend an invitation under rule 39 
of its provisional rules of procedure to Mr. Clovis Mak­
soud, Permanent Observer for the League of Arab States.26 

At its 2814th meeting, on 10 May 1988, the Counci I de­
cided by a vote and in accordance with its previous prac­
tice, to invite Mr. Zuhdi Terzi, representative of the PLO, 
to participate in the deliberations without the right to 
vote. 11 ~ The Council considered the item at its 2811th, 
2813th and 2814th meetings, on 6, 9 and 10 January 1988. 

Also at the 2811 th meeting, the representative of Leba­
non briefed the Council on the details of the Israeli attack 
on Lebanon. He stated that, on 2 May 1988, large contin­
gents of the Israeli army had crossed Lebanon's southern 
international border, passing through the so-called "secu­
rity zone", and penetrating 20 kilometres deep into Leba-

IIJs/19861. 
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nese territory along two axes. The first axis had been east 
of the Litani River, including Argoub/Hasbaiya region, 
reaching the town of Ain Aata and Lebbaya. He further 
stated that the invasion of the eastern axis had been accom­
panied by patrol units of the Israeli navy along the coast 
between Sidon and Tyre, as well as by air raids over the 
area up to the suburbs of Beirut. On the second axis, west 
of the Litani River, the Israeli army had undertaken an in­
tensive, concentrated bombardment of the villages of Mai­
doun, Ain Atini, Magdousha and the dam on Lake Karoun. 
He stated that the Israeli invasion was a flagrant violation 
of the sovereignty of Lebanon and was an act that flouted 
the Charter, international laws and norms and Council 
resolutions on southern Lebanon. He argued that any act 
of aggression against the sovereignty of any State was an 
act of aggression against international peace and security 
and that the Council had been entrusted with the mainte­
nance of peace and security. He demanded that the Coun­
cil: (a) ensure immediate withdrawal of the Israeli invasion 
forces from all Lebanese territory; ( b} prevent Israel from 
repeating its acts of aggression; (c) condemn the Israeli in­
vasion; (cf) implement Council resolutions; and (e) enable 
UNIFIL to implement the mission entrusted to it by Coun­
cil resolutions 425 and 426 ( 1978). 

Several speakers addressed the Council during its delib­
erations on the item, repeating the arguments and support­
ing the demands of Lebanon: Jordan, the Syrian Arab Re­
public, Japan and Saudi Arabia at the 28 l l th meeting; the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiraya, Argentina, Nepal, China, Yugo­
slavia, Zambia, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
Brazil, Senegal, Italy, Tunisia and Qatar at the 2813th 
meeting; and Somalia, Kuwait, the PLO, Bahrain, Algeria 
and the representative of LAS at the 2814th meeting. All 
these speakers expressed strong indignation at Israel's dis­
regard of the norms of international conduct and urged Is­
rael to respect the territorial integrity and sovereignty of 
Lebanon. The representative of the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya called on the Council to punish severely the aggres­
sor in keeping with the Charter. 115 The Permanent Ob­
server for LAS argued that if Member States of the United 
Nations proclaimed their commitment to the national 
unity, integrity and sovereignty of Lebanon, then it be­
hoved them to do everything within their power morally, 
diplomatically and even through deterrent measures, such 
as sanctions, to impose upon the Israelis the need to com­
ply with the relevant Council resolutions. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel stated 
that Israel had no territorial claims with regard to Lebanese 
territory and that the arrangements on Israel's northern 
border were designed solely to protect, defend and ensure 
the security of Israel's northern population centres against 
attacks emanating from Lebanese territory. Referring to 
Lebanon, the representative of Israel argued that a Govern­
ment that could not prevent the abuse of its own sover­
eignty by terrorist groups could not then invoke that same 
principle of sovereignty to prevent the legitimate exercise 
of self-defence. 

During the discussion, statements were also made by 
France and the Federal Republic of Germany. Mr. Mak­
soud also spoke. 

IISsee S/PV.2813, p. 11. 
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At the 2813th meeting, on 9 January 1988, the President 
drew attention to a six-Power draft resolution. 116 Under the 
preambular part of the draft resolution, the Council would 
have, inter alia, reaffinned previous resolutions on the 
situation in southern Lebanon, expressed deep concern 
over the occupation of Lebanese territory by Israeli forces 
and by the recent Israeli actions, causing heavy casualties, 
displacement of civilian population and destruction of 
houses and property. Under its operative part the Council 
would have: (a) condemned the recent invasion by Israeli 
forces of southern Lebanon; (b) repeated its calls for the 
immediate withdrawal of all Israeli forces from Lebanese 
territory and for the cessation of all acts that violated the 
sovereignty of Lebanon; (c) reaffinned its calls for the 
strict respect for the sovereignty of Lebanon, its inde­
pendence, unity and territorial integrity; (d) reaffirmed the 
urgent need to restore international peace and security 
through the implementation of Council resolutions on 
Lebanon, in particular 425 ( 1978) and other resolutions; 
(e) requested the Secretary-General to continue consultations 
with all parties involved implementing relevant Council 
resolutions and to report to the Council; and (/) decided to 
keep the situation under review. 

At the 2814th meeting, on l O January 1988, speaking 
before the vote, the representative of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland referred to the "cycle 
of violence" in the area and stated that attacks and counter­
attacks were both unacceptable and undennined the stabil­
ity of the area and the chances of achieving peace and se­
curity, but the recent Israeli action was not only a violation 
of Lebanon's sovereignty but also a disproportionate re­
sponse. He urged Israel to complete its withdrawal in ac­
cordance with Council resolution 425 (1978). 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was put to the 
vote and received 14 votes to t. It was not adopted owing 
to the negative vote of a permanent member of the Security 
Council. 111 

Following the vote, the representative of the United 
States of America argued that armed Palestinian elements, 
supported by Hezbollah and other groups, had made re­
peated attempts in the preceding four months to enter Is­
rael from Lebanon to cany out violent attacks, and for that 
reason the United States could not accept a resolution that 
did not acknowledge the well-known fact that hostile acts 
against Israel were originating in Lebanon. 

Decision of 31 May 1988 (2815th meeting): resolution 613 
( 1988) 

At its 2815th meeting, on 31 May 1988, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNDOF of20 May 1988111 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the 
period from 14 November 1987 to 20 May 1988. The 
Secretary-General noted that UNDOF had continued to 
perfonn its functions effectively, with the cooperation of 
both parties (Israel and Syria). He further stated that re­
strictions on the freedom of movement of the Force still 

1165/19868, submitted by Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, 
Yugoslavia and Zambia. 

117see S/PV .2814; for details, see chap. IV of the present Sup­
plement. 
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existed, but that the situation in the Israel-Syria sector had 
remained quiet. 

The Secretary-General observed that, despite the present 
quiet in the sector, the situation in the Middle East as a 
whole continued to be potentially dangerous and was 
likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive peace 
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem 
could be reached, as called for by the Council in resolution 
338 (1973). In those circumstances, the Secretary-General 
considered the continued presence of UNDOF in the area 
to be essential. He therefore recommended that the Council 
extend the mandate of the Force for a further period of six 
months, until 30 November 1988. 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution that had been prepared in the course of the 
Council's consultations. 119 The draft resolution was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 613 (1987). 120 It reads 
as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, 

Decides: 

{a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security Council resolution 3 38 ( 1973) of 22 October 1973; 

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30 No­
vember 1988; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit, at the end of this 
period, a report on the developments in the situation and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

At the same meeting, the President, on behalf of the 
Council, made the following complementary statement re­
garding resolution 613 (1987): 121 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United Na­
tions Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 24: 

"Despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation 
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous 
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive set­
tlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be 
reached." 

That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the Se­
curity Council. 

Decision of29 July 1988 (2822nd meeting): resolution 617 
(1988) and resolution 618 (1988) 

At its 2822nd meeting, on 29 July 1988, the Security­
Council decided to include the report of the Secretary­
General on UNIFIL of 25 July 1988122 in its agenda. 

The report contained an account of the activities of UNIFIL 
and the situation in its area of operation since 27 January 
1988. The report noted that the situation had remained es­
sentially unchanged. Israel had continued to control in 
southern Lebanon an area manned by the IDF as the SLA, 
including parts of the UNJFIL area of operation. Resist­
ance groups had continued to launch frequent operations 
against the IDF and the SLA, while the IDF/SLA had con­
tinued to fire from their positions or when on patrol and 
had launched retaliatory attacks or shelling against Leba­
nese villages. The Secretary-General reported that it had 

11 9stl991 l. 
12~ee S/PV .281 S and chap. IV of the present Supplement. 
1215/19912. 
122s12oos3. 
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not been possible to make further progress towards attain­
ing the objectives set out in Council resolution 425 (1978). 
The priorities of the parties concerned had also remained 
unchanged, leading to a continued presence of Israeli 
forces in southern Lebanon and the continuation of acts of 
resistance. He noted that while Israel had a legitimate in­
terest in preventing its territory from being attacked from 
the territory of a neighbouring country, he did not think 
that that interest was legitimately served by maintaining 
Israeli military forces in Lebanon, thus infringing on Leba­
non's sovereignty and territorial integrity. The Secretary­
General concluded by stating that although the situation re­
mained unsatisfactory, he felt obliged to recommend that 
the Council accept the Lebanese Government's request 123 

and renew the Force's mandate for a further period of six 
months. 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to two 
draft resolutions on the item. 124 The first draft resolution 
was adopted unanimously as resolution 617 ( 1988). 125 It 
reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 425 ( 1978) and 426 ( 1978) of 19 March 
1978, 501 (1982) of 25 February 1982, 508 (1982) of 5 June 1982, 
509 ( I 982) of 6 June I 982 and 520 ( 1982) of 17 September 1982, as 
well as all its resolutions on the situation in Lebanon, 

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 25 July 1988, and taking note of 
observations ex.pressed therein, 

Taking note of the letter dated I 3 July 1988 from the Permanent 
Representative of Lebanon to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General, 

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon, 

I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations 
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six months, 
that is, until 31 January 1989; 

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity, sover­
eignty and independence of Lebanon within its internationally recog­
nized boundaries; 

3. Re-emphasizes the tcnns of reference and general guidelines of 
the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 
1978, approved by resolution 426 (1978), and calls upon all parties 
concerned to cooperate fully with the Force for the full implementation 
of its mandate; 

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate as 
defined in resolutions 425 ( I 978), 426 ( 1978) and all other relevant 
resolutions; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue consultations with 
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned on 
the implementation of the present resolution and to report to the Se­
curity Council thereon. 

At the same meeting, the second draft resolution was 
also adopted unanimously, as resolution 618 (1988). 125 It 
reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of paragraph 23 of the Secretary-General's report on 
the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon concerning the abduction 
of Lieutenant-Colonel William Richard Higgins, a military observer 
of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organi1.3tion serving with 
the Force, 

1235/20014. 
1245/20069, prepared in the course of Council's consultations, 

and S/20070 submitted by Argentina, France, Italy, Nepal, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America. 
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Recalling the Secretary-General's special report on the United Na­
tions Interim Force in Lebanon, 

Recalling also its resolution 579 (1985) of 18 December 1985, 
which, inter a/ia, condemned unequivocally all acts of hostage-taking 
and abduction and called for the immediate release of all hostages and 
abducted persons wherever and by whomever they are being held, 

I. Condemns the abduction of Lieutenant-Colonel Higgins; 

2. Demands his immediate release; 

3. Calls upon Member States to use their influence in any way 
possible to promote the implementation of the present resolution. 

Decision of 14 December 1988 (2832nd meeting): rejec­
tion of a draft resolution 

By a letter dated 9 December 1988 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 126 the representative of 
Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to consider the aggression against Lebanon's ter­
ritories by Israeli naval, air and land forces on 9 December 
1988. 

At its 2832nd meeting, on 14 December 1988, the Coun­
cil included the letter in its agenda and considered the item. 
At the same meeting, the Council decided to invite, at their 
request, the representatives of Lebanon and Israel to par­
ticipate in the discussion without the right to vote.26 The 
President drew attention to the six-Power draft resolu­
tion127 that was before the Council, as well as to the letter 
from the representative of Lebanon128 detailing the Leba­
nese complaint on the Israeli attack against the town of 
Na'imah and the monastery on the hills overlooking that 
town, as well as the Shuwayfat-Sa'diyat-Bi'wirta triangle, 
which was only 20 kilometres south of Beirut. 

The representative of Lebanon recounted some of the de­
tails of the Israeli attacks contained in his letter and stated 
that Israel had accustomed all to daily violations of Leba­
nese sovereignty. He added that while Lebanese sover­
eignty was Lebanon's responsibility, it was also the re­
sponsibility of the Council. In the absence of a firm action 
on the part of the Council, he said, Israel would intensify 
its military operations against Lebanon. He further stated 
that Israel, since its establishment in the heart of the Middle 
East, had consistently pursued a policy of aggression and 
had considered resistance to its aggression and occupation 
as terrorism. He argued that, despite repeated assertions, 
Israel• s continued occupation of part of Lebanese territory 
was the clearest evidence of its ambitions with regard to 
the territory and water resources of Lebanon, and that con­
stituted a direct threat to peace and security in the Middle 
East and the world. He therefore called upon the Council 
to condemn Israel for its acts of aggression, compel it to 
implement Council resolutions and ensure its withdrawal 
from Lebanon. 

The representative of Israel asserted that his country had 
no territorial claims with regard to any Lebanese territory, 
but was only defending and ensuring the security of its 
population from repeated attacks emanating from Leba­
nese territory. He added that Israel had no conflict with the 
Government or the people of Lebanon, but had, however, 
a conflict with those who had subverted Lebanese legiti-

1265/203 I 8. 
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macy for their own ends, particularly the PLO and its fac­
tions. He stated that the Council should note that the pres­
ence of armed terrorists in Lebanon was the root cause of 
the problem and should condemn it rather than condemn 
those who defended themselves from acts of terrorism. 

The representative of Senegal read out a statement in his 
capacity as the coordinator of the non-aligned countries 
members of the Council. The statement asserted that the 
group was firmly convinced that violation of the territorial 
integrity, national sovereignty and independence of a State 
posed grave threats to international peace and security. 
The group, he added, condemned the Israeli aggression 
against Lebanon and believed it should not be tolerated and 
should arouse an appropriate reaction from the Council. 
The statement called upon the Council to adopt the draft 
resolution submitted by the non-aligned group. 

The representatives of France, Italy and Brazil con­
demned the Israeli attack on Lebanon and called for the 
implementation of Council resolutions in order to preserve 
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon. 

At the same meeting, the non-aligned draft resolution 
was put to the vote. Under the preambular part of the draft 
resolution, the Council would, inter alia, have reaffirmed 
past resolutions on the situation in Lebanon; noted with 
grave concern the continuing deterioration of the situation 
in southern Lebanon and the repeated Israeli attacks and 
practices against the civilian population; been deeply con­
cerned with the recent attack against Lebanese territory by 
Israel. Under the operative part, ttie Council would have 
(a) strongly deplored the recent Israeli attack; (b) strongly 
requested that Israel cease immediately all attacks; (c) re­
affirmed its call for strict respect for the sovereignty of 
Lebanon, its independence, unity and territorial integrity 
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within its internationally recognized boundaries; (d) reaf­
firmed the urgent need to implement the provisions of the 
Council resolutions on Lebanon, in particular 425 (1978) 
and 426 (1978), and 509 (1982), which demanded that 
Israel withdraw to the internationally recognized borders; 
(e) requested the Secretary-General to continue consult­
ations with the parties concerned on the implementation of 
Council resolutions on Lebanon and to report to the Coun­
cil; and (/) decided to keep the situation in Lebanon under 
review. 

At the same meeting, the Council voted on the draft reso­
lution by 14 to I . The draft resolution was not adopted ow­
ing to the negative vote of a permanent member of the Se­
curity Council. 129 

Following the vote, the representative of the United 
States of America said that her country remained commit­
ted to supporting Lebanon's sovereignty, independence 
and territorial integrity, and had repeatedly called for the 
withdrawal of all foreign forces from Lebanon, consistent 
with Council resolution 425 (1978). She pointed out that 
her delegation had opposed the draft resolution because it 
had criticized the actions of one party while ignoring the 
attacks and reprisals that had originated on the other side 
of the border. She further stated that in requesting that Is­
rael cease all attacks against Lebanese territory regardless 
of provocation, the draft resolution would deny to Israel 
its inherent right to defend itself. 

129see S/PV .2832; for further details, see chap. IV of the present 
Supplement. 

3. THE SITUATION BETWEEN IRA:'11 AND IRAQ 

By a letter dated 24 February 1985, 1 the representative 
of Iraq requested a meeting of the Security Council to dis­
cuss the report of the mission dispatched by the Secretary­
General on prisoners of war in Iran and Iraq in January 
1985,2 at the request of lraq3 and following consultations 
with the Governments of both countries. 

At its 2569th meeting, on 4 March 1985, the Council 
included the letter from Iraq in its agenda without objec­
tion, and considered the matter in the course of that meet­
ing. 

At the same meeting, the Council decided to invite the 
representatives of Iraq, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Yemen, 

1S/l6980. 
2S116962. Since the period covered by the previous volume of 

the Supplement, the Secretary-General also submitted the follow­
ing: report of the Secretary-General in pursuance of Security 
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21 May 1984 from the representatives of Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, 
Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates to the President 
of the Security Council (S/16877 and Add.I); note by the Secre­
tary-General on the report of the United Nations Team in Tehran 
concerning an inspection carried out on 7 and 8 January I 985 
(S/16897); and note by the Secretary-General on the report of the 
United Nations Team in Baghdad concerning an inspection carried 
out on 28 January 1985 (S/16920). 

3S/16799. 

at their request, to participate in the discussion without the 
right to vote. 4 The Council also decided to extend an invi­
tation to Mr. Chedli Klibi, Secretary-General of the 
League of Arab States (LAS), under rule 39 of the provi­
sional rules of procedure.s 

The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Iraq contended that the Iranian authorities were 
murdering or subjecting to other forms of persecution and 
torture Iraqi prisoners of war whom the Islamic Republic 
of Iran believed to be affiliated with political institutions 
in Iraq. He further accused the Islamic Republic of Iran of 
employing religious and sectarian methods by dividing 
prisoners of war according to their religious beliefs, and of 
launching an intensive psychological campaign to tum 
them into agents of the Islamic Republic oflran. His Gov­
ernment's objective in calling for the Council meeting was 
to find a mechanism to implement the recommendations 
made in the report on prisoners of war. In this regard, he 
believed that the Security Council should force the Islamic 
Republic of Iran to allow the International Committee of 
the Red Cross (ICRC) to resume its work in the Islamic 
Republic of Iran, seek the exchange of prisoners who were 
disabled and sick, followed by those who had been in cap-

4For details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
5S/PV.2569, p. 3. 
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tivity longest, and, in the absence of tenninating the war, 
seek the exchange of all remaining prisoners.6 

The Secretary-General of LAS stated that priority should 
be given to guaranteeing the rights and dignity of the pris­
oners of war as a first step towards their prompt release. 
He suggested that the Security Council adopt a resolution 
that would speed measures likely to improve the condition 
of prisoners in accordance with international law and con­
ventions, in particular the Third Geneva Convention, and 
with the recommendations of the mission's report. He also 
emphasized that the Council should work to bring about 
a peaceful settlement, guaranteeing the interests of both 
parties.7 

The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Yemen endorsed the conclusions of the fact­
finding mission and stressed the need, mentioned in the 
mission's report, for a final settlement of the Iran-Iraq con­
flict. He asserted that the Council, in accordance with its 
responsibilities under the Charter, should adopt measures 
to oblige the Islamic Republic of Iran to seek a peaceful 
solution to its conflict with Iraq; however, the efforts of 
the Council and the Secretary-General should not replace 
those of the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC) 
and members of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries.1 

The representative of Saudi Arabia expressed the hope 
that the mission's report, while shedding light on a painful 
aspect of the tragic situation between the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and Iraq, would draw attention to other aspects of 
the dispute. He called upon the Council to take a clear 
stand in order to secure the implementation of the mis­
sion's recommendations and to preserve the credibility and 
effectiveness of the respect for international nonns and 
their recognized executive organs, so that the success of 
that step would open the way to further steps leading to 
ending the war.9 

The representative of Jordan, inter alia, called upon the 
Council to adopt the mission's recommendations, to per­
suade the two parties to commit themselves to their imple­
mentation and to create a practical mechanism for their im­
plementation, including a definite timetable for the 
exchange of all prisoners. He also called upon both parties 
to cooperate fully with the ICRC in the achievement of that 
end and to work towards the adoption of a resolution to 
that effect. He stated that the Security Council, in consid­
ering for the first time an issue pertaining to prisoners of 
war, had a moral and ethical duty vis-a-vis that important 
issue. Through the adopting of an effective resolution, the 
Council would render an immense service not only to the 
prisoners of war but also to the interests of international 
law and mankind as a whole. 10 

The representative of Egypt indicated that the report of 
the mission had opened the door to a serious discussion of 
the issue. It was a record replete with individual and col­
lective disasters. He also pointed out that Egypt fully sup­
ported Iraq's call for the Security Council to deal with the 
situation of the prisoners of war and requested the Council 
to take all the necessary measures to implement the recom-

6Jbid., pp. 5-11. 
7Ibid., pp. 12-17. 
8Ibid., pp. 18-22. 
9Jbid., pp. 26 and 27. 
1°Ibid., pp. 33-35. 

185 

mendations of the Secretary-General without any delay and 
put an end to that conflict. 11 

At the end of the 2569th meeting, the President an­
nounced that the next meeting of the Council to continue 
consideration of the item would be scheduled following 
consultations with the members of the Council. 

Decision of 5 March 1985: statement by the President 
On 5 March 1985, following consultations with the 

members of the Council, the President issued the following 
statement: 12 

As President of the Security Council, I feel it my duty to express 
alarm over reports that the Governments of the Islamic Republic of 
Iran and of Iraq are attacking or preparing to attack civilian areas. I 
appeal to both Governments to exercise restraint and to continue to 
honour their undertakings to the Secretary-General, made last June, 
not to attack civilian targets which, until now, have saved thousands 
of innocent lives. 

Decision of I 5 March 1985: statement by the President 
On 15 March 1985, following consultations with the 

members of the Council, the President issued the following 
statement on behalf of the Council: 13 

The members of the Security Council express their deep concern 
over the scale of the renewed hostilities in the conflict between Iran 
and Iraq, which have led to an alarming aggravation of the situation 
between the two countries, to the detriment of peace and security in 
the region. 

They believe that combatants and civilians will continue to suffer 
as long as the conflict, which has already imposed great sacrifices on 
the two countries in terms of human life and material resources, lasts. 
They emphasize anew the urgent necessity for a cessation of hostilities 
commencing with the implementation of the moratorium on attacks 
against purely civilian population centres with a view to finding a 
peaceful settlement to the conflict in conformity with the Charter of 
the United Nations and international law and acceptable to both par­
ties. 

The members of the Security Council have decided to remain ac­
tively seized of the question and to pursue consultations with the two 
parties and with the Secretary-General with a view to finding an end 
to this tragic conflict, which has already lasted far too long. 

Decision of 25 April 1985 (2576th meeting): statement 
by the President 

At its 2576th meeting, on 25 April 1985, the Council in­
cluded the report of the Secretary-General on his visit to 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq dated 12 April l 985 14 

and a letter dated 17 April 1985 from the Secretary-General 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 15 in its 
agenda. 

In his report, the Secretary-General expressed his dismay 
that the moratorium on attacks on purely civilian areas had 
not been observed and that chemical weapons had been 
used. Moreover, he noted that representatives of the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran had expressed to him their belief 
that the actions of the Security Council had not been 
impartial and just. He also declared that his overriding 
constitutional responsibility under the Charter was to seek 
to end the conflict and, until that goal was achieved, he was 
legally obliged under recognized international humanitarian 
rules to mitigate its effects, in areas such as attacks on ci­
vilian population centres, use of chemical weapons, treat­
ment of prisoners of war and safety of navigation and civil 

11 Ibid., pp. 36-38. 
12S/l 7004. 
13S/l7036. 
145/17097. 
15S/l 7 I 27 and Add. I. 
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aviation. The Secretary-General also reported the follow­
ing positions of the two countries. On the one hand, the 
Islamic Republic of Iran maintained that specific conven­
tions and protocols could not be conditional upon a cease­
fire and that it sought a comprehensive cessation of hos­
tilities provided two conditions were met, namely, 
condemnation of the aggressor and payment of reparations. 
On the other, Iraq believed that specific proposals to miti­
gate the effects of the war must be clearly linked to a com­
prehensive ceasefire within a timetable, which should in­
clude the mutual withdrawal of troops, a comprehensive 
exchange of prisoners of war and reactivation of all ports. 
Furthermore, it was noted that, although the position of the 
two parties remained wide apart, both sides believed that 
the Secretary-General's proposals could serve as a basis for 
further discussion. 15 

In his letter of 17 April 1985, the Secretary-General sub­
mitted to the Council the report of Dr. Manual Dominguez 
dated 8 April on chemical weapons. The conclusions of the 
report were as follows: (a) chemical weapons were used dur­
ing March 1985 in the war between Iran and Iraq; (b) yperite 
was used, affecting Iranian soldiers; (c) the attacks were 
made by means of bombs dropped from aircraft; and (d) it 
was possible that hydrocyanic gas was used, alone or in 
combination with yperite. 15 

At the same meeting, the President made the following 
statement on behalf of the Council: 16 

The members of the Security Council, seized with the continuing 
conflict between Iran and Iraq, are appalled that chemical weapons 
have been used against Iranian soldiers during the month of March 
1985 in the war between the two countries, as concluded in the report 
of the medical specialist appointed by the Secretary-General (S/ 17127 
and Add.I). 

They recall the statement of 30 March 1984 by the President of the 
Security Council on behalf of the members (S/16454). They strongly 
condemn renewed use of chemical weapons in the conflict and any 
possible future use of such weapons. They again urge the strict obser­
vance of the Geneva Protocol of I 925, according to which the use in 
war of chemical weapons is prohibited and has been justly condemned 
by the world community. 

The members of the Council condemn all violations of international 
humanitarian law and urge both parties to observe the generally rec­
ognized principles and rules of international humanitarian law which 
are applicable to armed conflicts and their obligations under interna­
tional conventions designed to prevent or alleviate the human suffer­
ing of warfare. At the same time, they urge a cessation of hostilities 
and remain convinced that a prompt, comprehensive, just and honour­
able settlement acceptable to both sides is essential and in the interest 
of international peace and security. 

The members of the Council express their full appreciation and sup­
port to the Secretary-General for his report contained in document 
S/17097. They are ready to issue at the appropriate moment an invi­
tation to both parties to take part in a renewed examination of all as­
pects of the conflict. They call on the parties to cooperate with the 
Secretary-General in their efforts to restore peace to the peoples of 
Iran and Iraq. 

Decision of 24 February 1986 (2666th meeting): resolu­
tion 582 (1986) 

By a letter dated 12 February 1986, 17 the representative 
of Iraq transmitted the text of a letter of the same date from 
the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, 
Saudi Arabia, Tunisia and Yemen, the Minister for Na­
tional Education of Morocco and the Secretary-General of 
LAS, in which they requested an urgent meeting of the 

16S/PV.2576, pp. 2 and 3. 
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Security Council to discuss the grave situation arising from 
Iranian aggression and to take practical and speedy meas­
ures to put an end to the war and to solve the conflict by 
peaceful means. 

At its 2663rd meeting, on 18 February 1986, the Council 
included the letter in its agenda. The Council decided to 
invite, under rule 3 7, the following at their request to par­
ticipate without the right to vote in the discussion of the 
question: at its 2663rd meeting, the representatives of Bah­
rain, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia 
and Yemen; at the 2665th meeting, the representatives of 
Egypt, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, and Morocco. 18 At the 
2663rd meeting, the Council also decided to invite Mr. 
Chedli Klibi, Secretary-General of LAS, under rule 39 of 
its provisional rules of procedure. At its 2664th meeting, 
the Council also decided to extend an invitation to the rep­
resentative of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), in 
accordance with the Council's past practice, to participate 
in the deliberations without the right to vote. 19 The Council 
considered the issue at its 2663rd to 2666th meetings, from 
18 to 24 February 1986. 

At the 2663rd meeting, the President drew the attention 
of its members to fifteen letters from four Member 
States.20 

In his statement, Mr. Chedli Klibi, Secretary-General of 
LAS, stressed that Iraq had many times expressed its total 
responsiveness to all past and present mediating efforts and 
peace initiatives, including acceptance of all Security 
Council decisions, but that the Islamic Republic of Iran had 
constantly rejected all mediating efforts and all calls for 
peace, no matter where they had originated. He further in­
dicated that the Arab States expected the Security Council 
to implement urgently the provisions of the Charter of the 
United Nations, in particular Articles 36 and 3 7 of Chapter 
VI, and Chapter VII. 21 

The Foreign Minister of Iraq stated that the Islamic Re­
public of Iran had begun a new attempt to invade Iraq dur­
ing the evening of 9 and 10 February 1986 and continued 
to to so. He also regretted that the years 1983, 1984 and 
1985 had witnessed a new tendency in the Secretariat and 
the Security Council, which gave greater attention to sec­
ondary matters arising from the conflict and reduced the 
emphasis on the comprehensive settlement the Council had 
previously stressed. Moreover, he noted that this approach 
would lead to a prolongation of the war on land and would 
minimize international concern over the dispute and hence 
reduce pressure for a comprehensive settlement. In particu­
lar, the Foreign Minister of Iraq strongly warned against 
focusing on the secondary questions arising out of the con­
flict, while no concentrated effort was exerted towards a 
comprehensive settlement, because this approach would 
only serve the Iranian plan of deception to continue the 
war. Furthermore, he stated that the Iranian regime refused 

18For details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
19For the discussion and the vote (10 in favour and I against, 

with 4 abstentions). For further details, see chap. III of the present 
Supplement. 

2°Letters S/17814, S/17819, S/17824, S/17826, S/17828, 
S/17830, S/17831 and S/17834 from Iraq dated from 10 to 16 Feb­
ruary 1986; S/17822, S/17829, S/17833, S/17835 and S/17836 
from the Islamic Republic of Iran dated from 12 to 17 February; 
and S/17825 and S/17827 dated I 3 February from Afghanistan and 
Zambia. 

21 See S/PV .2663, pp. 6-17. 
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to participate in the deliberations of the Council on the con­
flict and imposed on the Council conditions unprecedented 
in the history of the United Nations. He also declared that 
Iraq had had enough of policies of selective and divisible 
treatment and of ambiguous formulas and would not accept 
any course different from focusing all efforts upon the cen­
tral point of the settlement, namely, putting an end to the 
war in accordance with the norms that have been estab­
lished internationally. 22 

The representative of Yemen emphasized that his coun­
try had tried to assist the situation through mediation be­
tween the two belligerent parties as well as by supporting 
other mediating efforts, but his Government was unable to 
detect any positive response from the Islamic Republic of 
Iran to any of its initiatives or to the initiatives of others. 
He also observed that the war was widening and required 
the Council more than ever to shoulder its duty and respon­
sibilities by calling upon the two belligerent parties to de­
clare an immediate ceasefire and to withdraw their forces 
to their respective international borders.23 

At its 2664th meeting, the Council heard statements 
from the representatives of Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
Tunisia and Oman. The representatives appeared to be in 
agreement regarding the conflict, expressing their concern 
at the lack of dynamism and responsiveness of the Council 
decisively to address the fundamental issue, namely, aces­
sation of all hostilities. Furthermore, they accused Iran of 
intransigence and obstinacy for its continued aggression 
against Iraq and at the same time they were in agreement 
that Iraq was sincerely seeking a settlement and an end to 
the conflict. Finally, all the representatives agreed that it 
was time for the Security Council to perfrom effectively 
its role of maintaining international peace by implementing 
practically a comprehensive ceasefire and the withdrawal 
of military forces to internationally recognized borders. 
They also encouraged a continuation of the Secretary-Gen­
eral 's good offices effort.2~ 

At the 2665th meeting, the President drew the attention 
of the Council to a letter dated 19 February 1986 from the 
Foreign Minister of the Islamic Republic of Iran addressed 
to the Secretary-General. 25 The letter indicated that when 
Iraq had initiated its all-out war on the Islamic Republic of 
Iran on 22 September 1980 by invading the Islamic Repub­
lic of Iran, the Security Council, after some days, had 
passed a resolution, which not only failed to condemn the 
aggression, but even rewarded Iraq by calling on the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran to accept a ceasefire with Iraq in 
Iranian territory. He pointed out that after 22 months of 
silence and only when the Iranian forces, at great sacrifice, 
had liberated Iranian territories and defeated Iraqi forces, 
was a second resolution adopted by the Council, which 
again served as a shield to protect the aggressor. The For­
eign Minister of the Islamic Republic of Iran contended 
that it was for these reasons that Iran could not have any 
confidence in the "good faith" of the Council and it there­
fore had no choice but to rely on its defensive military ef­
fort. He also maintained that the recent Iranian military op­
erations had taken place for the following reasons: (a) to 
prevent Iraq from utilizing the military potential of its bar-

22Ibid., pp. 17-38. 
23lbid., pp. 38-46. 
24SfPV.2664, pp. 6-46. 
25S/17849. 

-- ----- - ·-·-·-----~ --·----

187 

bour of Al-Faw and its vicinity in attacking Iranian oil 
wells and facilities, as well as oil tankers and commercial 
vessels belonging to other countries in the Persian Gulf; 
(b) to limit Iraq's capabilities of using these areas to attack 
the cities and residential areas of the Islamic Republic of 
Iran; and (c) to warn and take practical measures against 
aggression. The Foreign Minister also stressed that experi­
ence had proven that the present regime in Iraq would not 
heed any commitment after enhancing its military strength; 
consequently, the Islamic Republic oflran would again be 
confronted by Iraq. Nevertheless, he indicated that the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran welcomed all proposals and meas­
ures concerning the prevention of interference by other 
countries in the conflict and appreciated the valuable effort 
of the Secretary-General, and that the Security Council 
should reaffirm his mandate so as to enable him to pursue 
his constructive efforts. 

At the same meeting, the representatives of Morocco, 
Bahrain, Egypt and the PLO emphasized the following points: 
(a) that a large-scale offensive by the Islamic Republic of 
Iran against Iraq, which violated the territorial integrity and 
sovereignty of Iraq, was under way; (b) that the Council had 
proved ineffective in addressing the threat that the conflict 
between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq posed for 
international security; (c) that it was time for the Council 
to take and implement practical decisions that would im­
mediately lead to the following: (i) a comprehensive cease­
fire; (ii) the withdrawal of forces to international bound­
aries; and (iii) negotiations on other outstanding issues.26 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya made a statement in which he criti­
cized the Council and the United States of America, and 
suggested that before the Council demanded anything from 
Iran it should implement other resolutions on Palestine, 
South Africa and United States hegemony.27 

The representative of the United States made a statement 
in exercise of the right of reply. 21 

At the 2666th meeting, the President drew the attention 
of the Council to a draft resolution that had been drawn up 
during consultations, 29 and a number of documents relating 
to the item on the agenda. 3° 

The representative of the United Arab Emirates stated 
that the draft resolution before the Council did not reflect 
all the elements his delegation had sought, but that he consid­
ered the draft resolution to be a step in the right direction.31 

At the same meeting, the representative of Thailand in­
dicated that the war was entering a new phase, with serious 
security implications for the Gulf States and further alle­
gations by both parties to the conflict of the use of chemical 
weapons. Any use of such inhumane weapons could not be 
justified under international law as it directly contravened 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol and should be condemned in the 
same way that the war itself should be condemned. The 
Council was obliged once again to consider ways and 

26SfPV.266S, pp. 7-36. 
27Ibid., pp. 36-40. 
28tbid., p. 41. 
29S/l 7859. 
3°Letters S/17853 and S/17855 dated 20 February 1986 from the 

Islamic Republic of Iran, Mongolia and India; S/17857, S/17858 
and S/17861 dated 21 February from Yugoslavia, the Islamic Re­
public of Iran and Iraq. 

31S/PV.2666, pp. 8-13. 
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means of bringing about a cessation of hostilities. To really 
achieve that, the cooperation of both parties to the conflict 
was indeed essential. 32 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland stated that effective action by the Coun­
cil must have as its clear objective the agreement of both 
sides to a series of related steps: first, an immediate cease­
fire; second, withdrawal of all forces to the boundaries rec­
ognized before the outbreak of hostilities; and, third, the 
opening of negotiations, directly or under United Nations 
auspices, leading to a permanent end to all hostilities and 
to a just, honourable and comprehensive settlement to all 
aspects of the conflict, including as appropriate the question 
of boundaries. He also maintained that the United Nations 
must play a major role, namely, the monitoring by United 
Nations personnel of the ceasefire and withdrawal, author­
ized by the Security Council, and mediation efforts by the 
Secretary-General to resolve all aspects of the conflict with 
the Council in the background, standing ready to give sup­
port and to exercise good offices as required.33 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics pointed out that the conflict between the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq was seriously destabilizing the re­
gion and constituted a serious threat to international peace 
and security, and must be settled through peaceful political 
means alone, bearing in mind the legitimate interests of the 
States and peoples involved in the conflict. He also stressed 
that the Soviet Union supported the Secretary-General's 
mediation effort and would vote in favour of the draft reso­
lution.34 

The representative of the United States maintained that 
the Islamic Republic of Iran was the primary reason for the 
struggle, because it had rebuffed the many efforts of the 
international community to bring the war to a close, and 
called upon Iran to put an end to its latest offensive. He also 
expressed his concern over the use of chemical weapons.35 

The representative of China noted that the recent escala­
tion in the war between Iran and Iraq had generated a dan­
gerous situation in the Gulf region, and that the Security 
Council was in duty bound to seek a peaceful settlement 
of the disputes between the two countries. 36 

At the same meeting, the Council then commenced its 
voting procedure on the draft resolution. However, before 
the vote, several members of the Council made statements: 
(a) the representatives of Denmark and Australia pointed 
out that, though the resolution did not fully reflect either 
the point of view of the Islamic Republic of Iran or Iraq, 
it was a serious attempt to address the important issues re­
quired to build a comprehensive settlement; (b) the repre­
sentative of Madagascar emphasized that the consultations 
on the draft resolution had taken into account all view­
points and stressed a philosophy of fostering the mediation 
efforts of the United Nations. However, he noted that his 
delegation would have preferred that the first three opera­
tive paragraphs more effectively address the questions of 
machinery to implement the resolution and of the obliga­
tion of the Council to place the present conflict in its his­
torical and political context; (c) the representative of Aus-

32Jbid., pp. 13-18. 
33Ibid., pp. 18-22. 
34Ibid., pp. 22-26. 
3Sibid., pp. 26-28. 
36Ibid., pp. 28-30. 
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tralia stated that the escalating conflict had resulted in a 
number of violations of international law. His Government 
had been particularly concerned at the use of chemical 
weapons in the conflict. This continuing conflict also had 
serious implications for regional and international security. 
The draft resolution before the Council was a serious attempt 
to focus on the relevant issues and it did lay an objective 
foundation on which to build a settlement; (d) finally, the 
representative of France affirmed his hope that the resolu­
tion would give the Secretary-General new impetus in his 
mediation efforts.37 

The Council then proceeded to a vote on the draft reso­
lution, which was adopted unanimously as resolution 
582 (1986).31 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the question entitled "The situation between Iran 
and Iraq", 

Recalling that the Security Council has been seized of the question 
of the situation between Iran and Iraq for almost six years and that de­
cisions have been taken thereon, 

Deeply concerned about the prolongation of the conflict between 
the two countries resulting in heavy losses of human lives and con­
siderable material damage and endangering peace and security, 

Recalling the provisions of the Charter and in particular the obliga­
tion of all Member States to settle their international disputes by 
peaceful means in such a manner that international peace and security 
and justice are not endangered, 

Noting that both the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq arc parties to 
the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating. 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare 
signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, 

Emphasizing the principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition 
of territory by force, 

Taking rnJte of the effons of mediation pursued by the Secretary­
General, 

I. Deplores the initial acts which gave rise to the conflict between 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq and deplores the continuation of 
the conflict; 

2. Also deplores the escalation of the conflict, especially territorial 
incursions, the bombing of purely civilian population centres, attacks 
on neutral shipping or civilian aircraft, the violation of international 
humanitarian law and other laws of anned conflict and. in particular, 
the use of chemical weapons contrary to obligations under the 1925 
Geneva Protocol; 

3. Calls upon the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq to observe an 
immediate ceasefire, a cessation of all hostilities on land. at sea and in 
the air and withdrawal of all forces to the internationally recognized 
boundaries without delay; 

4. Urges that a comprehensive exchange of prisoners of war be 
completed within a short period after the cessation of hostilities in 
cooperation with the International Committee of the Red Cross; 

5. Calls upon both parties to submit immediately all aspects of the 
conflict to mediation or to any other means of peaceful settlement of 
disputes; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his ongoing efforts 
to assist the two parties to give effect to this resolution and to keep 
the Council informed; 

1. Calls upon all other States to exercise the utmost restraint and 
to refrain from any act which may lead to a further escalation and 
widening of the conflict and. thus, to facilitate the implementation of 
the present resolution; 

8. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

37Jbid., pp. 31-38. 
38For the vote, see ibid., pp. 39 and 40; see also chap. IV of the 

present Supplement. 
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In a letter from the Islamic Republic of Iran addressed 
to the Secretary-General regarding Security Council reso­
lution 582 (1986),39 the Iranian Foreign Minister stated that 
the Security Council has finally come to realize the fact 
that in order to tackle the whole matter of the war, in ac­
cordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, the Security Council should consider the initial 
aggression of Iraq. He also emphasized that the position of 
the resolution addressing the issue of the whole war and 
tennination of hostilities was unbalanced; nevertheless, it 
was a positive step towards the condemnation of Iraq and 
a just conclusion to the war. Moreover, he insisted that the 
Islamic Republic oflran would support fully the Secretary­
General in his mediation efforts. 

On 5 March 1986, the Government of Iraq, in a letter to 
the Secretary-General regarding Security Council resolu­
tion 582 ( 1986),4° declared, inter alia, that the resolution 
contained essential elements that illustrated the basic prin­
ciples for the peaceful settlement of anned conflicts and 
that if the Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran un­
dertook to accept the resolution formally and made an ef­
fort to implement it unconditionally and in good faith, Iraq 
was ready to cooperate with the Security Council and with 
the Secretary-General in order to implement it in good 
faith, on the basis of certain conditions, primarily that the 
resolution represent a comprehensive and indivisible ap­
proach to settling the conflict. Therefore, the resolution must 
constitute a globally and comprehensively applicable and 
practical framework within which the elements of the settle­
ment were interconnected, at all stages, according to an 
established timetable, the implementation of each stage be­
ing a guarantee that the next stage would also be implemented. 

Decision of 21 March 1986 (2667th meeting): statement 
by the President 

In pursuance of resolution 582 ( 1986), the Secretary­
General, on 12 and 14 March 1986, submitted a report and 
an addendum41 concerning the situation between the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran and Iraq: report of the mission dis­
patched by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations 
of the use of chemical weapons in the conflict between the 
Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq. The mission indicated 
that, after having conducted the examination of various 
sites, weapons components and numerous casualties in their 
investigations undertaken in 1984, 1985 and 1986 accord­
ing to the guidelines given by the Secretary-General, to­
gether with circumstantial evidence, they unanimously 
concluded that: (a) on many occasions, Iraqi forces had 
used chemical weapons against Iranian forces; and (b) the 
agent used had mainly been mustard gas, although on some 
occasions nerve gas also had been employed.41 

At its 2667th meeting, on 21 March 1986, the Council 
included the report of the Secretary-General in its agenda, 
without objection, and considered the matter at the same 
meeting.42 

At the same meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the Council to two letters dated 17 and 18 March 1986 
from the representatives of Iraq and the Islamic Republic 
of Iran, respectively, addressed to the Secretary-General.43 

39s/l 7864. 
40s/!7897. 
41S/17911 and Corr.I and Add.I. 
42s/PV.2667, pp. 2 and 3. 
435117922 and S/17925. 
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In his letter, the representative of Iraq emphasized that 
the following facts should be kept in mind when address­
ing the issues dealt with in the report of the mission: 
(a) that Iran's position with regard to resolution 582 (1986) 
was to interpret certain provisions selectively, while ignor­
ing other aspects; (b) that the Islamic Republic oflran was 
involved in a large-scale invasion of Iraqi territory; and 
(c) that Iraq would not accept any effort that was not 
clearly directed towards the termination of the war and 
would not participate in any other kind of effort or assume 
responsibility for it. 

In his letter, the representative of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran declared that the report was well balanced and fair. 
He also indicated that there had been clear and unambigu­
ous evidence of Iraqi use of chemical weapons against the 
forces of Iran. 

Following consultations with the Council members, the 
President made the following statement44 on behalf of the 
Council: 

The members of the Security Council, seized with the continuing 
conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, have consid­
ered the report of the mission of specialists dispatched by the Secre­
tary-General to investigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons 
in the conflict between Iran and Iraq (S/1791 I and Add. I). 

Profoundly concerned by the unanimous conclusion of the special­
ists that chemical weapons on many occasions have been used by Iraqi 
forces against Iranian forces, most recently in the course of the present 
Iranian offensive into Iraqi territory, the members of the Council 
strongly condemn this continued use of chemical weapons in clear 
violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which prohibits the use in 
war of chemical weapons. 

They recall the statements by the President of the Council of 30 
March 1984 (S/16454) and 25 April 1985 (S/17130), and demand 
again that the provisions of the Geneva Protocol be strictly observed. 

At the same time, the members of the Council condemn the prolon­
gation of the conflict, which continues to take a heavy toll of human 
lives and to cause considerable material damage, as well as to endan­
ger peace and security in the region. 

They express concern over the risk of an extension of the conflict 
to other States in the region and call upon the two sides to respect the 
territorial integrity of all States, including those that are not parties to 
the hostilities. 

The members of the Council reaffirm resolution 582 (1986) of the 
Security Council and note that the Government of Iraq has expressed 
its willingness to heed the call for the immediate cessation of hostili­
ties. They stress the urgent need for full compliance by both parties 
with this resolution, which would open the way for a prompt, com­
prehensive, just and honourable settlement of the conflict. 

The members of the Council note that both parties have declared 
themselves ready to cooperate with the Secretary-General in his on­
going efforts to restore peace to the peoples of Iran and Iraq, and ex­
press their support for these efforts. 

Decision of 8 October (2713th meeting): resolution 588 
(1986) 

By a letter dated 30 September 1986,45 the repre­
sentatives oflraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, 
Tunisia and Yemen requested an urgent meeting of the Se­
curity Council to consider the grave situation between Iran 
and Iraq and to adopt measures to ensure the implementa­
tion of resolution 582 ( 1986). 

At its 2709th meeting, on 3 October 1986, the Council in­
cluded the letter in its agenda without objection. Fol1owing 
the adoption of the agenda, the Council decided to invite the 

44stl 7932. 
4.SS/!8372. 
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following, at their request, to participate without the right 
to vote in the discussion of the question: at the 2709th 
meeting, the representatives of Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Ku­
wait, Morocco, Oman, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Tunisia and Zambia; at the 2710th meeting, the repre­
sentatives of Argentina, Bangladesh, the German Demo­
cratic Republic and Yugoslavia; at the 271 I th meeting, the 
representatives of Afghanistan, Chad, Cuba and Mexico; 
at the 2712th meeting, the representatives of Guyana, Mau­
ritania, Nicaragua, Peru and Yemen; and at the 2713th 
meeting, the representative of Uruguay.46 

At its 2709th meeting, the Council also decided, by a 
vote, and in accordance with the Council's previous prac­
tice, to extend an invitation to the representative of the 
PLO to participate in the debate on the item.47 At the same 
meeting, the Council further decided to extend an invita­
tion to Mr. Chedli Klibi, Secretary-General of LAS, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules ofprocedure.48 The Council 
was also informed of a letter dated 2 October from the rep­
resentative of the Islamic Republic of Iran49 transmitting 
the text of a letter of the same date from the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs stating, inter a/ia, that the Council should 
do its utmost to strengthen the Secretary-General's hu­
manitarian initiatives and that Iran was ready to continue 
its cooperation with him in that regard. The Islamic Re­
public of Iran was also prepared to explore means to pre­
vent the widening of the conflict and to guarantee regional 
security and noted in this connection that the Islamic Re­
public of Iran had proposed a regional security arrange­
ment. The Council considered the item at its 2709th to 
2713th meetings, from 3 to 8 October 1986. 

At the 2709th meeting, the Secretary-General drew the 
attention of the Council to the extent and depth of interna­
tional alarm over the continuation of the bloody conflict 
between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq. He indi­
cated that, with the support of the Council, he had spared 
no effort to bring the conflict to an end. Some of his initia­
tives had dealt with humanitarian aspects under interna­
tional instruments designed to mitigate some of the worst 
features of warfare. All such moves were aimed at one 
goal, the early cessation of hostilities and an advance to­
wards negotiations. The eight-point plan that he proposed 
to the two parties a year before envisaged a step-by-step 
approach towards that end. But, unfortunately, up to that 
date, those efforts did not achieve substantive progress to­
wards the ending of the war. 50 

The Secretary-General of LAS, Mr. Klibi, stated that the 
renewed threats by the Islamic Republic of Iran to launch 
another wide-scale attack on Iraq was a very serious threat 
to the security of the region and international peace and 
security. The Islamic Republic's defiance was also clear 
from its refusal to abide by Security Council resolution 582 
(1986), in particular, paragraph 3. He believed also that at 
that series of meetings the Council should have gone be­
yond the stage of speeches and high-sounding words to an 
effective action and the implementation of Article 2, para­
graph 3, of the Charter. He also pointed out that it was high 

46f or details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
47For the discussion and the vote (10 in favour and I against, 

with 4 abstentions), see S/PV .2709; for further details, sec also 
chap. III of the present Supplement. 
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time for the Security Council to implement the provisions 
of Chapter VI of the Charter, in particular Articles 33, 
paragraph 2, 34, 36, paragraph I, and 37, paragraph 2. He 
urged the two belligerent parties to put an end to the hos­
tilities and to lay the groundwork for a just settlement un­
der United Nations supervision.51 

The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs oflraq pointed out that the purpose of the Iranian's 
continued occupation of Iraq soil, in particular the region 
adjacent to the Persian Gulf, was the creation of a new 
military, political and economic situation in the region that 
would make it possible for the Islamic Republic of Iran to 
pursue its expansionist aims. He noted that while Iraq had 
declared, in good faith, its readiness to cooperate with the 
Council in implementing resolution 583 (1986), the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran had refused to apply it and claimed 
that it amounted to an endorsement by the Security Council 
of the military option. He informed the Council that the 
Islamic Republic of Iran had declared openly that it was 
preparing for yet another invasion and that the military op­
tion was the only means of solving a dispute with a fellow 
Member of the United Nations. He called upon the Council 
to assume the responsibilities of implementing the resolu­
tions for peace that it had adopted in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations. 52 

The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Egypt stated that a few months had elapsed since 
the adoption of resolution 5 82 (I 986), but the situation be­
tween the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq remained ex­
plosive and new threats were constantly being made that a 
large-scale military attack was to be launched against Iraq. 
He noted that the consequences of the conflict between the 
two countries had spilled over into the entire region. He 
associated himself with all those who had already asked 
the Security Council to adopt all possible measures likely 
to result in the implementation of resolutions previously 
adopted by the Council on the ending of the armed conflict 
between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, and above 
all resolution 582 (1986). 53 

At the 2710th meeting, on 3 October 1986, the repre­
sentative of Senegal hoped that the Council, as the up­
holder of world peace and security, would be able to take 
responsible measures to promote peace, cooperation and 
understanding in the region. He pointed out that the threat, 
inter a/ia, to freedom of navigation in the Persian Gulf and 
to air traffic showed that if the Council was not careful all 
the countries of the region would face difficulties that 
could lead to not only economic but also political instabil­
ity, as well as the internationalization of the conflict. He 
added that difficulties were so great that they had made 
United Nations efforts of little account. He said that the 
use of force for six years had not succeeded in achieving 
a solution to the conflict and that no strategy based on 
force could bring peace to the troubled region. The two 
parties should understand that there was no alternative to 
dialogue and negotiation for the promotion of a just and 
lasting peace in the Gulf region. 54 

The representative of Zambia indicated that the Move­
ment of Non-Aligned Countries and the United Nations 

51Ibid., pp. 9-16. 
52Ibid., pp. 16-25. 
53Jbid., pp. 26-29. 
545/PV.2710, pp. 6-12. 



Part II 

had repeatedly invited the two warring parties to cease 
fighting and to commence negotiations leading to the es­
tablishment of peace and stability in the Gulf. He noted 
with regret that although Iraq had accepted and was willing 
to implement resolution 582 ( 1986), the Islamic Republic 
of Iran remained inflexible, and he called upon it to show 
moderation in the interest of peace and security .55 

The representative of Oman stated that the war between 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq had entered its sev­
enth year and was exhausting their resources and energies. 
He also said that recently there had been a serious escala­
tion of the war, at a time when the Gulf ministers were 
making praiseworthy efforts, following upon their recent 
sixth summit held in Muscat, in November 1985, on the 
basis of resolutions adopted at summits, councils, confer­
ences and meetings of LAS, OIC and the Movement of 
Non-Aligned Countries, as well as by other international 
bodies with a view to safeguarding the interests of both 
parties in keeping with acknowledged principles of inter­
national law and the principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations and in conformity with the responsibilities of the 
Security Council, the General Assembly and the Secretary­
General. He commended the positive attitude adopted by Iraq 
with regard to the peace initiative undertaken and hoped that 
the Islamic Republic of Iran would take a similar stand on 
the international, Islamic and Arab initiatives to put an end 
to the war. He maintained that his statement expressed and 
reflected the deep concern of the Group of Arab States over 
the continuation of the war and had its support in finding 
a way that would bring a peaceful end to it. 56 

The Chief of the Political Department of the PLO indi­
cated that the Council was undoubtedly aware that the Pal­
estinian people were among those most affected by the war 
and its grave consequences. He added that continuation of 
the war hampered international efforts of good will aimed 
at finding a just solution to the crisis in the Middle East, 
exacerbated tension in the region and encouraged Israel to 
perpetuate its expansionist policy of aggression. He then 
said that the obstinate insistence on continuing the war was 
no longer acceptable and must not be condoned. 57 

The representative of Argentina pointed out that the 
armed conflict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and 
Iraq should cease without any further delay and the indefi­
nite prolongation of the war was incompatible with the sys­
tem of international coexistence enshrined in the Charter 
of the United Nations. He believed that, through the Secu­
rity Council, the international community must shoulder 
its responsibility and affirm its common interest in ensur­
ing the prompt restoration of peace between the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq. 51 

The representative of Jordan indicated that the Security 
Council was meeting on the initiative of the Arab Commit­
tee of Seven, established by ministerial meetings of LAS 
in 1982 and given the mandate of following the develop­
ments in the Iran-Iraq war. He noted that there was inter­
national unanimity to the effect that the continuance of the 
war was not justified from the humanitarian, political or 
even moral viewpoint. Referring to the danger to peace and 
security in the region, he pointed out that the international 
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community had seen signs of the possibility of the expan­
sion of the war to neighbouring States, which would be a 
threat to vital international interests, in particular freedom 
of navigation in international waters. He called upon the 
Security Council to take a decisive and effective stand in 
order to translate into reality the international community's 
intentions in laying the foundations for a just and honour­
able settlement. 59 

At the same meeting, the representative of Rwanda 
stated that the Charter conferred a difficult duty upon the 
Security Council to watch over international peace and se­
curity and hence it must remain vigilant at all times. He 
added that the Charter granted the Council broad powers 
and privileges, but without the active collaboration of the 
States involved, its task becomes rather difficult. The so­
lution of conflicts also became difficult when the parties 
involved eschewed mediation and the advice of friends, 
hoping perhaps that conflicts could be settled by force of 
arms. He emphasized that he had to speak in order to call 
for peace since he believed in the principles of good-neigh­
bourliness, the peaceful settlement of disputes and the non­
use of force in international relations.60 

At the 2711 th meeting, on 6 October 1986, the repre­
sentative of Thailand said that the continuation of the con­
flict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq had had 
serious repercussions and had heightened the tension 
throughout the Gulf area. It had also threatened to spill 
over into the strategically important neighbouring coun­
tries and, thus, its impact on international peace and sta­
bility could not be overestimated.61 

The representative of Saudi Arabia indicated that Iraq 
had agreed to end the war and to resort to arbitration in 
accordance with international rules and hoped that the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran would give a positive response and 
rise above the level of the conflict, in order to save the 
blood of Muslims. He then called upon the Council to 
adopt the draft resolution submitted to it without delay.62 

The representative of Bangladesh pointed out that the 
continuous fratricidal war between the Islamic Republic of 
Iran and Iraq had brought ruin upon the edifices of two of 
the world's most ancient and glorious cultures. He said that 
the various sets of terms proposed had failed to receive the 
wholehearted support of both parties and hence they had 
to rise above their self-interest for the greater and nobler 
cause of peace.61 

The representative of Kuwait stated that since the out­
break of the conflict, the Council had adopted six resolu­
tions and agreed upon a number of statements by its Presi­
dent, which were based on the Charter and on the 
principles of international law. They all called for stopping 
the armed conflict and for recourse to negotiations aimed 
at a just and honourable solution of the conflict. He pointed 
out that whenever States Members again had recourse to 
the Council to discuss the same subject-matter, it meant 
that its resolutions had not been implemented, it had not 
been respected and international legitimacy had been dis­
credited. He expected the Council truly and sincerely to 
fulfil the responsibilities incumbent upon it under the pro-
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visions of various Articles of the Charter aimed at settling 
disputes by peaceful means and refraining from the use or 
threat of use of force in international relations.64 

The representative of the German Democratic Republic 
deplored the continuing war between the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and Iraq, which had led to untold human suffering 
and devastation on both sides, as well as greatly endanger­
ing stability and security in the entire Gulf region. He re­
affirmed his Government's position that conflicts and 
disputes between States must be settled by peaceful 
means, with full respect for the peoples' right to self­
determination.65 

The representative of Cuba indicated that the conflict 
that was claiming the attention of the Security Council had 
broken out six years ago and Cuba, as Chairman of the Move­
ment of Non-Aligned Countries in I 980, decided in May 
of that year to offer to mediate in order to avoid the conflict 
between the two countries. He added that, at the summit 
conference at Harare in 1986, the overwhelming majority 
of the Heads of State and Government present pleaded for 
a cessation of the war and for a peaceful and honourable 
solution. He further noted that, in the General Assembly, 
the same heartfelt appeals had also been heard. 66 

The representative of Mexico indicated that all regional 
conflicts and threats of the use of force, as well as all forms 
of intervention, jeopardized the security of all Member 
States and that there was no other way to construe the es­
sential purpose of the United Nations, as summed up in 
Article I, paragraph I, of the Charter, which is to maintain 
international peace and security, and to that end, to take 
effective collective measures, in conformity with interna­
tional law. He joined the appeal made by a majority of 
Member States that the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq 
should immediately implement Security Council resolu­
tion 582 ( 1986) and that the Secretary-General should in­
tensify his efforts to persuade both parties to put an end to 
this long and distressing conflict.67 

The representative of Bulgaria pointed out that the long 
and bloody war between the Islamic Republic of Iran and 
Iraq had brought only suffering and incalculable losses to 
the peoples of those two countries and had seriously en­
dangered international peace and security. He joined in the 
urgent appeals made by all previous speakers that an im­
mediate end be put to this senseless conflict and that it be 
resolved by peaceful means as required by the Charter and 
that the role of the Security Council in this regard was ex­
tremely important. 68 

The representative of Chad stated that the disturbing di­
mensions that the conflict was then assuming presented the 
inexorable risk of its spreading throughout the Gulf region, 
implying a grave threat to international peace and security. 
Geo-strategic interests had already turned the area into a 
veritable powder-keg. He pointed out that the elements of 
a comprehensive solution had been clearly set out in reso­
lution 514 (1982) and since then they had been regularly 
repeated. By adopting resolution 582 ( l 986), the Council 
had laid the foundations for a just and lasting solution to 
the Iran-Iraq conflict and that at those meetings it should 
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adopt appropriate measures conducive to ensuring the un­
conditional implementation of that resolution.69 

At the 2712th meeting, on 7 October 1986, the President 
drew attention to two letters from the representatives of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran70 and Iraq. 71 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran indicated in the above-mentioned letter that the po­
sition of his Government had already been submitted in a 
letter dated I 9 February 1986.72 He pointed out that among 
the important positions emphasized in that letter was the 
need for the prevention of intervention by other countries 
and any other measures that might cause the war to spread 
and that that position was also reflected in resolution 582 
(1986) and in his statement of21 February 1986.73 

The representative of Yugoslavia stated that for more 
than six years the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq had 
been engaged in a cruel war and its consequences for peace 
and security in the region of the Gulf and beyond were a 
matter of legitimate concern to all members of the interna­
tional community. He added that the issues in the relations 
between the two countries could not be resolved on the 
battlefield but only through a process of negotiation on 
the basis of the principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations. 74 

The representative of Guyana indicated that the impas­
sioned calls for an end to hostilities between the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq reverberated in the halls during 
the summit of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries at 
Harare. He said that the conflict engendered insecurity in 
the region and continued the potential for even wider in­
ternational involvement, with serious negative conse­
quences as well as the disruption of commercial navigation 
in the Persian Gulf. He called for the abandonment of poli­
cies and doctrines inconsistent with the Charter and the de­
cisions on the issue by the Security Council. He then ap­
pealed to both parties to cooperate to the maximum with 
the Secretary-General in his efforts to achieve a just and 
lasting peace between the two countries.75 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics pointed out that the common thread running 
through all the statements was a sense of deep concern 
over the continuing armed conflict between the Islamic Re­
public of Iran and Iraq and a realization that leaving it un­
resolved any longer could lead to the most serious conse­
quences for international peace and security. He supported 
the mediating mission of the Secretary-General and other 
constructive international efforts designed to find a solu­
tion to the conflict based on the fundamental requirements 
of the Charter. 76 

The representative of Australia urged the Islamic Repub­
lic of Iran to participate in the Council's consideration of 
the tragic conflict and expressed his concern about the in­
crease in scope and intensity of the war, including attacks 
on civilian population centres, merchant shipping and civil 
aircraft. He pointed out that resolution 582 ( 1986) was re­
garded as the best available basis for a settlement of the 
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conflict and regretted that the specific appeals made in that 
resolution had been ignored. He added that the meeting of 
the Security Council provided Members States with an op­
portunity to repeat their call for an end to the conflict. 77 

The representative of China stated that since the adop­
tion of resolution 582 ( 1986), the war between the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq had not stopped; instead, it had 
expanded in scale and even showed the dangerous prospect 
of an all-round escalation. He called upon the two Govern­
ments to heed the appeal of, and to cooperate with, the in­
ternational community, the Security Council, in particular, 
to observe an immediate ceasefire and jointly to seek the 
way to peaceful settlement. 78 

The representative of Denmark indicated that, unfortu­
nately, the necessary steps taken by the Council had failed 
to bring about a cessation of hostilities or to engage the 
parties in mediation efforts aimed at a peaceful settlement. 
He reaffirmed resolution 582 (1986) as the most relevant 
basis for a settlement and called on both parties to imple­
ment that resolution fully and without delay. He added that 
the attacks on civilian areas, in violation of the Fourth Ge­
neva Convention, had led to intolerable suffering on the 
part of the civilian population and that both parties should 
respect all relevant international legal instruments, includ­
ing the four Geneva Conventions and the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol banning the use of chemical weapons.79 

The representative of Madagascar stated that the current 
series of meetings of the Security Council was taking place 
owing to the risk of escalation or deterioration of the situ­
ation between Iran and Iraq and the non-implementation 
of resolution 582 (1986). He added that it was therefore 
incumbent upon the Council to take all necessary measures 
to halt that deterioration and to bring the two parties to 
accept its decisions and resolutions in order to seek a just 
solution in keeping with international law.•0 

The representative of Tunisia said that the senselessness 
of the anned confrontation between the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and Iraq had been largely proved and consequently 
it was surely time to resort to peaceful means to resolve 
what it had not been possible to resolve with instruments 
of death. The ground had in fact been prepared by many 
peace initiatives taken by the United Nations, OIC and the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, as well as the cou­
rageous steps undertaken by the Secretary-General. But, 
unfortunately, those initiatives come up against a wall of 
silence, indifference and even disdain. He added that it was 
for the Security Council to determine the necessary steps, 
taking into account the developments of the situation. He 
recalled that Iraq had welcomed the peace efforts as well 
as the decisions taken by the Council and it had even pro­
posed the establishment of an independent tribunal to de­
termine the responsibilities in this conflict. He hoped that 
the Islamic Republic of Iran would go along with the 
wishes of the international community.•• 

At the 2713th meeting, on 8 October 1986, the President 
drew attention to the text of a letter dated 7 October 1985 
from the representative of Iraq addressed to the Secretary­
General12 informing him that Iranian forces had continued 
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to attack civilian areas on 6 and 7 October, causing fires, 
injuring civilians and destroying dwellings. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Venezuela 
stated that since 1980 the Security Council had met 12 
times to consider the conflict between Iran and Iraq and 
had adopted nine presidential statements and five resolu­
tions. But, unfortunately, those decisions, the resolutions 
of the General Assembly, the persevering efforts of the 
Secretary-General and many peace initiatives taken by 
non-governmental organizations had so far been fruitless. 
He pointed out that, in his view, resolution 582 ( 1986) con­
stituted a balanced decision to the principles that should 
be applied to the case and to the measures that should be 
taken by both sides to put an end to the war and that the 
resolution was fully valid and the Security Council should 
therefore once again urge the parties immediately and fully 
to implement, without delay, each and every one of its 
provisions. 83 

The representative of Mauritania called for setting in 
motion the process of peace by both parties observing an 
immediate ceasefire and submitting all aspects of the con­
flict to mediation and he supported the efforts made by the 
Secretary-General and the members ofOIC. He also placed 
on record his delegation's satisfaction with Iraq's favourable 
response to the peace activities undertaken so far. 84 

The representative of Yemen stated that since the out­
break of the war between the Islamic Republic of Iran and 
Iraq in September 1980, the Council had time and again 
been seized of the appalling military conflict, most re­
cently on 24 February, when resolution 582 (1986) had 
been adopted. He pointed out that the resolution remained 
a dead letter and unimplemented, because the Islamic Re­
public of Iran persisted in continuing the war and refused 
even to listen to all the calls for peace, whereas Iraq was 
ready to observe an immediate ceasefire and to help the 
Secretary-General to achieve his goal. The continuance of 
the situation constituted a serious challenge to the Security 
Council, the United Nations and the rest of the world and 
it was not sufficient for the Council to adopt a resolution 
that remained unimplemented, as had the previous resolu­
tions. It must insist on implementation and imposition, us­
ing the powers entrusted to it. as 

The representative of Morocco said that, unfortunately, 
all initiatives had been unsuccessful because of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran's intransigence and its persistent rejection 
of Security Council resolutions and various offers of me­
diation, the most recent of which was that made in April 
1985 by the late Olaf Palme. He added that the Islamic 
Republic of Iran had not even taken part in the work of the 
Security Council in order to present its own grievances. He 
also said that it was imperative, and a matter of urgency, 
that the Council exercise all its powers under the Charter 
to impose respect not only for its own decisions but for the 
fundamental principles of the Charter-the right of all 
States to exercise their full independence and sovereignty 
within the framework of their territorial integrity-and to 
use the arsenal of measures that would allow a peaceful 
solution, in keeping with Article 33 of the Charter, guar­
anteeing the rights of each of the parties. 86 
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The representative of Nicaragua emphasized the need 
for strict respect for internationally recognized humanitar­
ian norms in the armed conflict between the Islamic Re­
public of Iran and Iraq which had already cost hundreds of 
thousands of human lives and astronomical material and 
economic losses. He added that the United Nations, the Se­
curity Council, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, 
OIC-in a word, the entire international community­
must persevere in making creative efforts to find appropri­
ate mechanisms and basis for a just and honourable agree­
ment for the settlement of the conflict, which had gone on 
for too long. 87 

The representative of Peru said that, rather than dwelling 
on the characteristics of the war, his delegation wished to 
contribute to the appeal for peace and lend its firm support 
to any initiative that may bring peace closer.88 

The representative of Uruguay indicated that the war be­
tween the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq was putting to 
the test the effectiveness and credibility of the United 
Nations system, especially for medium-sized and small 
States, and that the Security Council must do everything 
in its power, within the framework of the Charter, to obtain 
the immediate cessation of hostilities and the initiation of 
negotiations that could lay the foundation for a finn and 
definitive settlement acceptable to both parties. He also 
urged the Governments of the Islamic Republic of Iran and 
Iraq to implement Security Council resolution 582 
( I 986). 89 

The President, in his capacity as representative of the 
United Arab Emirates, stated that the Security Council met 
again in a fresh attempt to find a peaceful formula to re­
solve the dilemma between the Islamic Republic of Iran 
and Iraq. He welcomed the response by Iraq to the Coun­
cil's resolutions, as well as the efforts made by others, 
which were all directed to the peaceful settlement of the 
conflict, and called upon the Islamic Republic of Iran to 
find an appropriate way of responding to those peaceful 
initiatives so that that destructive war could be brought to 
an end. 90 

The President drew attention to the text of a draft reso­
lution,91 which had been prepared in the course of the 
Council's consultations. The President, hearing no objec­
tions, proceeded to bring the draft resolution to the vote. 
Before putting it to the vote, however, he opened the floor 
to those members of the Council who wished to make 
statements. 

The representative of France indicated that the Security 
Council had already made proposals in its resolution 540 
(1983) for a comprehensive, just and honourable settle­
ment that would be acceptable to both parties, and more 
recently in resolution 582 ( 1986) the Council had laid 
down the basis for a negotiated settlement. He added that 
the draft resolution before the Council called upon the two 
parties to implement a resolution unanimously adopted by 
the members of the body charged by the United Nations 
with the primary responsibility for the maintenance of in­
ternational peace and security. The Council also requested 
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the Secretary-General to continue and intensify his efforts 
to achieve peace. 92 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland opposed the use of chemical 
weapons in the conflict and pointed out that the Security 
Council had strongly condemned it, most recently in its 
statement on 21 March 1986.93 He was also gravely con­
cerned at the growing number of attacks by both sides on 
civilian targets and on vessels flying the flag of States that 
were not involved in the current hostilities. He then ap­
pealed for the implementation without further delay of 
resolution 582 (1986).94 

The representative of the United States of America was 
concerned that in the absence of negotiations the war had 
not only intensified but had expanded, which increased the 
risk to the security of the entire region, and that it contin­
ued to be a threat to neutral third-party shipping. He com­
mended the Secretary-General's initiatives as well as those 
of various other parties, and called on the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and Iraq to work closely with the Secretary-General 
to find the best way to end the conflict speedily. His dele­
gation supported the draft resolution and hoped that its 
moderate and balanced language would be respected by 
both parties to the dispute. 

At the same meeting, the President put the draft resolu­
tion95 to the vote. It received 15 votes and was adopted 
unanimously as resolution 588 (1986).96 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the question entitled "The situation between Iran 
and Iraq", 

.Voting that the Council has been seized with this question for over 
six years and that decisions have been taken thereon, 

Deeply alarmed at the prolongation and intensification of the con­
flict, resulting in heavy losses of human lives and considerable mate­
rial damage and endangering international peace and security, 

.Voting the obligation of Member States to refrain in their interna­
tional relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State, or from acting in any 
other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations, 

Recalling the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and 
in particular the obligation of all Member States to settle their inter­
national disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that interna­
tional peace and security and justice are not endangered, 

Recalling also that under the Charter, Member States have con­
ferred on the Security Council primary responsibility for the mainte­
nance of international peace and security and to this end have agreed 
to accept the role of the Security Council in the settlement of disputes, 

Commending the efforts of the Secretary·-General in the search for 
a peaceful settlement of the conflict, 

I. Calls upon the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq to implement 
fully and without delay resolution 582 ( 1986) adopted unanimously 
on 24 February I 986; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to intensify his efforts with the 
parties to give effect to the above-mentioned resolution and to report 
to the Council no later than 30 November 1986; 

3. Decides to meet again to consider the report of the Secretary­
General and the conditions for the establishment of a durable peace 
between the two countries in conformity with the Charter of the 
United !'lations and the principles of justice and international law. 
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Decision of 22 December 1986 (2730th meeting): state­
ment by the President 

On 26 November 1986, in compliance with resolution 
588 (1986), in which the Security Council. inter alia. re­
quested the Secretary-General to intensify his efforts with 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and with Iraq to give effect to 
resolution 582 ( 1986), the Secretary-General submitted his 
report, 97 which conveyed, among other things. their re­
sponses to his request for their ideas or proposals. In par­
ticular, the Secretary-General suggested as one option, the 
possible reactivation of his eight-point plan. 98 

The position of Iraq was that the conflict should not be 
prolonged: there should be an immediate ceasefire with a 
cessation of all hostilities, followed by the withdrawal of 
troops and exchange of prisoners of war within a short 
time-frame. Thereafter all aspects of the conflict should be 
subject to mediation or other means of settlement, includ­
ing negotiations. 99 

The position of the Islamic Republic of Iran was that be­
cause the original Iraqi aim in invading Iran-the toppling 
of the Iranian regime-had not changed, and because Iraq 
abrogated the Algiers Agreement of 1975, Iran was not 
prepared to accept a ceasefire or to sign any agreement 
with the present Iraqi regime. Iran was prepared to coop­
erate in arrangements for security in the Gulf region, for 
preventing the widening of the conflict, for the observance 
of international law governing the conduct of war and for 
the exchange of certain groups of prisoners of war. 99 

In the same report, the Secretary-General emphasized 
that, as was clearly evident from the positions of the two 
parties, they showed no degree of coincidence that would 
provide a basis for the presentation of specific proposals 
designed to give effect to resolution 582 ( 1986)."9 He also 
expressed his concern over the danger of the widening of 
the prolonged conflict. In particular, he stressed that a major 
area of risk lay in the potential repercussions of the increas­
ingly large attacks on merchant vessels in the region. The 
Secretary-General concluded his report by expressing the be­
lief that the Security Council must persevere in establishing 
a basis upon which both Iran and Iraq would find it possible 
to extend their cooperation to the United Nations in dealing 
with the threat to regional and international security .100 

At its 2730th meeting, on 22 December 1986, the Coun­
cil included the report of the Secretary-General in its 
agenda. As a result of consultations held among members 
of the Council, the President made the following statement 
on behalf of the Council: 101 

The members of the Security Council take note of the report of the 
Secretary-General and express profound concern at the serious situ­
ation which continues to exist between the Islamic Republic of Iran 
and Iraq. They reiterate their call for the implementation of Council 
resolutions 582 ( I 986) and 588 ( 1986) and for the resolution of the 
prolonged conflict by peaceful means. They again emphasize the ob­
ligation of \.fember States to settle their disputes by peaceful means 
and, in this context, to cooperate with the Security Council. ln this 
regard. the members of the Council urge the Secretary-General to con­
tinue with his efforts and call upon the parties to cooperate with him. 

The members of the Council continue to deplore the violation of 
international humanitarian law and other laws of armed conflict. They 
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express their deepening concern over the widening of the conflict 
through the escalation of attacks on purely civilian targets. on mer• 
chant shipping and oil installauons of the !1ttoral States. They call for 
respect. in accordance with international law. for the territorial integ­
rity of the States of the region and for the right of free navigation and 
commerce, as well as for the operation of off-shore installations. 

Decision of 16 January l 987: statement by the President 

On 16 January 1987, following consultations with the 
Council members, the President issued the following state­
ment on behalf of the members of the Council: 102 

The members of the Security Council are dismayed and profoundly 
concerned by the fact that, in the period which has elapsed since the 
statement made by the President of the Security Council on 22 De· 
cember 1986, hostilities betl'.een the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq 
have intensified and the risk that the armed conflict. now more than 
six years old, may pose a further threat to the security of the region 
has increased. 

The large-scale military operations which have taken place since 
the end of last December. and which continue at this time, and the 
parties· repeated allegations of serious and recurrent violations of the 
norms of international humanitarian law and other laws of armed con• 
flict clearly indicate the considerable escalation in recent weeks of 
this conflict. v. hich has taken the 11\es of countless persons. both com• 
batants and civilians. and has caused grievous human suffering and 
heavy material losses. The members of the Security Council reiterate 
their serious concern over the v. idening of the conflict through in• 
creased attacks on purely ci viii an targets 

In view of this critical situation. the members of the Security Coun­
cil. recalling the statements made on behalf of the Council on 21 
March and 22 Dec~mber 1986. again issue an urgent appeal to the 
parties to comply with Security Council resolutions 582 (1986) and 
588 (1986) In this conte:-.t. the members of the Security Council ap­
preciate the efforts made by the Secretary-General and urge him to 
persevere m those efforts. 

The Security Council, on which the Members of the United :--lations 
have conferred primary responsibility for the maintenance of interna• 
tional peace and security, will remain seized of the situation and will 
continue to make every effort to bring about the cessation of hostilities 
and the resolution of the conflict by peaceful means 1n accordance 
with the Charter. 

Decision of 14 May 1987: statement by the President 

On 14 May 1987, following consultations with the mem­
bers of the Security Council, the President issued the follow­
ing statement on behalf of the members of the Council: 103 

The members of the Security Council. seized with the continuing 
conflict between Iran and Iraq, have considered the report of the mis­
sion of specialists dispatched by the Secretary-General to investigate 
allegations of the use of chemical weapons in the conflict (S/18852). 

Deeply dismayed by the unanimous conclusions of the specialists 
that there has been repeated use of chemical weapons against Iranian 
forces by Iraqi forces. that civilians in Iran also have been injured by 
chemical weapons, and that Iraqi military personnel have sustained 
injuries from chemical warfare agents, the members of the Council 
again strongly condemn the repeated use of chemical weapons in open 
violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, in which the use of chemical 
weapons in war is clearly prohibited 

Recalling the statements made by the President of the Council on 
30 \.farch 1984 (S/16454), 25 Apnl 1985 (S/17130) and 21 March 
1986 (S/17932), they again emphatically demand that the provisions 
of the Geneva Protocol be strictly respected and observed. 

They also condemn the prolongation of the conflict which, in addi­
tion to violations of international humanitarian law, continues to exact 
an appalling toll of human life, to cause heavy material damage in the 
two States. and to endanger peace and security rn the region. 

They express grave concern over the dangers of an extension of the 
conflict to other States in the region. 
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They reiterate their call for respect for the territorial integrity of all 
States in the region. 

They reaffirm resolution 582 ( 1986) and call on both panics to co­
operate with the efforts of the Security Council to open the way to an 
early settlement of the conflict on the basis of justice and honour. 

They express support for the Secretary-General's efforts to restore 
peace to the peoples of Iran and Iraq and call on both States to respond 
positively to his efforts. 

Decision of 20 July 1987 (2750th meeting): resolution 
598 (1987) 

At its 2750th meeting, on 20 July 1987, the Council in­
cluded in its agenda the item entitled "The situation be­
tween Iran and Iraq". Following the adoption of the 
agenda, the Council invited the representative of Iraq, at 
his request, to participate in the discussion of the item 
without the right to vote. 104 The Council discussed the item 
at the same meeting. 

Opening the discussion, the President stated that, as had 
been agreed in the course of previous consultations, the 
Council was meeting in connection with the item on its 
agenda. He drew attention to the text of a draft resolu­
tion, 105 which had been prepared in the course of the Coun­
cil's consultations. The President, hearing no objections, 
proceeded to bring the draft resolution to the vote. Before 
putting the draft resolution to the vote, however, the Presi­
dent opened the floor to those members of the Council who 
wished to make statements. 

Statements before the vote were made by the repre­
sentative of China, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
United Arab Emirates, the Secretary of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Secretary of State 
of the United States of America, the Vice-Chancellor and 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of 
Germany, the Minister for Foreign Affairs ofltaly, the rep­
resentatives of Ghana and Zambia, the Minister for For­
eign Affairs and Worship of Argentina, the representatives 
of the Congo and Venezuela and by the President, in his 
capacity as Minister for Foreign Affairs of France. 

A number of members of the Council emphasized in 
their statements the following points: (a) contrary to the 
wishes of most, the conflict appeared to be escalating and 
growing more complicated, with the possibility of outside 
countries being drawn into the hostilities and, therefore, 
the threat to regional and international peace and security 
was growing; (b) the draft resolution before the Council 
was the most balanced possible and took into consideration 
the interests of both parties to the conflict; (c) the tremen­
dous loss of life, the violations of international humanita­
rian law and the disregard for the 1925 Geneva Protocol 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poi­
sonous or Other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare all pointed toward the need for an immediate end 
to the war; (d) a ceasefire was the first step toward the 
negotiated settlement of the conflict; (e) the Secretary­
General of the United Nations had the full confidence of 
the Council and had an important role to play in imple­
menting the draft resolution; and (j) the draft resolution 
before the Council was formulated through a series of con-

1°"SIPV.2750, p. 3; for details, see chap. III of the present Sup­
plement. 
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sultations, primarily by the Permanent Members of the 
Council, which symbolized the possibility of further coop­
eration in the Council. 

The representative of China stated that although the five 
Permanent Members have a special responsibility for 
maintaining international peace and security, their endeav­
our must be consistent with the principle that the Council 
was an organic whole. The permanent members should 
heed and respect the views of the non-permanent members 
and other interested parties and be accommodating to their 
reasonable demands and proposals, with a view to pooling 
the broadest possible wisdom, thus ensuring that the draft 
resolution to be adopted truly embodies the common will 
and aspirations of the Council as a whole. 106 

The Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 
Affairs of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North­
ern Ireland stated that the basis of the draft resolution 
rested solidly on Security Council resolution 582 (I 986). 107 
He pointed out that the Council should ask how the conflict 
started and how to apportion blame; indeed that was rec­
ognized in operative paragraph 6 of the draft resolution be­
fore the Council and, therefore, there was no excuse for 
delaying moves to put an end to the bloodshed. That was 
why the Council was ordering a mandatory ceasefire using 
the powers conferred upon it under Articles 39 and 40 of 
the Charter. 107 Moreover, he indicated that the adoption by 
the Council of mandatory action under Chapter VII of the 
Charter should send a clear signal to both sides. The inter­
national community was resolved to do all in its power to 
bring this appalling conflict to an end. 101 He also stressed 
that, if the parties disregarded their obligations, the Coun­
cil would use all its powers under the Charter to make the 
resolution effective. 10• 

Comments regarding Chapter VII of the Charter and in 
particular Articles 39 and 40, concerning the mandatory 
nature of the draft resolution when adopted, were also 
strongly emphasized by a number of other members of the 
Council, including the Secretary of State of the United 
States of America, the Vice-Chancellor and Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Italy and the representative 
of the Congo. Specifically, the representative of the Congo 
contrasted the willingness of the Council to use Chapter 
VII provisions in the situation between Iran and Iraq with 
its unwillingness to use those same measures in the case 
of South Africa. 109 

The Secretary of State of the United States of America 
noted, inter alia, that the draft resolutions not only de­
manded an immediate ceasefire and the withdrawal of all 
forces to internationally recognized borders, but also initi­
ated a healing process, calling for an early exchange of 
prisoners and international efforts to assist in post-war re­
construction.110 

The Vice-Chancellor and Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
the Federal Republic of Germany said that the resolution 
was only the third in the life of the United Nations to ex­
haust all means envisaged in the Charter. For the first time 
ever the Security Council was mandatorily deciding a 
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ceasefire and the withdrawal of troops and the resolution 
would therefore hold a special place in the history of the 
United Nations. 111 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Italy emphasized 
that, though a procedure of consultations principally among 
the permanent members might be justified in the present 
case, given the extreme complexity of the problem, such a 
procedure must not become the rule. 112 

The representative of Ghana pointed out, inter alia, that 
operative paragraphs I and 3 must be read together with 
operative paragraphs 2 and 4. 113 Moreover, he stated that 
operative paragraph 5 of the draft resolution expressly calls 
upon all States to exercise the utmost restraint and to re­
frain from any act that might lead to a further escalation 
and widening of the conflict. Therefore, the resolution that 
the Council would adopt should in no way constitute the 
basis for premeditated aggression or any unilateral action 
by any State or group of States or major Powers against 
the Islamic Republic of Iran or Iraq. Any follow-up action 
that might be required after the adoption of the draft reso­
lution should be within the framework of the United Na­
tions and should first be discussed and agreed upon by the 
Security Council. It would be unfortunate if the present ex­
ercise of the Council's powers were to be interpreted as 
giving licence, however obliquely, to the dispatch of puni­
tive expeditions by one or another of the Members of the 
United Nations to pacify the area. 114 

The President, in his capacity as Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of France, stated that the resolution embodied all 
the weight that the Charter of the United Nations, in its key 
chapters on peace and security, had conferred on the 
Security Council. It must not go unheeded by the two 
countries. 115 

At the same meeting, the President put the draft resolu­
tion to the vote; it was adopted unanimously as resolution 
598 ( 1987). It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Reaffirming its resolution 582 ( 1986), 

Deeply concerned that, despite its calls for a ceasefire, the conflict 
between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq continues unabated, 
with further heavy loss of human Ii fe and material destruction, 

Deploring the initiation and continuation of the conflict, 

Deploring also the bombing of purely civilian population centres, 
attacks on neutral shipping or civilian aircraft, the violation of inter• 
national humanitarian law and other laws of armed conflict, and, in 
particular, the use of chemical weapons contrary to obligations under 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol, 

Deeply concerned that further escalation and widening of the con• 
flict may take place, 

Determined to bring to an end all military actions between Iran and 
Iraq, 

Convinced that a comprehensive, just, honourable and durable set­
tlement should be achieved between Iran and Iraq, 

Recalling the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, and 
in particular the obligation of all Member States to settle their inter­
national disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that interna• 
tional peace and security and justice are not endangered, 

Determining that there exists a breach of the peace as regards the 
conflict between Iran and Iraq, 
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Acting under Articles 39 and 40 of the Charter, 

I. Demands that, as a first step towards a negotiated settlement, 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq observe an immediate ceasefire, 
discontinue all military actions on land, at sea and in the air, and with­
draw al I forces to the internationally recognized boundaries without de­
lay; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to dispatch a team of United 
Nations observers to verify, confirm and supervise the ceasefire and 
withdrawal and further requests the Secretary-General to make the 
necessary arrangements in consultation with the parties and to submit 
a report thereon to the Security Council; 

3. Urges that prisoners of war be released and repatriated without 
delay after the cessation of active hostilities in accordance with the 
Third Geneva Convention of I 2 August 1949; 

4. Calls upon Iran and Iraq to cooperate with the Secretary-Gen­
eral in implementing this resolution and in mediation efforts to 
achieve a comprehensive, just and honourable settlement, acceptable 
to both sides, of all outstanding issues, in accordance with the princi• 
pies contained in the Charter of the United Nations; 

S. Calls upon all other States to exercise the utmost restraint and 
to refrain from any act which may lead to further escalation and wid­
ening of the conflict, and thus to facilitate the implementation of the 
present resolution; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to explore, in consultation with 
Iran and Iraq, the question of entrusting an impartial body with inquir• 
ing into responsibility for the conflict and to report to the Council as 
soon as possible; 

7. Recognizes the magnitude of the damage inflicted during the 
conflict and the need for reconstruction efforts, with appropriate in• 
ternational assistance, once the conflict is ended and, in this regard, 
requests the Secretary-General to assign a team of experts to study the 
question of reconstruction and to report to the Council; 

8. Requests the Secretary-General to examine, in consultation 
with Iran and Iraq and with other States of the region, measures to 
enhance the security and stability of the region; 

9. Also requests the Secretary-General to keep the Council in­
formed on the implementation of this resolution; 

JO. Decides to meet again as necessary to consider further steps 
to ensure compliance with this resolution. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Secretary­
General made a statement. He emphasized, inter alia, that 
the cooperation of the two belligerents was vital in estab­
lishing the ceasefire and facilitating the implementation of 
the other provisions of the resolution and that once a cease• 
fire was established, the first priority for the United Na­
tions must be to ensure that it held. He also pointed out 
that the establishment of United Nations observers would 
be effected through an exchange of letters with the Presi­
dent of the Security Council and that the observers would 
come from existing United Nations operations. 116 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics emphasized his concern over the concentration of 
armed forces of third parties in the Gulf region, which 
posed a serious threat to international peace and security. 
He also stressed that operative paragraphs 5 and 8 of the 
draft resolution clearly asserted that the problems of the 
Gulf could be resolved through agreement among the Gulf 
States, without outside interference. 117 

The representative of Iraq asserted that he had received 
the resolution and would immediately convey it to the 
highest authorities in his country. 111 He also noted that Iraq 
had always responded positively to the Council's resolu• 
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tions and valued the importance the Council attached to a 
comprehensive settlement. 

Decision of 24 December 1987 (2779th meeting): state­
ment by the President 

At the 2779th meeting, on 24 December 1987, as a result 
of consultations held among members of the Council, the 
President made the following statement on behalf of the 
Council: 119 

The members of the Security Council like note of the assessment 
made by the Secretary-General to the Security Council on 10 Decem­
ber 1987 following his consultations with the emissaries of Iran and 
Iraq concerning the implementation of resolution 598 (1987) as well 
as of his request for a fresh and resolute impulse from the Council. 
They express their grave concern over the slow pace and lack of real 
progress in these consultations. 

Determined to bring the conflict to an end as soon as possible, the 
members of the Security Council reaffirm their commitment to reso­
lution 598 ( 1987) as an integrated whole. They also reaffirm that the 
implementation of that resolution is the only basis for a comprehen­
sive, just, honourable and durable settlement of the conflict. 

They support the Secretary-General's outline plan, as endorsed by 
the Security Council, as well as his efforts to implement resolution 
598 (1987). 

They consider it essential that the Secretary-General continue to fuJ. 
fil the mandate assigned to him by resolution 598 (1987). 

The members of the Security Council declare their determination, 
in accordance: with operative: paragraph 10 of resolution 598 (1987), 
to consider further steps to ensure compliance with this resolution. 

Decision of 16 March 1988 (2798th meeting): statement 
by the President 

At the 2798th meeting, on 16 March 1988, as a result of 
consultations held among members of the Council, the 
President made the following statement on behalf of the 
Council: 120 

The members of the Security Council express grave concern over 
the fact that the tragic conflict between Iran and Iraq continues and 
has entered its eighth year. 

They strongly deplore the escalation of the hostilities between these 
two countries, particularly the attacks against civilian targets and cit­
ies that have taken a heavy toll in human lives and caused vast mate­
rial destruction, in spite of the declared readiness of the belligerent 
parties to cease such attacks. 

The members of the Security Council insist that Iran and Iraq im­
mediately cease all such attacks and desist forthwith from all acts that 
lead to the escalation of the conflict and which thereby create further 
obstacles in the way of implementation of resolution 598 ( 1987) and 
undermine the efforts of the Security Council to put an early end to 
this conflict in accordance: with the resolution. 

They arc convinced that the recent escalation has demonstrated the 
need for full and rapid implementation of resolution 598 ( 1987). 

Determined to bring the conflict between Iran and Iraq to an early 
end, the members of the Security Council reaffirm their strong com­
mitment to the implementation of resolution 598 (1987) as an inte­
grated whole which is the only basis for a comprehensive, just, hon­
ourable and lasting settlement of the conflict. 

They express grave concern that resolution 598 (1987), which has 
a mandatory character, has not yet been implemented. 

The members of the Security Council take note of the statement 
made by the Secretary-General to them on 14 March 1988. They en­
courage: him to continue his efforts as endorsed by the Security Coun­
cil to secure implementation of resolution 598 (1987) and, in this con­
nection, support his intention to invite the Governments of Iran and 
Iraq to send, at the earliest possible date, their foreign ministers, or 
another senior official, as a special emissary to New York to enter 
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into urgent and intensive consultations with the Secretary-General. 
They request the Secretary-General to submit to the Security Council, 
within three weeks, the report on his consultations with the two sides. 

The members of the Security Council reaffirm their determination, 
in accordance with paragraph IO of resolution 598 ( 1987), to consider 
promptly, in the light of the Secretary-General's renewed efforts to 
secure implementation of this resolution, further effective steps to en­
sure compliance: with it. 

Decision of 9 May 1988 (2812th meeting): resolution 
612 (1988) 

On 23 April 1988, the Secretary-General submitted a re­
port on the mission to investigate allegations of the use of 
chemical weapons in the conflict between Iran and lraq. 121 

The report described the medical investigations carried out 
in both countries and concluded that chemical weapons 
continued to be used in the conflict and that there had been 
an apparent increase in the number of civilian casualties 
confirmed and such use could further escalate and seriously 
undermine the Geneva Protocol of 1925. The Secretary­
General strongly urged the parties concerned and all Gov­
ernments seriously to weigh the full implications of the 
present report for their common future. 

At its 2812th meeting, on 9 May 1988, the Council in­
cluded the report of the mission in its agenda and consid­
ered the item during that meeting. 

The President drew attention to a draft resolution sub­
mitted by the Federal Republic of Gennany, Italy and Japan.122 

The President then put the draft resolution to the vote; it 
was adopted unanimously as resolution 612 ( 1988). 123 It 
reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the report of 25 April 1988 of the mission dis­
patched by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations of the use 
of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of 
Iran and Iraq, 

Dismayed by the mission's conclusions that chemical weapons con• 
tinue to be used in the conflict and that their use has been on an even 
more intensive scale than before, 

I. Affirms the urgent necessity of strict observance of the Protocol 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at 
Geneva on 17 June 1925; 

2. Condemns vigorously the continued use of chemical weapons 
in the conflict between Iran and Iraq contrary to the obligations under 
the Geneva Protocol; 

3. Eipects both sides to refrain from the future use of chemical 
weapons in accordance with their obligations under the Geneva Pro­
tocol; 

4. Calls upon all States to continue to apply or to establish strict 
control of the export to the parties to the conflict of chemical products 
serving for the production of chemical weapons; 

S. Decides to remain seized of the matter and expresses its deter• 
mination to review the implementation of this resolution. 

Decision of 8 August 1988 (2823rd meeting): statement 
by the President 

At its 2823rd meeting, on 8 August 1988, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the item entitled "The situ­
ation between Iran and Iraq". Following the adoption of 
the agenda, the Council invited the representatives of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq to take their places at the 
Council table. 
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At the same meeting, the President of the Council drew 
the attention of its members to two letters from Iraq and 
the Islamic Republic of Iran addressed to the Secretary­
General. 124 

The Council began its consideration of the item in ac­
cordance with the understanding reached in the Council's 
prior consultations. 

The Secretary-General stated that members of the Coun­
cil were aware that over the past two weeks he had been 
engaged in intensive diplomatic activity aimed at achiev­
ing the implementation of Security Council resolution 598 
( 1987). As a result of those efforts, he called upon the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran and Iraq to observe a ceasefire and 
to discontinue all military action on land, at sea and in the 
air as at 0300 hours GMT on 20 August 1988. He was as­
sured by the two parties to the conflict that they would 
observe the ceasefire in the context of the full implemen­
tation of resolution 598 (1987). 125 

Subsequently, the President indicated that, following 
consultations of the Council, he had been authorized to 
make the following statement on behalf of the members of 
the Council: 126 

The Security Council welcomes the statementjust made by the Sec­
retary-General concerning the implementation of its resolution 598 
(1987) of20 July 1987 on the Iran-Iraq conflict. 

The Council endorses the Secretary-General's announcement that 
the cease-fire demanded in the resolution shall come into effect at 
0300 (GMT) on 20 August 1988, and that direct talks under his aus­
pices between the two parties shall begin on 25 August. 

The Council further endorses the appeal of the Secretary-General 
to both panics to exercise the utmost restraint and expects them to 
refrain from all hostile activities in the period before the entry into 
effect of the cease-fire. 

The Council reiterates its determination that its resolution 598 
( 198 7) be fully implemented as an integral whole and reaffirms its full 
support for the continuing efforts of the Secretary-General to this end. 

Decision of 9 August 1988 (2824th meeting): resolution 
619 (1988) 

At its 2824th meeting, on 9 August 1988, the Council 
included the report of the Secretary-General on the imple­
mentation of paragraph 2 of Security Council resolution 
598 (1987)127 in its agenda. 

In the report, the Security Council, inter alia, recom­
mended that, as soon as a date had been established for the 
ceasefire, the Security Council take an early decision to 
establish a team of observers to be known as the United 
Nations Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group (UNIIMOG), 
which would carry out the functions described in para­
graph 2 of resolution 598 (1987) and otherwise assist the 
parties, as might be mutually agreed. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President in­
vited, on behalf of the Council, the representatives of Iraq 
and the Islamic Republic of Iran to take a place at the 
Council table. 

The Council began its consideration of the item in ac­
cordance with the understanding reached in the Council's 
prior consultations. 

At the same meeting, the President drew attention to a 
draft resolution, which had been prepared in the course of 
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the Council's consultations, 121 and put it to the vote; it was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 619 (1988). 129 It reads 
as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution S98 (1987) of 20 July 1987, 

l. Approves the report of the Secretary-General contained in docu­
ment S/20093 on the implementation of paragraph 2 of resolution 598 
( 1987) of the Security Council; 

2. Decides to set up immediately, under its authority, a United Na­
tions Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group, and requests the Secretary• 
General to take the necessary steps to this effect, in accordance with 
his above-mentioned report; 

3. Also decides that the United Nations Iran-Iraq Military Ob­
server Group shall be established for a period of six months, unless 
the Council decides otherwise; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council 
fully informed of further developments. 

Decision of l O August 1988: exchange of letters between 
the Secretary-General and the President of the Security 
Council 

In a letter dated 9 August 1988 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, 130 the Secretary-General 
referred to paragraph 8 (c) of his report of 7 August on 
the implementation of paragraph 2 of Security Council 
resolution 598 (I 987) 131 and proposed to the Security 
Council that UNIIMOG be composed of contingents 
from the following Member States: Argentina, Austra­
lia, Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, Denmark, Finland, 
Ghana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Kenya, 
Malaysia, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Poland, 
Senegal, Sweden, Turkey, Yugoslavia and Zambia. In a let­
ter dated l O August 1988, m the President informed the 
Secretary-General as follows: 

I have the honour to inform you that your letter dated 9 August 1988 
concerning the composition of the United Nations Iran-Iraq Military 
Observer Group (UNIIMOG) has been brought to the attention of the 
members of the Security Council. They considered the matter in in­
formal consultations held on IO August 1988 and agreed with the pro­
posal contained in your letter. 

In a letter dated 23 August 1988 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Council, m the Secretary-General informed the 
President of the Council of his intention to add Peru and 
Uruguay to the list of contingents included in UNIIMOG. 
In a letter dated 26 August 1988, m the President informed 
the Secretary-General as follows: 

I have the honour to inform you that your letter dated 23 August 
1988 concerning the additional contingents for the United Nations 
Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group (UNIIMOG) has been brought to 
the attention of the members of the Security Council. They considered 
the matter in informal consultations held on 26 August and agreed 
with the proposal contained in your letter. 

Decision of 26 August 1988 (2825th meeting): resolu­
tion 620 (l 988) 

On 20 July 1988, the Secretary-General circulated a re­
port on the mission to investigate allegations of the use of 
chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic Re­
public of Iran and Iraq. m The Secretary-General informed 
the Council that on 19 May 1988 the Islamic Republic of 
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Iran charged that Iraq had used chemical weapons on 17 
and 18 May 1988 against a number oflranian villages and 
requested the immediate dispatch of a United Nations mis­
sion to investigate the matter. 136 Four other letters were re­
ceived afterwards, making the same request. 137 

On 17 June 1988, the President of the Security Council 
informed the Secretary-General that the members of the Coun­
cil, while unanimously reaffirming the condemnation of the 
use of chemical weapons in the conflict, considered that 
the Security Council could not act without an independent 
and technical confirmation of the accusation. On that basis, 
the Secretary-General dispatched a mission to the Islamic 
Republic of Iran to investigate its allegations of the use of 
chemical weapons. The report of the mission was submit­
ted to the Secretary-General on 8 July 1988. In its report, 
the mission concluded that chemical weapons continued to 
be used against Iranian forces and positions. The mission 
also asserted that it might be necessary to review existing 
machinery for verification by United Nations teams of the 
use of chemical weapons in the present conflict in order to 
ensure timely presence of experts at the site of alleged attacks. 

On 2 August 1988, the Secretary-General circulated an 
Addendumm to the above report, which contained a sum­
mary report on patients examined by the medical special­
ists with relevant clinical data. 

On 3 July 1988, the Government of Iraq alleged that 
Iranian forces had used chemical weapons against Iraqi 
forces on 20 June and I July and requested that the Secre­
tary-General immediately dispatch a mission to Iraq to in­
vestigate the matter. 139 

On 25 July 1988, the Secretary-General circulated the 
text of the report of the mission dispatched by him to in­
vestigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons in the 
conflict between Iran and lraq. 140 The report described the 
investigations carried out by the specialists in Iraq between 
9 and 11 July and stated, inter a/ia, that it was possible to 
determine without any doubt that, between the end of June 
and the beginning of July, nine Iraqi soldiers had been af­
fected by mustard gas. The report emphasized that an ever­
increasing presence of different types of weapons associ­
ated with aggressive chemical agents were being used in 
the conflict between Iran and Iraq. 

On 2 August 1988, the Secretary-General circulated an 
Addendum"1 to the above report of the mission dispatched 
by him to investigate allegations of the use of chemical 
weapons in the conflict between Iran and Iraq, which con­
tained a summary report on patients examined by the medi­
cal specialists, with relevant clinical data. 

On 3 August 1988, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Islamic Republic of Iran addressed a letter to the Secretary­
General, 142 requesting him to dispatch immediately another 
team of experts to investigate a chemical bombardment al­
leged to have been carried out on 2 August. On 5 August, the 
President of the Security Council informed the Secretary­
General that members of the Council considered that, in 
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the light of resolution 612 (1988) and of the seriousness 
they attached to the subject, any new allegations of the use 
of chemical weapons ought to be investigated. 143 A mission 
of specialists was dispatched and its report concluded that 
chemical weapons had been used against Iranian civilians 
in an area adjacent to an urban centre, lacking any protec­
tion against that kind of attack. 143 

At its 2825th meeting, on 26 August 1988, the Council 
included the reports in its agenda. The Council began its 
consideration of the item pursuant to an agreement reached 
in prior consultations. The President drew attention to a 
draft resolution submitted by the Federal Republic of Ger­
many, Italy, Japan and the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland.'"" He then put the draft resolution 
to the vote; it was adopted unanimously as resolution 620 
( 1988). 145 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 
Recalling its resolution 612 (1988) of9 May 1988, 

Having considered the reports of 20 and 2S July and of 2 and 19 
August 1988 of the missions dispatched by the Secretary-General to 
investigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons in the conflict 
between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, 

Deeply dismayed by the missions' conclusions that there had been 
continued use of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq and that such use against Iranians had be­
come more intense and frequent, 

Profoundly concerned at the danger of possible use of chemical 
weapons in the future, 

Bearing in mind the current negotiations in the Conference on Dis­
armament on the complete and effective prohibition of the devel~ 
ment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction, 

Determined to intensify its efforts to end all use of chemical weap­
ons in violation of international obligations now and in the future, 

I. Condemns resolutely the use of chemical weapons in the con~ 
flict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, in violation of 
obligations under the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and in defi­
ance of its resolution 612 ( 1988); 

2. Encourages the Secretary-General to carry out promptly inves­
tigations in response to allegations brought to his attention by any 
Member State concerning the possible use of chemical and bacterio­
logical (biological) or toxic weapons that may constitute a violation 
of the 192S Geneva Protocol or other relevant rules of customary in­
ternational law, in order to ascertain the facts of the matter, and to 
report the results; 

3. Calls upon all States to continue to apply, to establish or to 
strengthen strict control of the export of chemical products serving for 
the production of chemical weapons, in particular to parties to a con­
flict, when it is established or when there is substantial reason to be­
lieve that they have used chemical weapons in violation of intema~ 
tional obligations; 

4. Decides to consider immediately, taking into account the inves­
tigations of the Secretary-General, appropriate and effective measures 
in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, should there be 
any future use of chemical weapons in violation of international law, 
wherever and by whomever committed. 

l-43$/20134. 
144$/20151. 
14Sfor the vote, see S/PV.2825, p. 6. 
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4. THE QUESTION OF SOUTH AFRICA 

Decision of 12 March 1985 (2574th meeting): resolution 
560 (1985) 

By a letter dated 28 February I 985, 1 the representative 
of Egypt, in his capacity as Chairman of the Group of Af­
rican States at the United Nations for the month of Febru­
ary, requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council 
to consider the serious situation in South Africa resulting 
from the murder of defenceless Africans demonstrating 
against forced removals, the arrests and "high treason" 
charges against the United Democratic Front (UDF) offi­
cials and the continued intensification of violent repression 
by the apartheid State. 

By a letter dated 6 March 1985 addressed to the Secretary­
General, 2 the representative of India transmitted the text of 
a communique adopted on the same date by the Coordinat­
ing Bureau of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries 
condemning the Pretoria regime for the wanton murder of 
innocent men, women and children who were protesting 
their forced removal from Crossroads and other places for 
resettlement, recalling Security Council resolutions 473 
(1980), 554 (1984) and 556 (1984), as well as other rele­
vant resolutions, and urging the Council to take the neces­
sary measures to implement those resolutions and to deal 
effectively with the current grave situation in South Africa, 
through the imposition of comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations. 

At its 2571st meeting, on 8 March 1985, the Council in­
cluded the letter dated 28 February I 985 from the repre­
sentative of Egypt in its agenda and considered the item at 
the 2571st and 2574th meetings, on 8 and 12 March 1985. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited the 
representatives of the People's Democratic Republic of 
Yemen, Guinea, South Africa, the Syrian Arab Republic, 
the United Republic of Tanzania and Viet Nam, at their 
request, to participate, without the right to vote, in the dis­
cussion of the item. 3 The Council also extended an invita­
tion, at his request, to the Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid.4 

At the 2571 st meeting, on 8 March 1985, the repre­
sentative of Guinea, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
Group of African States for the month of March, stated that 
the struggle of the oppressed people of South Africa was 
not only the struggle of the African continent but also the 
struggle of all mankind, and that any collusion with the 
Pretoria regime, the ending of which was required by the 
Charter of the United Nations, was a crime against all man­
kind. He added that the time had come for the peoples of 
the world, who in I 945 had declared their determination to 
safeguard international peace and security, to put an end to 
Pretoria's racist tyranny by countering its poisonous ideol­
ogy with the ideology of the equality of men and of races. 
Apartheid could not be reformed and must be rooted out 
and it was therefore imperative for the international com­
munity to keep up and elevate the pressure on Pretoria to 

1S/16991. 
2S/17009. 
3For details, sec chap. III of the present Supplement. 
4S/PV.2571, pp. 18 and 19; sec also chap. III of the present Sup-

plement. 

force it to respect the legitimate rights of the South African 
people, since only the elimination of apartheid and the es­
tablishment of a democratic and non-racial society based 
on inter-community dialogue within the framework of uni­
versal suffrage exercised by all could lead to a just solution 
of the problem of South Africa. 5 

At the same meeting, the representative of India, speak­
ing on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, 
stated that apartheid lied at the root of the serious threat to 
peace and security that continued to exist in southern 
Africa and that the obsession with preserving and consoli­
dating apartheid provided the primary motivation behind 
South Africa's transgressions of the Charter of the United 
Nations and international law as manifested by the humili­
ation and repression unleashed upon the majority commu­
nity, the continued illegal occupation of Namibia and the 
repeated acts of aggression, interference and destabiliza­
tion directed against independent African States. He said 
that of immediate concern to the Council at that meeting 
were the recent grave developments, which included the 
indiscriminate murder of innocent men, women and chil­
dren at Crossroads and other places for protesting their 
forced removal and resettlement in the infamous Bantus­
tans, the arbitrary arrest of a large number of leaders and 
members of the UDF and other mass organizations, as well 
as the preferment of high treason charges against many of 
them for their participation in the peaceful mass movement 
for a united, non-racial and democratic South Africa. He 
quoted extensively from the communique issued by the 
Coordinating Bureau of the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries6 expressing, inter a/ia, the conviction that the 
continued intensification of the apartheid State's violent 
repression against the oppressed and dispossessed people 
of South Africa further vindicated the legitimacy of their 
struggle by all means at their disposal, including armed 
struggle. He then introduced a draft resolution7 sponsored 
by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and 
Trinidad and Tobago. He characterized the provisions of 
the draft text as an encapsulation of all the aspects of im­
mediate concern and the principles that the Council must 
uphold, and expressed the hope that the draft would be sup­
ported by all the members of the Council. He concluded 
by recalling the name of the South African township, 
Crossroads, which had recently been the scene of the tragic 
events, and stating that the Security Council had long been 
at a crossroads on the question and that, faced with South 
Africa's continued defiance, the time had come for the 
Council to proceed from this crossroads towards the impo­
sition of suitable enforcement measures against Pretoria.• 

At the same meeting the representative of the United Re­
public of Tanzania, speaking in his capacity as repre­
sentative of the current Chairman of the Organization of 
African Unity (OAU), stated that apartheid was an evil sys­
tem recognized as a crime against humanity, by the Gen­
eral Assembly, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, 
OAU and the entire international community. He stressed 

5ibid., pp. 4-6. 
6S/17009, annex. 
7S/17013, subsequently replaced by S/17013/Rev.l and adopted 

as resolution 560 ( 1985). 
8S/PV.2571, pp. 7-12. 



202 

that the apartheid system posed a threat to international 
peace and security and that it was, therefore, within the 
framework of the international consensus that concrete 
measures should be taken to force the South African re­
gime to abandon its evil policies. The stepped-up violence, 
the resort to mass arrests, the preferment of high treason 
charges against the leaders of the UDF bespoke South Af­
rica's non-preparedness for peaceful change and that the 
inherently aggressive nature of the regime was also re­
flected in its military attacks and other forms of destabili­
zation against the neighbouring independent States of An­
gola, Botswana, Swaziland, Lesotho, Mozambique and 
Zambia. The so-called reforms that were being worked out 
by the Pretoria regime had been unmasked for what they 
were-an orchestrated campaign of deception, an attempt 
to divide the internal opposition to apartheid to denation­
alize the black people, institute bantustans and to foment 
fratricidal conflict within the black population not only in 
South Africa but in all of southern Africa, and that this 
long-term objective, for the achievement of which the 
South African regime was setting up, training and arming 
the tribal armies, must not be permitted by the Security 
Council. He noted the growing campaign in favour of dis­
investment and other measures as encouraging and called 
on the international community, in particular the Council, 
to come out in clear support of such and other correspond­
ing measures that would compel the regime to abandon 
apartheid. He reiterated the insistence on the part of the 
member States ofOAU that nothing short of the imposition 
of effective measures under Chapter VII of the Charter of 
the United Nations would compel the South African re­
gime to abandon its obnoxious policies. He further stated 
that apartheid, as an evil system, had to employ violence 
to survive and that the Council, in opposing the current 
spate of violence, must not be seen to be lacking in resolve 
to dismantle apartheid altogether. Meanwhile, the Council 
had to demand that the Pretoria regime put an immediate 
end to forced removals of black people from their homes, 
uphold the legitimacy of the struggle and also demand that 
the racist regime withdraw the treason charges against 
those charged and grant them immediate and unconditional 
release.9 

At the same meeting, the Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid read out, at the outset of his 
statement, the text of a message addressed to the President 
of the Security Council by Bishop Desmond Tutu in which 
the Bishop had stated that the UDF, an organization that 
had constantly worked for peaceful change within the legal 
perimeters of South African laws and had not espoused 
violence had had its leaders detained, and had expressed 
his hope that the international community would express 
its abhorrence of the Government of South Africa's actions 
in preventing opposition to its vicious policies. The Acting 
Chairman said that the efforts that had been made by the 
United Nations over decades to resolve the problem of 
apartheid in a just and peaceful way and in accordance with 
the principles of the Charter and the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights had proved fruitless and that the situation 
had deteriorated seriously because of Pretoria's clear de­
termination to put down by violence any attempt on the 
part of the Africans to claim their right to freedom, equality 
and human dignity. He further stated that, apart from the 

9Jbid., pp. 13-18. 
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recent acts of repression in which a total of 200 had been 
killed and 1,500 seriously wounded, the Pretoria regime 
continued to build up the military arsenal through which it 
maintained its domination over the majority, continued its 
illegal occupation of Namibia and attempted to impose its 
hegemony over the neighbouring States. He referred to Mr. 
R. F. Botha's recent proposal to consider a formula 
whereby political rights would be granted to those blacks 
who were established in the outskirts of urban areas and to 
the rejection by Nelson Mandela, a symbol of the resis­
tance, of the offer of liberation that had been made to him 
provided that he "renounce violence", and declared that 
the sole purpose of all those machinations was to 
strengthen the system of apartheid in violation of the uni­
versally accepted principle of the right of peoples to self­
determination. He emphasized that southern Africa could 
not enjoy peace and stability unless apartheid was com­
pletely eradicated and all the inhabitants of South Africa, 
without any distinction as to race, colour or creed, were 
enabled to exercise their right to self-determination. He 
concluded by recalling that the Security Council, as long 
ago as 1963, had stated its conviction that the situation in 
South Africa was a serious threat to international peace and 
security, and by appealing to the Council, as the principal 
body responsible for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, not to shirk the responsibilities vested 
in it under the Charter and to adopt unanimously the draft 
resolution introduced by the representative of lndia. 10 

At the same meeting, after a brief suspension of the 
meeting, the representative of South Africa stated that the 
meeting of the Council had been convened irregularly, in 
blatant contravention of the provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations, which unambiguously precluded inter­
vention in the domestic affairs of a Member State, and that 
it would be difficult to envisage a more cynical abuse of 
the powers of the Security Council than the convening of 
such a meeting. He also stated that the sponsors of the draft 
resolution that was before the Council had set aside the 
provisions of the Charter and instead had pressed on with 
their vendetta and with their desperate and irrational cam­
paign against South Africa and its peoples at a time when, 
as never before in the history of that country, the opportu­
nities for increasing goodwill and cooperation among all 
the peoples and communities in the complex and multifac­
eted country had been so dramatically enhanced. He char­
acterized the draft resolution as a distortion of events in 
South Africa and said that the charges by its sponsors 
against his country could more appropriately be levelled 
against some of their own Governments. Regarding the ref­
erences that had been made in the Council's meeting to 
Crossroads and in order to put the events that had recently 
occurred there into perspective, it should be borne in mind 
that the phenomenon of population draft to the cities along 
with the resultant squatter camps and their concomitant 
problems had been and continued to be experienced by al­
most all developing countries and that the Republic of 
South Africa also had its share of the problem. He said that 
South Africa had not been able to stem the human drift 
across the borders to its metropolitan and rural areas; that 
there were more than one and a half million foreign work­
ers who voluntarily, and in most cases illegally, crossed 
the borders from neighbouring States in search of a better 

IO[bid., pp. 21-17. 
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life; and that Crossroads, which had become the refuge for 
80,000 destitute people driven there through poverty, eco­
nomic recession and drought, should be seen rather as a 
symbol of compassion and not, as depicted in the draft 
resolution, a symbol of oppression. He emphasized that the 
inhabitants of Crossroads lived under unacceptable social 
and physical conditions, which not only threatened the 
health and safety of the community but also gave rise to a 
reign of crime and terror waged by competing factions. To 
those crimes and terror were added, despite the Govern­
ment's assurances, unfounded rumours ofa forced mass re­
moval that had given rise to a panic situation and, during 
the ensuing riots, the police had been attacked by stone­
throwing mobs and fired upon with live ammunition, being 
thereby compelled to return the fire. He stated that his Gov­
ernment regretted the loss of life; that it was actively pur­
suing a plan of action aimed at the avoidance of such tragic 
events; and that it was prepared to consider measures, in­
cluding the possibility of a proper upgrading and urban de­
velopment of Crossroads and other areas. Regarding the 
aJlegations that South Africa was arbitrarily arresting peo­
ple and charging them with high treason for opposing the 
Government's policies, he said that South Africans were 
not and could not be arrested and prosecuted for opposition 
to the Government; that a number of political parties, or­
ganizations, individuals and newspapers voiced their oppo­
sition on a daily basis as freely, openly and legally as in 
the minority of countries of the world that permitted the 
exercise of such rights; and that, if that assessment of his 
was to be questioned, he challenged the Security Council 
to appoint a committee of inquiry into freedom of expres­
sion in all countries. In connection with the persons re­
ferred to in the draft resolution, he stated that there was 
nothing arbitrary about their arrest, which, far from being 
for their political beliefs or their membership in any or­
ganization, was the result of due legal process; that the 
Government of South Africa, which was proud of the in­
dependence, integrity and impartiality of its courts, could 
not interfere with the legal process; and that the demand 
by the sponsors of the draft resolution for the immediate 
and unconditional release of those accused reflected the 
scant respect they had for the due process of law. He con­
cluded by asserting that, at a time when South Africa had 
embarked upon peaceful and orderly constitutional reform 
and development, building upon the pattern of consultation 
and negotiation with leaders of all population groups of all 
races and creeds, it was unfortunate that his Government 
was confronted with a series of outrageous accusations in 
the Security Council by a majority of countries in the 
United Nations to which a peaceful solution to South Af­
rica's problems was anathema and which desired and insti­
gated conflict. 11 

At the 2574th meeting, on 12 March 1985, the repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North­
ern Ireland, speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, 
stated that the new spate of violence focused on Crossroads 
as well as the continuing exclusion of the large majority of 
Black South Africans from political life; the denial of their 
fundamental civil and political rights, and the policy of forced 
removals were deplored throughout the world. At the same 
time, the United Kingdom had acknowledged the indication, 
given by the South African State President in his speech of 

II Ibid., pp. 62-76. 
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25 January, of greater flexibility and a commitment to a 
fuller dialogue between his Government and a repre­
sentative cross-section of Black South African opinion. 
The Security Council, far from ruling out peaceful change, 
must encourage such dialogue and press for the fundamen­
tal reforms that would be needed to satisfy the legitimate 
aspirations of that country's Black majority and that, there­
fore, the United Kingdom did not interpret the reference to 
"the legitimacy of the struggle" as relating to armed strug­
gle or extending to the use of force. He concluded by in­
dicating that his delegation would vote in favour of the 
draft resolution, which in its revised form simply appealed 
for the charges of high treason to be dropped and not to pre­
judge the outcome of legal proceedings. 12 

The revised draft resolution was then voted upon, at the 
same meeting, and adopted unanimously as resolution 560 
(1985)_1 3 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 473 (1980), 554 (1984) and 556 (1984), 
which, inter alia, demanded the cessation of the uprootings, relocation 
and denationalization of the indigenous African people, 

Noting with deep concern the aggravation of the situation in South 
Africa resulting from repeated killings of defenceless opponents of 
apartheid in various townships all over South Africa and, most re­
cently, the killing of African demonstrators against forced removals 
at Crossroads, 

Gravely concerned by the arbitrary arrests of members of the United 
Democratic Front and other mass organizations opposed to the apart­
heid regime, 

Deeply concerned by the preferment of charges of "high treason" 
on Mrs. Albertina Sisulu, Mr. Archie Gurnede, Mr. George Sewper­
shad, Mr. M. J. Naidoo, the Reverend Frank Chikana, Professor Ismael 
Mohammed, Mr. Mewa Ramgobin, Mr. Cassim Saloojee, Mr. Paul 
David, Mr. Essop ]asset, Mr. Curtis Nkondo, Mr. Aubrey Mokoena, Mr. 
Thomazile Qweta, Mr. Sisa Njikelana, Mr. Sam Kikine and Mr. Isaac 
Ngcobo, officials of the United Democratic Front and other opponents 
of apartheid for their participation in the non-violent campaign for a 
united non-racial and democratic South Africa, 

Aware that racist South Africa's intensified repression and charges 
of "high treason" against leading opponents of apartheid constitute 
an effort further to entrench racist minority rule, 

Concerned that repression further undermines the possibilities of a 
peaceful solution of South African conflict, 

Concerned over racist South Africa's policy of the uprooting, dena­
tionaliution and dispossession of three and a half million indigenous 
African people to date, thus swelling the ranks of the other millions 
already doomed to permanent unemployment and starvation, 

Noting with indignation that South Africa's policy ofbantustaniza­
tion is also aimed at the creation of internal bases for the fomenting 
of fratricidal conflict, 

1. Strongly condemns the Pretoria regime for the killing of de­
fenceless African people protesting against their forced removal from 
Crossroads and other places; 

2. Strongly condemns the arbitrary arrests by the Pretoria regime 
of members of the United Democratic Front and other mass organiza­
tions opposed to South Africa's policy of apartheid; 

3. Calls upon the Pretoria regime to release unconditionally and 
immediately all political prisoners and detainees, including Nelson 
Mandela and all other black leaders with whom it must deal in any 
meaningful discussion of the future of the country; 

4. Also calls upon the Pretoria regime to withdraw the charges of 
"high treason" instituted against the United Democratic Front offi­
cials, and calls for their immediate and unconditional release; 

12S/PV.2574, pp. 8 and 9. 
13For the vote on the revised draft resolution (S/17013/Rev.l), 
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S. Commends the massive united resistance of the oppressed peo­
ple of South Africa against apartheid, and reaffirms the legitimacy of 
their struggle for a united, non-racial and democratic South Africa; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council 
on the implementation of the present resolution; 

7. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

Decision of 22 March 1985: statement by the President 
On 22 March 1985, the President of the Council issued 

the following statement on behalf of its members: 14 

The members of the Security Council have entrusted me to express 
on their behalf their grave concern over the rapid deterioration of the 
situation in South Africa resulting from the state of violence against 
defenceless opponents of apartheid throughout the country and most 
recently in the town of Uitenhage on 2 I March I 98S where the South 
African police opened fire on innocent people proceeding to a funeral, 
killing and wounding scores of them. 

The members of the Council strongly deplore such acts of violence, 
which can only further aggravate the situation in South Africa and 
make more difficult the search for peaceful solution of the South Af­
rican conflict. 

The members of the Council recall the provisions of resolution S60 
(198S), adopted unanimously on 12 March I 985, in which the Council 
noted with deep concern the intensification of repression in South Af­
rica, commended the massive united resistance of the oppressed peo­
ple of South Africa against apartheid, and reaffirmed the legitimacy 
of their struggle for a united, non-racial and democratic South Africa. 

The members of the Council urge the Government of South Africa to 
end violence and repression against the black people and other oppo­
nents of apartheid and to take urgent measures to eliminate apartheid. 

Decision of 26 July 1985 (2602nd meeting): resolution 
569 (1985) 

By a letter dated 24 July 1985 addressed to the President 
of the Security Council, 15 the representative of France ex­
pressed his Government's deep concern at the continuance 
and worsening of the human suffering the apartheid system 
was causing in South Africa and requested an immediate 
meeting of the Council. 

By a letter dated 25 July 1985 addressed to the President 
of the Council, 16 the representative of Mali, in his capacity 
as current Chairman of the Group of African States, re­
quested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
situation in South Africa. 

At its 2600th meeting, on 25 July 1985, the Council in­
cluded in its agenda the above-mentioned letters dated 24 
and 25 July 1985 from the representatives of France and 
Mali, respectively, and considered the item at the 2600th 
to 2602nd meetings, on 25 and 26 July 1985. 

In the course of the deliberations, the President, with the 
consent of the Council, invited the representatives of Cuba, 
Kenya, Mali, South Africa, the Central African Republic, 
Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, Senegal, the Syr­
ian Arab Republic, Zaire and Yugoslavia, at their request, 
to participate in the discussion without the right to vote. 17 

The Council also extended an invitation under rule 39 of 
the provisional rules of procedure to the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against Apartheid. 18 

At the 2600th meeting, at the outset of the discussion, 
the President of the Council drew the attention of the members 
to a draft resolution submitted by Denmark and France. 18 

14S/170S0. 
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17For details, see chap. Ill. 
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The representative of France stated that his country was 
totally opposed to racial discrimination and rejected it, es­
pecially where it had become systematic. He quoted his 
Prime Minister who, on 23 July, had stated that the apart­
heid regime of South Africa was abhorrent to all persons 
committed to justice and human rights. France shared that 
position with the other members of the European Commu­
nity whose Ministers for Foreign Affairs had, on 22 July, 
expressed their deepest concern over the persistence of hu­
man suffering in South Africa caused by the system of 
apartheid. He further stated that apartheid was contrary to 
the moral and political principles that were at the basis of 
a civilized society and that the only solution to it was its 
elimination and the establishment in its place of a great and 
democratic society based on the equality of civil and po­
litical rights and on equal respect for the dignity of every 
human being. In recounting the events and facts that had 
led his Government to request an emergency meeting of 
the Security Council, he again quoted the Prime Minister 
of France, who had stated: 

Events of recent days have shown a new and serious deterioration. 
By declaring a state of emergency, by conferring full powers on the 
army and the police, by multiplying arbitrary arrests and by giving the 
order to fire on the population, the Government of South Africa is 
increasing its repression. 

It was the Council's duty to renew its condemnation of the 
system of apartheid and of the practices that derived from 
it, including the mass arrests that had just been initiated by 
the Government of South Africa, and that the Council 
should also call for the immediate lifting of the state of 
emergency and the prompt and unconditional release of all 
political prisoners, including Nelson Mandela, who had 
been imprisoned for more than 20 years. He concluded by 
stating that, while France, for its part, had decided to recall 
its Ambassador to South Africa and to suspend forthwith 
and unconditionally any new French investment in that 
country, the draft resolution his delegation had submitted 
urged Member States to take a number of measures that 
were both firm and realistic, in view of the flagrant viola­
tion of fundamental human rights and in the hope that other 
countries would join France so that justice and wisdom 
might finally prevail in that part of the world. 19 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland stated that 
the violence, which had occurred not only between mem­
bers of different racial groups but also within the groups, 
had continued throughout the previous years and had 
claimed over 400 lives. Such violence was the tragic but 
inevitable result of the deep-seated frustration of the ma­
jority of the people of South Africa, which could be re­
dressed only through fundamental reforms and not by re­
pression. He quoted the British Foreign Secretary, who, on 
23 July, had declared that apartheid was unacceptable, un­
workable and indefensible, and that most repugnant of all 
had been the fact that the inequalities between a ruling mi­
nority and a deprived majority had been not only vast but 
that they had been built upon foundations of racial dis­
crimination. He stated that, while there was no disagree­
ment within the Council that apartheid must be brought to 
an end as soon as possible, there were differing views on 
the ways in which that could be achieved and that, for his 
Government, the path of negotiation and of dialogue be-
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tween the communities concerned must be preferred to 
armed struggle, violence and the repression that that en­
gendered. He cautioned that the Council should not en­
courage violence nor should it call for measures that, on 
the basis of extensive past experience, including that of 
Southern Rhodesia, were known to be ineffective; and that 
it would be irresponsible for the Council to call for meas­
ures that would harm the population of South Africa and 
of neighbouring countries, without achieving the desired 
end. He urged that the common ground should be insis­
tence on far-reaching reform by maintaining a balance of 
pressure and persuasion in relations with South Africa, and 
by keeping open the channels of communication as well as 
the prospect of economic advancement for poorer sections 
of the community. 20 

At the same meeting, the representative of Denmark 
stated that the declaration by South African authorities of 
a state of emergency in certain areas seemed to show that 
repression was the only answer the White minority had to 
the demands of the black majority to exercise its rightful 
political and civil rights. He condemned the inhuman 
apartheid system and said that his Government had pre­
viously emphasized the necessity of adoption by the Coun­
cil of mandatory sanctions against the Republic of South 
Africa, which, by its acts of aggression and breaches of the 
peace in violation of the Charter's provisions, had created 
a situation constituting a serious threat to international 
peace and security. He concluded that for Denmark, which 
was a co-sponsor of the draft resolution before the Council, 
it was important that the Council-pending mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter-quickly 
reached agreement on measures that could effectively in­
crease the pressure against the Government of South Af­
rica in order to bring it to understand that the apartheid 
system had to be abolished through peaceful means while 
that was still possible. 21 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States of America said that the Council's discussion must 
focus on the overriding goal of what the world could do to 
help abolish the system of apartheid, under which a person 
was deemed socially and politically inferior because he or 
she was not white. He recalled the terrible civil war that 
his country had undergone to rid itself of institutionalized 
servitude and prejudice, and expressed the wish that no 
country should suffer a similar haemorrhage of lives and 
talents that inevitably resulted when one man sought to op­
press another. While the objectives of the United States 
were shared by all, the means it employed were criticized 
by those who held that no significant change could be ef­
fected without totally isolating Pretoria economically and 
politically. However, the United States was convinced that 
such an isolation would lead to more bloodshed, to in­
creased autarchy of the South African economy, to a cur­
tailment of external influence to effect change and, in the 
end, to greater suffering for the very people everyone was 
trying to help. The seriousness of the United States Gov­
ernment's conviction that apartheid would sooner or later 
lead South Africa into chaos was underscored by various 
measures it had undertaken: United States arms sales to 
that country had been embargoed since 1963 and in 1977 
it had joined the United Nations in imposing a further man-

20J:bid .• pp. 12 and 13. 
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datory arms embargo against South Africa as well as in the 
embargo, adopted by the Council last December, on im­
ports of arms and ammunition produced in that country. 
While the United States' commercial relationship had re­
cently been restricted and no official credits were extended 
to South Africa, the United States Government sought to 
eradicate apartheid by employing the full force of its di­
plomacy, by working with elements in that country that 
shared a vision of peace and harmony, by encouraging fair 
employment practices and by being involved in financing 
programmes that would give South African blacks better 
training and opportunities. His Government believed its 
actions had had an effect, but that it doubted the suitability 
of certain elements of the draft resolution under considera­
tion, in particular the suspension of new investments, as 
means of discouraging apartheid since such measures 
could disrupt the functioning of an economy that had re­
cently been increasingly open to Blacks and had given 
them growing power to eliminate apartheid. He concluded 
by pleading that it was time for the international commu­
nity to act responsibly, to use its influence constructively 
and to refrain from actions that would have the opposite 
effect from those intended. 22 

At the same meeting, the representative of Australia 
stated that the state of emergency had been imposed fol­
lowing months of violent protest by the black community 
against the Government's constitutional measures and that, 
since the promulgation of the new discriminatory Consti­
tution in 1984, some 500 people had been killed and thou­
sands injured. The response of the Government of South 
Africa to legitimate protest and grievances had been wide­
spread repression and, while the state of emergency would 
not provide a permanent end to violence, it was more likely 
to encourage people to feel that the only way to achieve 
progress would be through confrontation and violence. The 
Government of Australia did not condone violence but, as 
it had made clear on a number of previous occasions, it 
held the view that only fully respected and universally ap­
plied economic sanctions could be really effective. 23 

At the same meeting, the representative of China stated 
that the South African authorities had not only defied the 
numerous resolutions of the Security Council and the Gen­
eral Assembly demanding the complete elimination of 
apartheid, but that, on the contrary, they had intensified the 
barbarous policy of suppression of the black people and of 
aggression against neighbouring countries. The Council 
should not only condemn the South African authorities, but 
also seek the immediate lifting of the state of emergency 
and the release of all political prisoners as well as call upon 
the entire international community to adopt various meas­
ures of sanctions against South Africa and to support the 
struggle of the people against apartheid. He concluded by 
stating that, in the event the South African authorities con­
tinued in their defiance of the relevant United Nations 
resolutions, the Security Council must seriously consider 
the imposition of comprehensive mandatory sanctions in 
accordance with Chapter VII of the Charter.24 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics stated that many United Nations 
decisions had described the apartheid policies of South Af-

22Jbid .• pp. 17-19. 
23tbid, pp. 21-24. 
24 lbid., pp. 27 and 28. 
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rica as constituting a threat to the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and that there was essentially a war going on 
between that regime and the majority of its population re­
belling against it. He declared that comprehensive manda­
tory sanctions, not limited economic sanctions as sug­
gested by some of the previous speakers in the Council's 
discussion, would lead to the elimination of the apartheid 
regime, which had been encouraged by the policy of con­
structive engagement to intensify its repression and perse­
cution of those fighting racism in South Africa as well as 
its acts of aggression against neighbouring States. He re­
called a General Assembly statement that only the elimi­
nation of apartheid and the establishment of a non-racial 
democratic society based on universal adult suffrage could 
lead to a just settlement of the explosive situation in South 
Africa, and its urging that the Council should consider 
measures to ensure the expulsion of the Pretoria regime 
from the United Nations and its system of organizations, 
as well as the imposition of sanctions under Chapter Vil 
of the Charter. The Council should act with the full weight 
of responsibility vested in it under the Charter and take 
measures commensurate to the situation in South Africa, 
which represented a serious threat to international peace 
and security. He concluded by stating that while the Soviet 
Union would continue with its policy of supporting na­
tional liberation movements, including those in South Af­
rica, it unfortunately found the two-Power draft resolution 
before the Council inadequate and that, therefore, his dele­
gation reserved its position on that text.2' 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
said, at the outset of his statement, that his Government did 
not regard the internal situation in South Africa as a matter 
for discussion by the Security Council and that they re­
jected the Council's double standards in debating the dec­
laration of a state of emergency in certain parts of his coun­
try while it chose to ignore similar situations in other 
countries. He noted that the Council's meeting had been 
requested by France, a country that, he said, had only re­
cently proclaimed a state of emergency in New Caledonia 
and where it had reportedly sent in more than 5,000 mem­
bers of its security forces to restore law and order. He also 
recalled the recent clashes between police and demonstra­
tors in the French-ruled archipelago of Guadeloupe and ob­
served that those situations should have served to remind 
France of the difficulties of coping with the emotional is­
sues of civil and political rights, but that France had seen 
fit to call a meeting of the Council to condemn South Af­
rica for its handling of what was an immeasurably more 
complex situation. He stated that his Government stood 
ready and committed to enter into dialogue and negotiation 
with representatives of black opinion in order to find an 
equitable solution to the problems by satisfying the reason­
able aspirations of all the peoples of South Africa and by 
seeking to create structures of government that would al­
low participation by all, without domination. He referred 
to a statement of 29 June by his State President in the South 
African Parliament in which he rejected the charge that 
their constitutional objectives ran counter to civilized con­
ceptions of human rights, dignity and freedom irrespective 
of race, colour or religion; that his Government stood for 
an evolutionary process of adaptation and innovation based 
upon and tailored to South African circumstances; that the 

25Jbid., pp. 30-36. 
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principle of self-detennination to which they were commit­
ted was not rigid but open for unlimited possibilities com­
patible with the choices that each population group or com­
munity might eventually wish to make; and that, therefore, 
the issue was not one of objective but rather of a method 
that would ensure political participation without destroy­
ing stability and progress in all spheres of life for all the 
communities. The representative of South Africa empha­
sized that the only condition that had been laid down was 
that violence should be renounced as a means to achieve 
political ends. The unrest in South Africa had been and 
continued to be instigated to frustrate the reform process 
and, while the moderate black leadership were being in­
timidated by threats to their lives and properties in order 
to prevent their involvement in the negotiating process, the 
excesses perpetrated by the extremist elements included 
not only murder, arson and destruction of property but also 
such acts as burning people alive. After months of efforts 
to restore order with the normal powers at their disposal to 
no avail, the South African authorities had introduced 
emergency measures to protect black lives and property in 
black areas. He regretted that, if the measures proposed by 
France were to be implemented, the black peoples of South 
Africa and its neighbours would be the first to feel the ef­
fects of measures designed to undermine the South African 
economy; and assured the Council that the state of emer­
gency introduced by the Government would be lifted as 
soon as the violence diminished and that the process of dia­
logue and debate would be continued in the best interest of 
all the peoples of South Africa.26 

At the same meeting, Mr. Joseph Garba (Nigeria), Chair­
man of the Special Committee against Apartheid, recalled 
resolutions 554 (1984), by which the Council denounced 
the so-called new Constitution, and 560 (1985), condemn­
ing the Pretoria regime for the repression and killings and 
demanding an end to those acts; and said that, in both in­
stances, the Government of South Africa had responded by 
further escalating the killings and repression in utter con­
tempt of the Security Council. Despite the escalating vio­
lence and repression, the racist regime had been unable to 
suppress the resistance of the oppressed people who were 
fighting for their elementary rights.The issue before the 
Council was neither the mere escalation of repression 
against people struggling for the principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, nor was it the gruesome massacres of the 
Sharpeville, Soweto and Uitenhage types, but, as events had 
shown, the Pretoria regime was a terrorist regime that dealt 
with legitimate protest only through violence, that was de­
termined to stop at nothing to preserve white racism, and 
that was incapable of restoring law and order or engineer­
ing reform. The starting point for any discussion of the cur­
rent grave crisis in South Africa must be the legitimacy of 
the struggle of the oppressed people for a united, non-racial 
and democratic South Africa, as repeatedly recognized by the 
Security Council~ost recently in its resolutions 554 
(1984) and 560 (1985). He referred to the inescapable re­
sponsibility of the Security Council, which had recognized 
in the wake of the Sharpeville massacre of 1960 the danger 
to international peace and security resulting from apartheid 
and racial conflict and stated that the Council had been un­
able to discharge its responsibility owing to the fact that 

26Jbid., pp. 40-47. 
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some of its permanent members had opposed a determina­
tion under Chapter VII of the Charter that the situation in 
South Africa constituted a threat to international peace and 
security despite the aggression and terrorism committed by 
the Pretoria regime against Angola, Botswana, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe, Mozambique, Lesotho and even Seychelles. He 
recalled the statement of the representative of the United 
States earlier at the same meeting and said that that state­
ment had missed the point that apartheid was not merely 
an issue of equal employment opportunities but that it pri­
marily denied the majority population the exercise of its 
inalienable right to self-determination. The oppressed peo­
ple of South Africa had a right to expect of the Council 
concrete and meaningful action that would put an end to 
the inhuman system of apartheid and the terror that was 
inseparable from it. He concluded by recalling General As­
sembly resolution 3411 C (XXX), adopted in 1975, by 
which the Assembly had proclaimed that the United Na­
tions and the international community had a special re­
sponsibility towards the oppressed people of South Africa 
and the liberation movements, as well as towards the im­
prisoned or exiled for their struggle against apartheid.27 

At the same meeting, the representative of Mali, speak­
ing in his capacity as current Chairman of the Group of 
African States, stated that the proclamation on 20 July 
1985 of a state of emergency in 36 black South African 
towns and the subsequent imposition of an information 
blackout were aimed at the massacre of the people and the 
consolidation and perpetuation of the abominable system 
of apartheid. The African Group condemned the policy of 
constructive engagement and all other forms of collabora­
tion with apartheid and called on the United Nations, in 
particular the Security Council, to shoulder its responsibil­
ity in the face of the growing threat to international peace 
and security, and to take the necessary measures under 
Chapter VII of the Charter for the total isolation of apart­
heid. He concluded by reaffirming the solidarity of the Af­
rican Group with the people of South Africa and their lib­
eration movements in the legitimate struggle for freedom, 
justice and peace.28 

At the same meeting, the representative of Kenya stated 
that it had been and remained the firm conviction of his 
country that what was currently happening in South Africa 
was neither new nor an internal matter on which the inter­
national community, through the Security Council, could 
remain indifferent. He elaborated that the situation was not 
new because the black South Africans had lived for years 
under the de facto emergency state of affairs, in which they 
had no right to the privacy of their homes and in which 
arbitrary arrests and wanton killing had become a way of 
life. The racist regime's continued defiance of world public 
opinion, including the opinion of the Council itself, was 
not only proof of the inadequacy and failure of the meas­
ures and methods that had so far been employed but an 
eloquent testimony of South Africa's true character as an 
outlaw State. By their own conduct, the oppressors had for­
feited any claim to speak for all South Africans and could 
not be allowed to justify their criminal acts under the pre­
tence of maintaining law and order, when they themselves 
were engaged in disrupting the lives of innocent black 
South Africans who had long been denied peace. He said 

27Ibid., pp. 50-54. 
28Ibid., p. 59. 
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that it was ironic to read a quotation from the President of 
the apartheid regime in that day's issue of The New York 
Times, where he had stated: "South Africa had a responsi­
bility to its people not to be prescribed to by foreign Gov­
ernments 'about what is in the best interests of the people 
of South Africa"'. The representative of Kenya further 
stated that, while it might be readily conceded that under 
the Charters of both OAU and the United Nations, as well 
as under international law, no State-and much less the 
United Nations-had any right to interfere in the internal 
affairs of another State except under certain restricted cir­
cumstances, apartheid had been condemned, rejected and 
declared a "crime against humanity", and that, therefore, 
apartheid or any acts of commission or omission in its fur­
therance were not and could not be an internal matter for 
South Africa; and that, in any case, arbitrary arrests, deten­
tion and unprovoked murders of innocent black children, 
women and men could not be in the best interests of the 
people of South Africa, white or black.29 

The President of the Council, at the request of the rep­
resentative of France, supported by Burkina Faso, speaking 
on behalf of the non-aligned members of the Council, sus­
pended the meeting for the purpose of consultations 
among the members on the draft resolution before them.30 

When the Council resumed its 2600th meeting, follow­
ing informal consultations, the representative of France 
proposed that the draft resolution submitted by his delega­
tion be put to the vote.31 

The representative of Burkina Faso, speaking also on be­
half of the non-aligned members of the Council, requested 
that the vote be postponed to enable some of the Council 
members to consult their Governments on a number of 
points, following which the President, with the consent of 
the Council, adjourned the meeting.32 

At the 2602nd meeting, on 26 July 1985, the repre­
sentative of France introduced the revised draft resolution, 
which, he said, broadly took into account suggestions made 
to them, and requested that it be put to the vote.33 

The President of the Council first put to the vote an 
amendment to the revised draft resolution orally proposed 
by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and 
Trinidad and Tobago,34 providing for the insertion of a new 
operative paragraph after the existing operative paragraph 
5. The result of the vote was 12 in favour, 2 against and 1 
abstention, and the amendment was not adopted owing to 
the negative votes of permanent members of the Council.3s 
Under the amendment the Council would have strongly 
warned South Africa that failure to comply with the reso­
lution "would compel the Security Council to meet forth­
with to consider the adoption of appropriate measures un­
der the Charter of the United Nations, including Chapter 
VIl".36 

29lbid., pp. 85-88. 
30Jbid., pp. 91 and 92; sec also chap. IV of the present Supple-

ment. 
31 Ibid., p. 96. 
32Ibid.; see also chap. I of the present Supplement. 
33S/PV .2602/Corr. I, p. 42. 
34Ibid., pp. 42-45. 
35For the vote on the orally proposed amendment, see ibid.; see 

also chaps. I and IV of the present Supplement. 
36S/PV.2602, p. 45. 
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The Council then voted on the revised draft resolution, 
which was adopted by 13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, 
as resolution 569 (1985).37 The resolution reads as follows: 

11,e Security Council, 

Deeply concerned at the worsening of the situation in South Africa 
and at the continuance of the human suffering that the apartheid sys­
tem, which the Council strongly condemns, is causing in that country, 

Outraged at the repression, and condemning the arbitrary arrests of 
hundreds of persons, 

Considering that the imposition of the state of emergency in thirty• 
six districts of the Republic of South Africa constitutes a grave dete• 
rioration of the situation in that country, 

Considering as totally unacceptable the practice by the South Afri­
can Government of detention without trial and of forcible removal, as 
well as the discriminatory legislation in force, 

Acknowledging the legitimacy of the aspirations of the South Afri• 
can population as a whole to benefit from all civil and political rights 
and to establish a united non-racial and democratic society, 

Also acknowledging that the very cause of the situation in South 
Africa lies in the policy of apartheid and the practices of the South 
African Government, 

I. Strongly condemns the apartheid system and all the policies 
and practices deriving therefrom; 

2. Also strongly condemns the mass arrests and detentions recently 
carried out by the Pretoria Government and the murders which have 
been committed; 

3. Further strongly condemns the establishment of the state of 
emergency in the thirty-six districts in which it has been imposed and 
demands that it be lifted immediately; 

4. Calls upon the Government of South Africa to set free imme­
diately and unconditionally all political prisoners and detainees, first 
of all, Mr. Nelson Mandela; 

5. Reaffirms that only the total elimination of apartheid and the 
establishment in South Africa of a free, united and democratic society 
on the basis of universal suffrage can lead to a solution; 

6. Urges States Members of the United Nations to adopt measures 
against South Africa, such as the following: 

(a) Suspension of all new investment in South Africa; 

(b) Prohibition of the sale of krugerrands and all other coins 
minted in South Africa; 

(c) Restrictions on sports and cultural relations; 

(d) Suspension of guaranteed export loans; 

(e) Prohibition of all new contracts in the nuclear field; 

(j) Prohibition of all sales of computer equipment that may be used 
by the South African army and police; 

1. Commends those States which have already adopted \loluntary 
measures against the Pretoria Government, and urges them to adopt 
new provisions, and invites those which ha\lC not yet done so to follow 
their example; 

8. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Coun• 
cil on the implementation of the present resolution; 

9. Decides to remain seized of the matter and to reconvene as soon 
as the Secretary-General has issued his report, with a view to consid­
ering the progress made in the implementation of the present resolu­
tion. 

Decision of 20 August 1985: statement by the President 

On 20 August 1985, the President of the Security Coun­
cil, following consultations with the members of the Coun­
cil, issued a statement on their behalf.31 The statement 
reads as follows: 

3'For the vote on the revised draft resolution (S/17354/Rev.l), 
sec S/PV .2602, pp. 48-50; sec also chap. IV of the present Supple­
ment. 
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The members of the Security Council have learned with great con• 
cern the intention of the South African authorities to carry out shortly 
the death sentence imposed upon Mr. Malesela Benjamin Maloise. 

The members of the Council recall Council resolution 547 (1984), 
which, inter alia, called upon the South African authorities not to carry 
out the execution of Mr. Maloise. 

The members of the Security Council once again urge the South Af­
rican authorities to rescind the death sentence imposed on Mr. Maloise, 
convinced that the carrying out of the execution, apart from being a 
direct defiance of the above-mentioned Council resolution, will result in 
the further deterioration of an already extremely grave situation. 

Decision of 21 August 1985 (2603rd meeting): state­
ment by the President 

At the 2603rd meeting, on 21 August 1985, following 
the adoption of the agenda, the President of the Security 
Council drew the attention of its members to eight letters 
from various States Members addressed to the Secretary­
General.39 

At the same meeting, after consultations with the mem­
bers of the Council, the President made a statement on behalf 
of the Council. The statement reads as follows: 40 

The members of the Security Council, deeply alarmed by the wors­
ening and deteriorating situation of the oppressed black majority 
population in South Africa since the imposition of the state of emer­
gency on 21 July 1985, express once again their profound concern at 
this deplorable situation. 

The members of the Council condemn the Pretoria regime for its 
continued failure to heed the repeated appeals made by the interna­
tional community, including Security Council resolution 569 ( 1985) 
and, in particular, the demand made in that resolution for the imme• 
diatc lifting of the state of emergency. 

The members of the Council strongly condemn the continuation of 
killings and the arbitrary mass arrests and detentions carried out by 
the Pretoria Government. They call, once again, upon the South A fri• 
can Government to set free immediately and unconditionally all po• 
litical prisoners and detainees, first of all, Mr. Nelson Mandela, whose 
home has lately been subject to an act of arson. 

The members of the Council believe that a just and lasting solution 
in South Africa must be based on the total eradication of the system 
of apartheid and the establishment of a free, united and democratic 
society in South Africa. Without concrete action towards such a just 
and lasting solution in South Africa, any pronouncements of the Pre­
toria regime can represent nothing more than a reaffirmation of its 
attachment to apartheid and underline its continuing intransigence in 
the face of mounting domestic and international opposition to the con­
tinuation of this thoroughly unjustified political and social system. In 
this context, the members of the Council express their grave concern 
at the latest pronouncements of the President of the Pretoria regime. 

Decision of 17 October 1985 (2623rd meeting): state­
ment by the President 

At the 2623rd meeting, on 17 October 1985, prior to the 
adoption of the agenda41 on another question, the President 
made a statement on behalf of the Council. The statement 
reads as follows:•2 

The members of the Security Council have learned with indignation 
and the gravest concern of the South African authorities' intention to 
implement the death sentence imposed on Malesela Benjamin 
Maloisc, in spite of the Council's appeals in this regard. 

39Letters S/17382 and S/17384 dated 5 August 1985 from 
Senegal and Japan respectively; S/17391 dated 9 August 1985 
from Indonesia; S/17398 dated 12 August 1985 from Uruguay; 
S/17402 dated 15 August 1985 from Brazil; S/17405 dated 16 Au­
gust 1985 from Senegal; S/17406 and S/17407 dated 19 August 
1985 from Thailand and India, respectively. 

"°Sil 7413; see also S/PV .2603, pp. 3 and 4. 
41The agenda of the meeting was "The situation in the Middle 
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The members of the Council once again draw the attention of the 
South African authorities to the Council President's statement of 20 
August 1985 and Council resolution 547 ( 1984), which, inter a!ia, 
called upon the South African authorities not to carry out the execution 
of Mr. Maloise. 

The members of the Council are convinced that the carrying out of 
the execution will only result in a further worsening of an extremely 
grave situation. 

Once again, the members of the Council strong!~ urge the So~th 
African Government to extend clemency to Mr. Malo1se and to rescind 
his death sentence. 

Decision of 13 June 1986 (2690th meeting): statement 
by the President 

By a letter dated 10 June 1986,43 the representative of 
Zaire, on behalf of the Group of African States, re9uested 
an urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the 
serious situation in South Africa on the occasion of the 
commemoration of the tenth anniversary of the Soweto 
massacres. 

At its 2690th meeting, on 13 June 1986, the Council in­
cluded the letter dated l O June 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Zaire in its agenda and considered the item at 
the same meeting. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council in­
vited the representatives of Guyana, India, Romania and 
Zaire, at their request, to participate, without t~e right to 
vote, in the discussion of the item.44 The Council also ex­
tended invitation to the Acting Chairman of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid.44 

At the same meeting, the representative of Zaire, speak­
ing on behalf of the Group of African S~tes, said that th_e 
African Group had requested the convenmg of the Council 
meeting so that it might adopt measures to prevent the 
South African regime from perpetrating premeditated new 
acts of massacre of the black population of that country on 
the occasion of the forthcoming tenth anniversary of the 
Soweto massacre. He recalled the morning of 16 June 1976 
when more than 20,000 schoolchildren had been peace­
fully protesting the decree that had imposed the Afrikaans 
language as the medium of education in Black high schools 
and stated that it was the killing, at that protest, from be­
hind the back of a 13-year-old youth by the police that had 
sparked the Soweto riots, which the South African police 
and army had used as a pretext for firing point-blank into 
the crowd of young demonstrators, killing 618 and wound­
ing 1,500. That spontaneous uprising, he added, had awak­
ened the whole Black population of South Africa so much 
that nothing could any longer stop the movement towards 
the recovery of its freedom and elementary rights as had 
been laid down in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights and the Charter of the United Nations. He further 
recalled that 1,600 persons had been killed since the im­
plementation of the new constitutional ''reform" on 4 Sep­
tember 1984 and that the figure would soon be increased 
on the upcoming commemoration of the Soweto massacre. 
He stated that the Black South Africans had organized in 
their trade unions, churches and schools to commemorate 
the sad event on 16 June and to participate actively in all 
the demonstrations scheduled for that purpose. He further 
stated that, in the same context, the United Nations, to­
gether with OAU, would convene in Paris on that same 

43S/18146. 
44For details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
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date the International Conference on the Adoption of Sanc­
tions against Racist South Africa, as had been called for by 
the resolution adopted by the summit conference of Heads 
of State and Government of OAU and subsequently en­
dorsed by the United Nations, thereby upholding the legiti­
macy of the struggle waged by the black people of South 
Africa for their freedom, dignity and the recognition of 
their fundamental human rights. He emphasized that the 
striking aspects of the chronology of the tragedies in South 
Africa had been the massacres of Sharpeville on 21 March 
1960, at Soweto on 16 June 1976 and the massacres that 
had been systematically taking place since 4 September 
1984 and would be continued on the coming 16 June; and 
that in each instance, the international community had lim-, . 
ited itself to mere condemnation of the monstrous cnme. 
The Security Council, which had been entrusted with the 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, had the right to support the just cause 
of the black South Africans and that the international com­
munity should react against any racial war, whether it was 
black against white or especially black against black, s~nce 
confrontation among blacks was encouraged and organized 
by the Pretoria regime. He stated that the Government of 
South Africa, having failed to obtain from the Parliament 
the Public Safety Amendment Bill and the International 
Safety Amendment Bill, had re-established the state of 
emergency on 1 1 June 1986, on the eve of the commemo­
ration of the tenth anniversary of the Soweto massacre. The 
African Group was convinced that the Council would 
adopt the necessary measures commensurate with the 
atrocities South Africa continued to commit. He concluded 
by quoting from the preamble to the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights, which states: 

It is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a 
last rcson, to rebellion against tyranny and of pression, that human 
rights should be protected by the rule of Jaw.4 

The representative of the United States of America stated 
that the goal of the statement by the President of the Coun­
cil, which was to be read out on that day, ought to have 
been essentially a call for calm in a volatile situation, and 
for all South Africans to employ peaceful means on the 
solemn occasion of the tenth anniversary of the Soweto up­
rising; and that it was regrettable that those aspects had not 
been given more emphasis. His Government did not con­
sider it appropriate for the Council to dictate the kind of 
government that should emerge in post-apartheid S?uth 
Africa, since that was a matter that ought to be determmed 
by all South Africans themselves.46 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland stated that his delegation had sup­
ported the proposal to engage the Council in preventive 
diplomacy by making an appeal in advance of the anniver­
sary of the 1976 tragic events in Soweto, but that, never­
theless, it must register its reservation about two aspects of 
the statement to be made by the Council's President: 
(a) that they believed such statements should have been 
based meticulously on positions commonly held by all 
members of the Council; and (b) that the statement should 
have expressed the Council's preference for peaceful and 
just solutions, with an appeal to all concerned to show the 

45SfPV.2690, pp. 4-12; for the quotation from the Universal Dec­
laration of Human Rights, see the third preambular paragraph of 
General Assembly resolution 217 A (III) of 10 December 1948. 

46SfPV.2690, p. 12. 
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greatest possible restraint and to work together by peaceful 
means. The concern should be to try to prevent further 
bloodshed in the attainment of the common objective of 
the eradication of apartheid, consistent with the purpose of 
the United Nations to bring about the peaceful settlement 
of disputes or situations that might lead to a breach of the 
peace and with the principle that primary responsibility for 
the maintenance of international peace and security was 
conferred on the Council.47 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics stated that the United Nations, including the Secu­
rity Council, OAU and the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries, had unanimously declared that apartheid was a 
shameful manifestation of racial oppression, a crime 
against mankind and a flagrant trampling on human rights 
and dignity; and that, therefore, the Council must take ef­
fective preventive measures to force the Pretoria regime to 
heed the demands of the international community to halt 
its violence and repression against the African majority in 
South Africa and its acts of aggression against neighbour­
ing African States. He further stated that his delegation re­
gretted that the statement to be made by the Council's 
President fell short of issuing to the Pretoria regime a clear 
warning of measures under Chapter VII of the Charter, and 
of confirming the legitimacy of the African people's strug­
gle to eliminate apartheid.48 

At the same meeting, after consultations with the mem­
bers of the Council, the President made the following state­
ment on their behalf: 49 

The members of the Security Council, on the occasion of the ob­
servance of the tenth anniversary of the wanton killings perpetrated 
by the apartheid regime in South Africa against the African people in 
Soweto, wish to recall Council resolution 392 ( 1976), which strongly 
condemned the South African Government for its resort to massive 
violence against and killings of the African people, including school­
children and students and others opposing racial discrimination. They 
are convinced that a repetition of such tragic events would aggravate 
the already serious threat that the situation in South Africa poses to 
the security of the region and could have wider implications for inter­
national peace and security. 

They condemn the policy and all the repressive measures which only 
serve to perpetuate the apartheid system, in particular the recent impo­
sition of a nationwide state of emergency and the arrest and detention 
of thousands of persons involved in the struggle against apartheid. They 
urge the immediate and unconditional release of all persons detained 
in that respect. In particular, they call for the immediate lifting of the 
state of emergency in order to allow the observance of the tenth anni­
versary of the Soweto massacre without any provocative interference 
or intimidation on the part of the police and military forces. 

In this regard, the members of the Council, committed as they are 
to work for a just and equitable solution which will totally eradicate 
apartheid and avert further human suffering in South Africa, warn the 
South African Government that it will be held fully responsible for 
any violence, bloodshed, loss of life, injury and damage to property 
which may result from acts of repression and intimidation on the oc­
casion of the observance of the tenth anniversary of the Soweto mas­
sacre. 

The members of the Security Council reaffirm the legitimacy of the 
struggle of the oppressed people of South Africa for the total elimi• 
nation of apartheid and recall previous resolutions calling upon the 
racist regime in South Africa to abolish apartheid and to establish a 
non-racial democratic society based on majority rule, through the full 
and free exercise of adult universal suffrage by all the people in a 
united and unfragmented South Africa. 

47Ibid., pp. 13-15. 
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Also on 13 June 1986, the representative of South Af­
rica, by a letter addressed to the Secretary-General,50 trans­
mitted the text of a statement issued on the same date by 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa, in which 
the Foreign Minister said that the convening of the Council 
meeting and issuing a statement concerning 16 June 1986 
was calculated to fan the fires of hate, violence and revo­
lution; and that it constituted a misuse of the Security 
Council, in particular in view of the Council's primary role 
to maintain peace and security. 

Decision of 28 November 1986 (2723rd meeting): reso­
lution 591 (1986) 

By a letter dated 24 November 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council,51 the Chairman of the 
Security Council Committee established by resolution 421 
( 1977) concerning the question of South Africa transmitted 
the text of a recommendation adopted on the same date by 
the Committee. 

At its 2723rd meeting, on 28 November 1986, the Coun­
cil included in its agenda the letter dated 24 November 
from the Chairman of the Committee established by reso­
lution 421 (] 977)51 and considered the item at the same 
meeting. Following the adoption of the agenda, the Presi­
dent drew the attention of the members of the Council to 
the recommendation in the form of a draft resolution con­
tained in the letter from the Chairman of the Security 
Council Committee. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Trinidad and 
Tobago, in his capacity as Chairman of the Security Coun­
cil Committee established by resolution 421 ( 1977) con­
cerning the question of South Africa, made a statement in 
the course of which he introduced the recommendation 
contained in his letter to the President of the Council. He 
stated that the Committee had submitted its recommenda­
tions in the discharge of the task entrusted to it, inter alia, 
to study ways and means by which the mandatory arms 
embargo against South Africa that had been imposed by 
resolution 418 ( 1977)52 could be made more effective. 
While some countries had clearly observed the Council 
resolutions providing for the prevention of arms shipments 
to South Africa, the embargo itself had loopholes and the 
recommendations before the Council were aimed at secur­
ing its full implementation by closing those loopholes as 
requested in paragraph 11 of resolution 4 73 (l 980). 52 He 
said that the loopholes had permitted the flow of arms and 
military technology for bolstering a domestic arms indus­
try in South Africa and that the additional measures were 
necessary since, in the light of the policies and acts of the 
Government of South Africa, the acquisition by that coun­
try of arms and related materiel constituted a threat to the 
maintenance of international peace and security. He 
stressed that the effectiveness of the embargo depended on 
the commitment of all States to comply fully with the steps 
proposed in the draft resolution, to the individual and col­
lective measures to enforce the embargo, and to cooperate 
with the Security Council Committee by reporting to it on 
any violations. 53 

50s118158. 
51s118474. 
52For background information relating to the adoption of the 

resolution, see Supplement /975-1980, chap. VIII, pan II, under 
the same title. 
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At the same meeting, the Council adopted the Commit­
tee's recommendation by consensus as resolution 591 
(1986). 54 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution 418 ( 1977), in which it decided upon a man• 
datory arms embargo against South Africa, 

Recalling also its resolution 421 ( 1977), by which it entrusted a 
committee consisting of all the members of the Council with the task 
of. among other things, studying ways and means by which the man­
datory arms embargo could be made more effective against South Af­
rica and to make recommendations to the Council, 

Recalling further its resolution 473 (1980) on the question of South 
Africa, 

Recalling the 1980 report of the Security Council Committee estab­
lished by resolution 421 (1977) concerning the question of South Af­
rica on ways and means of making the mandatory arms embargo 
against South Africa more effective, 

Recalling also resolution 558 ( 1984}, in which all States were re• 
quested to refrain from importing arms, ammunition of all types and 
military vehicles produced in South Africa, 

Recalling further resolution 473 ( 1980), by which the Security 
Council requested the Security Council Committee established by 
resolution 421 (1977) to redouble its efforts to secure full implemen­
tation of the arms embargo against South Africa by recommending 
measures to close all loopholes in the arms embargo, reinforce it and 
make it more comprehensive, 

Reaffirming its recognition of the legitimacy of the struggle of the 
South African people for the elimination of apartheid and the estab­
lishment of a democratic society in accordance with their inalienable 
human and political rights as set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 

Strongly condemning the racist regime of South Africa for further 
aggravating the situation and its massive repression against all oppo­
nents of apartheid, for the killing of peaceful demonstrators and po­
litical detainees, and for its defiance of General Assembly and Secu­
rity Council resolutions, in particular Security Council resolution 417 
( 1977), 

Reaffirming its resolution 418 (1977} and stressing the continuing 
need for strict application of all its provisions, 

Mindful of its responsibilities under the Charter for the maintenance 
of international peace and security, 

I. Urges States to take steps to ensure that components of embar­
goed items do not reach the South African military establishment and 
police through third countries; 

2. Calls upon States to prohibit the export of spare parts for em• 
bargoed aircraft and other military equipment belonging to South Af­
rica and any official involvement in the maintenance and service of 
such equipment; 

3. Urges all States to prohibit the export to South Africa of items 
which they have reason to believe arc destined for the military and/or 
police forces of South Africa. have a military capacity and are in• 
tended for military purposes, namely, aircraft, aircraft engines, aircraft 
parts, electronic and telecommunication equipment, computers and 
four-wheel drive vehicles; 

4. Requests of all States that henceforth the term "arms and related 
materief' referred to in resolution 418 (1977) shall include, in addition 
to all nuclear, strategic and conventional weapons, all military. para­
military police vehicles and equipment, as well as weapons and am­
munition, spare parts and supplies for the aforementioned and the sale 
or transfer thereof; 

5. Requests all States to implement strictly its resolution 4 I 8 
( 1977) and to refrain from any cooperation in the nuclear field with 
South Africa which will contribute to the manufacture and develop­
ment by South Africa of nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive de­
vices; 

54For the Council's decision on the Committee's recommenda­
tion (S/18474), see ibid .. p. 5. 
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6. Renews its request to all States to refrain from importing arms, 
ammunition of all types and military vehicles produced in South Africa; 

7. Calls upon all States to prohibit the import or entry of all South 
African armaments for display in international fairs and exhibitions 
under their jurisdiction; 

8. Also calls upon States which have not done so to put an end to 
exchanges as well as to visits and exchanges of visits by government 
personnel. when such visits and exchanges maintain or increase South 
Africa's military or police capabilities; 

9. Further calls upon all States to refrain from participating in any 
activities in South Africa which they have reason to believe might 
contribute to its military capability; 

I 0. Requests all States to ensure that their national legislation or 
comparable policy directives guarantee that specific provisions to im­
plement resolution 418 ( 1977) include penalties to deter violations; 

11. Also requests all States to adopt measures to investigate vio­
lations, prevent future circumventions and strengthen their machinery 
for the implementation of resolution 418 (1977) with a view to the 
effective monitoring and verification of transfers of arms and other 
equipment in violation of the arms embargo; 

12. Further requests all States, including States non-members of 
the United Nations. to act in accordance with the provisions of the 
present resolution; 

13. Requests the Security Council Committee established by reso­
lution 421 (1977) concerning the question of South Africa, in pursu• 
ance of resolution 4 I 8 (1977), to continue its efforts to secure full 
implementation of the arms embargo against South Africa in order to 
make it more effective; 

14. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Coun­
cil on the progress of the implementation of the present resolution, the 
first report to be submitted as soon as possible but in any event no 
later than 30 June 1987; 

15. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

Following the adoption of resolution 591 ( 1986), the 
representative of the Congo stated that, for international 
action against apartheid to be as effective as possible, the 
arms embargo-important as it was-must not be consid­
ered as end in itself and that the eradication of the scourge 
of apartheid demanded the consideration of more compre­
hensive and mandatory sanctions either within or outside 
the scope of Chapter Vil of the Charter. 55 The President 
(United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland), 
speaking in his capacity as the representative of his Gov­
ernment, stated that his delegation had joined in the con­
sensus on the basis that the language of the text adopted 
was cast in terms that were non-mandatory and because it 
constituted a clarification of resolution 418 ( 1977) rather 
than an extension of its provisions, with which his Gov­
ernment had already fully complied. He referred to para­
graphs 3, 4, 5 and 9 and said that they could not be inter­
preted so as to restrict the freedom of individuals to travel 
or the pursuit of legitimate business activities and that the 
resolution was concerned with preventing military equip­
ment reaching the military and police forces of South Af­
rica. He also referred to the seventh preambular paragraph 
and stated that his Government could not accept the legiti­
macy of armed struggle and that the apartheid regime must 
cease through peaceful means. 56 

Decision of 20 February 1987 (2738th meeting): rejec­
tion of a five-Power draft resolution 

By a letter dated IO February 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council,57 the representative of 

sslbid., p. 6. 
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Egypt, in his capacity as current Chainnan of the Group of 
African States, requested an urgent meeting of the Council 
to consider the situation in South Africa. 

At its 2732nd meeting, on 17 February 1987, the Council 
included in its agenda the letter dated 10 February 1987 
from the representative of Egypt57 and considered the item 
at the 2732nd to 2738th meetings, on 17 to 20 February 
1987. 

In the course of its deliberations, the Council invited the 
representatives of Algeria, Angola, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, Guy­
ana, India, Kenya, Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Mongolia, Morocco, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Senegal, South 
Africa, the Sudan, Togo, Uganda, the Ukrainian Soviet So­
cialist Republic, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yugo­
slavia and Zimbabwe, at their request, to participate, with­
out the right to vote, in the discussion of the item. 51 The 
Council also extended invitations to the Chairman of the 
Special Committee against Apartheid, the Acting Chair­
man of the Special Committee on the situation with regard 
to the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting 
of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, the 
President of the United Nations Council for Namibia, Mr. 
Makatini of the African National Congress of South Africa 
(ANC), Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Permanent Observer of the 
League of Arab States (LAS), Mr. Makhanda of the Pan 
Africanist Congress of Azania (PAC) and Mr. Ahmet An­
say, Permanent Observer of OIC.51 

At the 2732nd meeting, the representative of Egypt, 
speaking in his capacity as Chairman of the Group of Af­
rican States for the month of February, recalled the history 
of long and bitter struggle of the South African masses 
against oppression and racism and said that the ANC, 
which had recently celebrated the 75th anniversary of its 
founding, had attempted for 50 years to attain its goals of 
the recognition of the rights of the majority and the estab­
lishment of a democratic society through dialogue and 
peaceful resistance, but that the response of the minority 
regime had been the promotion of apartheid as an official 
policy and more violence and brutality. During the year 
1986, not only had the acts of violence against the op­
pressed people inside South Africa increased, but the racist 
regime had also persisted in its policies of aggression and 
terror against neighbouring independent African States, in 
its plans to destabilize those States and in its attempts to 
carry out economic blackmail against them, and even the 
capitals of Zambia and other countries had not been spared 
from the criminal policies and plans of that regime. During 
that same year, the forces of struggle against South African 
apartheid had been mobilized, international understanding 
of the situation in South Africa had deepened and the in­
ternational boycott of the racist regime had grown, reflect­
ing the conviction of various countries that Pretoria, de­
spite the so-called reform measures, which were mere 
manoeuvres, was responsible for the deteriorating situation 
in the region. Apartheid and the associated violence and 
terror were not only a humiliation and a challenge to the 
people of South Africa, but also constituted a grave chal­
lenge to international peace and security throughout the 
world. There was an urgent need to bring a speedy and 
decisive end to the worsening situation in that country. The 
Security Council, which under the Charter of the United 

S8f-or details, sec chap. III of the present Supplement. 
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Nations was entrusted with the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security, had both the responsibility and 
the competence to avert an international situation that 
could result from the policies and practices of the Pretoria 
regime, and that the discharge of these functions and re­
sponsibilities was the Council's sole raison d'etre. He 
called upon the Council to put into force the warning to 
South Africa contained in resolution 566 ( 1985) and to 
adopt the appropriate measures under the Charter, includ­
ing the sanctions provisions of Chapter VII. The Group of 
African States remained fully convinced that the imposi­
tion of comprehensive mandatory sanctions against the 
Pretoria regime under Chapter VII of the Charter was the 
most practical and peaceful way of compelling the regime 
to comply with the will of the international community and 
to implement the relevant United Nations resolutions. 
However, the African Group was currently submitting to 
the Council a list of selective sanctions that had already 
been adopted by many States. The African Group was do­
ing so in an attempt to enable the Council to overcome the 
difficulties that had in the past prevented it from adopting 
comprehensive mandatory sanctions against South Africa. 
Those selective mandatory sanctions that had been submit­
ted to the Council for its adoption were not an end in them­
selves, but rather were intended, together with other inter­
national efforts in opposition to apartheid, to complement 
the struggle by the South African people to establish a 
democratic and just society and peace and security in the 
region. He concluded by asserting that, while the African 
Group believed that the victory of the struggle of the op­
pressed majority in South Africa was inevitable, those se­
lective sanctions were simply a way of expediting the at­
tainment of the goal of ending the apartheid system, which 
was a negation of all human rights and had been declared 
by the United Nations a crime against humanity_s9 

At the same meeting, Mr. Joseph Garba (Nigeria), Chair­
man of the Special Committee against Apartheid, de­
scribed in detail the continuing campaign of terror and 
genocidal violence by the Pretoria regime against the black 
population in South Africa, and said that, on the other 
hand, the resistance of the oppressed people, which had 
spread over the whole country, had become more resolute 
and recently better organized. He stated that the people, 
confronted with the regime's mounting reign of terror, had 
no choice but to intensify the armed resistance; that the 
resistance was a legitimate response to the violence that 
was being perpetrated against them; and that the Special 
Committee, on whose behalf he was speaking, wished to 
reaffirm that the South African people and their liberation 
movements had the right to utilize all the means, including 
armed struggle, necessary for the dismantling of racism 
and apartheid. While the declarations of the Pretoria re­
gime on reform lacked substance, the failure of the Com­
monwealth effort at mediation was evidence that the re­
gime had no intention of entering into negotiations with 
the authentic representatives of the black majority, and that 
failure had underlined the urgency of effective measures 
against South Africa to compel the dismantling of apart­
heid. He asserted that a large degree of international con­
sensus and a growing body of opinion in support of adop­
tion by the Council, under Chapter VII of the Charter, of 
comprehensive mandatory sanctions had been shown by 
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the World Conference on Sanctions against South Africa 
organized by the Special Committee in Paris in the summer 
of 1986, by the recent meetings of the Movement of Non­
Aligned Countries, as well OAU, and by the sanctions bill 
that had been adopted by the United States Congress in Oc­
tober 1986. It was thus the Council's responsibility to take 
appropriate actions and those permanent members of the 
Council which in the past had prevented the adoption of 
such measures should join the international consensus on 
the imposition of comprehensive mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa. He called on the Council, in fulfil­
ment of its responsibilities under the Charter, to recognize 
the grave threat posed by the policies and practices of the 
Pretoria regime to the maintenance of international peace 
and security in Africa, and to demand unequivocally: 
(a) the lifting of the state of emergency; (b) the release of 
all political prisoners, including Nelson Mandela and 
Zephania Metapong; (c) the lifting of the ban on all South 
African movements and political organizations; and (d) the 
initiation of negotiations among all those concerned for the 
establishment of a democratic, non-racial government in a 
united South Africa. He concluded that the Council could 
help bring that about and prevent further bloodshed in 
South Africa by adopting appropriate measures under 
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations.60 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
said that the Council meeting had been convened to exploit 
the current international hysteria about punitive measures 
against his country and in the hope that the South African 
economy would be crippled by those proposed measures. 
He stated that his Government would neither be coerced 
into accepting external prescriptions nor would it be di­
verted by threats and intimidation from continuing its pro­
gramme of controlled political and constitutional reform. 
He added that the proposed punitive measures could only 
retard the reform process in South Africa, encourage the 
instigators of violence and intimidation and make it diffi­
cult for moderate black leaders to come readily to the ne­
gotiating table. The premise that sanctions promoted the 
interests of the black South Africans and constituted a 
peaceful alternative to violence was an illusion, since it 
would be the very communities that were intended to be 
the recipient of such help and the other African States in 
the region that would suffer the consequences of punitive 
United Nations actions. The Government of South Africa 
had not defied the international community, but it was 
rather the United Nations that had interfered in his coun­
try's internal affairs in contravention of clear Charter pro­
visions. He then described in detail what he called "far­
reaching reforms" that had already been introduced and 
declared that, given the multicultural nature of their soci­
ety, the Government was committed to take appropriate 
measures to protect individual and group rights and that 
that would be achieved by promoting maximum self-deter­
mination and fulfilment through joint deliberation and 
power-sharing without domination. He invited the Council 
to reflect on the extreme violence advocated and perpe­
trated by the ANC and stressed that his Government would 
continue to employ the means at its disposal to eradicate 
the evil of terrorism, wherever and in whatever guise it 
might appear.61 

6-0Jbid., pp. 14-18. 
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At the 2734th meeting, on 18 February 1987, the repre­
sentative of India said that the apartheid economy was al­
ready weak, stagnant and clearly susceptible to the pressure 
of sanctions and that it was, therefore, incumbent on the 
international community immediately to institute those 
measures with a view to bring about a peaceful dismantling 
of the obnoxious system of apartheid. He emphasized that 
the argument that sanctions would adversely affect the 
front-line States as well as the oppressed people in South 
Africa had been advanced as a pretext for avoiding those 
measures and that what must be heeded was the voices of 
the representatives of the oppressed masses in South Africa 
and in the neighbouring States that had called for sanc­
tions, notwithstanding the adverse effects of such meas­
ures, including Pretoria's retaliation. International action 
was necessary to strengthen the economic and financial ca­
pability of the front-line States to fight apartheid and to 
support the liberation movements in South Africa and Na­
mibia as well as to assist those neighbouring States to en­
force sanctions against South Africa and to cope with any 
adverse consequences to themselves; and, with those ob­
jectives in view, the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries 
had taken the initiative to establish the African Fund.62 

At the 2736th meeting, on 19 February 1987, the repre­
sentative of France said that the policy of his Government 
regarding the question under consideration had been reit­
erated by his Prime Minister earlier in 1987 on the occa­
sion of the installation of the French Consultative Commis­
sion on Human Rights when he stated: 

France rejects most emphatically the unacceptable system of apart­
heid practised in South Africa, a system which is a particularly repul­
sive fonn of onslaught on human rights. 

The commencement of dialogue with all the forces op­
posed to apartheid was the sole non-violent option that 
could lead to the transition of South Africa towards a 
democratic, non-racial society and that was the course that 
must be pursued. He then outlined what he said were the 
"well known" conditions for an authentic national dia­
logue and stated that the application of pressure, including 
sanctions, was necessary to induce the Government of 
South Africa to engage in such a dialogue, but that his 
Government did not consider comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions advisable because they would not bring any 
closer the desired goal of the abolition of apartheid. He 
stressed that the gradual approach of voluntary sanctions, 
which were likely to gamer a broader international consen­
sus, not only appeared to be the most productive but also 
kept open the possibility of intensifying the measures if 
necessary, whereas comprehensive sanctions involved the 
risk of isolating South Africa into a situation that could 
lead it to heightened repression. A new dimension had been 
added to the region's problems by the worsening crisis in 
South Africa and by the broadening sanctions against it and 
his Government, which shared the concern of the front-line 
countries over the serious risks of human, economic and 
social consequences of sanctions to themselves, helped 
those countries by participating in various operations both 
bilaterally and within the framework of the European Com­
munity. His Government had decided to contribute begin­
ning that year its share of 20 million French francs to the 
African Fund and they were pleased to support a venture 
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that had been designed to allow the front-line States to free 
themselves of the dependence on South Africa.63 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland said that it 
was against the background of the continuing deterioration 
in the situation inside South Africa and the threat and use 
of force by South Africa against neighbouring States that 
the Council needed to consider carefully how best it could 
contribute to solving the complex problems that existed in 
that country. Since there was no disagreement on the basic 
issue that apartheid was repugnant and contrary to the basic 
principles of human rights, the Council's primary task 
must be to send a strong and united signal to the Govern­
ment of South Africa of the need for political change. He 
urged the members of the Council to work constructively 
and to be guided by the principle of self-determination, the 
inalienable right enshrined in the Charter of the United Na­
tions. He then referred to a passage in the statement by the 
representative of South Africa at an earlier meeting61 in 
which he had said: "This will be achieved by promoting 
maximum self-determination and fulfilment", and said that 
his delegation disapproved of maximum self-determination 
if it meant something short of self-determination. South 
Africa, unlike the other items on the Council's agenda, was 
both an internal problem for itself and a moral problem for 
the international community, without clearly definable an­
swers. It would be wrong to prescribe South Africa's future 
constitutional arrangements, except to the extent that apart­
heid must be replaced by a non-racial representative system 
of government with proper safeguards for minorities. He 
elaborated that that meant a democratic electoral system 
with multi-party participation and universal franchise 
for all adult South Africans and that the Council, with due 
respect to the right of the South African people to rule 
themselves, must refrain from any action which would 
make the situation worse. The surest way to make the situ­
ation worse would be the imposition of punitive economic 
sanctions, which would exacerbate the present conflict, en­
courage a siege mentality among White South Africans and 
thereby render peaceful solution more difficult. Punitive 
economic sanctions, while increasing the unfairness and 
suffering without helping to abolish apartheid, would un­
dermine the policy of maintaining political contacts 
through which the international community would be able 
to influence, even insist on, the process of reform. The in­
ternational community should strive to preserve the future 
stability and prosperity of southern Africa, while working 
towards the peaceful abolition of apartheid, by recognizing 
that sanctions were likely to precipitate an economic con­
frontation between South Africa and the neighbouring 
States; and by helping those States to reduce their eco­
nomic dependence on South Africa and to develop the al­
ternative transport routes they urgently needed.64 

At the 2738th meeting, on 20 February 1987, the draft 
resolution submitted by Argentina, Congo, Ghana, United 
Arab Emirates and Zambia65-to the text of which the 
President had drawn attention at the 2736th meeting, on 19 
February 1987-was voted upon; received 10 votes in fa­
vour, 3 against with 2 abstentions; and was not adopted 
owing to the negative votes of two permanent members of 
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the Council.66 Under the preambular section of the draft 
resolution, the Council would have, inter alia, acknow­
ledged the legitimacy of the struggle for a free, united, non­
racial and democratic society in South Africa; borne in 
mind the obligations of States under Article 25 of the Char­
ter; and acted under Chapter Vil in discharge of its respon­
sibilities for the maintenance of international peace and se­
curity. Under the operative part of the draft resolution, the 
Council would have, inter alia, declared that South Af­
rica's refusal to comply with the relevant resolutions of the 
Security Council and of the General Assembly constituted 
a direct challenge to the authority of the United Nations 
and a violation of the principles of its Charter; determined 
that the policies and practices of apartheid pursued by the 
Pretoria regime constituted a serious threat to international 
peace and security; decided, under Chapter VII of the 
Charter and in conformity with its responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security, to impose, 
in accordance with Article 41, mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa, including (a) prohibition on the 
importation of South African rands, military articles, 
uranium and coal, agricultural products and foods, 
sugar, iron and steel, and products of parastatal organi­
zations; (b) prohibition on the exportation to South Af­
rica of computers, crude oil and petroleum products; (c) 
prohibition on loans to the South African Government; and 
prohibition on air transportation, nuclear trade, new invest­
ments, government procurements and the promotion of 
tourism. Furthermore, the Council would have explicitly 
invoked Article 25 of the Charter and called on all Member 
States to implement the measure specified in the draft text; 
and decided to establish a committee to monitor the imple­
mentation of those measures. 

Decision of 16 April 1987: statement by the President 

On 16 April 1987, after consultations with the members 
of the Council, the President issued a statement on their 
behalf.67 The statement reads as follows: 

The members of the Security Council express their deep concern 
about the decree issued by the South African authorities on 10 April 
1987, under which nearly all fonns of protest against detentions with­
out trial or support for those detained an: prohibited. The members of 
the Council express their strong indignation at this latest measure, 
which is based on the June 1986 decree imposing the nation-wide state 
of emergency, the lifting of which was called for by the members of 
the Council in the statement made by the President on their behalf at 
the 2690th meeting of the Council, on 13 June 1986. 

The members of the Council call upon the South African authorities 
to revoke the decree of 10 April 1987, which is contrary to fundamen­
tal human rights as envisaged in the Charter of the United Nations and 
to the relevant resolutions of the Security Council and can only aggra­
vate the situation further, lead to an escalation of acts of violence and 
further intensify human suffering in South Africa. 

The members of the Council, recognizing that the root cause of the 
situation in South Africa is apartheid, once again strongly condemn 
the apartheid system and all the policies and practices, including this 
latest decree, deriving therefrom. They again call upon the Govern­
ment of South Africa to end the oppression and repression of the black 
majority by bringing apartheid to an end and to seek a peaceful, just 
and lasting solution in accordance with the principles of the Charter 
and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. They also call upon 
the Government of South Africa to set free immediately and uncondi­
tionally all political prisoners and detainees, in order to avoid further 
aggravating the situation. 

66For the vote on the draft resolution (S/18705), see S/PV.2738, 
p. 67; see also chap. IV of the present Supplement. 
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They urge the Government of South Africa to enter into negoti~ons 
with the genuine representatives of the South African people with a 
view to the establishment in South Africa of a free, united and demo­
cratic society on the basis of universal suffrage. 

By a letter dated 17 April addressed. to the President. of 
the Security Council,68 the representative of South Afnca 
transmitted the text of a letter of the same date from the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of South Africa addressed to 
the President of the Council rejecting the standpoint con­
tained in the President's statement issued the previous day 
on behalf of the members of the Council.68 The Foreign 
Minister said that it was the duty of his Government to 
maintain law and order; that the Security Council knew 
very well that the ANC wanted to gain power in South ~f­
rica through violence and death; and that the ANC and its 
front organizations inside South Africa, far from showing 
respect for democracy or for fundamental human rights, 
abused democracy in order to destroy freedom. 

Decision of 8 March 1988 (2797th meeting): rejection 
of a six-Power draft resolution 

By a letter dated 2 March 1988 addressed !o the P~esi­
dent of the Security Council,69 the representative of Sierra 
Leone as current Chairman of the Group of African States, 
reque;ted an urgent meeting of the Council on 3 March 
1988 to consider the question of South Africa. 

By a letter dated 2 March 1988 addr.essed to the ~resi­
dent of the Council,7° the representative of Zambia re­
quested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
item entitled "The question of South Africa". 

At its 2793rd meeting, on 3 March 1988, the Council 
included the letters both dated 2 March 1988 from the rep­
resentatives of Sierra Leone and Zambia in its agenda and 
considered the item at the 2793rd to 2797th meetings, on 
3 to 8 March 1988. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited the 
representatives of Botswana, Bulg.aria! Cze~hoslov~kia, 
Guyana, India, Kuwait, Malaysia, N1gena, Pakistan, Sierra 
Leone, Somalia, South Africa, Tunisia and Zimbab~e, at 
their request, to participate, with t~e right to vote .m ~he 
discussion of the item. 71 The Council also extended mvita­
tions under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, 
to th~ Chairman of the Special Committee against Apart­
heid, Mr. Neo Mnumzana of the ANC, Mr. Lesaoana Ma­
khanda of the PAC, Mr. Helmut Angula of the South West 
Africa People's Organization (SW APO), the Acting Chair­
man of the Special Committee on the Situation with reg~rd 
to the implementation of the Declaration on the Grantmg 
of Independence to C~lonial <;ountries a~d People~, .an~ 
the President of the United Nations Council for Namtbta. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Sierra Leone, 
speaking in his capacity as Chairman o! the Group of A~­
rican States for the month of March, said that the Council 
had convened to consider the situation in South Africa in 
the light of recent developments that had been unfoldin_g 
since the proscription, five days ago, of a nu.mber of a.nti­
apartheid organizations. He stated that the mcarcerat10n, 
on 29 February, of peaceful clergymen and the banning of 
organizations such as the UDF and the Congre~s ~f ~outh 
African Trade Unions (COSA TU), as well as tnd1Vtduals 

68S/l 8814. 
69S/19567. 
7oS/l 9568. 
7•For details, sec chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
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such as Archbishop Desmond Tutu, clearly indicated to the 
world that the Government of South Africa was not com­
mitted to peaceful change and that, in the light of the 20-
month-old nation-wide state of emergency, the general 
situation had further deteriorated, raising considerably the 
spectre of prolonged violence. He said that the A[~c~n 
States were convinced that every means and possib1hty 
should be explored to halt that dangerous progression and 
to avert a bloody conflict in South Africa. He referred to 
the apartheid regime's intransigence and long-stan~ng 
contempt for the United Nations, and stated that the time 
had come for the collective conscience of the international 
community to dictate a firm and unambiguous course of 
action to put an end to the prolonged aberration and that 
the Security Council, as the organ with primary respon­
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, must act in accordance with the conscience of 
humanity.72 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of South Af­
rica dismissed the condemnations of the recent steps that had 
been taken by his Government to counter revolutionary 
forces as "hysterical and hypocritical posturing". He said 
that while those revolutionary forces had as a clearly de­
fined objective the overthrow ~f order and stabili~ in 
South Africa, the regulations, which had placed certam re­
strictions on the activities of 17 organizations, had been 
directed at promoting peace and ensuring legal order in his 
country in a non-violent way, and that it was ridiculous to 
call that a threat to peace. He further said that those regu­
lations were neither arbitrary nor repressive, nor had they 
been intended to suppress legitimate opposition in South 
Africa, as had been suggested. He referred to what he des­
cribed as gross exaggeration of the nature of the reg1:1Ia­
tions, and said that, for instance, the UDF had 750 affiliate 
organizations only l O of which were affected. by the. r~~­
lations, thus showing that bona fide labour umon a~tivities 
were not affected; that the regulations were only m force 
as the "limited state of emergency" in the country contin­
ued; and that the action taken had been neither global nor 
an irrevocable banning of black political opposition. He 
emphasized that the restrictions affected onl~ those activi­
ties that endangered the safety of the pubhc and. under­
mined the maintenance of law and order, and that hts Gov­
ernment which would tolerate no outside interference in 
its dom~stic affairs, would continue to strive for the attain­
ment of a negotiated settlement of the country's.c?1:1'1Plex 
problems, without retreating from the responsib1hty to 
maintain law and order by vigorously opposing the forces 
of destruction and violence.73 

At the same meeting, Mr. Neo Mnumzana of the ANC 
said that the delay in the convening of the Council's meet­
ing, which ought to have taken place on 24 ~ebrua~ or 
shortly thereafter immediately following the imposition, 
on 23 February, of severe restrictions on I 7 mass demo­
cratic organizations and 18 individuals, had rendered the 
issue under consideration all the more urgent. He traced 
the history of apartheid in South Africa, specific~lly men­
tioning the 1960 banning of the ANC, the bannmg of 17 
organizations of the people in 1977 and t~e reinforcement 
and expansion of the state of emergency m 1987, and de­
clared that the crackdown of 23 February represented the 

72S/PV.2793, pp. 8-11. 
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third generation of banning of people's organizations and 
individuals opposed to apartheid. He stated that the state 
of emergency and the latest round of repression by the rac­
ist regime had radically undermined the oppressed peo­
ple's ability to remain realistically committed to the pur­
suit of the struggle by exclusively peaceful means; and 
quoted, inter alia, Azzar Cachalia of the UDF, who had 
said: "The Government has declared war against peaceful 
opposition to its policies". He further stated that apartheid 
in South Africa had been condemned countless times for 
its infinite catalogue of transgressions against human life, 
dignity and the most fundamental rights and freedoms and 
that it had ignored the international demands that apartheid 
be dismantled and, instead, had continued to try "to market 
its so-called reforms", which were hoaxes calculated to en­
trench further its abhorrent racist policies. The violence of 
apartheid had escalated into a reign of terror inside South 
Africa and had spilled over into the neighbouring inde­
pendent African States and Namibia, and the current con­
flict, unless it was averted, would lead to an interracial 
conflagration and a profound destabilization of interna­
tional peace and security. He concluded that the interna­
tional community must reiterate its condemnation of apart­
heid and demand that the Pretoria regime revoke the latest 
restrictions, and that the Security Council, in order to give 
credible force to the condemnation and the demands, 
should without delay impose selective mandatory sanc­
tions on South Africa on the understanding that those 
measures would be replaced by comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter, in the event 
that the racist regime remained intransigent. 74 

At the beginning of the 2794th meeting, on 4 March 
I 988, the President of the Council said that he had been 
approached by several members of the Council who had 
drawn his attention to the statement of the representative 
of South Africa at the previous meeting of the Council.73 

Those representatives who had approached him had 
strongly expressed the view that that statement had been 
an affront to the international community, the United Na­
tions and the Security Council, and that it was absolutely 
unacceptable. It only showed, the President further stated, 
that South Africa was determined to continue its racist 
policies in disregard of the international community and 
decisions of the United Nations. 75 

At the 2796th meeting, on 8 March 1988, the repre­
sentative of Zimbabwe referred to what he described as the 
march of latter-day "brown shirts" in South Africa and the 
increasing tendency of the apartheid State to adopt "Nazi­
like tactics" against its opponents, which had given rise to 
a new category of victims called the "disappeared ones", 
and quoted extensively from a testimony by a repre­
sentative of Amnesty International at a recent meeting of 
the Human Rights Commission in Geneva detailing the 
cases of human rights and political activists who had fallen 
victim to "extrajudicial executions". He stated that the 
conflict in South Africa was rooted, not in tribalism as 
some had recently suggested, but rather in racism, fascism 
and militarism; and that apartheid, which was an aggres­
sive and racist ideology that must be uprooted, was the root 
cause of the crisis not only in South Africa but in the sub­
continent as a whole. He added that the worsening situation 

74Ibid .• pp. 16-21. 
755/PV .2794, p. 2. 
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in the region demanded from the international community 
immediate concerted measures to compel the Pretoria re­
gime to abandon its immoral policies; and that the Security 
Council, a body entrusted with the important task of main­
taining peace and security under the Charter, had the re­
sponsibility to ensure that the already explosive situation 
in southern Africa did not deteriorate further. He wel­
comed the various packages of sanctions already adopted 
by the Commonwealth countries, the European Economic 
Community (EEC) and several Governments, including 
some members of the Council, and noted that the EEC 
package represented the lowest common denominator thus 
far of all the packages of measures that had been adopted 
by any of the members of the Council. He said it was im­
portant that, as a first step, those minimum measures were 
brought under the United Nations and that they were made 
mandatory. He indicated that the draft resolution before the 
Council76 embodied two constructive innovations relating 
to the scope of the measures to be adopted and a time­
frame for their application; and that those innovations were 
intended to address some of the difficulties that had arisen 
during the previous attempt to internationalize the meas­
ures adopted by the United States Congress. He elaborated 
on the significance of the innovations introduced in the 
present draft resolution as follows: (a) that the applica­
tion of the measures would be over a time-frame of one 
year, subject to renewal depending on the progress, as evi­
dence of good faith on the part of the Pretoria regime, to­
ward the release of all political prisoners, the return of the 
exiles without fear of arrest, the lifting of the ban on po­
litical parties, and the initiation of genuine political dia­
logue with the leaders of the majority in South Africa; 
(b) that the Council's opposition to apartheid and oppres­
sion did not mean that the international community 
wished to dictate to the people of South Africa the kind of 
political system they should have; (c) that the sanctions 
could be removed once South Africa demonstrated its good 
faith; (d) that anyone of the five permanent members of 
the Council could use its "veto" to terminate the measures 
if it determined that the requirements had been met; 
(e) that the measures proposed fell within the mini­
mum package adopted by the EEC thereby accommodat­
ing those members of the Council who were not ready to 
go beyond the measures they had already accepted; and (.f) 
that the argument that sanctions would hurt the neighbour­
ing States or the Africans in South Africa would not arise, 
since the minimum measures contained in the draft reso­
lution were already in effect-at least in theory. 77 

At the 2797th meeting, on 8 March l 988, the President 
put to the vote the draft resolution submitted by Algeria, 
Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, Yugoslavia and Zambia.76 The 
result of the vote was l O votes in favour to 2 against, with 
3 abstentions, and the draft text was not adopted, owing to 
the negative votes of two permanent members. 78 Under the 
operative part of the draft resolution, the Council would 
have, inter a/ia, declared that South Africa's refusal to 
comply with the relevant decisions of the Council and the 
resolutions of the General Assembly constituted a direct 
challenge to the authority of the United Nations and a vio­
lation of the principles of its Charter; determined that the 

76s/!9585. 
77S/PV .2796, pp. 18-28. 
78For the vote on the draft resolution (S/19585), see S/PV.2797, 
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policies and practices of apartheid, which were the root 
cause of the grave and deteriorating situation in South 
Africa and in southern Africa as a whole, constituted a se­
rious threat to international peace and security; decided, 
under Chapter VII of the Charter and in conformity with 
its responsibility for the maintenance of international peace 
and security, to impose, in accordance with Article 41, 
mandatory sanctions against South Africa, including ces­
sation of: (a) further investment and financial loans; {b) 
all forms of military, police or intelligence cooperation, in 
particular the sale of computer equipment; and (c) the ex­
port and sale of oil; further decided that those measures 
should, in the first instance, remain in force for a period 
of twelve months, after which the Council should meet 
again to determine whether the South African regime had 
fully met the requirements of: (i) abolishing apartheid; 
(ii) rescinding the ban on all political parties and other 
mass democratic movements; (iii) the release of all politi­
cal prisoners; (iv) allowing the exiles to return without fear 
of arrest; and (v) commencing meaningful dialogue with 
the genuine leaders of the majority of the South African 
people. 

Decision of 16 March 1988 (2799th meeting): resolution 
610 (1988) 

By a letter dated 15 March 1988 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 79 the representative 
of Zambia requested an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider the question of the death sentences passed by the 
regime of South Africa on Mojolefa Reginald Sefatsa, Reid 
Molebo Mokoena, Oupa Moses Diniso, Theresa 
Ramashamola, Duma Joshua Khumalo, Francis Don Mok­
hesi, known as the Sharpeville Six, as well as its recent 
decision to execute them on Friday, 18 March 1988. 

At its 2799th meeting, on 16 March 1988, the Council 
included in its agenda the letter dated 15 March 1988 from 
Zambia and considered the item at the same meeting. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President drew 
the attention of the members of the Council to a draft reso­
lution submitted by Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, 
Yugoslavia and Zambia,80 which was voted upon and 
adopted unanimously as resolution 610 (l 988). The reso­
lution reads as follows: 81 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 503 ( 1982) of 9 April 1982, 525 ( 1982) of 
7 December 1982, 533 (1983) of7 June 1983 and 547 (1984) of 13 
January 1984, in which, inter alia, it expressed its grave concern that 
the Pretoria regime's practice of sentencing to death and executing its 
opponents has adverse consequences on the search for a peaceful reso­
lution of the South African situation, 

Gravely concerned at the deteriorating situation in South Africa, the 
worsening human suffering resulting from the apartheid system and, 
inter alia, the South African regime's renewed state of emergency, its 
imposition on 24 February 1988 of severe restrictions on eighteen anti­
apartheid and labour organizations and eighteen individuals commit­
ted to peaceful forms of struggle and the harassment and detention of 
church leaders on 29 February, all of which further undermine the pos­
sibilities of a peaceful resolution of the South African situation, 

Having considered the question of the death sentences passed on 12 
December 1985 in South Africa on Mojalefa Reginald Sefatsa, Reid 
Malebo Mokoena, Oupa Moses Diniso, Theresa Ramashamola, Dwna 

79S/19624. 
8°5119627, subsequently adopted as resolution 610 (1988). 
81 For the vote on the draft resolution (S/19627), see S/PV.2799, 

pp. 2 and 3. 

217 

Joseph Khurnalo and Francis Don Mokhesi, known as the Sharpcville 
Six, as well as the decision to execute them on Friday, 18 March 1988, 

Conscious that the court proceedings of the Sharpeville Six show 
that none of the six young South Africans convicted of murder was 
found by the Court to have caused the actual death of the Councillor 
and that they were convicted of murder and sentenced to death only 
because the Court found that they had a "common purpose" with the 
actual perpetrators, 

Deeply concerned at the Pretoria regime's decision to execute the 
Sharpeville Six on Friday, 18 March 1988, in defiance of worldwide 
appeals, 

Convinced that these executions, if carried out, will further inflame 
an already grave situation in South Africa, 

1. Calls upon the South African authorities to stay execution and 
commute the death sentences imposed on the Sharpcville Six; 

2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and 
take urgent measures, in conformity with the Charter of the United 
Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and relevant interna­
tional instruments, to save the lives of the Sharpcville Six. 

By a letter dated 16 March 1988 addressed to the Secretary­
General, 82 the representative of South Africa transmitted 
the text of a statement issued on the same date regarding 
the adoption by the Security Council of resolution 610 
(1988). In that statement it was maintained that the Gov­
ernment of South Africa strongly objected to the Council's 
discussions, which interfered, in disregard of the provisions 
of the Charter, not only in an internal South African matter 
but also a matter that was the result of the due process of law. 

Decision of 17 June 1988 (2817th meeting): resolution 
615 (1988) 

By a letter dated 16 June I 988 addressed to the President 
of the Security Council,83 the representative of Zambia re­
quested an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the 
question of the death sentences passed by the regime of 
South Africa on the Sharpeville Six, as well as the decision 
of the Pretoria Supreme Court on I 3 June 1988 to reject 
the appeal to reopen the case to ensure a fair trial. 

At its 2817th meeting, on 17 June 1988, the Council in­
cluded in its agenda the letter of 16 June 1988 from Zambia 
and considered the item at the same meeting. Following 
the adoption of the agenda, the President drew the attention 
of the Council members to a draft resolution submitted 
by Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, Yugoslavia and 
Zambia,84 which was put to the vote and adopted unani­
mously as resolution 615 ( 1988). The resolution reads as 
follows: 85 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolutions 503 (1982) of9 April 1982, 525 (1982) of 
7 December 1982, 533 (1983) of7 June 1983 and 547 (1984) of 13 
January 1984 and 610 (1988) of 16 March 1988 in which, inter a/ia, 
it expressed its grave concern that the Pretoria regime's practice of 
sentencing to death and executing its opponents has adverse conse­
quences on the search for a peaceful resolution of the South African 
situation, 

Gravely concerned at the deteriorating situation in South Africa, the 
worsening human suffering resulting from the apartheid system and, 
inter alia, the South African regime's renewed state of emergency on 
9 June 1988, its imposition on 24 February 1988 of severe restrictions 
on eighteen anti-apartheid and labour organizations and eighteen in­
dividuals committed to peaceful forms of struggle and the harassment 
and detention of church leaders on 29 February, all of which further 

82S/19632. 
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undermine the possibilities of a peaceful resolution of the South Af­
rican situation, 

Having considered the question of the death sentences passed on 
12 December 1985 in South Africa on Mojalefa Reginald Sefatsa, 
Reid Malebo Mokoena, Oupa Moses Diniso, Theresa Ramashamola, 
Duma Joseph Khwnalo and Francis Don Mokhesi, known as the Sharpe­
ville Six, as well as the decision to execute them, 

Conscious that the Court proceedings of the Sharpeville Six show 
that none of the six young South Africans convicted of murder was 
found by the Court to have caused the actual death of the Councillor 
and that they were convicted of murder and sentenced to death only 
because the Court found that they had a "common purpose" with the 
actual perpetrators, 

Deeply concerned at the decision on 13 June 1988 of the Pretoria 
Supreme Court to reject an appeal to reopen the case to ensure a fair 
trial, 

Deeply concerned also at the Pretoria regime's decision to execute 
the Sharpeville Six in defiance of worldwide appeals, 

Convinced that these executions, if carried out, will further inflame 
an already grave situation in South Africa, 

I. Calls once again upon the South African authorities to stay exe­
cution and commute the death sentences imposed on the Sharpeville 
Six; 

2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and 
talce urgent measures, in conformity with the Charter of the United 
Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and relevant interna­
tional instruments, to save the lives of the Sharpeville Six. 

By a letter dated I 7 June I 988 addressed to the Secre­
tary-General regarding the adoption by the Security Coun­
cil of resolution 615 ( 1988), 86 the representative of South 
Africa contended that the Council had again considered a 
matter that had no connection with the Charter of the Or­
ganization, and that the case of the "six convicted murder­
ers of Mr. Kuzwayo Jacob Dlamini" and the exemplary 
manner in which the South African Courts of Law had been 
dealing with it to that day had no bearing whatsoever on 
the maintenance of international peace and security, which 
remained the main purpose of the United Nations. He fur­
ther stated that the Government of South Africa strongly 
objected to the Council's latest deliberations, which 
amounted to blatant interference in the internal affairs of 
South Africa. 

Decision of 23 November 1988 (2830th meeting): reso­
lution 623 ( 1988) 

By a letter dated 23 November 1988 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 87 the representative of 
Zambia requested an urgent meeting of the Council to con­
sider the question of the death sentence passed by the re-

865/19944. 
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gime of South Africa on Paul Tefo Setlaba in the light of 
the intention of the South African authorities to implement 
the death sentence. 

At its 2830th meeting, on 23 November 1988, the Coun­
cil included in its agenda the letter of the same date from 
Zambia and considered the item at the same meeting. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President drew 
the attention of the members of the Council to a draft reso­
lution submitted by Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, 
Yugoslavia and Zambia,88 and initiated the voting proce­
dure. 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland, speaking in explanation of vote 
before the vote, stated that his Government had often 
joined in appeals for clemency by the Council where the 
cases concerned had clearly been political and there were 
extenuating circumstances or grounds for doubting the fair­
ness of the judicial process, but that, after having looked 
carefully at the circumstances in the case of Mr. Setlaba, 
they were unable to support the draft resolution before the 
Council. 89 

The representative of the United States of America, also 
speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, stated that 
his Government had made abundantly clear its opposition 
to the continuing violence in South Africa and that, while 
it remained unalterably opposed to the system of apartheid, 
it had also clearly conveyed its view that there must not be 
violations of the human rights of any South African citi­
zens. He added that, regarding the particular case before 
the Council, they could not ignore the fact that the individ­
ual concerned had admitted that he had been a party to the 
act of the murder of another South African for which he 
had been convicted and that, therefore, his Government 
must abstain in the vote. 90 

The six-Power draft resolution was then voted upon and 
adopted by 13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolu­
tion 623 ( 1988).91 The resolution reads as follows: 11 

The Security Council, 

Having learned with grave concern of the intention of the South 
African authorities to implement the death sentence imposed on Mr. 
Paul Tefo Setlaba, an anti-apartheid activist, on the basis of so-called 
"common purpose". 

Strongly urges the Government of South Africa to stay execution 
and commute the death sentence imposed on Mr. Paul Tefo Setlaba in 
order to avoid further aggravating the situation in South Africa. 

88S/20290, subsequently adopted as resolution 623 (1988). 
895/PV.2830, p. 3-S. 
90Ibid., p. 6. 
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S. THE SITUATION IN NAMIBIA 

Decision of 3 May 1985: Statement by the President. 
On 3 May 1985, after consultations among the members 

of the Council, the President issued a statement1 on behalf 
of the Security Council. The statement reads as follows: 

Members of the Security Council have learned with indignation and 
grave concern of the decision taken in Pretoria to establish a so-called 
interim government in illegally occupied Namibia. 

This manoeuvre is contrary to the expressed will of the international 
community and in defiance of United Nations resolutions and deci­
sions, in particular Security Council resolutions 435 ( 1978) and 439 
( 1978), which declare that any unilateral measures taken by the illegal 
administration in Namibia in contravention of relevant Council reso­
lutions are null and void. 

The latest action by the illegal occupation regime in Namibia is in dis­
regard of the demands of the Namibian people for self-determination 
and genuine independence and of the will of the international commu­
nity. It further complicates the efforts to proceed expeditiously with 
implementation of resolution 435 (I 978), which remains the only ac­
ceptable basis for a peaceful and internationally recognized settlement 
of the Namibian question. This once again calls into question South 
Africa's commitment to the implementation of resolution 435 (1978). 

Members of the Council condemn and reject any unilateral action 
by South Africa leading towards an internal settlement outside reso­
lution 435 (1978) as unacceptable and declare the establishment of the 
so-called interim government in Namibia to be null and void. They 
also declare that any further measures taken in pursuance of this action 
will be without effect. They call upon all States Members of the United 
Nations and the international community at large to repudiate this ac­
tion and to refrain from according any recognition to it. 

Members of the Council call upon South Africa to rescind the action 
taken by it and to cooperate in and facilitate the implementation of the 
United Nations plan contained in resolution 435 ( I 978), as called for 
in Council resolution 539 ( 1983). 

Members of the Council reaffirm that the United Nations has pri­
mary and direct responsibility over Namibia. It is the intention of the 
Security Council, in fulfilment of that responsibility, to remain seized 
of the situation in and relating to Namibia, with a view to ensuring 
full compliance by South Africa in the expeditious and unconditional 
implementation of Council resolution 435 ( I 978). 

Decision of 19 June 1985 (2595th meeting): resolution 
566 (1985) 

By a letter2 dated 23 May 1985 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of India, 
on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, re­
quested the convening of an urgent meeting of the Council 
to consider further the situation in Namibia, in accordance 
with the call by the Extraordinary Ministerial Meeting on the 
same question of the Coordinating Bureau of Non-Aligned 
Countries, held at New Delhi from 19 to 21 April 1985. 

By a letter3 dated 23 May 1985 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Council, the representative of Mozambique, in 
his capacity as current Chairman of the Group of African 
States, requested the convening of an urgent meeting of the 
Council to consider the situation in Namibia. 

On 6 June 1985, pursuant to Security Council resolution 
539 (I 983), the Secretary-General submitted a report' in­
forming the Council of developments since his previous 
report5 of 29 December 1983 concerning the implementa­
tion of its resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 (1978). In the 

1S/17151. 
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concluding remarks to his present report, the Secretary­
General recalled that he had made clear, in his report6 to 
the Council on 29 August 1983, that the position of South 
Africa regarding the issue of the withdrawal of Cuban 
troops as a pre-condition for the implementation of resolu­
tion 435 ( I 978) had made it impossible to launch the 
United Nations plan. He informed the Council that there 
had been no change in the position of South Africa in re­
gard to that particular issue and that he regretted that he 
must report that it had not yet proven possible to finalize 
arrangements for the implementation of the United Nations 
plan for Namibia. The Secretary-General further informed 
the Council that South Africa had thus far not given him a 
definitive response in regard to its choice of the electoral 
system, as called for in paragraph 8 of resolution 539 
(I 983 ), by which the Council had also rejected South Af­
rica's insistence on linking the independence of Namibia 
to irrelevant and extraneous issues as incompatible with 
resolution 435 (1978), and other decisions of the Council 
and the General Assembly on Namibia. He stated that the 
prevailing difficulties had been compounded and given a 
new dimension by the recent decision of South Africa to 
establish an interim government in Namibia; that he con­
sidered it most important that the Government of South Af­
rica, in the interest of the people of Namibia as a whole, 
as well as in the wider interests of the region, should re­
consider carefully the implications of its decision, and de­
sist from any actions that would contravene the relevant 
provisions of Council resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 
(I 978); and that it was imperative that all concerned re­
spected the provisions of the United Nations plan, which 
was binding on the parties, and remained the only agreed 
basis for the independence of Namibia. He regretted that, 
nearly seven years since its adoption by the Security Coun­
cil, the implementation of resolution 435 (1978) continued 
to be elusive; and urged the Government of South Africa 
in particular, and all others in a position to help, to make 
a renewed and determined effort to expedite its implemen­
tation so that the people of Namibia could exercise their 
inalienable right to self-determination and independence 
without further delay. 

At the 2583rd meeting, on IO June 1985, the Council 
included the letters dated 23 May 1985 from India and 
Mozambique, respectively, and the Secretary-General's re­
port in its agenda, and considered the item at the 2583rd 
to 2590th and 2592nd and 2595th meetings, between l 0 
and 19 June 1985. 

In the course of its deliberations, the Council invited the 
representatives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argen­
tina, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, 
Brazil, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Canada, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, the Democratic Yemen, Ethiopia, the Ger­
man Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of Ger­
many, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, In­
donesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Jamaica, Japan, 
Kenya, Kuwait, the Lao People's Democratic Republic, 
Lesotho, Liberia, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, 
Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicara­
gua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Poland, Seychelles, South 

6S/15943. 
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Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, the Syrian Arab Republic, Tur­
key, Uganda, the United Arab Emirates, the United Repub­
lic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zambia and Zim­
babwe, at their request, to participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the item. 7 

The Council also extended invitations, as requested un­
der rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, to the Act­
ing President and four Vice-Presidents of the United Na­
tions Council for Namibia, the Chainnan of the Special 
Committee against Apartheid, and to the Chainnan of the 
Special Committee on the situation with regard to the im­
plementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde­
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. The Council 
further extended invitations, also under rule 39 of the pro­
visional rules of procedure, to Mr. Sam Nujoma, President of 
the South West Africa People's Organization (SW APO}, to 
Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Pennanent Observer of the League 
of Arab States at the United Nations, to Messrs. Mfanafuthi 
J. Makatini and Neo Mnumzana of the African National 
Congress of South Africa (ANC), and to Mr. Gora Ebrahim 
of the Pan Africanist Congress of Azania (PAC).• 

At the 2583rd meeting, on 10 June 1985, the Minister of 
State for External Affairs of India said that he was partici­
pating in the Council's discussion of the situation in Na­
mibia in pursuance of the mandate that was given to him 
by the recent Extraordinary Ministerial Meeting of the Co­
ordinating Bureau of the Non-Aligned Movement held at 
New Delhi; and that the presence in the Council Chamber 
of several Ministers from non-aligned countries, including 
the President of the Council of Ministers of Peru, was a 
reflection of the importance and urgency they attached to 
the cause of Namibia's independence. He recalled that Se­
curity Council resolution 539 ( 1983) had, inter alia, de­
clared that the independence of Namibia could not be held 
hostage to the resolution of issues extraneous to the United 
Nations plan for Namibia's independence as embodied in 
resolution 435 (1978); and that by the same resolution, the 
Council had expressed its intention to meet as soon as pos­
sible, following the Secretary-General's report, to review 
the progress in the implementation of resolution 435 
( 1978) and to consider the adoption of appropriate meas­
ures under the Charter, in the event of continued obstruc­
tion by South Africa. The immediate response of South Af­
rica to the adoption of resolution 539 (1983), he said, was 
that the settlement plan could not be implemented without 
a finn agreement on the withdrawal of Cuban troops from 
Angola. He said that the Coordinating Bureau had called 
upon the Council to act in a decisive manner, in fulfilment 
of the direct responsibility of the United Nations with re­
gard to Namibia, and to take urgent measures to ensure the 
immediate implementation of the United Nations plan as 
contained in resolution 43 5 ( 1978), without modification 
or preconditions.9 He further stated that the Bureau had 
strongly condemned the decision to establish a so-called 
interim government in Windhoek; that the Bureau had ob-

7For details, sec chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
8For details regarding the invitations under rule 39 of the provi­

sional rules of procedure, sec chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
9For the Final Document adopted by the Extraordinary Ministe­

rial Meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of the Movement of Non­
Aligned Countries on the Question of Namibia, held at New Delhi 
from 19 to 21 April 1985, see S/17184 and Corr.I, annex, letter 
dated 8 May 1985, circulated under the double symbol A/40/307-
S/l 7184 and Corr.I. 
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served that that development had made it all the more im­
perative that the Council meet forthwith and assumed its 
responsibility fully to ensure the speedy and unconditional 
implementation of the settlement plan for Namibia; and 
that the Security Council, through the statement1 issued on 
its behalf by the President on 3 May 1985, had also con­
demned and rejected any unilateral action by South Africa 
leading towards an internal settlement outside resolution 
435 (1978) as unacceptable and had declared the estab­
lishment of the so-called interim government in Namibia 
null and void. He quoted from the communique10 of 4 June 
198S issued by the Council for Namibia, in the course of its 
extraordinary plenary meetings in Vienna, which had called 
upon the Security Council to take appropriate measures to 
pre-empt the installation of the "interim government" and 
to ensure the immediate implementation of resolution 435 
( 1978); and said that they fully endorsed that call by the 
legal administering authority for Namibia until inde­
pendence. He stated that, since there was universal agree­
ment both on the objective of Namibia's independence and 
the means for its achievement, the time had come for the 
Security Council to compel South Africa's compliance and 
that, if Pretoria persisted in its intransigence, there could 
be no option but to impose comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter. 11 

At the same meeting, the Acting President of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia quoted seven paragraphs 
from Security Council resolution 264 (1969) of 20 March 
1969, by which the Council had, inter a/ia, given the warn­
ing that, in the event of failure on the part of the Govern­
ment of South Africa to comply with the tenns of that reso­
lution, the Council would meet immediately to detennine 
necessary steps or measures in accordance with the rele­
vant provisions of the United Nations Charter. He then 
traced the history of subsequent decisions taken by the Se­
curity Council and the developments in southern Africa, 
including <la few elements which characterized the new in­
ternational context" in which the current debate was taking 
place, and concluded that the Council's inability in the past 
to take decisive action against South Africa had contrib­
uted to the increase of tension in the region and that it was 
time for the Security Council, a body entrusted with pri­
mary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, to take finn action and not merely to 
reiterate its determination to take such action sometime in 
the future, as it had been doing since 1969.12 

At the same meeting, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
the United Republic of Tanzania, speaking as repre­
sentative of the current Chainnan of the Organization of 
African Unity (OAU) and also on behalf of his Govern­
ment, said that the policies of linkage and "constructive 
engagement" had been rejected and condemned by the en­
tire international community as conducive to the reinforce­
ment of apartheid, to the sustenance of aggression against 
the neighbouring independent African States, in particular, 
the continued occupation of Angola, and to the denial to 
the Namibian people of their right to self-determination 
and independence. He stated that the Twentieth Summit 
Meeting ofOAU, held at Addis Ababa in November 1984, 

l<lfor the text of the communique (circulated under the double 
symbol A/40/360-S/l 7243), see OR, General Assembly, 40th ses­
sion, Suppl. No. 24, para. 1062. 
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had reiterated the rejection of linkage and parallelism be­
tween Namibia's independence and the withdrawal of Cu­
ban troops from Angola as incompatible with Security 
Council resolution 435 ( 1978) and as reprehensible and 
gross interference in the internal affairs of Angola. He fur­
ther emphasized that Angola's decision regarding those 
troops was its sovereign prerogative consistent with the 
Charter of the United Nations and with international law; 
that the State of Angola, like any sovereign State Member 
of the United Nations, had an inherent right to determine 
the form and closeness of its bilateral relations with any 
other State; and that resolution 43 5 ( 1978), which had been 
negotiated and adopted by the Council as a framework for 
Namibia's independence, had certainly not been intended 
to serve as a vehicle for the attainment of national foreign­
policy objectives that were otherwise unattainable. He as­
serted that "constructive engagement" with the apartheid 
regime was the sustenance of an evil system and that it was 
not only inimical to the independence of Namibia, but also 
undermined the chances for peace and security in the re­
gion. He stated that, 18 years after the United Nations had 
decided to assume direct responsibility for Namibia, the 
persistent aggression by South Africa against the Namib­
ian people had not only prevented the realization of their 
inalienable right to self-determination in flagrant violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations, but also had serious 
implications for international peace and security. More­
over, he stated, the Pretoria regime had continuously used 
the territory of Namibia as a staging ground for its acts of 
aggression and subversion against neighbouring States; 
South Africa had shown no regard for the numerous reso­
lutions of the General Assembly and the Security Council; 
and, as a result, conflict was bound to escalate. He urged 
the Council, as the guarantor of international peace and se­
curity and the sponsor of the United Nations plan for Na­
mibia's independence, to institute effective measures 
against South Africa under Chapter VII of the Charter, 
since that represented the last non-violent option to bring 
about the independence of the Territory. 13 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
said that any consideration of the question of South West 
Africa/Namibia outside the regional context, to which it 
inextricably belonged, would be unrealistic, and that South 
Africa, together with other States, insisted that countries 
in the region should abide by certain "ground rules", which 
he outlined as follows: (a) that no State should allow the 
use of its territory by individuals or organizations for the 
promotion or preparation for violence against other States 
and that the importance of that "ground rule" should be 
seen in the light of the fact that all the countries of the 
region had disaffected groups and dissident movements, 
thereby suggesting that, unless it was observed, there 
would be no limit to the potential escalation of cross-bor­
der violence in the subcontinent; (b) that no foreign forces 
should be permitted to intervene in the region; (c) that the 
problems of conflict in the region should be resolved by 
peaceful means; and (d) that the problems of southern Af­
rica should be solved on a regional basis as typified by the 
Nkomati Accord, which showed that States with different 
socio-economic and political systems could coexist in 
peace and harmony cooperating in the pursuit of common 
interests, and that, while each country had the right to order 

ll[bid., pp. 43-49 and 51. 
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its affairs as it deemed fit, inter-State relations, particularly 
between neighbours, should not be disturbed by differing 
internal policies. He stated that, although his Government 
did not agree with the references by the participants in the 
Council's discussion to developments in Angola in con­
junction with the question of South West Africa/Namibia, 
the debate nevertheless underlined the fact that the prob­
lems of Angola and South West Africa were inextricably 
linked. He elaborated that they were linked in that: (a) the 
peoples of Angola and South West Africa both wished to 
exercise their right to self-determination; (h) the presence 
in Angola of a large number of surrogate troops of a su­
per-Power had made it impossible for both peoples to de­
termine their own future free from intimidation; and (c) 
political objectives, in both cases, were pursued by violence 
rather than by peaceful means and national reconciliation. 
He then declared that the position of the Republic of South 
Africa with regard to those issues was that it supported the 
right of the peoples of both countries to self-determination 
and independence; that it insisted on the withdrawal of for­
eign forces from the region; and that it believed that the 
problems of both countries should be solved by peaceful 
means, through national reconciliation rather than through 
violence. He traced the origins of the conflict in Angola to 
the Alvor Agreement of 1975, under which Portugal and 
three liberation movements were supposed to form a tran­
sitional Government for the purpose of holding nationwide 
elections for a constituent assembly before the end of that 
year, and said that the elections had not been held because 
one of the movements, the Popular Movement for the Lib­
eration of Angola (MPLA), had "imported" foreign troops 
and imposed its rule over the country, thereby denying the 
Angolan people its right to self-determination. He further 
said that, while in 1976 a large number of the member 
States of OAU had refused to recognize MPLA and had 
called for the withdrawal of all foreign troops from An­
gola, the current position of the United Nations, however, 
seemed to be that it was concerned about self-determina­
tion, human rights and responsible Government only on 
the southern side of the Cunene River. With regard to his 
Government's decision to establish an interim government 
in Namibia, he said that its purpose was to transfer, as an 
interim mechanism, important powers for the internal ad­
ministration of the Territory into the hands of the local 
leaders. He recalled, in that connection, the Council's re­
jection of the outcome of the 1978 nationwide election in 
South West Africa/Namibia that had been observed by 
over 300 journalists and international experts and judged 
as free and fair; and again in 1980 when the Council had 
rejected the second-tier elections for most of the commu­
nities; and said that the members of the Council had ap­
peared to prefer that total power reside in the hands of the 
South African Administrator-General, even though they 
had repeatedly called upon his Government to withdraw 
its presence and its administration from the Territory. He 
emphasized that South Africa would continue to search for 
a reasonable formula for Cuban withdrawal from Angola in 
order to carry out its undertaking to implement the United 
Nations plan for Namibia's independence; that the pro­
posed arrangement in the Territory should be seen as an 
interim mechanism for its internal administration, pending 
agreement on internationally acceptable independence for 
South West Africa/Namibia; and that in that process, all 
the South West African parties should be treated equally 
and impartially. He further stated that, in addition to the 
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terrorist attacks launched by SWAPO from Angolan terri­
tory against the people of South West Africa, ANC had its 
main base for the training of terrorists in northern Angola, 
and that South Africa had the right, under international 
law, to take appropriate steps in the protection of its own 
security and territorial integrity. He added that it was under 
such circumstances that South Africa had sent a small re­
connaissance team to gather intelligence on the activities 
of ANC and SWAPO terrorists in Angola, which had led 
to the Cabinda incident in which two South Africans had 
been killed and one captured. He stressed that the root 
cause of the Cabinda incident had been the blatant disre­
gard of international law by the Angolan Government in 
pennitting ANC to train and prepare for acts of violence 
against South Africa and that the United Nations, including 
many members of the Security Council, must share the re­
sponsibility for having actively encouraged and supported 
the terrorist activities of ANC and SW APO. He concluded 
by asserting that there was a new awareness throughout the 
subcontinent of the dangers of cross-border violence, of 
the importance of reconciliation, of the threat of foreign 
intervention and that the ground rules-in the context in 
which South West Africa/Namibia could move toward in­
ternationally recognized independence-were slowly gain­
ing acceptance. 14 

At the 2584th meeting, on 11 June 1985, the repre­
sentative of China stated that the past two years had further 
proved that South Africa was solely responsible for the 
failure to implement the relevant Security Council resolu­
tions and that its authorities had not only insisted on the 
pretext of linking the unrelated issues of Namibian inde­
pendence and Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola, but 
had also intensified the efforts to set up an "interim gov­
ernment" and planned the inauguration of the puppet re­
gime in Windhoek on 17 June 1985, thereby once again 
revealing its intention to bypass the United Nations and to 
exclude SW APO. He outlined the actions which the Coun­
cil should promptly take as follows: (a) demand that South 
Africa immediately rescind its decision to install an "in­
terim government", unconditionally carry out resolution 
435 ( 1978) and, in the event of further delay by South 
Africa, consider the imposition of comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions against it, in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations; (b) demand that all members of the Coun­
cil, the permanent members in particular, discharge their 
responsibilities and make genuine efforts to achieve imple­
mentation of the Council resolutions, without linking Na­
mibian independence with irrelevant issues or advocating 
"constructive engagement" with South Africa; (c) entrust 
the Secretary-General with urging South Africa promptly 
to enter into negotiations with SW APO on the implemen­
tation of resolution 435 (I 978) and request him to report 
to the Council; (d) call upon all States to exert greater po­
litical and economic pressure on South Africa through 
strict anns and oil embargoes and (e) appeal to all coun­
tries to provide greater support and assistance to SW APO 
and to the front-line African States.15 

At the same meeting, the Minister for External Relations 
of Cuba stated that the recent "commando operation", 
under the leadership of South African officers, to destroy 
the petroleum installations in the northern Angolan prov-

14Ibid., pp. 87-103. 
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ince of Cabinda, was a violation of the most fundamental 
nonns of international law, and that that act of aggression 
against the sovereignty of Angola had occurred at a time 
when the United States had been attempting to mediate be­
tween Angola and South Africa in negotiations that had 
been designed to speed up the implementation of resolu­
tion 435 (1978). He referred to what he described as the 
attempt in recent years to link the initiation of the process 
leading to Namibia's independence with the withdrawal of 
Cuban combatants which had gone to Angola, at the request 
of the people and Government of Angola, to fight, together 
with MPLA, against the invasion of the South African 
Anny and other acts of aggression that had been aimed at 
the newborn People's Republic of Angola. He further said 
that, while the attempts at linking those issues had been 
categorically rejected by the international community, the 
Cuban presence in Angola was a matter within the sover­
eignty of Angola and Cuba and that it had no connection 
with Namibia. He said that he was participating in the 
Council's meetings to demand urgent measures, such as 
the imposition of mandatory sanctions against South 
Africa, under Chapter VII of the Charter, in order to permit 
the implementation of resolution 435 (I 978), and that that 
was the only basis for the peaceful resolution of the ques­
tion of Namibia. He added that the Council must also reject 
the establishment in Namibia of a puppet Government im­
posed by South Africa for the purpose of delaying or im­
peding the independence of the Territory and denying its 
people their legitimate rights. He stressed that the essential 
conditions for a climate of peace and security in South 
West Africa, and for the consideration by Angola and Cuba 
of the possibility of reducing the number of internationalist 
Cuban forces in Angola were: (a) the independence of Na­
mibia; (b) the complete and unconditional withdrawal of 
South African troops from Angola; (c) the cessation of aid 
for the counter-revolutionary National Union for the Total 
Independence of Angola (UNIT A); and (d) an international 
guarantee that agreements would be respected. He stated 
that, if Pretoria and Washington persisted in impeding a 
just and peaceful solution to the conflict through the 
mechanisms that had been established over the years, there 
would be no alternative to providing massive moral and 
material support to SWAPO to enable it to intensify the 
struggle against its oppressors because, as the Cuban na­
tional hero, Jose Marti, had said: "A war for the inde­
pendence of a people and the honour of humiliated men is 
a sacred war, and the creation of a free people that wins 
the war is a service to mankind as a whole" .16 

At the 2585th meeting, on 11 June 1985, the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Zambia stated that South Africa was 
in Namibia illegally, and that its plan to establish a so­
called interim administration in the Territory was not only 
illegal, null and void, but also illustrative of the bad faith 
of South Africa in relation to its obligations assumed in 
respect of resolution 435 (I 978). 

He declared that Zambia could not and would not recog­
nize such an administration and called upon the entire in­
ternational community to reject it. He stressed that peace 
and security in southern Africa would remain threatened 
for as long as the Pretoria regime was allowed to persist in 
its illegal occupation of Namibia, to commit acts of desta­
bilization against independent African States in the region 

16tbid., pp. 19-22. 
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and to maintain and practice its system of apartheid and 
minority rule in South Africa; and that those three prob­
lems were at the core of the ever-growing conflict in the 
region. 17 

At the same meeting, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Cameroon stated that the current series of the Council's 
meetings should be put in the broadest possible context 
and that the Security Council, whose mandate was to pre­
serve succeeding generations from the scourge of war, and 
indeed th~ United Nations as a whole, had its credibility 
at stake with regard to the problem of Namibia. As a Trust 
Territory, Namibia fell within the purview of international 
responsibility, in accordance with decisions taken by the 
Organization, particularly by the Security Council, and 
thus the consideration of the question within the frame­
work of the United Nations could not be interpreted as 
interference in the internal affairs of any State. South 
Africa's arrogance and intransigence were a serious chal­
lenge, not only to the authority and credibility, but also to 
the v~ry. raison d'etre of the United Nations and, hence, 
the m1ss1on entrusted to the Council was both urgent and 
especially important in the nuclear era, in which the world 
was under the constant threat of total destruction. He fur­
ther said that the Trust Territory of Namibia, which was a 
shared and universal challenge, should be confused neither 
with strategic issues nor with an ideological battle between 
the East and West and, still less, with a North-South con­
frontation and that the United Nations, particularly the Se­
curity Council, must exercise the primary role of averting 
threats to peace and security, as had been laid down by the 
Charter. Moreover, he stated, the inability of the Council 
t~ act resolutely and effectively could allow, and even pas­
sively exacerbate, some of the crises confronting the Organi­
zati~n and that his Government, which attached the great­
est importance to the Security Council's role in the 
settlement of global conflicts such as the Namibian con­
flict, urgently appealed to the permanent members, the 
founding fathers of the United Nations, to demonstrate the 
same collective foresight and sense of leadership and thus 
enable the Organization to act effectively in the interests 
of peace and security, as they had originally conceived it. 
~e asserted that the question of Namibia, aside from the 
issues of freedom, self-determination and independence, 
had also given rise to new perceptions and concerns re­
garding security, development and priorities in the sub­
region and throughout Africa and the world. The result of 
the Security Council's inability to respond appropriately to 
the requests of countries that were victims of South Afri­
can aggression, he stressed, had been that other countries 
of the region had to sacrifice for military and security 
needs the meagre resources desperately needed for eco­
nomic development and the well-being of their peoples. 18 

At the 2586th meeting, on 12 June 1985, the Minister for 
External Relations of Angola said that, in conformity with 
one of the principles of the Charter, members of the United 
Nations were obliged to discharge their obligations under 
the Charter in good faith and that the full implementation 
of C~uncil resolution 435 (1978), which had been adopted 
unammously, was part of the responsibility of all States. 
He recalled resolution 539 ( 1983) by which the Council 
had rejected all attempts by South Africa to link the inde-

17S/PV.2585, pp. 21 and 23. 
18tbid., pp. 43-48. 
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pendence of Namibia with extraneous matters such as the 
withdrawal of<;uban forces from the People's Republic of 
Angola, and said that the presence of those internationalist 
forces in his country was fully in keeping with Article 51 
of the Charter of the United Nations and that the matter fell 
within the exclusive sovereign competence of Angola. He 
stated that, despite South Africa's persistent use and threat 
of force in its undeclared war against Angola for more than 
IO years, his Government had forwarded a platform for 
comprehensive negotiations to break the deadlock on the 
Namibian problem, including a programme for reducing 
the number of Cuban troops on its territory, the main ele­
ments of which were: (a) completion ofthe withdrawal of 
South African forces from Angola; (b) a declaration of 
commi~ent by South Africa to ensure implementation of 
resolution 435 (1978) on the independence of Namibia; (c) a 
ceasefire agreement between South Africa and SW APO 
defining the obligations of each party to assure the inde: 
pen~en_ce _of N~mibia and guaranteeing the security and 
temtonal mtegr1ty of the People's Republic of Angola. He 
~hen char~ed that, whi~e ~is G~vernment had been showing 
its goodwill and negotiatmg with South Africa on the hold­
i~g of a mir_iisterial-level meeting, Pretoria had been plan­
nmg operation Argon to destroy the Malongo oil complex 
i~ Cabinda province and that, more recently, the South Af­
ncan Air Force had increased its violations of Angolan air­
space, penetrating more than 200 kilometres inside his 
country's territory. He referred to South Africa's intention 
to install, on 17 June, a "puppet government" in Namibia 
which his Government strongly condemned, and called 
upon the Council to demand the immediate implementation 
of the United Nations plan for Namibian independence 
and, if South Africa persisted in its obstruction to en­
visage the adoption of appropriate measures in acc~rdance 
with Chapter VII of the Charter, which provided abundant 
m~ans of isolating and eliminating the apartheid system. 
With regard to the statement by the representative of 
South Africa at an earlier meeting of the Council,1 4 he 
said that it constituted a further act of defiance of the 
authority of the United Nations, where respect for the sov­
ereignty of States and non-interference in the internal af­
fairs of State~ were fundamental principles; by rejecting 
and condemnmg any attempt by South Africa to interfere 
in the internal affairs of the People's Republic of Angola. 19 

At ~he 2587th m_eeting, on 12 June 1985, the repre­
sentative of the Umted States of America stated that the 
Security Council had a unique responsibility for Namibia 
and that his Government remained dedicated to its inde­
pendence in accordance with resolution 435 ( 1978). He 
said that, while there had been substantial progress to­
wards a settlement since the Council's consideration of the 
question 19 months ago, they had also seen developments 
which seemed to bring into question the commitment of 
some to proceed with implementation of resolution 435 
(1978); and that South Africa's announced intention to es­
tablish an "interim government" had been one of those de­
velopments. He reaffirmed the position of his Government 
including that of their contact group partners, that any pur: 
ported transfer of power to bodies established in Namibia 
by South Africa was null and void and that the interna­
tional community was fully justified in rejecting the crea­
tion of institutions which had no standing and could serve 

19s/PV.2586, pp. 42-50. 
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no purpose if the intention was an early implementation of 
the United Nations plan for Namibian independence. He 
stated that a major goal of his Government in southern 
Africa had been the reduction of tension and the level of 
violence, especially cross-border violence, and that that 
goal had led over a year ago to the negotiations that had 
resulted in the Lusaka Accord, which had been intended to 
encourage the negotiations to stop the violence between 
Angolan and South African forces, as well as to end the 
presence of external forces in southern Angola. He said 
that that agreement, despite the recent incident at Cabinda, 
which had been condemned by his Government, had 
achieved continued cooperation between the military 
forces of South Africa and Angola along the Namibian border 
and South Africa's announced withdrawal of its troops 
from the dams of Ruacana and Calueque. He stressed that 
respect for the national sovereignty of all States and the 
inviolability of international borders was a key principle 
in international relations; that the United States could not 
condone violations of that principle by anyone under any 
justification; and that, accordingly, his Government de­
plored South African violations of Angolan territorial in­
tegrity. With regard to issues of "linkage" between Cuban 
troop withdrawal and Namibian independence, he said that 
there had been substantial movement towards the resolu­
tion of that final key issue and that the subject was being 
discussed with the support of all concerned and in the con­
text of the implementation of resolution 435 (1978). He 
noted that the major step forward by the Angolan Govern­
ment, in submitting for the first time in November a de­
tailed negotiation proposal, had been followed by a South 
African proposal and that, while the proposals had shown 
agreement between the two Governments on a number of 
broad principles, his Government had been involved in in­
tensive discussions with the two parties in order to narrow 
the remaining gap between their positions. He referred to 
the Secretary-General's latest report4 in which he had 
urged all parties to make a new and detennined effort to 
expedite implementation, and said that the United States 
would take that call seriously and that it would continue 
the efforts to bring the parties together and to encourage 
them to abandon violence and to pursue the path ofpeace.20 

During the deliberations, the Minister of State for For­
eign Affairs of Egypt,21 Mr. Sam Nujoma of SWAPO,22 the 
Minister for Postal Services and Telecommunications of 
Algeria,23 the Minister for External Affairs ofNigeria,24 the 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs of Ghana, 25 the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Zambia,26 the Minister for Foreign Af­
fairs of Indonesia,27 the Advisor for Foreign Affairs of 
Bangladesh,28 the Foreign Minister of Nicaragua,29 and 
many other representatives either urged that the Security 
Council impose appropriate measures under Chapter VII 
of the Charter, in particular mandatory economic sane-

20s!PV.2587, pp. 31-36. 
21 S/PV .2583, pp. 58 and 59-60. 
22lbid., pp. 77 and 78. 
23 lbid . p 86. 
24Ibid .. p. 112. 
25stPV .2584, pp. 40 and 4 I. 
26s/PV.2585, p. 23. 
27s1PV.2586. p. 16. 
28tbid. p. 23. 
29lbid .• p. 36. 
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tions, or demanded that the Council should warn South 
Africa that such measures would be adopted against it if it 
persisted in its failure to cooperate with the Council and 
the Secretary-General in the implementation of the United 
Nations plan for Namibian independence. 30 

At the 2595th meeting, on 19 June 1985, the Council had 
before it a revised text of the draft resolution31 submitted 
by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad 
and Tobago. The President, on behalf of the sponsors, 
orally introduced further textual changes relating to opera­
tive paragraphs 13 and 14 of the revised draft resolution. 32 

At the same meeting, the Acting President of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia said that he had been man­
dated by that body to inform the Security Council that the 
Council for Namibia had held a special meeting on 17 June 
1985 in order to focus the attention of the international 
community on the installation by South Africa on the same 
date, of a so-called interim government in Windhoek in 
violation of the resolutions of the General Assembly and 
the Security Council on Namibia. He further said that the 
participants at that meeting had unanimously condemned 
the unilateral action by South Africa, and that they had de­
clared it null and void and an affront to the efforts of the 
Security Council for the early implementation of the 
United Nations plan for the independence of Namibia, as 
contained in resolution 435 (1978). He stressed that the 
participants, while expressing concern about the tense situ­
ation in the region, and particularly about South Africa's 
recent acts of aggression against Angola and Botswana, 
had urged the Security Council to impose comprehensive 
mandatory sanctions against South Africa under Chapter 
VII of the Charter, with the aim of ensuring the implemen­
tation of the plan for Namibia's independence; and that 
they had further urged those members of the Security 
Council which had in the past protected South Africa to 
exert maximum pressure on South Africa to ensure its 
compliance with the terms of resolution 435 (1978).33 

The representative of the United Kingdom, speaking in 
explanation of vote before the vote, said that his delegation 
could not support any suggestion that armed struggle was 

30s1PV.2587, pp. 7 and 10 (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya); ibid., p. 16 
(Mongolia); ibid., pp. 18-20 and 23-26 (Mexico); ibid., p. 51 (Poland); 
ibid., p. 63 (Lao People's Democratic Republic); S/PV.2588, p. 18 
(Malaysia); ibid., p. 31 (Soviet Union); ibid., pp. 51 and 54-55 
(Syrian Arab Republic); ibid., p. 61 (Bulgaria); ibid., p. 66 (Mr. 
Maksoud, Permanent Observer of the League of Arab States); 
S/PV.2589, p. 12 (Viet Nam); ibid .. p. 33 (Mozambique); ibid., 
p. 41 (Ethiopia); ibid., p. 52 (Kenya); S/PV.2590, p. 16 (Jamaica); 
ibid., pp. 22 and 23 (Madagascar); ibid., p. 29-30 (Ukrainian SSR); 
ibid., p. 27 (Czechoslovakia); ibid., p. 41 (Yugoslavia); S/PV.2593, 
pp. 44.45 (Hungary); ibid., p. 53 (Congo); S/PV.2594, p. 33 
(Argentina); ibid., pp. 36 and 39-40 (United Arab Emirates); and 
S/PV.2595, p. 11 (Acting President, United Nations Council for 
Namibia). 

31 st 17284/Rev. I, which was identical to the draft resolution con­
tained in S/17284, except for the revision relating to operative 
paras. I 0, 11 and 15 involving changes of a textual nature and the 
time frame for the submission of the Secretary-General's report to 
the Council. Draft resolution S/17284 had replaced an earlier ver• 
sion (S/17270), which was the same text, with the exception of 
textual changes to the last pre am bular para. and nine operative 
paras. See ibid., pp. 138 and 139; and S/PV.2590, the President, 
pp. 4-5. 

32S/PV.2S95, President, p. 5. Subsequently reproduced as 
S/17284/Rev. 2, and adopted as resolution 566 (1985). 

331bid .. pp. 8-11. 
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to be preferred to negotiations; and that requesting the 
Secretary-General to undertake unrealistic steps, in nature 
or time frame, was not helpful. He emphasized that the 
Council should not seek to prejudge the outcome of future 
meetings and that his delegation's vote on the draft reso­
lution did not therefore imply acceptance that, in future cir­
cumstances which were as yet unknown, the Council would 
embark on a predetermined course of action. He stated that 
each Member State should act in the way it considered 
most appropriate to assist the Council in the implementa­
tion of resolution 435 (1978); that the Council had a re­
sponsibility to protect and advance the settlement plan; and 
that his delegation, in accordance with its perception of 
that responsibility, was obliged to abstain in the vote.3' 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution, as orally re­
vised by the President,32 was voted upon and adopted by 
13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 566 
(1985).35 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the reports of the Secretary-General, 

Having heard the statement by the Acting President of the United 
Nations Council for Namibia, 

Having considered the statement by Mr. Sam Nujoma, President of 
the South West Africa People's Organization, 

Commending the South West Africa People's Organization for its 
preparedness to cooperate fully with the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations and his Special Representative, including its expressed 
readiness to sign and observe a cease-fire agreement with South 
Africa, in the implementation of the United Nations plan for inde­
pendence of'!'llamibia as embodied in Security Council resolution 435 
( 1978), 

Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 Decem­
ber 1960 and 2145 (XXI) of27 October 1966, 

Recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 269 (1969), 276 (1970), 
301 (1971), 385 (1976), 431 (1978), 432 (1978), 435 (1978), 439 
(1978), 532 (1983) and 539 (1983), 

Recalling the statement by the President of the Security Council of 
3 May 1985, on behalf of the Council, which, inler alia, declared the 
establishment of the so-called interim government in Namibia to be 
null and void, 

Gravely concerned at the tension and instability created by the hos­
tile policies of the apartheid regime throughout southern Africa and 
the mounting threat to the security of the region and its wider impli­
cations for international peace and security resulting from that re• 
gime's continued utilization of Namibia as a spring-board for military 
attacks against and destabilization of African States in the region, 

Reaffirming the legal responsibility of the United Nations over 
Namibia and the primary responsibility of the Security Council for 
ensuring the implementation of its resolutions, in particular resolu­
tions 385 ( 1976) and 435 ( 1978) which contain the United Nations 
plan for the independence of Namibia, 

Noting that 1985 marks the fortieth anniversary of the founding of 
the United Nations, as well as the twenty-fifth aMiversary of the 
adoption of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Co­
lonial Countries and Peoples, and expressing grave concern that the 
question of Namibia has been with the Organization since its inception 
and still remains unresolved, 

Welcoming the emerging and intensified world-wide campaign 
of people from all spheres of life against the racist regime of South 
Africa in a concerted effort to bring about an end to the illegal occu­
pation of Namibia and to apartheid, 

34Ibid., pp. 12 and 13. 
351-·or the vote on the revised draft resolution (S/17284/Rcv. 2), 

sec S/PV.2S9S, p. 13; see also chap. IV of the present Supplement. 
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I. Condemns South Africa for its continued illegal occupation of 
Namibia in flagrant defiance of resolutions of the General Assembly 
and decisions of the Security Council; 

2. Reaffirms the legitimacy of the struggle of the Namibian people 
against the illegal occupation of the racist regime of South Africa and 
calls upon all States to increase their moral and material assistance to 
the Namibian people; 

3. Further condemns the racist regime of South Africa for its in­
stallation of a so-called interim government in Windhoek and declares 
that this action, taken even while the Security Council has been in 
session, constitutes a direct affront to the Council and a clear defiance 
of its resolutions, particularly resolutions 435 ( 1978) and 439 ( 1978); 

4. Declares that action to be illegal and null and void and states 
that no recognition will be accorded to it either by the United Nations 
or any Member State or to any representative or organ established in 
pursuance thereof; 

S. Demands that the racist regime of South Africa immediately 
rescind the aforementioned illegal and unilateral action; 

6. Further condemns South Africa for its obstruction of the im­
plementation of Security Council resolution 435 ( 1978) by insisting 
on conditions contrary to the provisions of the United Nations plan 
for the independence of Namibia; 

7. Rejects once again South Africa's insistence on linking the in­
dependence of Namibia to irrelevant and extraneous issues as in­
compatible with resolution 435 (1978), other decisions of the Secu• 
rity Council and the resolutions of the General Assembly on Namibia, 
including resolution 1514 (XV); 

8. Declares once again that the independence of Namibia cannot 
be held hostage to the resolution of issues that are alien to resolution 
435 ( 1978); 

9. Reiterates that resolution 435 (1978), embodying the United 
Nations plan for the independence of Namibia, is the only internation­
ally accepted basis for a peaceful settlement of the Namibian problem 
and demands its immediate and unconditional implementation; 

10. Affirms that the consultations undenaken by the Secretary• 
General pursuant to paragraph S of resolution 532 ( 1983) have con• 
firmed that all the outstanding issues relevant to resolution 435 (1978) 
have been resolved, except for the choice of the electoral system; 

11. Decides to mandate the Secretary-General to resume immedi­
ate contact with South Africa with a view to obtaining its choice of 
the electoral system to be used for the election, under United Nations 
supervision and control, for the Constituent Assembly, in terms of 
resolution 435 (1978) in order to pave the way for the adoption by the 
Security Council of the enabling resolution for the implementation of 
the United Nations plan for the independence of Namibia; 

12. Demands that South Africa cooperate fully with the Security 
Council and the Secretary-General in the implementation of the pres• 
ent resolution; 

13. Strongly warns South Africa that failure to do so would com­
pel the Security Council to meet forthwith to consider the adoption of 
appropriate measures under the Charter, including Chapter VII, as ad­
ditional pressure to ensure South Africa's compliance with the above­
mentioned resolutions; 

14. Urges States Members of the United Nations that have not 
done so to consider in the meantime taking appropriate voluntary 
measures against South Africa, which could include the following: 

(a) Suspension of new investments and application of disincen­
tives to that end; 

(b) Re-examination of maritime and aerial relations with South 
Africa; 

(c) Prohibition of the sale of krugerrands and all other coins 
minted in South Africa; 

(d) Restrictions on sports and cultural relations; 

IS. Requests the Secretary-General to report on the implementa­
tion of the present resolution not later than the first week of September 
1985; 

16. Decides to remain seized of the matter and to meet immedi­
ately upon receipt of the Secretary-General's report for the purpose 
of reviewing progress in the implementation of resolution 435 (1978) 
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and, in the event of continued obstruction by South Africa, to invoke 
paragraph 13 of the present resolution. 

Decision of 15 November 1985 (2629th meeting): rejec­
tion of a six-Power draft resolution. 

In pursuance of Security Council resolution 566 ( 1985) 
concerning the implementation of Council resolutions 435 
( 1978) and 439 ( 1978) concerning the question of Na­
mibia, the Secretary-General, on 6 September 1985, sub­
mitted a further report36 to the Security Council informing 
it that there had been no progress in his recent discussions 
with the Government of South Africa regarding the imple­
mentation of resolution 435 (I 978). He further stated that, 
while the international community had an inescapable re­
sponsibility to advance the process of implementing reso­
lution 435 (1978), the failure to proceed on Namibia was 
affecting the reactions of the international community to 
other grave developments in the region and that it was time 
for the Government of South Africa to display the states­
manship and wisdom that the situation required and to pro­
vide the opportunity for the people of Namibia to exercise 
their inalienable right to self-determination and inde­
pendence in accordance with the relevant decisions of the 
Security Council. 

By a letter37 dated 11 November 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of India re­
quested an urgent meeting of the Security Council to re­
sume its consideration of the situation in Namibia, pursu­
ant to a decision taken at the Conference of Foreign 
Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Luanda from 
4 to 7 September 1985.38 

By a letter39 dated 11 November 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of Mauritius, 
on behalf of the Group of African States, requested an ur­
gent meeting of the Council to consider the question of Na­
mibia. 

At the 2624th meeting, on 13 November 1985, the Coun­
cil included in its agenda40 the letters dated 11 November 
1985 from India and Mauritius, respectively, and consid­
ered the item at the 2624th, 2625th, 2628th and 2629th 
meetings, between 13 and 15 November 1985. 

In the course of its deliberations, the Council invited the 
representatives of Cameroon, Canada, Cuba, Czechoslova­
kia, the German Democratic Republic, the Federal Repub­
lic of Germany, Ghana, the Islamic Republic of Iran, the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritius, Senegal, South Africa, 
the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia and Zambia, at their re­
quest, to participate, without vote, in the discussion of the 
item.41 

The Council also extended invitations as requested, un­
der rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, to the 
delegation consisting of the Acting President and Vice­
Presidents of the United Nations Council for Namibia, to 
the Chairman of the Special Committee on the Situation 
with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on 
the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 

36S/i 7442. 
37S/17618. 
38See S/17610 and Corr.I, Final Political Declaration, Confer­

ence of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Non-Aligned Countries 
held at Luanda from 4 to 7 September 1985, circulated under the 
double symbol N40/854-S/l 76 IO and Corr.I. 

39s/17619. 
40for the adoption of the agenda, see S/PV.2624, p. 6. 
41 For details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
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Peoples, to the Chairman of the Special Committee against 
Apartheid, and to Mr. Andimba Toivo ja Toivo of the 
South West Africa People's Organization (SWAPO}.42 

At the outset of the consideration of the agenda item at 
the 2624th meeting, on 13 November 1985, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a letter43 

dated 12 November 1985 from South Africa addressed to 
the Secretary-General, informing him that the South Afri­
can Government had complied with the decision, at a cabi­
net meeting on 6 November 1985, of the Transitional Gov­
ernment of National Unity at Windhoek, requesting the 
South African Government to select a system of propor­
tional representation as the framework for elections lead­
ing to the independence of South West Africa/Namibia; 
and that agreement would have to be reached on how the 
system of proportional representation would be imple­
mented in practice. 

At the 2624th meeting, on 13 November 1985, the Min­
ister of State for External Affairs of India said that, despite 
the solemn resolutions of the General Assembly and the 
Security Council and the tide of decolonization that had 
swept across Asia and Africa in the past four decades, Na­
mibia had remained an occupied and militarized territory 
and a victim of racism. The Namibian problem, he empha­
sized, was strictly one of decolonization, notwithstanding 
the attempts to superimpose on it artificially an aspect of 
East-West conflict. He recalled the Conference of the Non­
Aligned Movement,38 held at Luanda from 4 to 8 Septem­
ber 1985, and said that the Non-Aligned countries had, at 
that meeting, condemned South Africa for the installation 
in Namibia of an "interim government" in violation of 
resolution 435 (1978) and that they had renewed the call 
for the imposition of comprehensive mandatory sanctions 
under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations. He 
stressed, moreover, that they had called for the present se­
ries of the Council's meetings in pursuance of resolution 
566 ( 1985), which had warned South Africa that failure on 
its part to cooperate in the implementation of the terms of 
that resolution would compel the Security Council to meet 
forthwith to consider the adoption of appropriate measures 
under the Charter, including Chapter VII, to ensure South 
Africa's compliance with United Nations resolutions. He 
further emphasized that the Non-Aligned Movement had 
long believed that only comprehensive mandatory sanc­
tions would make the Government of South Africa heed 
the resolutions of the Council as well as the demands of 
world public opinion; and reasserted that such measures, 
far from hurting the people of South Africa, would in fact 
help them in finding a way out of an intolerable impasse 
and in avoiding a social, economic and political explosion 
in that country.44 

At the same meeting, the representative of Mauritius, in 
his capacity as the current Chairman of the Group of African 
States, stated that, for 25 years since the adoption of Gen­
eral Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) on decolonization and 
nearly 20 years after the termination by the United Nations 
of South Africa's mandate over Namibia, South Africa had 
persistently defied the United Nations, the opinion of the 
International Court of Justice (ICJ) and international law. 

42F or details regarding the invitations under rule 39 of the provi­
sional rules of procedure, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 

43S/l 7627, annex. 
«slPV.2624, pp. 11-16. 
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The advisory opinion given by ICJ on 21 June 1971, at the 
request of the Security Council, had declared that South 
Africa's continued presence in Namibia was illegal; that it 
was under the obligation to withdraw its administration 
from the Territory; and that States Members of the United 
Nations had the obligation to refrain from any acts imply­
ing recognition of or lending support or assistance to such 
presence and administration. He stressed that, while the 
Security Council had endorsed that opinion of the ICJ in 
its resolution 301 (1971),45 the termination of the mandate 
by the General Assembly had been a recognition of the 
principle that a party to a treaty the provisions of which it 
ignored could no longer claim any benefits which might 
have flowed from that treaty and that it had in fact re­
nounced the treaty of its own accord. He regretted that 
South Africa had so far been able to resist the intense in­
ternational pressure owing to the support of certain West­
ern Powers through collaboration in the economic and 
military fields and the use of the veto in the Security Coun­
cil to block most forceful proposals for pressure. He said 
that certain multilateral sanctions that had already been 
considered by the Council and a few that had been en­
forced were clearly inadequate to bring about fundamental 
changes in the internal and regional policies of the Pretoria 
regime. He further stated that, while there was increasing 
pressure in the major Western countries and in the inter­
national community for more decisive action, the Council 
of Ministers of the Organization of African Unity (OAU), 
at its Addis Ababa meeting in July 1985, and the Foreign 
Ministers of the Non-Aligned Movement, at their Luanda 
meeting in September 1985, had reiterated the call for 
mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter. He 
then stressed that it was the responsibility and the duty 
of the Security Council to recommend sanctions beyond 
those contemplated by certain States and to ensure 
South Africa's compliance with the decisions of the United 
Nations.46 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
regretted that the Council's meetings were once again de­
voted to a discussion of the relatively peaceful South West 
Africa/Namibia where the violence that existed had been 
initiated by SWAPO with the support and encouragement 
of the United Nations, which had been established for pro­
moting the peaceful resolution of disputes. He said that 
South Africa, for its part, had consistently tried to solve 
the problems of the region peacefully and that during the 
previous year it had twice offered to enter into a cessation 
of hostilities with SW APO in order to enable the members 
of that organization to return freely to the Territory and to 
participate peacefully in the domestic political process. He 
referred to his Government's decision relating to the selec­
tion of a system of proportional representation for the elec­
tion that would lead to the independence ofNamibia,43 and 
said that that decision would help in achieving progress 
towards the resolution of the last outstanding problems 
which affected the international settlement plan. He then 
asserted that, while some progress had been made and 
some momentum restored to the negotiations between the 
United States and South Africa, a great deal of work re­
mained to be accomplished in order to achieve agreement 
on the question of the withdrawal of Cuban troops from 

4Ssee Suppl. 1969-1971, under the same: title, pp. 105-109. 
46s!PV .2624, pp. 18-26. 
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Angola. He further stated that, if a firm agreement could 
be reached on genuine Cuban withdrawal from Angola, 
South Africa would not only carry out its undertaking to 
implement the international settlement plan, but would 
also strive for stability and peace in the region by encour­
aging all the parties, including SW APO and Angola, to re­
solve their differences by peaceful means. He stressed that 
his Government, while continuing to encourage reconcili­
ation between all the South West African/Namibian par­
ties, would also insist that the United Nations demonstrate 
the ability to carry out its functions impartially.47 

At the 2629th meeting, on 15 November 1985, the rep­
resentative of Trinidad and Tobago said that the Council 
must demonstrate to South Africa that Pretoria had seri­
ously miscalculated the determination and commitment of 
the Council to ensure the implementation of its resolutions 
and its resolve to carry out its duties and responsibilities 
under the Charter. He stated that the Council should affirm, 
in the context of Articles 39, 4 I and 42 of the Charter of 
the United Nations, that South Africa's aggressive acts 
against the people of Namibia and its non-compliance with 
the Security Council resolutions on Namibia constituted a 
threat to international peace and security; and that the de­
liberations of the Council on the question must always take 
account of the fact that the occupied Territory of Namibia 
was used as a springboard by South Africa for acts of ag­
gression against other countries in the region in contraven­
tion of the Charter. He then referred to a draft resolution41 

submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, 
Peru and Trinidad and Tobago, and said that the text pro­
vided a framework for action by which the Council should 
impose mandatory sanctions against South Africa under 
Chapter VII of the Charter and in conformity with the 
Council's responsibilities for the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security. He further stated that the Council 
should also adopt enforcement measures, including those 
outlined in operative paragraph 8 of the draft resolution. 
He concluded by asserting that the imposition of manda­
tory sanctions under Chapter VII would be one of the most 
effective ways to obtain South Africa's compliance with 
the relevant Council resolutions, and urged the Council to 
act unanimously in support of the draft resolution. 49 

At the same meeting, the Council proceeded to vote on 
the draft resolution, which received 12 votes in favour to 
2 against, with I abstention, and which was not adopted 
owing to the negative votes of two permanent members. 50 

Under the draft text, the Council would have, inter alia, 
determined that South Africa's refusal to comply with 
Security Council and General Assembly resolutions on 
Namibia constituted a serious threat to international peace 
and security and that the repeated armed attacks perpe­
trated from Namibia by South Africa against the neigh­
bouring sovereign States constituted grave acts of aggres­
sion; declared that South Africa's refusal to cooperate fully 
with the Security Council and the Secretary-General in 

47S/PV.2624, pp. 42-47. 
48s/l 7633, which had replaced an identical earlier draft resolu­

tion (S/17631 ), with the: exception of textual changes to the ninth 
preambular para. and paras. I (b) and 8 (i). 

49s!PV .2629, pp. 17 and 18. 
5°For the: vote on the draft resolution (S/17633), sec: S/PV.2629, 

pp. 27 and 28. For the text of the draft resolution, sec note 48. For 
voting procedures under Article 27 of the: Charter. see chap. IV of 
the present Supplement. 
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terms of resolution 566 ( 1985) constituted a direct chal­
lenge to the authority of the United Nations and violated 
the principles of its Charter; and decided u~der Chapter 
VII, in particular Article 41, of the Charter to impose man­
datory selective sanctions against South Africa, and to 
adopt enforcement measures, including oil embargo; arms 
embargo; the prohibition of all new investments, govern­
ment and bank loans and credit guarantees, importation or 
enrichment of uranium, supply of technology, equipment 
and licenses for nuclear plants, visits to and from South 
Africa and Namibia by military, security, intelligence and 
other defence personnel, the sale and export of computers 
capable of being used by the racist army, police and secu­
rity forces, and the sale of krugerrands and all other coins 
minted in South Africa and Namibia. 

Decision of 9 April 1987 (274 7th meeting): rejection of 
a five-Power draft resolution. 

By a letter51 dated 25 March 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of Gabon re­
quested, on behalf of the Group !lf Afric~ States, ~ urg~nt 
meeting of the Security Council to consider the situation 
in Namibia. 

The Secretary-General, on 31 March 1987, submitted to 
the Council a further report52 concerning the impleme~ta­
tion of resolutions 435 ( 1978) and 439 (1978) concernmg 
the question of Namibia. In that report, the Secretary­
General recalled that, in November 1985, agreement had 
been reached with the parties concerned on the system of 
proportional representation for the elections envisaged in 
resolution 435 (1978) and that, with that agreement, the 
last outstanding issue relevant to the United Nations plan 
for Namibia's independence had been resolved. He stated 
that he had subsequently proposed to the Government of 
South Africa on 26 November 1986 that it should join him 
in establishing the earliest possible date for a ceasefire and 
the implementation of Council resolution 435 ( 1978). He 
regretted that South Africa's response that 1 August 1986 
be set as the date for the implementation of the settlement 
plan had run counter to relevant Council decisions, since 
it had reaffirmed the precondition that prior agreement had 
to be reached on the total withdrawal of Cuban troops from 
Angola before implementation. He said that the l!nkage 
precondition which dated back to 1982 and which he 
could not ac~ept as a pretext to delay any further the inde­
pendence of Namibia, thus constituted the only obstacle to 
the implementation of the United Nations plan for Na­
mibia. He emphasized that, while the presence of Cuban 
troops in Angola was a separate matt_er thaJ s~ould _be dealt 
with by those directly concerned actmg w1thm their sover­
eign competence, it was his view that the South African 
Government should urgently reconsider its position on the 
linkage precondition; and called for a determined eff~rt on 
the part of all directly concerned, as well as by t~e mter­
national community as a whole, to place the Umted Na­
tions Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia 
in 1987. 

By a letter53 dated 31 March 1987 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Council, the representative of Zimbabwe and 
Chairman of the Coordinating Bureau of the Movement of 
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Non-Aligned Countries requested an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the question of Namibia. 

At the 2740th meeting, on 6 April 1987, the Council in­
cluded in its agenda the letters dated 25 and 31 March 1987 
from Gabon and Zimbabwe, respectively, and considered 
the item at the 2740th to 2747th meetings, between 6 and 
9 April 1987. 

In the course of its deliberations, the Council invited the 
representatives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Bangla­
desh Barbados, Burkina Faso, the Byelorussian SSR, Can­
ada 'cuba Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gabon, the 
Ge~an Democratic Republic, Guyana, India, Jamaica, 
Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mexico, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Peru, Qatar, Senegal, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, the 
Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, the 
Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and Zimbabwe, at 
their request, to participate, without vote, in the discussion 
of the item. 54 

The Council also extended invitations as requested, un­
der rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, to a dele­
gation of the United Nations Council_ for Namibia led ~y 
the President of that body, to the Chairman of the Special 
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implemen­
tation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence 
to Colonial Countries and Peoples, to Mr. Theo-Ben Gurirab 
of the South West Africa People's Organization, to Mr. 
Ahmet Engin Ansay, Permanent Observer of the Organi­
zation of the Islamic Conference to the United Nations, to 
the Chairman of the Special Committee against Apartheid, 
and to Mr. Francis Meli of the African National Congress 
(ANC).55 

At the 2740th meeting, on 6 April 1987, the repre­
sentative of Ghana, in his capacity as current Chairman of 
the Group of African States, referred to the Secretary­
General's report,52 and said that the members of the Afri­
can Group were justifiably disappointed that Namibians 
continued to live under repression, torture and political domi­
nation with no respect for their right to self-determination. 
He pointed that the concern for the Territory's future was 
also shared by the non-aligned countries, which at that 
meeting of Heads of State or Government at Harare in 1986 
had further supported the position of OAU as articulated 
at its summit meeting also in 1986, and which had called 
upon the international community to increase its efforts to 
bring Namibia to immediate independence. He 11:dded that 
it was the same concern that had led to the meetmg of the 
Foreign Ministers of the front-line States and the States 
members of the European Community at Lusaka on 3 and 
4 February 1986, at the end of which a joint communique 
had been issued condemning South Africa's continued il­
legal occupation of Namibia and reaffirming the centrality 
and relevance of Council resolution 435 ( 1978) as the only 
valid basis for a peaceful solution of the question of Na­
mibia. He stated that the time had thus come for the Secu­
rity Council to take up the concerns of the overwhelming 
majority of the international community in order to reach 
a final and lasting solution, particularly in view of resolu­
tion 566 ( 1985) by which the Council had, inter alia, stated 
that the only outstanding obstacle had been the choice by 
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South Africa of an electoral system, and by which the 
Council had also warned South Africa that, in the event of 
its failure to cooperate with the Council and the Secretary­
General, the Council would meet forthwith to consider ac­
tion against it under Chapter VII of the Charter. He said 
that the African Group of States and the colleagues in the 
non-aligned movement had requested the convening of the 
current series of Council meetings to emphasize that the 
main obstacle to Namibian independence had been South 
Africa's refusal to implement resolution 435 (1978); that 
Namibia remained the moral and political responsibility of 
the Security Council; that the presence of Cuban forces in 
sovereign Angola had already been ruled by the Council 
as irrelevant to the issue at hand; that the Council should 
assert its responsibility and authority by increasing pres­
sure on South Africa not only to isolate it but also force it 
to cooperate in the implementation of resolution 435 
( 1978); and that such pressure could be effected only in the 
form of comprehensive and mandatory sanctions under 
Chapter VII of the Charter.56 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
said that it was ironic that the Council was meeting to con­
sider not a possible contribution by the international com­
munity to the well-being of the inhabitants of South West 
Africa/Namibia, but rather the imposition of further puni­
tive measures which, if applied, would certainly harm the 
economy of the Territory and the well-being of its people, 
thereby ignoring the spirit of the United Nations Charter 
and failing to address the real issues that obstruct resolu­
tion of the long-standing dispute. He stated that his Gov­
ernment had repeatedly made clear that it stood ready to 
implement resolution 435 ( 1978) and that the only remain­
ing obstacle to the independence of Namibia was the lack 
of commitment on the withdrawal from Angola of the extra­
continental force of over 40,000 Cubans. He reminded the 
members of the Council that the holding of free and fair 
elections in Namibia under conditions free of intimidation 
as required by resolution 435 ( 1978) was inconceivable in 
the shadow of the "menacing presence of such a major So­
viet surrogate force" in the region; and that South Africa 
would not abandon its obligations to the inhabitants of the 
Territory. He stated that the principle of the withdrawal of 
Cuban forces that had been conceded by the Angolan Gov­
ernment on 18 March 1986 had led to the proposal by 
South Africa's State President that l August 1986 be set 
as the date for commencement of implementation of reso­
lution 435 (1978), but that South Africa's attempt to dem­
onstrate good faith and commitment to settle the Namibian 
question had slipped away owing to the military and 
weapon supplies and systems of Soviet origin that had con­
tinued to pour into Angola. He stressed that South Africa 
was assisting South West Africa/Namibia to protect itself 
against armed attacks from Angolan territory by elements 
that wished to impose their will on the inhabitants of the 
Territory by force of arms; that SW APO was given active 
support by the armed forces of Angola and the Cuban 
forces in that country in the perpetration of acts of terror 
against the inhabitants of Namibia; and that South Africa 
was making a substantial contribution towards the material 
well-being of the people of Namibia. He asserted that sanc­
tions, while retarding the eventual independence of the 
Territory, were also false, dangerous and callous because 
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they did not address the real issues at stake both for Na­
mibia and the region as a whole, because they would in­
crease tension in the region, and because they would af­
fect most the very people which were supposed to be 
assisted by such measures. He further asserted that the con­
sequences of a decision by the Council to impose sanctions 
on South West Africa/Namibia would neither be limited to 
the frontiers of that Territory or South Africa, nor would 
the effects be merely economic, but that they would also 
be debilitating the resistance capacity of all the southern 
African States against foreign intervention by elements 
which did not respect the interests of the peoples of the 
region. He then concluded that, if the negotiation process 
continued to be deadlocked by a lack of progress on Cuban 
troop withdrawal, the South African Government and 
other parties would have to consider alternative means of 
achieving internationally recognized independence for the 
Territory.57 

At the 2741st meeting, on 6 April 1987, the repre­
sentative of Angola said that the issue of Namibian inde­
pendence was one regarding which only a few Articles of 
the United Nations Charter had not been violated by South 
Africa, a founding Member of the Organization; and that 
it was also a question in connection with which the Secu­
rity Council was in default of its own obligations and man­
dates under the terms of its constitution, the Charter. He 
stated that the apartheid regime was allowed to get away 
with flagrant violations of the Charter through a variety of 
tactics, including the introduction since 1978 of extraneous 
issues such as the presence in Angola, with the official in­
vitation of the Government, of Cuban internationalist 
forces, which had nothing to do with Namibian inde­
pendence. He stressed that South African troops had first 
launched a full-scale armed invasion of Angola in 1975, 
months before a single internationalist comrade had arrived 
in Angola. He stated that Article 51 of the Charter gave 
each and every country the right to appeal for assistance in 
the face of vicious and massive external assault and aggres­
sion; and that the presence as a sort of peace brigade of the 
Cuban internationalist forces in Angola was in some ways 
a deterrent to even more intensive aggression by racist 
troops in all of southern Africa. He further said that, while 
the record of negotiations clearly showed that South Africa 
was responsible for the non-implementation of the settle­
ment plan, in l 978, when resolution 435 ( 1978) had been 
freely negotiated and considered ready for implementation, 
the Cuban internationalist friends had already been in An­
gola for two and one half years, at his Government's specific 
request, to assist in the task of national reconstruction and 
to help stave off racist aggression against the newly inde­
pendent State. He added that Cuban presence in Angola 
had not been an issue from late 1976 to 1978 and sub­
sequently until Pretoria, desperately looking for pretexts, 
had decided to make it one. He referred to the statement 
by the representative of South Africa at the previous meet­
ing of the Council on the same date, and said that the real 
menace, under which free elections were inconceivable, 
was the huge armed machinery of the racist regime which 
was in military occupation of Namibia, of parts of southern 
Angola and of South Africa itself. He then said that the 
tragedies of senseless killing of Namibian freedom fight­
ers, the denial of fundamental human rights and the denial 
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of basic civil, economic, political and social rights, as well 
as the daily humiliation of being a prisoner in one's own 
land were matched by the other tragedies of virtual inaction 
by the international community on the issue of Namibian 
independence and the virtual failure of the Security Coun­
cil, in the face of Pretoria's intransigence, either to adopt 
or enforce resolutions which could force the withdrawal of 
South Africa from Namibia. He reaffirmed that his Gov­
ernment had, in November 1984, offered a platform con­
taining proposals aimed at addressing the major issues in 
southern Africa; and that, while the international commu­
nity had categorically rejected any linkage, the Angolan 
Government had since been prepared to agree to a phased 
withdrawal of all Cuban forces from the south of the par­
allel and the complete withdrawal of South African troops 
from Namibia. He contended that the Pretoria regime had 
not only neglected, together with its main supporter in 
Washington, D.C., to undertake negotiations on the basis 
of that platform, but that it had also proceeded to establish 
the so-called interim government; and that it had in fact 
shown its disregard for solutions to the problems facing the 
region by supporting the renegade groups of UNIT A in An­
gola and Resistencia Nacional Mo~ambicana (RENAMO) 
in Mozambique. He then stressed that it was time for all, 
in particular the permanent members of the Council, to 
note that the only real solution that would precipitate Na­
mibian independence was mandatory comprehensive sanc­
tions under Chapter VII of the Charter and that the States 
of southern Africa were willing and ready to bear the con­
sequences of such measures, notwithstanding the warning 
by the representative of South Africa that sanctions would 
not end at the frontiers of Namibia or South Africa.51 

At the 2743rd meeting, on 7 April 1987, the President 
of the Council drew attention to the text of a draft resolu­
tion59 submitted by Argentina, Congo, Ghana, the United 
Arab Emirates and Zambia. Under the draft text, the Coun­
cil would have, inter a/ia, strongly condemned South 
Africa for its continued illegal occupation of Namibia and 
its persistent refusal to comply, in particular, with resolu­
tions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978); reiterated that, in accord­
ance with its resolutions 539 (I 983) and 566 ( 1985), the 
independence of Namibia could not be made conditional 
upon issues totally alien to resolution 435 (1978) and 
called upon those countries insisting on extraneous and irrele­
vant issues to desist from doing so; determined that the 
refusal by South Africa to comply with Security Council 
and General Assembly resolutions and decisions on Na­
mibia, and its violation thereof, constituted a serious threat 
to international peace and security; decided, under Chapter 
VII of the Charter and in conformity with its primary re­
sponsibility for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, to impose comprehensive mandatory sanctions 
against South Africa; and called upon all States, in con­
formity with Article 25 of the Charter, to implement the 
terms of the text and all other relevant Council resolutions 
relating to Namibia. 

At the 2746th meeting, on 9 April 1987, the repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom said that his Government 
would have been prepared to support a resolution that in­
cluded a considerable list of non-mandatory economic 
measures aimed at exerting pressure on South Africa to with-
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draw immediately from Namibia, but that it could not vote 
for mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter. 
He further said that mandatory sanctions would be counter­
productive, giving South Africa the excuse to remain in­
transigent; and that the sponsors of the draft resolution be­
fore the Council had sadly missed an opportunity to ann the 
Secretary-General with the weight of the Council's unan­
imous concern in continuing his mission of good offices.60 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States of America regretted that, as yet, Angola had not 
responded to the critical opportunity to achieve Namibian 
independence that had been offered by the South African 
announcement of I August 1986 as a date to commence 
implementation of resolution 435 ( 1978), provided prior 
agreement could be reached on Cuban troop withdrawal. 
He welcomed the readiness, after a 15-month hiatus, that 
the Angolan Government had shown to resume talks on 
how to achieve a settlement; and said that the Angolans 
themselves had accepted, in their letter of 17 November 
1984 addressed to the Secretary-General,61 the reality that 
Namibian independence could be achieved only in the con­
text of Cuban troop withdrawal from Angola. He stressed 
that the protracted debate over the "inadmissibility" of re­
lating events in Namibia and Angola should be recognized 
as fruitless; that many General Assembly and Security 
Council resolutions, which had condemned linkage despite 
the Angolan proposal and which had declared SWAPO the 
"sole and authentic" representative of the Namibian peo­
ple, had proved unhelpful to achieving the peaceful imple­
mentation of resolution 435 ( 1978). He said that his Gov­
ernment rejected, as a dangerous call to arms in a volatile 
region, any efforts to legitimize the armed struggle by 
means of United Nations resolutions or by appeals for sup­
port to so-called armed struggle. He further stated that, 
while mandatory sanctions would complicate and frustrate 
the achievement of Namibia's independence, his Govern­
ment, which had fully applied the sanctions, enacted by the 
Congress the previous year, not only to South Africa but 
to Namibia as well, believed that each Member State 
should be free to enact or to alter the policies it deemed 
most appropriate; and that the Secretary-General's good 
offices remained a key factor in the search for bringing 
Namibia to independence in a rapid and peaceful manner.62 

During the Council deliberations many speakers ex­
pressed support for or urged the application of comprehen­
sive mandatory sanctions against South Africa under 
Chapter VII of the Charter.63 
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At the 2747th meeting, on 9 April 1987, the President 
puJ to the vote the five-Power draft resolution62, which re­
ceived 9 votes in favour to 3 against, with 3 abstentions, 
and was not adopted owing to the negative votes of two 
permanent members. 64 

Following the vote, the representative of Ghana, on be­
half of the African Group of States, said that the "veto 
mechanism" with which the founding fathers of the Organi­
zation had endowed the Security Council had been in­
tended, inter alia, to ensure the strongest consensus for de­
cisions on substantive questions; and that the present 
"veto" in the Council was a negation of the lofty hopes that 
had given birth to the unique decision-making mechanism. 
He recalled paragraphs 1 and 5 of the General Assembly 
Declaration65 on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples, according to which the subjection 
of peoples to alien subjugation, domination and exploita­
tio~ constituted a denial of fundamental human rights, 
which was contrary to the Charter of the United Nations 
and an impediment to the promotion of world peace and 
cooperation; and that immediate steps should be taken to 
transfer all powers to such peoples, without any conditions 
or reservations, in accordance with their freely expressed 
will and desire. He then said that it was those principles, 
together with the principles of the Charter and the Univer­
sal Declaration of Human Rights, and the attainment of the 
inalienable rights of Namibians that the present negative 
votes of permanent members had thus frustrated. 66 

Decision of2 l August 1987: Statement by the President. 

On 21 August 1987, after consultations among the mem­
bers of the Council, the President issued a statement67 on 
behalf of the members. The statement reads: 

The members of the Security Council express their grave concern 
over the continuing deterioration of the situation in Namibia resulting 
from the increasing repression of the Namibian people by South Af­
rican occupation forces throughout the Territory, including the so­
called operational zone in northern Namibia, which has led to the loss 
of iMocent lives, particularly in the last few weeks. 

They condemn all acts of repression of, and brutalities against, the 
Namibian people, the violation of their human rights and the disregard 
for their inalienable rights to self-determination and genuine inde• 
pendence. They further condemn South Africa's attempts to under­
mine the national unity and territorial integrity of Namibia. 

They condemn particularly the arrest of five leaders of the South 
West Africa People's Organization and the repressive measures 
against student and labour organizations since 18 and 19 August 1987. 
They demand the immediate release of the detainees. 

They call upon South Africa to put an immediate end to the repres• 
sion of the Namibian people and to all illegal acts against neighbour­
ing States. 
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They recall previous resolutions in which the Council affirmed the 
primary and direct responsibility of the United Nations over Namibia. 

They call once again upon South Africa to comply fully with Secu• 
rity Council resolutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978) and to put an end 
to its illegal occupation and administration of Namibia. 

Decision of 30 October 1987 (2759th meeting): resolu­
tion 60 I ( 1987) 

By a letter6' dated 23 October 1987 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Mada­
gascar, in his capacity as current Chairman of the Group of 
~frican States, requested the convening of an urgent meet­
mg of the Council to consider the situation in Namibia. 

On 27 October 1987, the Secretary-General submitted a 
further report69 with which he provided the Council an 
account of developments since his previous report52 of 31 
March 1987 concerning the implementation of Council 
resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 (I 978). In the present re­
port, the Secretary-General said that, following consulta­
tions and in-depth discussions he had held with the con­
cerned parties in New York and at Addis Ababa during the 
summit meeting of OAU in July 1987, his Special Repre­
sentative for Namibia had visited South Africa and the 
front-line States for further consultations; and that he had 
been assured that the Republic of South Africa would not 
accept constitutional steps by the "interim government", 
which might impair South Africa's international interests 
and obligations. The Secretary-General regretted that suc­
cessive attempts to finalize arrangements for the emplace­
ment of the United Nations Transition Assistance Group 
(UNTAG) in Namibia, in order to commence the imple­
mentation of the settlement plan, which had been blocked 
in recent years by South Africa's insistence on the linkage 
precondition, a question that had been rejected by the Se­
curity Council. He concluded, however, that he remained 
convinced that concerted action by the international com­
munity was needed to achieve the implementation of the 
United Nations plan and to pennit the people of Namibia 
to enjoy the freedom and independence that was their right. 

By a letter10 dated 27 October 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of Zimbabwe, 
in his capacity as Chairman of the Coordinating Bureau of 
the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, requested the 
convening of an urgent meeting of the Council to consider 
the question of Namibia. 

At the 2755th meeting, on 28 October 1987, the Council 
included in its agenda the letters dated 23 and 27 October 
1987_ from Ma~agascar and Zimbabwe, respectively, and 
considered the item at the 2755th to 2759th meetings, be­
tween 28 and 30 October 1987. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited the 
representatives of Algeria, Angola, Bangladesh, Botswana 
Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Cuba, Cyprus, Egypt: 
Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, Guyana, India, 
Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Madagascar, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Panama, Peru, Senegal, South Africa, Tunisia, Turkey, the 
Ukrainian SSR, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yugo­
slavia and Zimbabwe, at their request, to participate, with­
out vote, in the discussion of the item. 71 
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The Council also extended invitations as requested, un­
der rule 3 9 of the provisional rules of procedure, to a dele­
gation of the United Nations Council for Namibia led by 
the President of that body, to Mr. Theo-Ben Gurirab of the 
South West Africa People's Organization, to the Chairman 
of the Special Committee on the Situation with regard to 
the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of 
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, to Mr. 
Solly Simelane of the African National Congress of South 
Africa, and to the Acting Chairman of the Special Com­
mittee against Apartheid.72 

At the 2755th meeting, on 28 October 1987, the repre­
sentative of Madagascar, speaking in his capacity as Chair­
man of the Group of African States for the month of Oc­
tober, said that the African States deeply regretted the fact 
that the Security Council had been unable to compel South 
Africa to implement United Nations resolutions on Na­
mibia; but that, despite the disappointment and because of 
the real threat that South Africa posed to regional and in­
ternational peace and security, the African Heads of State 
or Government had pledged themselves to step up diplo­
matic efforts to break the impasse constituted by the policy 
of linking Namibia's attainment of independence to the 
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. He then quoted 
paragraph 16 of the final communique73 of 2 October I 987 
by the Ministerial meeting, held in New York, of the 
United Nations Council for Namibia, which stated: 

The Ministers urgently requested the Security Council to set an 
early date for the commencement of the implementation of resolution 
435 (1978), no later than 31 December 1987, bearing in mind that all 
the necessary conditions had already been fulfilled, and to commit 
itself to applying the relevant provisions of the Charter, including 
comprehensive and mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII, in the 
event that South Africa continued to defy the Security Council in that 
regard. In that connection, they urged the Security Council to under­
take forthwith consultations for the position and emplacement of the 
United Nations Transition Assistance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia. 

He concluded by emphasizing that the attainment ofself­
detennination in a united Namibia was vital to Africa; and 
by expressing the hope that the Council would affirm its 
authority to force South Africa to withdraw from Namibia, 
to abandon its policy of apartheid and to put an end to its 
acts of aggression and destabilization against the inde­
pendent States of the region. 74 

At the same meeting, the President of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia said that, throughout the 21 years of 
its existence, the Council for Namibia had striven vigor­
ously towards the fulfilment of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peo­
ples65 so that the people of Namibia could exercise their 
inalienable right to self-determination and independence. 
He appealed to the United States to abandon the linkage 
policy; and said that the time was long overdue for the Se­
curity Council to begin the implementation of the United 
Nations plan for Namibia. He further emphasized that the 
outcome of the present series of meetings should be a firm 
agreement mandating the Secretary-General to proceed 
with the arrangements for a ceasefire between the parties 
to the conflict as well as the emplacement of UNT AG, to 
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ensure free and fair elections under the supervision and 
control of the United Nations. 75 

At the same meeting, Mr. Gurirab of the South West Africa 
People's Organization said that the Secretary-General's re­
confinnation55 that agreement had been reached between 
South Africa and SW APO on the system of proportional 
representation for the elections envisaged in resolution 435 
( 1978) had opened the way for the Security Council to fix 
a date for the ceasefire. He reaffinned SW APO' s readiness 
to sign an immediate ceasefire, and reiterated that, if the 
obstruction of the will of the majority in the Security 
Council continued to prevail, the General Assembly 
should assume full responsibility for the decolonization of 
Namibia, in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations. 76 

At the 2757th meeting, on 29 October 1987, the repre­
sentative of South Africa said that the Council was meeting 
to consider the situation in South West Africa/Namibia 
against the background of a serious deterioration in condi­
tions in Angola, which continued to be used as a spring­
board for terrorism by elements of SW APO against the 
population of Namibia. He reaffinned, as had been stated 
in the Secretary-General's further report, 55 that South Af­
rica remained committed to resolution 435 (I 978) and to 
an internationally recognized independence in Namibia, 
and said that it was because of his Government's endeav­
ours to find a peaceful solution to the problems of southern 
Africa in general, and Namibia in particular, that it had 
repeatedly called for the withdrawal from Angola of the 
more than 40,000 Cubans. He urged the Secretary-General 
to direct his concern to the plight of the people of Angola 
and called upon the Security Council to concern itself with 
the political, social and economic crisis in that country, 
which had attracted the attention of the super-Powers, por­
tending tragic consequences for the Angolan people and 
threatening regional security and stability. He further said 
that, while his Government's role was protective in nature, 
the need for South African forces to operate against 
SWAPO would end as soon as SWAPO ceased its acts of 
terrorism and cross-border raids against Namibia and that 
that was the context in which his Government viewed the 
consideration that was being given to authorize the Secre­
tary-General to arrange a ceasefire between the parties to 
the conflict. 72 

At the 2759th meeting, on 30 October 1987, the repre­
sentative of the United Arab Emirates stated that the ques­
tion of Namibia posed two interrelated issues that con­
fronted the international community: (a) the independence 
of the Namibian people; and (b) the struggle against apart­
heid. 

He said that neither of those goals could be achieved un­
less the South African regime was forced to submit to in­
ternational will; and that it was the international commu­
nity's duty to ensure that its will was not flouted. He 
further said that, as was clear from the Articles of Chapter 
Vil, the Charter of the United Nations had given that re­
sponsibility to the Security Council; and that it was in the 
interest of all to safeguard international peace and security, 
since the underlying philosophy of Chapter VII was that 
regional problems were no longer confined to a region and 
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that, unlike previous times, they affected the international 
community as a whole. He stated that Chapter VII should, 
therefore, be applied to serve both as a lesson to those Gov­
ernments that flouted the resolutions of the Organization 
and as a deterrent to other States which might find it ex­
pedient and feasible to defy international will. He then re­
ferred to the draft resolution before the Council as a prac­
tical text, and said that it was based on the two reports 71 of 
the Secretary-General to the Council. 79 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States of America said that his Government was currently 
actively involved in negotiations to achieve the inde­
pendence of Namibia and that great progress had been 
made in clarifying the procedural technicalities of imple­
menting resolution 435 (1978); that election timetables had 
been established while political freedoms for all Namib­
ians were guaranteed; that a constitutional and security 
framework for a future independent Government had been 
outlined; and that United Nations supervision to ensure an 
orderly transition had been agreed upon. He stated that the 
international preconditions for an agreement, however, re­
mained to be achieved and that, without a settlement that 
addressed the security concerns of both Angola and South 
Africa, the implementation of resolution 435 (1978) would 
not be achieved. He stressed that previous resolutions of 
the Security Council ignored the fact that the parties to the 
conflict in Namibia had recognized the hard political reali­
ties of the region and the possibility of further prolonged 
stalemate, and that they were therefore willing to work to­
wards the implementation of resolution 435 (l 978) in the 
context of the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola 
and of South African troops from Namibia. He declared 
that it was in the context of its negotiations with the Gov­
ernments of Angola and South Africa, aimed at securing 
the withdrawal of foreign troops from the region so that 
resolution 435 (I 978) could be implemented, that the 
United States viewed the draft resolution before the Coun­
cil; and that his Government, while it shared the goals and 
concerns expressed in the text, would abstain in the vote 
because it was unrealistic and inappropriate for the Coun­
cil to ask the Secretary-General to proceed to the final 
procedural steps prior to the establishment of an agreed 
political settlement. •0 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution (S/19242) sub­
mitted by Argentina, Congo, Ghana, the United Arab 
Emirates and Zambia was voted upon and adopted by 14 
votes to none, with I abstention, as resolution 60 I 
(1987).11 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the reports of the Secretary-General of 31 
March and 27 October 1987, 

Having heard the statement by the President of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia, 

Having also considered the statement by Mr. Theo-Ben Gurirab, 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs of the South West Africa People's 
Organization, 

78see notes 52 and 69. 
'79s!PV.2759, pp. 11-13. 
8°Ibid., pp. 39-42. 
81For the vote on the draft resolution (S/19242), see ibid., pp. 78 

and 79. For voting requirements under Article 27, see chap. IV of 
the present Supplement. 
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Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14 Decem­
ber 1960 and 2145 (XXI) of 27 October 1966 as well as resolution 
S-14/1 of 20 September 1986, 

Recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 269 (1969), 276 (1970), 
301 (1971), 385 (1976), 431 (1978), 432 (1978), 435 (1978), 439 
(1978), 532 (1983), 539 (1983) and 566 (1985), 

I. Strongly condemns racist South Africa for its continued illegal 
occupation of Namibia and its stubborn refusal to comply with the 
resolutions and decisions of the Security Council, in particular reso­
lutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978); 

2. Reaffirms the legal and direct responsibility of the United 
Nations over Namibia; 

3. Affirms that all outstanding issues relevant to the implementa­
tion of its resolution 435 (1978) have now been resolved as stated in 
the Secretary-General's reports of 31 March and 27 October 1987; 

4. Welcomes the expressed readiness of the South West Africa 
People's Organization to sign and observe a ceasefire agreement with 
South Africa, in order to pave the way for the implementation of reso­
lution 435 ( 1978); 

5. Decides to authorize the Secretary-General to proceed to ar­
range a ceasefire between South Africa and the South West Africa 
People's Organization in order to undertake the administrative and 
other practical steps necessary for the emplacement of the United 
Nations Transition Assistance Group; 

6. Urges States Members of the United Nations to render all the 
necessary practical assistance to the Secretary-General and his staff 
in the implementation of the present resolution; 

7. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Coun­
cil on the progress in the implementation of the present resolution and 
to submit his report as soon as possible; 

8. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

By a note verbale12 dated 10 August 1988 addressed to 
the Secretary-General, the Permanent Mission of the 
United States transmitted the text of the joint statement 
issued on 8 August 1988 by the Governments of Angola, 
Cuba, South Africa and the United States of America. It 
was declared, in the joint statement, that Angola, Cuba, 
and South Africa had agreed on a sequence of steps nec­
essary to prepare the way for the independence of Namibia 
in accordance with Council resolution 435 (1978) and to 
recommend to the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
the date of 1 November 1988 for the commencement of the 
implementation of that resolution. It was further stated that 
the parties had approved a comprehensive series of practi­
cal steps, including the staged and total withdrawal of Cu­
ban troops from Angola, that would enhance mutual con­
fidence, reduce the risk of military confrontation and 
create the conditions in the region necessary to conclude 
the negotiations; and that a de facto cessation of hostilities 
was already in effect. 

By a letter'3 dated 17 August 1988 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representatives of Tunisia and 
Zambia transmitted the text of a letter dated 12 August 
1988 from the President of the South West Africa Peo­
ple's Organization addressed to the Secretary-General ex­
pressing SWAPO's compliance with the cessation of all 
hostile acts and its readiness to sign a ceasefire agreement 
with South Africa. 

Decision of29 September 1988 (2827th meeting): Presi­
dent's statement. 

By a letter'4 dated 27 September 1988 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
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Zambia requested the convening of a Council meeting to 
consider the situation in Namibia. 

At the 2827th meeting, on 29 September 1988, the Coun­
cil included in its agenda the letter dated 27 September 
from Zambia, and considered the item at the same meeting. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, as a result of con­
sultations held among members of the Council, the Presi­
dent made a statement15 on behalf of the members of the 
Council. The statement reads as follows: 

Ten years ago, on 29 September 197 8, the Security Council adopted 
resolution 435 ( 1978) in order to ensure an early independence of 
Namibia through free elections under the supervision and control of 
the United Nations. 

The members of the Council express grave concern that such a long 
time after the adoption of resolution 435 ( 1978) the Namibian people 
have not yet attained their self-determination and independence. 

Reaffirming the pertinent resolutions of the Security Council and 
the legal responsibility of the United Nations with regard to Namibia, 
the members of the Council once again call upon South Africa to com­
ply at last with these resolutions and to cease its illegal occupation of 
Namibia. In this respect, they stress the Council's continuing commit• 
ment to discharge its particular responsibility for furthering the inter­
ests of the people of Namibia and their aspirations for peace, justice 
and independence through a full and definitive implementation of 
resolution 435 ( 1978). 

They support the resolute action led by the Secretary-General with 
a view to the implementation of resolution 435 ( 1978) and encourage 
him to continue his efforts to that end. 

The Council notes developments in recent weeks in efforts by a 
number of parties to find a peaceful solution to the conflict in south­
western Africa that are reflected in the joint statement of 8 August 
1988 by the Governments of Angola, Cuba, South Africa and the 
United States, which has been circulated as a Security Council docu­
ment. 

The Council also notes the expressed readiness of the South West 
Africa People's Organization to sign and observe a ceasefire agree­
ment with South Africa, as stated in documents S/20129 of 17 August 
1988, in order to pave the way for the implementation of resolution 
435 ( 1978), its early implementation is the common aspiration of the 
international community. The members of the Council urge the parties 
to display the necessary political will to translate the commitments 
they have made into reality in order to bring about a peaceful settle­
ment of the Namibian question and peace and stability in the region. 

In particular, they strongly urge South Africa to comply forthwith 
with the Security Council's resolutions and decisions, particularly 
resolution 435 ( 1978), and to cooperate with the Secretary-General in 
its immediate, full and definitive implementation. To this end, the 
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Council urges States Members of the United Nations to render all nec­
essary assistance to the Secretary-General and his staff in the admin­
istrative and other practical steps necessary for the emplacement of 
the United Nations Transition Assistance Group. 

By a note verbale86 dated 14 December 1988 addressed 
to the Secretary-General, the representative of the United 
States transmitted the text of the Protocol of Brazzaville 
reached with the mediation of the Government of the 
United States of America. The parties agreed, inter alia, to 
recommend to the Secretary-General that the date of I April 
1989 be established for the implementation of Security 
Council resolution 43 5 ( 1978). Angola and Cuba further 
undertook to have concluded by 22 December 1988, when 
they would meet in New York together with South Africa, 
an agreement with the Secretary-General on verification 
arrangements to be approved by the Security Council. 

By a note verbale87 dated 22 December 1988 addressed 
to the Secretary-General, the representative of the United 
States transmitted the text of the agreement signed by 
Angola, Cuba and South Africa on the same date at United 
Nations Headquarters. The parties agreed, inter alia, im­
mediately to request the Secretary-General to seek authori­
zation from the Security Council to commence implemen­
tation of resolution 435 (l 978) on I April I 989; and to 
cooperate with the Secretary-General to ensure the inde­
pendence of Namibia through free and fair elections and 
to abstain from any action that could prevent the execution 
of resolution 435 ( 1978). The parties further agreed, con­
sistent with their obligations under the Charter of the 
United Nations, to refrain from the threat or use of force 
and to respect the principle of non-interference in the in­
ternal affairs of the States of southwestern Africa. Further­
more, Angola and Cuba agreed to implement their bilateral 
agreement, signed on the date of the signature of the tri­
partite agreement, providing for the staged and total with­
drawal of Cuban troops from Angola and the arrange­
ments88 made with the Security Council for the on-site 
verification of the withdrawal. 

86s/20325, annex and appendix. 
87S/20346, annex. 
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1988 (2834th meeting): resolution 626 (1988), under the heading: 
"Letter dated 17 December 1988 from Angola to the United Na­
tions addressed to the Secretary-General"; "Letter dated I 7 De­
cember 1988 from Cuba to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General". 

6. LETTER DATED 6 MAY 1985 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF NICARAGUA TO THE 
UNITED NA TIO NS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

Decision of 10 May 1985 (2580th meeting): resolution 
562 (1985) 

By a letter1 dated 6 May 1985 addressed to the President 
of the Security Council, the representative of Nicaragua re­
quested that a meeting of the Security Council be urgently 
convened to consider the "extremely serious" situation in the 
Central American region. 

At its 2577th meeting, on 8 May l 985, the Council in­
cluded the letter by Nicaragua in its agenda. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, and in the course of its delibera-

1s117 t 56. 

tions, the representatives of Algeria, Brazil, Ecuador, 
Ethiopia, Mexico, Nicaragua, the United Republic of Tan­
zania and Yugoslavia were invited to participate in the dis­
cussions. At the 2578th meeting, the representatives of 
Bolivia, Colombia, Cuba, Cyprus, the Dominican Repub­
lic, Guatemala, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Mongolia, Po­
land and Zimbabwe; at the 2579th meeting, the repre­
sentatives of Argentina, the Gennan Democratic Republic, 
Guyana, the Lao People's Democratic Republic and Viet 
Nam. At the 2580th meeting, the representatives of Costa 
Rica, Honduras, Spain and the Syrian Arab Republic, were 
invited, at their request. to participate in the discussion. 
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At the 2577th meeting, the representative of Nicaragua 
gave a detailed account of the aggressive actions of the 
United States Government against his country preceding 
the latest imposition of a total embargo. He asserted that, 
~espite some public declarations the Reagan Administra­
t10n refused to accept the existence of an independent, 
democratic, non-aligned State in Central America and 
aimed at overthrowing the Nicaraguan Government on the 
pretext that it was exporting its revolution to various coun­
tries. That pretext was used to justify the creation and 
foundation of a huge mercenary force, the construction of 
a large pennanent military infrastructure on Honduran ter­
ritory, the presence of United States troops there, as well 
as the establishment of military manoeuvres on land, sea 
and air; this was followed by a systematic financial block­
ade, _the almost complete reduction of the sugar quota, the 
closing ~f the consulates, the mining of the ports and 
the blockmg of the efforts of the Contadora Group. Having 
been unable to prove the export of its revolution, the 
United States accused the Nicaraguan Government of be­
ing totalitarian and repressive, and had invested consider­
able amounts to finance the counter-revolution. The repre­
sentative of Nicaragua indicated that, when the United 
States Congress had refused to grant more funds, President 
Reagan had submitted a so-called peace plan for Nicara­
gua, authorizing the money intended for humanitarian aid 
to be used for military purposes unless the Government of 
Nicaragua committed itself to undertaking negotiations 
with the assassins of its people. That plan, which the 
speaker described as "a dictatorial interference in the af­
fairs" of his country, was rejected by Nicaragua as threat­
ening its sovereignty and reducing it to a neo-colonial 
status. Instead of taking the opportunity to resume bilateral 
negotiations and move from a policy of domination to one 
of mutual respect and cooperation, President Reagan had 
notified the Congress of his decision to impose a total trade 
embargo upon Nicaragua. A note verbale from the State De­
partment suspended the Treaty of Friendship, Trade and 
Navigation between the United States and Nicaragua for a 
period of one year, beginning on the date of the note. The 
latest measures of the Administration included the prohibi­
tion of all imports and exports between the two countries, 
except for the so-called democratic resistance; all the activi­
ties of air carriers and vessels, because, according to Presi­
dent Reagan, Nicaragua constituted an unusual and extraor­
din~ threat to the national security and foreign policy of the 
Umted States. The speaker denounced those actions as un­
real, out of proportion and violating the fundamental nonns 
of economic and political relations between States, the prin­
ciple of self-detennination of peoples, the principle of non­
interference in the internal affairs of States, and the principle 
of the peaceful settlement of disputes. He also indicated that 
the United States rejected the jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice, contrary to the obligations it had entered 
into, and violated the Charter of the Organization of Ameri­
can States (OAS), of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade (GA TT) and even the suspended Treaty, which, 
among other things, stipulated one year's written notice in 
case one party decided to tenninate it. He referred to nu­
merous General Assembly resolutions disregarded by the 
Government of the United States and announced that Nica­
ragua was prepared to take formal legal action under 
GA TT and in ICJ. He also considered that the Latin Ameri­
can Economic System (SELA) should intervene in the mat-
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ter and conveyed that his Government had called for it to 
convene a meeting at the ministerial level. 
. ~e empha_sized that the recent embargo had a clearly po­

ht1~al meanmg and was another premeditated step by the 
United States down the road of direct military intervention 
against Nicaragua; it represented a threat to the peace and 
stability of Central America, was a severe blow to the Con­
tadora process, and made the possibility for the continu­
ation of the bilateral talks more remote. The representative 
~tated once again the principles of Nicaragua's foreign pol­
icy. He recalled the vote in the Security Council of a draft 
resolution denouncing the mining of Nicaraguan ports a 
year ago, which had not been adopted owing to a negative 
v~te of the United States. He called for the Security Coun­
cil to mtervene and expressed the hope that it would sup­
port his country's efforts in the quest for peace in Central 
America and would reject the measures he had described, 
which infringed the rights to self-determination sover-
eignty and independence.2 ' 

The representaiive of the United States stated that the 
remarks of the Nicaraguan Ambassador deserved and 
would have a response and that his country preferred to 
respond at the next meeting.2 

At ~he 2578th meeting, on 9 May 1985, the repre­
sentative of India stated that the situation in the region had 
steadily deteriorated despite the efforts of the Contadora 
Group to find a political solution to the problems of Cen­
tral America. Security Council resolution 530 (1983) of 19 
May 1983, recalling all the relevant principles of the Char­
ter of ~he United Nations, as well as General Assembly 
resolution 38/10 of 11 November 1983 remained to be im­
plemented. He pointed out that the Coordinating Bureau of 
the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, which had been 
asked by the Seventh Conference of the Heads of State or 
Governme~t of Non-Aligned Countries to monitor closely 
the events m the Central American subregion, had met in 
urgent session to hear the statement by the Permanent Rep­
res~ntative of Nicaragua and had issued a communique, in 
which the Bureau strongly condemned the embargo, and 
other political, economic and military acts against Nicara­
gua; emphasized the need for a negotiated solution of the 
problems of the region; reiterated its full support for the 
efforts of the Contadora Group and called upon the United 
States Government to resume bilateral talks with the Gov­
ernment of Nicaragua. The representative of India further 
stated that his Government considered that the cause of the 
tensions in the region lay in the historical factors and that 
the disputes could only be resolved by peaceful means. Ex­
pressing the hope that the meeting of the Contadora Group 
and the five Central American countries in Panama City 
would come to a constructive conclusion, he urged the 
Council members to shape their actions accordingly. 3 

The representative of Peru stated that the trade embargo 
against Nicaragua affected principles enshrined in the 
Charter of the United Nations and the Charter of the Or­
ganization of American States and ignored the important 
progress achieved by the international community toward 
~armonizing inter-State relations. He cautioned against an 
improper assessment of the political priorities on the con­
tinent which would be an obvious error of perception of 
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the nature of Latin American problems. The conflict, he 
said, should not be attributed solely to East-West confron­
tation, but could be regarded as the result of an extraordi­
nary inter-American economic and social crisis, as well 
as the historical lack of understanding of imbalanced North­
South relations. He called upon the member States to re­
ject the economic measures recently taken, which his Gov­
ernment considered a serious mistake and expressed the hope 
that the United States and Nicaragua, abiding by United 
Nations principles and the tenets of the Contadora Act 
would reach a comprehensive and definitive solution.3 

The representative of the United States charged that 
Nicaragua was using the Security Council as a propaganda 
forum in order either to forestall the progress of the Con­
tadora process or to influence American domestic political 
debate on Central America. He insisted that the United 
States was not preparing to invade Nicaragua and ex­
pressed the hope that the peoples of Central America 
would produce popularly elected Governments even in the 
face of difficult economic, social and political obstacles. 
Noting the undemocratic nature of the Sandinista regime, 
he charged Nicaragua with intimidating, destabilizing and 
subverting its neighbours, and with effecting a military 
build-up disproportionate to the country's population, 
economy and legitimate defence needs. Regarding the ne­
gotiating efforts of the Contadora Group, he reaffinned the 
United States' support and hope for a peaceful regional so­
lution, but expressed scepticism about Nicaragua's com­
mitment to the letter and spirit of Contadora's 21 objec­
tives. With reference to the trade embargo, he maintained 
that customary international law did not oblige a State to 
trade with any other State, and cited to that effect articles 
of the Friendship, Commerce and Navigation Treaty and 
GA IT, containing appropriate provisions, as well as a 
number of precedents in international practice. He con­
demned Nicaragua for violating the Charter of the United 
Nations, the Charter of the Organization of American 
States and the Rio Treaty, as well as the 1949 General As­
sembly resolution and the 1970 General Assembly Decla­
ration on Principles of International Law.3 

The representative of Mexico expressed the grave con­
cern of his Government with the United States actions 
against Nicaragua that, in his interpretation, jeopardized 
international order, led to an escalation of regional ten­
sions and violated Chapter VII of the Charter of the 
United Nations, the Declaration of Principles of Interna­
tional Law, General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV) of 
24 October 1970 and the Charter of the Organization of 
American States. He recalled the decisions of the Latin 
American Economic System (SELA) that had affinned that 
the application of coercive measures undennined the 
peacemaking efforts of the Contadora Group. He called 
upon the Council to determine the measures that should be 
adopted to guarantee the sovereignty and territorial integ­
rity of Member States and to establish peace and security 
in the Central American region. He expressed the willing­
ness of Mexico to assist in resuming the Manzanilla talks 
and insisted on resolving regional differences in keeping 
with the provisions of Chapter VI of the Charter of the 
United Nations. 

The representative of China referred to Security Council 
resolution 530 (1983) and stated that a United States trade 
embargo against Nicaragua caused further deterioration in 
relations between the two countries and constituted a 
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violation of the purposes and principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations. He reiterated China's resolute support 
of the Contadora Group peace efforts and stressed the hope 
of his Government that the Central American question 
would be settled by the Central American countries free 
from any outside interference. 1 

The representative of Denmark described the crisis in 
Central America as closely related to the processes of 
change in centuries-old social inequality and economic 
under-development of the countries of the region that 
could not be overcome by attributing it to an East-West 
context and especially by anned force. He expressed his 
Government's support for the peace efforts of the Con­
tadora Group, as well as its satisfaction with the San Jose 
communique stating that "the imposition of economic 
sanctions-though not violating general international 
law-would in no way help in solving the problems and 
reducing the conflicts of the region". He acknowledged 
that the embargo put the Contadora process in serious jeop­
ardy, and appealed to the parties to refrain from any action 
that would further aggravate the situation.3 

The representative of the Soviet Union expressed full 
support for the statement of the representative of Nicara­
gua and its request for an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council. He also agreed with the Coordinating Bureau of 
the Movement of the Non-Aligned Countries who con­
demned the lawless action against Nicaragua. He stated 
that the situation in Central America was deteriorating 
owing to anti-Nicaraguan action on the part of the United 
States, such as the direct coordination of the Somozists and 
their allies' armed operations, the participation of an un­
precedented number of United States servicemen in the re­
gion, the use of armoured and tank technology in military 
manoeuvres, turning the territories of certain Central 
American States into a springboard for a devastating anti­
Nicaraguan war. He considered those actions as blocking 
any means to a political settlement in the region. He 
blamed the United States for breaking off the United 
States-Nicaraguan talks and thwarting the peace efforts of 
the Contadora Group, as well as for rejecting all construc­
tive proposals made by Nicaragua. With regard to the trade 
embargo and other discriminatory economic measures, he 
emphasized that they were imposed in spite of established 
international principles and of the bilateral and multilateral 
commitments entered into by the United States within the 
framework of the United Nations and other organizations. 
He pointed out the discrepancy in the United States atti­
tude towards economic sanctions against Nicaragua and 
against the apartheid regime in South Africa. He under­
lined that the Soviet Union considered that a solution to 
the problems of Central America could be found by seek­
ing a peaceful settlement through negotiations, expressed 
full support for the activities of the Contadora Group and 
the initiatives of the Government of Nicaragua, called 
upon them to observe the United Nations consensus deci­
sions, including Security Council resolution 530 (l 983) 
and General Assembly resolutions 38/10 and 39/4 of 26 
October 1987. He assumed that the Security Council 
would demand that the rights of Nicaragua be respected, 
including its right to detennine its own political, economic 
and social system; would condemn the intervention in the 
affairs of Central America and the illegal imposition of 
economic embargoes and would call for an immediate end 
to those actions.3 
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The representative of Australia pointed to the existence 
of unjust economic and social situations as the basic source 
of the region's problems, and urged that the East-West 
conflict be kept out of Central America. He called upon all 
countries to support the actions of the Contadora Group, 
believing that solutions could come only from the people 
of the region themselves and could not be imposed from 
the outside. In his opinion, the Security Council should 
support this process of negotiation by pointing to the prin­
ciples and practices which should guide all States in­
volved, which should fulfil in good faith their obligations 
under the Charter of the United Nations. He referred to 
Security Council resolution 530 (1983) underlining the 
right of Nicaragua to choose its own form of Government 
without interference. Concerning trade sanctions, he re­
called that the Australian Prime Minister and Foreign Min­
ister had made it clear that they did not consider the impo­
sition of an embargo to be an appropriate action in the 
circumstances, while not denying that the United States 
had a right to be concerned at the events so close to its 
own borders. 

He made a plea to all countries to refrain from violence, 
expressed the hope that all the parties would embrace the 
process of dialogue and negotiation, working together for 
political, economic and social reforms, as necessary steps 
towards the emergence of stable Governments, supported 
by democratic choice, for the improvement of human 
rights. He expressed Australia's hope that the debate in the 
Security Council would play some part in the achievement 
of those objectives.3 

The representative of France quoted Security Council 
resolution 530 ( I 983) and General Assembly resolutions 
38/10 and 39/4 as the basis for finding a lasting regional 
solution in Central America. He stressed that the undertak­
ing of the Contadora Group could not but be adversely af­
fected by coercive measures taken against Nicaragua and 
expressed regret that this event had taken place just after 
the Ten of Europe had sent a goodwill mission to Central 
America. He reaffirmed his country's commitment to the 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, to continu­
ation of the Contadora process, and to the bilateral nego­
tiations to produce urgently needed easing of tension. 3 

The representative of Cuba stated that the unjustified 
unilateral embargo imposed by the Washington Admini­
stration upon Nicaragua was a new step in the escalation 
of United States Government action against that country. 
He reminded the Council that the United States' allies had 
expressed disagreement with the embargo during their 
meeting in Bonn. He claimed that the embargo was a harsh 
blow to the efforts of the Contadora Group and should be 
rescinded by those who had imposed it, thus making a con­
tribution to easing tension in the area. He called upon the 
Security Council to act on the basis of the Charter of the 
United Nations by supporting the Contadora Group so that 
reason and dialogue might prevail. 3 

The representative of the United Republic of Tanzania, 
on behalf of the Non-Aligned Movement and of his coun­
try, pointed out that the very principles of the United Na­
tions, as embodied in the Charter, were at stake in the ad­
mittedly explosive situation in the area; the security of 
States was being undermined and a serious threat to inter­
national peace was posed. He emphasized that a lasting so­
lution to the problem with regard to Nicaragua and to the 
whole area depended entirely on the strict observance of 
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the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, espe­
cially in respect to Nicaragua as a non-aligned State. He 
referred to the endeavours of the Contadora Group to 
achieve a peaceful settlement of the dispute among the 
Central American countries, to oppose outside interfer­
ence, to develop a positive orientation. With regard to Gen­
eral Assembly resolution 38/10, unequivocally supporting 
the Contadora efforts, he noted that it had not been imple­
mented. The delegation of the United Republic of Tanza­
nia, guided by the common position of the Non-Aligned 
Movement, maintained that it was of vital importance to 
put an end to all interference and threats from outside, and 
urged "all those concerned to refrain from making Central 
America an arena for their rivalry and from displaying 
their military might or resorting to intimidation for that 
purpose". He pledged solidarity with the people and Gov­
ernment of Nicaragua and expressed the hope that the Se­
curity Council could "do no less than give encouragement 
and support to ongoing genuine efforts aimed at bringing 
about a long-lasting peace and a just solution to the prob­
lems of Central America". 3 

The representative of Poland emphasized that the crisis 
in Central America could in no way be attributed to East­
West rivalry, but rather was the result of the extension of 
different destabilizing factors, such as the lack of eco­
nomic development and grave social injustices and a pol­
icy of interference, as manifested by United States military 
activity in the region, pressure and economic coercion 
against Nicaragua. He condemned the imposition of "so­
called economic sanctions" that were not approved by the 
Security Council, but were wholly ideologically moti­
vated, unlawful and inconsistent with the provisions of the 
Charter, in particular, Articles 1 and 2. 

He proposed that any existing differences be resolved 
through dialogue and in the spirit of the Charter of the 
United Nations. He noted that the extension of political 
tension into the sphere of economic cooperation intro­
duced an element of uncertainty and instability, and made 
many States reluctant to commit themselves to broader 
economic cooperation, fearful of increasing exposure to 
political pressures. He called upon States to start the pro­
cess of confidence-building in international economic re­
lations, thus providing a favourable stimulus to political 
relations. Poland shared the conviction that the Contadora 
process was "the appropriate forum for dealing with the 
Central American situation"• and considered that the im­
mediate cessation of acts of intervention and economic co­
ercion was the main condition for the restoration of peace­
ful relations.3 

The representative of Algeria observed that a dangerous 
development of the situation in Central America, following 
an inexorable logic of confrontation, threatened to break 
out into a regional conflagration aggravated by the global 
context in which "tangible signs of renewed confidence 
could not yet be discerned". He drew attention to the Char­
ter of the United Nations, to Security Council resolution 
530 ( 1983) as well as to the efforts of four Latin American 
countries (Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela and Panama) to 
achieve the translation into reality of the goodwill created 
by the Contadora process in the five Central American 
countries, and reflected in the Act on Peace and Coopera-

4A/40/235. 
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tion in Central America. He condemned the trade embargo 
against Nicaragua, adopted by the United States in viola­
tion of international law, as seriously reducing the chances 
of a negotiated political settlement, the impact of the crisis 
being greater "because of the mobilization of all Nicara­
gua's national means to face the constant threat to its sov­
ereignty and independence". He considered that persisting 
in depicting the problem of Central America as an East­
West confrontation was "the continuation of a mistaken 
approach". 

He stated that Algeria supported the efforts of the Con­
tadora Group, "since they reaffirm the urgency of reabsor­
bing regional conflicts within their regional framework, at 
the precise moment of the welcomed resumption of dia­
logue between the super-Powers. Quite clearly, then, the 
work of the Contadora Group by its significance goes 
beyond the initial limits of an urgent recourse to an ad hoc 
initiative and reaches the level of symbolic efforts that 
basically revert to the choice laid down in the Charter of 
our Organization, which gives pride of place to recourse 
to dialogue and negotiation."3 

The representative of Brazil referred to the statement 
issued by the Brazilian Government5 and expressed deep 
concern against "transplanting into the region the problems 
that pertain to the East-West confrontation". His Govern­
ment deplored the use of unilateral economic measures in­
consistent with the Charter of the United Nations and with 
the Charter of the Organization of American States. Heap­
pealed to all the parties involved to abstain from any acts 
that endangered the prospects for understanding and to 
make a direct commitment to negotiation efforts. 3 

The representative of the United States of America, re­
sponding to the allegations that the trade embargo was a 
violation of the Charter of the United Nations, repeated 
that there was nothing in the Charter that prevented a State 
from exercising its right to terminate trade. He considered 
his country's actions to be consistent with the Charter of 
the Organization of American States, while Nicaragua, in 
his opinion, was conducting a campaign of subversion and 
aggression against its neighbours and violating the politi­
cal and human rights of its people. He said "the United 
States decision to cease trading with Nicaragua is intended 
primarily to prevent Nicaragua from deriving benefits 
from trade with the United States which would, directly or 
indirectly, support its illegal, aggressive and destabilizing 
course of action in the region".3 

The representative of Nicaragua pointed out that the 
United States delegation was trying to divert the attention 
of the Security Council from the central issue, acts of ag­
gression to which Nicaragua had been victim for many 
years, to arguments related to Nicaragua's internal affairs. 
He asked why the United States did not use the Security 
Council or the International Court of Justice if it was so 
sure that Nicaragua was violating the Charter of the United 
Nations and the Charter of the OAS, as well as committing 
aggression and constituting a threat to peace and security. 3 

The representative of the Soviet Union rejected the ac­
cusations of the Soviet Union's involvement in the region. 
He reminded the Council that the intervention of the United 
States in Latin America had begun long before the Soviet 
Union existed on the map of the world, that the United 
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States had committed 81 acts of intervention, including I 0 
against Nicaragua. 3 

At the 2579th meeting, on IO May 1985, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft 
resolution6 presented by Nicaragua which was later voted 
upon paragraph by paragraph. 

Among other things, the draft resolution stated that the 
Security Council, recalling relevant resolutions of the 
Council and the General Assembly, and seriously con­
cerned about the increased tensions in Central America, 
aggravated by the trade embargo which undennined the ef­
forts of the Contadora Group, regretted the recent trade em­
bargo as inconsistent with the principle of non-interference 
and as representing a danger to stability in the region. The 
draft resolution called for an immediate end to those meas­
ures and also called upon the interested States to refrain 
from any action or intention to destabilize or undennine 
other States or their institutions. 

The representative of Burkina Faso called upon the Se­
curity Council to denounce and combat the total United 
States embargo against Nicaragua thus protecting "man­
kind from this double standard of justice, which means 
that, depending upon whether one is powerful or weak, the 
court judges one to be right or wrong". He referred to Gen­
eral Assembly resolutions 38/10 and 39/4, and expressed 
the hope that the Security Council would manage to bring 
both parties to resume dialogue. 7 

The representative of Ethiopia claimed that the decision 
of the Security Council would "indicate whether the world 
was headed for the continued supremacy of the rule of law 
or a dark age of brute force wherein chaos reigns". He 
characterized the trade embargo as aiming at destabilizing 
and eventually overthrowing the popularly elected Gov­
ernment of Nicaragua, as well as being a violation of bi­
lateral agreements between the United States and Nicara­
gua; article 32 of the Charter of Economic Rights and 
Duties of States and principles of GA IT, particularly para­
graph 7 (iii) of the Ministerial Declaration adopted on 28 
November 1982 by the Contacting Parties. He also referred 
to General Assembly resolution 39/210 of 18 December 
1984, calling on all developed countries to refrain from 
any economic sanctions against developing countries; 
resolution 39/204 of 17 December 1984, calling upon all 
the Governments to contribute to the reconstruction and 
development of Nicaragua. He stated that his Government 
was convinced that the Contadora Process was the only 
"path that will lead to peace, security and development in 
Central America. "7 

The representative of Cyprus expressed the hope that the 
Security Council "which is primarily entrusted with the 
maintenance of international peace and security, will exert 
every effort to achieve, finally, an immediate end to the 
hostilities in the region and to the threats directed against 
the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of 
Nicaragua" .7 

The representative of the Ukrainian SSR supported 
Nicaragua's claim, called upon the Security Council to 
"take steps that will lead to the cessation of these acts of 
aggression and subversion against" Nicaragua.7 

6stl 7 l 72. After it was voted upon paragraph by paragraph, the 
revised draft was adopted as resolution 562 ( 1985) at the 2580th 
meeting, on 10 May 1985. 
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The representative of Madagascar supported Nicara­
gua's condemnations, the non-aligned countries' commu­
nique of7 May 1985, and Nicaragua's draft resolution. 7 

The representative of Bolivia said that his country 
trusted that the differences existing between the two par­
ties would be solved by means of direct dialogue avoiding 
actions that might lead to a greater division between the 
members of the inter-American system. He referred to the 
Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning 
Friendly Relations and Cooperation among States in ac­
cordance with the Charter of the United Nations, contained 
in General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV); the Declara­
tion on the Inadmissibility oflntervention and Interference 
in the Internal Affairs of States, contained in General As­
sembly resolution 36/103 of 9 December 1981; the Manila 
Declaration on the Peaceful Settlement of International 
Disputes, approved in General Assembly resolutions 3 7 /10 
of 1 S November 1982 and 39/79 of 13 December 1984.7 

The representative of Mongolia supported the position 
of the Government of Nicaragua, totally rejected any pol­
icy of diktat directed against sovereign, independent 
States. He called upon the Security Council to do every­
thing possible to find a peaceful solution to the problems 
of Central America. He quoted the Declaration of his Gov­
ernment on this matter of 22 April 1985. 8 

The representative of Trinidad and Tobago expressed 
regret at the recent actions of the United States which had 
increased tensions and aggravated the existing critical situ­
ation in the area. He shared the view that the problems of 
the countries in the region were rooted in their social and 
economic conditions and should not be drawn into the 
wider East-West context. He fully supported the effort of 
the Contadora Group to achieve a negotiated settlement of 
the conflict.9 

The representative of Colombia underlined his country's 
support of the efforts of the Contadora Group "to resolve 
the problem of common concern to the countries of Amer­
ica and of fundamental interest to the civilization of the 
West".9 

The representative of Zimbabwe was perturbed "at the 
contemptuous rejection by the super-Power (United States) 
concerned of repeated proposals of peaceful settlement of 
the crisis in Central America that had emanated not only 
from Managua but also from the Contadora Group and 
from various capitals in Central America and the rest of 
Latin America. He assured the Council that his country 
would do its best to encourage a peaceful resolution of the 
conflict.9 

The representative of Yugoslavia attributed the conflict 
to "the attempts to preserve the obsolete relationship of 
domination" on the part of the United States. He stated that 
"economic coercive measures are not only unacceptable 
from the point of view of international relations as such; 
they are, in the present international economic crisis and 
in times when developing countries are languishing under 
the debt burden, an additional, strong element of insecurity 
and disorder affecting international economic relations at 
large". He called upon the parties to seek a solution of the 
problems by negotiation.9 

gA/40/269; S/PV .2.579. 
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The representative of the Lao People's Democratic Re­
public said that his delegation believed that the Council, 
which under the Charter bears the primary responsibility 
for preserving international peace and security, should take 
the necessary steps to put an end to the aggression of which 
Nicaragua was victim and contribute to the search for a 
mutually acceptable negotiated political solution on the 
basis of mutual respect and respect for the Nicaraguan peo­
ple's right to self-determination. The Lao Government and 
people wished to reaffirm their unswerving support for the 
just cause of the Government and the heroic people of 
Nicaragua. 9 

The representative of Ecuador reaffirmed his Govern­
ment's constant support for the action of the countries of 
the Contadora Group as one possible mechanism that 
should intensify its efforts to find a way to put an end to 
the problems affecting the Central American region. A 
united position by its five countries and acts of dialogue 
and negotiation was both desirable and necessary for that 
to be achieved. It was also desirable to try to avoid at all 
costs the transfer of East-West tensions to the new world. 
He expressed the hope that this action would lead to a 
peaceful settlement of disputes, which was the primary 
goal of the lofty functions of the Security Council. 9 

The representative of the Dominican Republic read a 
communique issued by his Foreign Minister, in which the 
Government reiterated its devotion to peace and its abiding 
view that only a negotiated peace, in keeping with the 
means and principles of international law, particularly 
those enshrined in the inter-American system and the 
Charter of the United Nations could guarantee a genuine 
and effective solution to the conflict; that the peace efforts 
of the Contadora Group were the best way to achieve both 
peace and social justice and the strengthening of democratic 
institutions sought by the peoples of Central America.9 

The representative of Guyana declared that such dis­
putes must be settled by exclusively peaceful means, with 
full respect for the right of the people of Nicaragua to 
choose their own forms of political, economic and social 
organization and for their right to live in peace, free from 
outside interference, pressure or coercion; a right that was 
reaffirmed by the Council in its resolution 530 ( 1983 ). He 
also stated that the problems of Central America were not 
susceptible to military solutions, nor could solutions be im­
posed from outside. He hoped that the Security Council 
would make an effective and worthy response to the seri­
ous situation which Nicaragua had brought to its attention.9 

The representative of Guatemala said that political plu­
ralism must be guaranteed and fundamental human rights 
must be respected. He reaffirmed his unconditional support 
for the peace efforts of the Contadora Group and called for 
the Security Council to try to create a more favourable ne­
gotiating climate, enabling progress to be made in the dif­
ficult and delicate negotiations in the Contadora Group. 9 

The representative of the German Democratic Republic 
said that his Government rejected the machinations of at­
tempts at blackmail of Nicaragua by means of economic 
blockade, and called for an immediate end to those meas­
ures, in the interests of the international climate and the 
free development of international trade. It condemned any 
form of armed aggression and the exertion of political 
pressure against Nicaragua, as well as threats against Cuba 
and the growing attacks on other Central American coun­
tries. He supported the demand of the non-aligned coun-
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tries for a peaceful solution to the problem of the region 
in its communique of 7 May 1985 .9 

The representative of Argentina noted that the contribu­
tion the Security Council could make to regional efforts 
was of fundamental importance. He reiterated that the only 
genuine alternatives for achieving peace were political ne­
gotiations initiated by the Contadora Group and the re­
sumption of the dialogue begun at the Manzanillo meet­
ings. He hoped that it would be possible to prevent the 
Central American conflict from becoming part of a much 
broader confrontation and that the region would not have 
to bear the consequences of East-West confrontation. He 
called for the parties to respect the principles of inter­
American Law and (the principle) of non-intervention and 
self-determination of the Charter of the United Nations. He 
denounced economic sanctions as impeding a speedy so­
lution of the conflict and polarizing positions.9 

The representative of Viet Nam stated that the trade em­
bargo was in violation of the Charter, International Law 
and the bilateral treaty. He supported the communique of 
the Co-ordinating Bureau of the Non-Aligned Countries. 
He urged the Security Council to take effective measures 
to compel the United States to put an end to its dangerous 
and hostile acts. He supported the draft resolution which 
called for the resumption of bilateral talks in Manzanillo. 10 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic consid­
ered the blockade a violation of Security Council resolu­
tion 530 (1983), General Assembly resolutions 38/10 and 
39/4 and of the Charter of the United Nations. He called 
upon the Security Council to shoulder its responsibilities 
under the terms of the Charter. 

The representative of Honduras, appraising the balance 
sheet of the Contadora Group negotiating process Decla­
ration of 17 May 1985 11 as positive, emphasized that his 
Government was studying the trade embargo from the 
point of view of its implications for the regional economic 
relations. He informed that the subject would be dealt with 
at a meeting of the Central American Monetary Council 
(to be convened on 17 May 1985 in San Jose, Costa Rica); 
at the joint meeting of the Ministers of trade and the Presi­
dents of the Central Banks of the Central American States. 
Regarding the draft resolution, he pointed out that its para­
graph 1 was in contradiction with "the broad objective of 
its request for the convening of the Council". He argued 
against Nicaragua's role as a spokesman in any objective 
evaluation of the situation in Central America, for which 
it was to a very large extent responsible. He gave examples 
of some conflict situations as being in contradiction with 
the Charter of the Organization of American States, the 
Charter of the United Nations and the objectives of the 
Contadora process. 12 He expressed regret that any Central 
American country would experience disruption of its tra­
ditional foreign trade relations, the victim of which was 
the entire Central American population. At the same time, 
he emphasized that any resolution adopted by the Council 
"would have no value as a precedent in support of a coun­
try of the region that publicly refused to admit its own re­
sponsibility for the crisis". 12 He stated that the Nicaraguan 
Government disregarded the substance of resolutions, 
principles and norms of the inter-American system and of 

10ibid., pp. 67-75. 
11S/17174. 
12stPV .2580, p. 86. 
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the United Nations by creating wrenching divisions within 
its own population, "massive flows of refugees to neigh­
bouring countries, support for subversive movements 
against those countries, terrorism, the flight of Central 
American capital, the significant decline of foreign invest­
ment, deterioration of inter-regional trade and diversion of 
resources" from development to the arms build-up. He re­
ferred to the Declaration of San Salvador, calling for ac­
tions to be taken within the established legal order aimed 
at achieving national reconciliation in all countries where 
profound divisions in society had arisen. He commented 
on the joint military exercises with the United States, and 
denied the existence of foreign military and security advis­
ers and arms. He urged the Nicaraguan Government to at­
tend the upcoming Contadora meeting and reiterated Hon­
duras' support for the identity of Central America, for the 
removal of expansionist ambitions, of the arms race, of the 
foreign presence, and for commitment to the Contadora 
Act. 13 

The representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran ana­
lysed the attitude of the United States to the neighbouring 
countries said to be in its own backyard and based on over­
emphasizing the danger of the spread of communism; sup­
ported the people and the Government of Nicaragua; de­
plored intervention in its internal affairs, as well as any 
kind of intimidation and called upon the Security Council 
to exert every effort to terminate acts of hostility against 
Nicaragua. 14 

The representative of Spain expressed concern over 
economic sanctions, and advocated the course of regional 
negotiations within the Contadora process. 15 

The representative of Costa Rica read a statement of his 
Government, which expressed concern over the increasing 
number of elements forming part of the East-West con­
frontation which were having a particularly exacerbating 
effect on the regional crisis; recognized that one of the ob­
jectives of the embargo was to bring pressure on the Nica­
raguan Government to promote internal dialogue and na­
tional reconciliation in Nicaragua and El Salvador and to 
move towards the establishment of democratic institutions. 
Having studied the situation, the Government of Costa 
Rica concluded that it was legally impossible for it to par­
ticipate in the economic measures, or to adopt measures of 
similar nature, as it could constitute a breach not only of 
its obligations as a member of the Central American Com­
mon Market but also bilateral treaties with Nicaragua and, 
moreover, could create obstacles to the objectives of the 
Contadora process. 16 

The President, speaking in his capacity as representative 
of Thailand, expressed grave concern over the issue of the 
economic embargo which had worsened the relationship 
between the United States and Nicaragua, with both of 
whom Thailand enjoyed diplomatic relations. He stated 
that his concern stemmed from the consequent repercus­
sions of the economic sanctions, which could have adverse 
effects on the ongoing Contadora process. He noted that, 
in the instances where the more powerful nations exercised 
power against the less powerful, the sympathy of his coun­
try lay with the less powerful countries. Concerning the 

13!bid., pp. 78-96. 
14Ibid., pp. 96-106. 
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draft resolutions, he indicated that, while noting its mod­
erate tone and regretting the trade embargo, his country did 
not go as far as the wording of operative paragraph 1 and 
would abstain in the voting. 17 

The representative of India requested, under the rule 38 
of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Coun­
cil, that the draft resolution6 be put to a vote. 18 

The representative of the United States said that his dele­
gation believed that it was always important to search for 
and to record areas of agreement; that a general principle 
of its foreign policy was to seek the peaceful resolution of 
disputes through dialogue and negotiations and re­
quested a paragraph-by-paragraph vote on the draft reso­
lution before the Council 19 in order to demonstrate the ex­
istence of broad areas of agreement between the position 
of his Government and that of Nicaragua. 

The President then put the draft resolution to the vote, 
paragraph by paragraph; the first, second, third, fourth, 
fifth and seventh paragraphs of the preamble were adopted 
unanimously; the sixth paragraph was adopted by 14 votes 
to none, with 1 abstention; the eighth paragraph received 
13 votes to l, with l abstention; operative paragraph l re­
ceived 11 votes to l, with 3 abstentions, and was not 
adopted, owing to the negative vote of a permanent mem­
ber; paragraph 2 received 13 votes to l, with l abstention, 
and was not adopted, owing to the negative vote of a per­
manent member; paragraph 3 was adopted by 14 votes to 
none, with 1 abstention; paragraphs 4, 5, 7 and 8 were 
adopted unanimously; paragraph 6 was adopted by 13 
votes to none, with 2 abstentions. Thus the draft resolution 
as a whole, as amended, was adopted unanimously as reso­
lution 562 (I 985). 20 It reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having heard the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
Nicaragua to the United Nations, 

Having also heard the statements of representatives of various 
States Members of the United Nations in the course of the debate, 

Recalling resolution 530 ( 1983) which reaffirms the right of Nica­
ragua and of all the other countries of the area to live in peace and 
security, free from outside interference, 

Recalling also General Assembly resolution 38/10, which reaffirms 
the inalienable right of all the peoples to decide on their own form of 
government and to choose their own economic, political and social 
system free from all foreign intervention, coercion, or limitation. 

Recalling also General Assembly resolution 39/4, which encour­
ages the efforts of the Contadora Group and appeals urgently to all 
interested States in and outside the region to cooperate fully with the 
Group through a frank and constructive dialogue, so as to achieve so­
lutions to the differences between them, 

17Ibid., pp. 113-116. 
18s/PV.2580, p. 116. 
19Ibid., p. 117. 
2°For the vote, see S/PV .2580 and chap. IV of the present Sup­

plement. 
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Recalling General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), in the annex 
to which the Assembly proclaims the principle that no State may use 
or encourage the use of economic, political or any other type of meas­
ures to coerce another State in order to obtain from it the subordina­
tion of the exercise of its sovereign rights and to secure from it ad­
vantages of any kind, 

Reaffirming the principle that all Members shall fulfil in good faith 
the obligations assumed by them in accordance with the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

I. Reaffirms the sovereignty and inalienable right of Nicaragua 
and other States freely to decide on their own political, economic and 
social systems, to develop their international relations according to 
their people's interests free from outside interference, subversion, 
direct or indirect coercion or threats of any kind; 

2. Reaffirms once again its firm support to the Contadora Group 
and urges it to intensify its efforts; it also expresses its conviction that 
only with genuine political support from all interested States will those 
peace efforts prosper; 

3. Calls upon all States to refrain from carrying out, supporting or 
promoting political, economic or military actions of any kind against 
any State in the region which might impede the peace objectives of 
the Contadora Group; 

4. Calls upon the Governments of the United States of America 
and Nicaragua to resume the dialogue they had been holding in Man­
zanillo, Mexico, with a view to reaching accords favourable for nor• 
malizing their relations and regional detente; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council 
apprised of the development of the situation and the implementation 
of the present resolution; 

6. Decides to remain seized of this matter. 

Following the vote, the representative of the United 
Kingdom explained that his delegation abstained on what 
were originally the sixth preambular paragraph and opera­
tive paragraph 3 (paragraph l of the adopted resolution) 
because they referred to the inalienable right freely to 
decide on political, economic and social systems, which, 
he insisted, belonged to peoples, not to States. He quoted 
the Charter of the United Nations, the Declaration on Prin­
ciples of International Law concerning Friendly Relations 
and Cooperation among States and stressed that his coun­
try deplored the distortion of this principle in operative 
paragraph l of the resolution as adopted.21 

The representative of Nicaragua expressed profound sat­
isfaction with the debate and the adoption of the resolu­
tion; appealed to the United States to comply with its 
terms. He denounced the use of the veto three times in one 
draft resolution by the United States, as well as its absten­
tion on a paragraph that asked for the resumption of the 
dialogue between the two States.22 

The Council thus concluded that stage of its considera­
tion of the item on the agenda. 

21stPV.2580, pp. 129-130. 
22Jbid., pp. 131-141. 
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7. THE SITUATION IN CYPRUS 

Decision of 14 June 1985 (2591st meeting): resolution 
565 (1985) 

Before the mandate of the United Nations Peacekeeping 
Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) was due to expire, on 31 May 
1985, the Secretary-General submitted to the Council a re­
port1 on the United Nations operation in Cyprus for the pe­
riod from 13 December 1984 to 31 May 1985. The Secretary­
General recommended that the Council extend the mandate 
of the Force for a further period of six months2 but ex­
pressed concern over the worsening financial situation of 
the Force and reiterated his earlier appeals to all Member 
States to make voluntary contributions to UNFICYP. 

Reporting on his mission of good offices,3 the Secretary­
General noted that while the joint high-level meeting held 
at United Nations Headquarters from 17 to 20 January 
1985 had failed to produce an agreement,4 the positions on 
substance of the two sides had appeared closer than ever 
before. Having appealed to both sides to avoid any action 
which might interfere with the achievement of a final set­
tlement, the Secretary-General had refined the draft agree­
ment and had pursued his contacts with the parties. 

In April, Mr. Denktash had informed the Secretary­
General that the Turkish Cypriot side could not engage in 
substantive discussions until after the referendum and elec­
tions which the Turkish Cypriot community would be 
holding in May and June 1985. In that connection, the rep­
resentative of Cyprus had addressed letterss to the Secretary­
General stating, among other things, that the referendum 
and elections were in violation of decisions of the Council. 
The Turkish Cypriot side had responded with a letter6 
maintaining that it had a right to engage in such a process 
which would not hinder prospects for a federal solution, to 
which it remained committed. In the same connection, the 
spokesman of the Secretary-General, on 6 May 1985, had 
stated that the Secretary-General could not condone any 
development or action at variance with the position of the 
United Nations, which recognized no Cypriot State other 
than the Republic of Cyprus. 

The Secretary-General observed that, since January, he 
had assumed that the Turkish Cypriot side continued to ac­
cept the documentation that had been prepared for the 
January meeting, and his efforts had been geared towards 
gaining the acceptance of the Greek Cypriot side. The out­
come of those efforts had been positive and he was now 
waiting for the response of the Turkish Cypriot side to de­
velopments since January. 

The Secretary-General appealed to both sides to refrain 
from making public statements which were at variance 

1S/17227. 
2The Secretary-General subsequently informed the Council that 

the Governments of Cyprus, Greece and the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland had concurred in the proposed 
extension, whereas the Government of Turkey and the Turkish 
Cypriot community had indicated that they could not accept the 
text of draft resolution S/17266 and would convey their views at 
the anticipated meeting of the Security Council (S/17227/Add.2). 

3S/I 7227/Add. I. 
4The Secretary-General had informed the Council of the out­

come of that meeting in an addendum to his report of 12 December 
1984, dated 2 February 198S (S/168S8/Add.l) 

5S/17170 and S/1724 I. 
6S/17198. 

with the positions they had taken in the context of his mis­
sion of good offices. He concluded that, provided both 
sides manifested the necessary good will and cooperation, 
an agreement could be reached without further delay and 
he intended, therefore, to intensify his diplomatic action in 
the coming weeks. He would welcome the support of all 
those who were interested in arriving at an agreement. 

The Council considered the Secretary-General's report 
under the agenda item "Situation in Cyprus" at its 2591 st 
meeting, on 14 June 1985. At the outset of the meeting, the 
President, with the consent of the Council, invited, at their 
request, the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey 
to participate in the discussion without the right to vote, in 
accordance with rule 37 of the provisional rules of proce­
dure of the Security Council. The President invited Mr. 
Ozer Koray to participate in the meeting under the terms 
of rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, as agreed 
by the members of the Council during consultations. 7 

The President put to the vote a draft resolution8 prepared 
in the course of the Council's consultations which the 
Council adopted unanimously as resolution 565 ( 1985). 
The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Tabng note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 31 May and 14 June and of 11 June 
198S, 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Secu­
rity Council should extend the stationing of the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus had agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June I 985, 

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 ( 1964) of 4 March 
1964 and other relevant resolutions, 

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United 
Nations Peacekeeping Force established under resolution 186 (1964) 
for a further period, ending on I 5 December 1985; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 
and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 30 November 198S; 

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

The first speaker following the vote was the representa­
tive of Cyprus, who thanked the Council for its decision to 
renew the mandate of UNFICYP and expressed his Gov­
ernment's appreciation and support for the efforts of the 
Secretary-General. He explained that the Greek Cypriot 
side had gone to the high-level meeting of January 1985 
expecting to negotiate on the document presented by the 
Secretary-General. The meeting had failed to produce pro­
gress because the Turkish Cypriot leader had insisted that 
the document should either be signed or not, without fur­
ther negotiation. 

The representative of Cyprus maintained that the elec­
tions and referendum held in northern Cyprus could not be 
upheld as internal democratic processes of the Turkish 
Cypriot community because they had taken place in an area 

7S/PV .2591, p. 2. 
8S/17266, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 

565( 1985). 
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under Turkish occupation; moreover, the results had been 
skewed by the votes of settlers brought in from Turkey. For 
the same reasons, it could not be argued that the elections 
and referendum represented the exercise by the Turkish 
Cypriots of the right to self-determination embodied in 
General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 
1960. In any case, the right to self-determination was meant 
to be exercised by a people as a whole, and not on the basis of 
factional, religious, communal or ethnic criteria. 

Turkey, he claimed, by not implementing the mandatory 
resolutions of the Council and by undermining the negoti­
ating process through faits accomplis, was continuing, un­
checked, to consolidate its occupation of Cyprus. Cyprus 
reserved the right to demand that the Council take effective 
measures under the Charter for the implementation of its 
resolutions. Cyprus would continue to cooperate fully with 
the Secretary-General and remained dedicated to the 
achievement of a negotiated settlement on the basis of 
United Nations decisions and the high-level agreements of 
1977 and 1979.9 

The representative of Greece, inter a/ia, expressed his 
Government's acceptance of resolution 565 (1985), its ap­
preciation for UNFICYP and its support for the Secretary­
General and his mission. 10 

Mr. Ozer Koray stated that the January meeting had 
failed because the Greek Cypriot leader had rejected the 
draft agreement prepared by the Secretary-General. He as­
serted that elections had always been held separately by 
the two communities on Cyprus and denied the allegation 
that settlers from Turkey had been implanted within the 
Turkish Cypriot community. 

In commenting on the Secretary-General's report he 
stated that the draft agreement as revised since January dif­
fered substantially from the original document in tenns of 
both substance and procedures to be followed. The revi­
sions had been carried out through contacts with the Greek 
Cypriot side only. He regretted that the Secretary-General's 
report included comments of the spokesman of the Secretary­
General, 11 which cast a shadow on the basis of the mission 
of good offices. In that connection, he declared that the 
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus was at least as legiti­
mate an entity as the Greek Cypriot administration in the 
south, and nobody had the right to pass judgement on its 
peaceful and democratic internal developments. 

Mr. Koray stated that the resolution just adopted con­
tained elements that were unacceptable to the Turkish Cyp­
riot side: references to the "Government of Cyprus", which 
they considered an illegal entity that was usurping the po­
sition of the legitimate bi-communal Government of Cy­
prus that had been destroyed in I 963; a reference to the 
"other relevant resolutions" on Cyprus, which included 
resolutions that the Turkish Cypriots had rejected or ac­
cepted with reservations; and a reference to the "present 
mandate" of the Force, which was no longer compatible 
with the changed conditions in Cyprus. Nevertheless, the 
Turkish Cypriots would accept the presence of UNFICYP 
and would continue to support the good offices of the 
Secretary-General. 12 

9S/PV .2591, pp. 4-17. 
1°Ibid., pp. 22-23. 
11S/l 7227 /Add.I ( containing comments of the Secretary-Gen­

eral on the elections and referendum). 
12stPV .2591, pp. 26-40. 
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The representative of Turkey stated that since the Greek 
Cypriots could not legally, constitutionally or legitimately 
claim to represent the Turkish Cypriots, and in the absence 
of a joint federal government, the Turkish Cypriots should 
be represented by organs and authorities elected freely by 
the Turkish Cypriots themselves. 13 

The representative of Australia expressed his Govern­
ment's support for the efforts of the Secretary-General and 
for UNFICYP, in which Australia maintained a contingent 
of civilian police. He pointed out that the international 
community had renewed the mandate of UNFICYP time 
and again, yet the costs borne by the troop-contributing 
countries had been met only until June 1978. He called for 
an increase both in voluntary contributions and in the num­
ber of countries making contributions to the UNFICYP 
Special Account. 14 

The representatives of Cyprus and Greece made further 
statements.' 5 

Decision of 20 September 1985 (2607th meeting): Presi­
dent's statement 

At the 2607th meeting of the Council16 on 20 September 
1985, the President made the following statement on be­
half of the Council: 17 

The Security Council has been seized with the Cyprus question 
since 1964. The members of the Council have been kept informed of 
the efforts begun by the Secretary-General in August 1984 as part of 
the mission of good offices entrusted to him by the Council. 

On 20 September 1985, the members of the Council heard an oral 
report from the Secretary-General, in the course of which he conveyed 
his assessment that his initiative had brought the positions of the two 
sides closer than ever before and expressed his conviction that what 
had been achieved so far should lead to an early agreement on the 
framework for a just and lasting settlement of the Cyprus question in 
accordance with the principles of the Charter Recalling their support 
for the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity, unity and non­
alignment of the Republic of Cyprus, members of the Council ex­
pressed strong support for the mission of the Secretary-General under 
his mandate from the Council. 

The members of the Security Council, therefore, called upon all 
parties to make a special effort in cooperation with the Secretary­
General to reach an early agreement. 

Decision of 12 December I 985 (2635th meeting): reso­
lution 578 (1985) 

On 30 November 1985, the Secretary-General submitted 
his report 18 on the United Nations operation in Cyprus for 
the period from I June to 30 November I 985, recommend­
ing that the mandate ofUNFICYP be extended for a further 
period of six months. 19 

The Secretary-General reported20 that during the period 
under review he had met with the leaders of both commu-

13Ibid., pp. 44-49. 
14Ibid, pp. 52-53. 
ISibid., pp. 53-58 and 58, respectively. 
16rhe agenda item of the meeting was entitled "Complaint by 

Angola against South Africa". 
17s1I7486. 
18sil7657. 
191n an addendum dated 11 December 1985, the Secretary­

General informed the Council that the Governments of Cyprus, 
Greece and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire­
land had agreed to the proposed extension, whereas the Govern­
ment of Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot community had indicated 
that they could not accept draft resolution S/17680 and would con­
vey their views at the anticipated meeting of the Security Council 
(S/17657/Add.2). 

20s!I 7657/Add. l. 
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nities. With their agreement, he had conducted with each 
side lower-level discussions that would be continued in 
January l 986. He believed that the two sides were within 
reach of agreement on a framework for an overall solution, 
within which the details of a number of elements could be 
negotiated. If the two sides agreed to accept the framework 
and then worked determinedly in cooperation with the 
Secretary-General, it would be possible to resolve the few 
remaining issues. 

The Council considered the Secretary-General's report 
at its 2635th meeting, on 12 December 1985. At the outset 
of the meeting the President invited, at their request, the 
representatives of Austria, Cyprus, Greece and Turkey to par­
ticipate under rule 37 of the provisional rules of procedure of 
the Security Council; he also invited, as agreed by the 
members of the Council in prior consultations, Mr. Ozer 
Koray to participate under rule 39 of the provisional rules 
of procedure of the Council.21 The Council began its consid­
eration by voting on a draft resolution22 which had been pre­
pared in consultations. The draft resolution was adopted 
unanimously as resolution 578 (1985), which reads as follows: 

The Security Council. 

Taldng note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 30 November and 11 December and 
of9 December 1985, 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Secu­
rity Council should extend the stationing of the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 15 December 1985, 

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March 
1964 and other relevant resolutions, 

I. Extends once rrwre the stationing in Cyprus of the United Na­
tions Peacekeeping Force established under resolutions 186 ( 1964) for 
a further period, ending on 1 5 June I 986; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 
and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 31 May 1986; 

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

Following the vote, the representative of Austria, ad­
dressing the Council on behalf of all the troop-contributing 
countries, expressed concern at the financial situation of 
UNFICYP and appealed to all Member States to increase 
their contributions.23 

The representative of Cyprus affinned that the renewal 
ofUNFICYP was imperative. Regarding a final settlement, 
he claimed that a basic precondition for a solution on Cy­
prus was the withdrawal of Turkish troops. The dominant 
presence of the Turkish army prevented the Turkish Cyp­
riot community from negotiating freely and posed an in­
sunnountable obstacle to genuine negotiations. 

The Greek Cypriot side had accepted the documentation 
arrived at in separate meetings with the Secretary-General 
the previous April; all that was needed was for the Turkish 
Cypriots also to agree, paving the way to substantial nego­
tiations and a speedy resolution of the problem. Cyprus be­
lieved that the members of the Council and of the United 

21S/PV.2635, pp. 2-6. 
22S/I 7680, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 

578 ( 1985). 
23S/PV.2635, pp. 7-8. 
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Nations could greatly assist the Secretary-General in ob­
taining the agreement of the Turkish Cypriots. 24 

The representative of Greece insisted upon the with­
drawal of all Turkish troops from Cyprus before any tran­
sitional period or interim Government could be established 
and declared that Greece would not participate in any 
agreement that included Turkey among the guarantors. He 
reiterated the Greek proposal that an eventual agreement 
should include the presence of UNFICYP under a new 
mandate for a substantial period of time. 25 

Mr. Ozer Koray maintained that a Turkish guarantee was 
indispensable to any effective and lasting settlement. He 
claimed that successful negotiations could only take place 
between parties enjoying equal status and suggested that 
the existence of the Turkish Cypriot State could provide a 
basis for a return to legality on Cyprus. 

He protested against Greek Cypriot initiatives in inter­
national forums where the Turkish Cypriots were not rep­
resented and said that such initiatives threatened the efforts 
of the Secretary-General and ran counter to the various 
agreements that had been concluded. 

Mr. Koray reacted to the current resolution in the same 
terms as those declared on similar past occasions and com­
mented that he hoped the troop-contributing countries 
would maintain their neutrality.26 

The representative of Turkey reaffirmed his Govern­
ment's agreement with the positions that had been pre­
sented by Mr. Koray. 27 

The representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey made 
further statements. 28 

Decision of 13 June 1986 (2688th meeting): resolution 
585 (1986) 

In his report29 on the Cyprus operation for the period 
from l December 1985 to 31 May 1986, submitted on 31 
May 1986, the Secretary-General recommended that the 
mandate of UNFICYP should be extended for another six 
months30 and expressed his profound concern over the fur­
ther deterioration of the financial situation of the Force. 

Regarding his mission of good offices, the Secretary­
General reported31 that on 29 March 1986 he had presented 
to both sides a draft framework agreement which, if ac­
cepted, would allow all outstanding issues to be tackled as 
an integrated whole for the first time.32 

The Secretary-General further reported that the Greek 
Cypriot response had been that it could not express its 
views on the draft framework agreement before the ques-

2•4Ibid., pp. 9-23. 
2Slbid., pp. 26-28. 
26(bid., pp. 29-42. 
27Ibid., p. 43. 
281bid., pp. 49-59. 
29S/I 8102. 
30Jn an addendum dated 12 June 1986, the Secretary-General in­

formed the Council that the Governments of Cyprus, Greece and 
the United Kingdom had concurred in the proposed extension 
whereas the Government of Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot com­
munity had indicated that they could not accept the text of draft 
resolution S/18 I 51 and would set forth their positions at the an­
ticipated meeting of the Council (S/18 I 02/ Add.2). 

31 S/18102/ Add. I. 
32The Secretary-General had provided copies of the draft agree­

ment and covering letter to the Council and to the representatives 
of Greece and Turkey, and he had briefed the Council on the status 
of his latest effort at an informal meeting, on 24 April. 
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tions of the withdrawal of Turkish forces and settlers, of 
effective international guarantees and of the application of 
freedom of movement, freedom of settlement and the right 
to property had been settled, preferably at an international 
conference or high-level meeting convened by the Secretary­
General. The Turkish Cypriot side had indicated that it ac­
cepted the draft framework agreement, but it would not 
accept any procedure for negotiation other than that con­
tained therein. 

The Secretary-General concluded that, since one side 
was not yet in a position to accept the draft framework 
agreement, the way was not yet open to proceed with the 
negotiations he had proposed for an overall solution. He 
expressed concern at the dangers inherent in the current 
situation and cautioned that the way forward would require 
careful reflection by all sides. 

At its 2688th meeting, on 13 June 1986, the Council in­
vited the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey, at 
their request, under rule 37 of the provisional rules of pro­
cedure of the Security Council, and Mr. Ozer Koray, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Coun­
cil, to participate without the right to vote in the Council's 
consideration of the report of the Secretary-General.33 The 
Council considered the matter at its 2688th and 2689th 
meetings, on 13 June 1986. 

At its 2688th meeting, the Council proceeded to vote on 
a draft resolution34 that had been prepared in consultations. 
The draft resolution was adopted unanimously as resolu­
tion 585 ( l 986), which reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 31 May and 11 and 12 June 1986, 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Se­
curity Council should extend the stationing of the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond I 5 June 1986, 

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) and other 
relevant resolutions, 

I. E:xtends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United Na­
tions Peacekeeping Force established under resolution 186 ( 1964) for 
a further period ending on 15 December 1986; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 
and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 30 November 1986; 

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

Following the vote, the representative of Cyprus ex­
pressed approval for the resolution just adopted and dis­
cussed the Secretary-General's mission of good offices. 
He said that, following the low-level meetings held by the 
Secretary-General at the end of 1985, the Greek Cypriots 
had summarized their concerns on various issues in writ­
ing35 and had proposed further negotiations to bridge the 
apparent gap between the positions of the two sides. In­
stead, the Secretary-General had produced a draft fram~­
work agreement that did not reflect their concerns and did 
not satisfy previous undertakings. Because of the latter, the 

33S/PV .2688, pp. 2-3. . 
34si 181 SI, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 
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Greek Cypriots did not consider the integrated whole con­
cept to be sufficient protection for their position. 

There were three crucial issues that the Greek Cypriots 
had consistently demanded should be discussed as a matter 
of priority and at the appropriate high level: the three free­
doms (freedom of movement, freedom of settlement and 
the right to property); the question of guarantees; and the 
withdrawal of Turkish settlers and troops. The Turkish 
Cypriot side had refused to enter into meaningful discus­
sions on these issues, whereas the Greek Cypriots, because 
of their conciliatory attitude and willingness to cooperate 
with the Secretary-General, had discussed constitutional 
issues for several years and had made many painful con­
cessions. 

If the Greek Cypriot proposal for negotiation of the three 
issues was not viable because the Turkish Cypriots had re­
jected it, then in effect the Greek Cypriots were being ad­
vised to accept a victor's peace. Turkey was the aggressor 
and Turkey must account to the Council for its act of ag­
gression and its noncompliance with decisions of the 
Council. The situation in Cyprus persisted because the 
Council had not taken decisive steps to force Turkey to 
comply with its resolutions. The credibility and usefulness 
of the United Nations depended upon its ability to master 
the means to implement its decisions and take effective ac­
tion when the situation warranted. 36 

The representative of Greece expressed views similar to 
those expressed by the representative of Cyprus. He stated 
that in accepting the draft statement and draft agreement 
of April 1985, the Cypriot Government had made painful 
concessions, on the clear understanding that this would 
open the way for the withdrawal of the Turkish army. 
However, both the content of the agreement and the envi­
ronment in which the negotiations took place had since 
changed. He charged that the current draft framework 
agreement addressed the issues that concerned the Turkish 
Cypriots but did not address the issues that concerned the 
Greek Cypriots, and he suggested that if the integrated 
whole approach provided an adequate safeguard, then the 
Turkish side should agree to modalities for the withdrawal 
of Turkish troops subject to an integrated whole approach. 
He stressed that the question of the withdrawal of the Turk­
ish anny from Cyprus was not simply an aspect of a bi­
communal dispute; rather, it concerned the military inva­
sion and occupation of a Member State and should be 
dealt with in accordance with the principles of the United 
Nations.37 

Mr. Ozer Koray expressed resentment at both the con­
tent and the tone of the Greek Cypriot statement. He re­
minded the Council that the Turkish Cypriot side had 
unreservedly accepted the draft framework agreement pre­
pared by the Secretary-General. The Turkish Cypriots be­
lieved that, if concluded and adhered to in good faith, the 
draft agreement could lead to a bi-communal and bi-zonal 
federal settlement based on the equal political status of the 
two sides. 

Mr. Koray cited a statement made by the spokesman of 
the Secretary-General on 31 March 1986 to the effect that 
the two sides were in agreement on the manner in which 
the questions of the withdrawal of non-Cypriot troops, 

36stPV .2688, pp. 6-26. 
37Ibid., pp. 28-37. 
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guarantees and the three freedoms should be dealt with and 
that the text presented by the Secretary-General remained 
absolutely faithful to what the two sides had agreed. Mr. 
Koray stated that the failure of the Greek Cypriots to ac­
cept the draft framework agreement proved once again that 
the constructive approach and political will of only one of 
the parties to a question was not enough to resolve the is­
sue. He claimed that the Greek Cypriot side had rejected 
the draft agreement only after consulting with the Prime 
Minister of Greece and he accused them of creating con­
fusion for tactical reasons. 

Finally, he stated that the Turkish Cypriots rejected the 
resolution just adopted by the Council for the same reasons 
expressed on similar past occasions, but nevertheless ac­
cepted the presence of UNFICYP on Turkish Cypriot ter­
ritory on the basis stated in December 1985. 38 

The President then adjourned the meeting.39 

When the Council resumed its consideration of the item 
at its 2689th meeting, on 13 June 1986, the representative 
of Turkey affinned that the positions expressed by his 
Government on similar past occasions with respect to 
Council resolutions on Cyprus and the presence of UNFI­
CYP remained valid. His Government's views on UNFI­
CYP, like those of the Turkish Cypriots, were based on the 
expectation that there would be a concrete peacemaking 
process within an agreed framework, which UNFICYP 
would be called upon to support by perfonning specific 
functions. However, if the peace process continued to be 
hampered by Greek Cypriot intransigence, the need for the 
continued presence of the Force would become increas­
ingly questionable. 

The representative of Turkey claimed that after consult­
ing with the Greek Prime Minister, the Greek Cypriots had 
reneged on every point to which they had previously 
agreed. He concluded that there could be no negotiated so­
lution to the Cyprus problem as long as the Prime Minister 
of Greece was in a position to dictate policies to the Greek 
Cypriots. 40 

The representatives of Greece and Turkey made state­
ments in exercise of the right of reply.41 

Decision of 11 December 1986 (2729th meeting): reso­
lution 593 ( 1986) 

The Secretary-General on 2 December 1986 submitted 
his report42 on the United Nations operation in Cyprus for 
the period from 1 June to 30 November 1986, recommend­
ing once again that the mandate of UNFICYP should be 
extended for a further period of six months. 43 The Secretary­
General expressed concern at the gap between the costs of 
UNFICYP and the level of voluntary contributions, and he 
suggested that the Council might wish to consider chang­
ing the system of financing so that the costs would in fu­
ture be financed by means of assessed contributions. 

38Jbid., pp. 38-47. 
39lbid., p. 48. 
40s!PV.2689, pp. 3-10. 
41 Ibid., pp. 11-12. 
42S/18491 and Add.I. 
43Jn an addendum to his report the Secretary-General informed 
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The Secretary-General reported that he had met in New 
York with the leaders of the two communities in Septem­
ber 1986. In November, he had dispatched a mission of 
Secretariat officials to Cyprus, where they had held follow­
up discussions with both sides. The mission had recalled 
to each side that, under the mandate entrusted to him by 
the Council, the Secretary-General could not impose any­
thing on either side, nor could he allow his mission of good 
offices to be frozen because one side found a particular 
suggestion unacceptable, or because the other side, having 
accepted a suggestion, insisted that the Secretary-General's 
effort could not proceed until the other side had done the 
same. In response, both parties had maintained the posi­
tions they had expressed following the submission of the 
draft framework agreement in March 1986, but each of the 
parties had reiterated its support for the Secretary-General's 
mission of good offices, its continuing commitment to the 
search for a solution leading to the establishment of a fed­
eral republic of Cyprus and its understanding that the 
Secretary-General would have to continue to search for a 
way out of the current impasse. 

The mission had visited Greece and Turkey before re­
turning to New York in order to infonn representatives of 
the respective Governments of its discussions in Cyprus. 

The Secretary-General concluded that, although his ef­
forts had not yet yielded the results he had hoped for, he 
remained convinced that earlier progress continued to pro­
vide a foundation upon which a solution could be built. 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-General's 
report at its 2729th meeting, on 11 December 1986. The 
Council invited the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and 
Turkey, at their request, to participate in the discussion un­
der rule 3 7 of its provisional rules of procedure and, as 
agreed in consultations, invited Mr. Ozer Koray to partici­
pate under rule 39. The Council voted upon a draft resolu­
tion44 prepared in consultations, which it adopted unani­
mously as resolution 593 ( 1986). The resolution reads as 
follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 2 and 10 December 1986, 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Se­
curity Council should extend the stationing of the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 15 December 1986, 

Reaffirming the provisions of resolution 186 ( 1964) and other rele­
vant resolutions, 

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United Na­
tions Peacekeeping Force established under resolution 186 (1964) for 
a further period ending on 15 June 1987; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 
and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 31 May 1987; 

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

Following the vote, the representative of Cyprus noted 
that his Government would have liked to see the report of 
the Secretary-General place more emphasis on the crucial 

4½/18585, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 
593 ( 1986). 
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matter of the withdrawal of Turkish troops and on the in­
creases in Turkish troop strength and importation of set­
tlers which had led to there now being one Turkish soldier 
or settler for every Turkish Cypriot. It would also have 
liked the report to have condemned the visit of the Turkish 
Prime Minister to the occupied part of Cyprus, the Turkish 
violations of Cypriot airspace and the forward movement 
of Turkish troops at Ayios Kassianos. 

The representative of Cyprus claimed that for the past 12 
years his Government had been negotiating at gunpoint; he 
concluded that as a result of Turkish faits accomplis there 
would soon be nothing left to negotiate except its accept­
ance of the partition, dismemberment and disintegration of 
the Republic. The Cypriot Government would like to see 
the Secretary-General pursue the convening of an interna­
tional conference as a way out of the current situation. 

With regard to the good offices of the Secretary-General, 
the representative of Cyprus observed that the Secretary­
General was neither a mediator nor an arbitrator; therefore, 
any ideas or suggestions he might have were open to dis­
cussion and could not be submitted as formal proposals for 
acceptance or rejection except with the prior approval of 
both sides. His Government had welcomed the content of 
the Secretary-Gtneral's position and had tried to adopt the 
most positive response possible in the circumstances. But 
it could not be expected to remain bound by the April 1985 
documents when the Turkish Cypriot side had rejected 
them; moreover, its acceptance of those documents had 
been made under specific assurances on many issues which 
subsequent Turkish actions and positions had negated. It 
had also made it clear that it would not be bound by those 
documents if the Turkish Cypriot side raised any new items 
in subsequent discussions. Subsequent oral and written 
statements by the Turkish Cypriots on the most important 
issues in the documents had completely frustrated the 
raisons d'etre of the documents. 45 

The representative of Greece expressed his Govern­
ment's agreement with the positions held by the Govern­
ment of Cyprus. 46 

Mr. Ozer Koray stated that the draft framework agree­
ment presented by the Secretary-General was the correct 
and the best framework for a negotiated solution to the 
problem of Cyprus. He claimed that the primary reason a 
settlement had not been achieved in the past 23 years was 
that the Greek Cypriot regime had been recognized as the 
legitimate Government of Cyprus and was unwilling to ac­
cept the Turkish people as equal in the body politic of Cy­
prus. Thus, the Greek Cypriots lacked the political will to 
arrive at a settlement. The only leverage the international 
community had in effecting a positive change in the atti­
tude and the approach of the Greek Cypriots was to adopt 
a more flexible approach in the treatment of the two sides. 

Regarding the question of settlers, he noted that through­
out the 82 years of British rule in Cyprus thousands of 
Turkish Cypriots had emigrated to Turkey, while during 
the 1950s and 1960s Greek Cypriot terrorism and visa poli­
cies had caused a second stage of large-scale Turkish Cyp­
riot emigration. At the same time, the Greek Cypriot popu­
lation had been augmented by the importation of large 
numbers of people from Greece and by the settlement of 

45S/PV.2729, pp. 7-20. 
46Ibid, pp. 21-26. 
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Greek soldiers in Cyprus following their discharge. Thus, 
the ratio of Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot populations 
frequently cited by the Greek Cypriots was an arbitrary ra­
tio resulting from adverse circumstances that had forced 
the Turkish Cypriots to emigrate over many years. The so­
called Turkish settlers were people of Turkish Cypriot ori­
gin who had opted to return to their original country, the 
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, and reunite with 
their families now that conditions of peace, security and 
stability had been restored. 

Mr. Koray responded to the adoption of resolution 593 
( 1986) in the same terms as those expressed on similar past 
occasions.47 

The representative of Turkey denied Greek and Greek 
Cypriot allegations concerning the Turkish military pres­
ence in the island. He declared that Turkey bad not rein­
forced its forces in either personnel or equipment and had 
no aggressive intentions anywhere. The Greek Cypriot al­
legations were designed to cover the rearmament efforts of 
the Greek Cypriot side and the support for and contribution 
to those efforts by Greece. In order to present the other side 
of the picture, he analysed the nature and composition of 
the forces in southern Cyprus, which he said included both 
Greek mainland and combined Greek and Greek Cypriot 
forces as well as several private armies. Finally, he argued 
that the Greek Cypriots pretended to object to only part of 
the draft agreement when in fact they had consistently re­
fused to accept anything.48 

The representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey made 
further statements in exercise of the right of reply.49 

Decision of 12 June 1987 (2749th meeting): resolution 
597 (1987) 

In his report for the period from 1 December 1986 to 29 
May 1987, 50 the Secretary-General noted that it had been 
argued that UNFICYP had become part of the problem in 
Cyprus by keeping the two sides from suffering the conse­
quences of their failure to agree on a political solution. The 
Secretary-General forcefully denied that claim, pointing 
out that a basic principle of the United Nations was settle­
ment by peaceful means versus the threat or use of force. 
He warned that the withdrawal of UNFICYP could quickly 
lead to a resumption of hostilities and therefore recom­
mended that the Council renew the mandate of UNFICYP 
for a further period of six months. 

The Secretary-General once again drew attention to the grave 
discrepancy between expected expenditures for UNFICYP 
and the amounts contributed or pledged by Member States. 
He hoped that the necessary agreement would be forthcom­
ing to make the change to assessed contributions. 

The Secretary-General related that he had sent another 
mission to Cyprus in February I 987 with the suggestion 
that the two sides begin informal discussions with his aides 
on a strictly confidential and non-binding basis. The dis­
cussions would not be aimed at renegotiating any docu­
ment the Secretary-General had presented since August 
1984; their sole purpose would be to help the Secretary­
General find a means to pursue his good offices. 

47Ibid., pp. 26-37. 
48Ibid., pp. 37-46. 
49Ibid., pp. 47-5 I and 53-56, respectively. 
5°5/18880. 
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The Greek Cypriots had accepted this suggestion, but the 
Turkish Cypriots had refused, insisting that no discussions 
could take place unless the Greek Cypriot side accepted the 
document of 29 March 1986. Meanwhile, the Greek Cyp­
riots continued to press the Secretary-General to promote 
their proposal for an international conference; however, the 
Secretary-General's soundings had revealed that the Turk­
ish Cypriot side and the Government of Turkey were 
against that proposal, while the members of the Council 
were divided on it. 

Despite the current impasse, the Secretary-General con­
tinued to believe that a settlement could be concluded on 
the basis of the 1977 and 1979 agreements, to which each 
side maintained its commitment. However, the conditions 
upon which each side currently insisted made it impossible 
for negotiations to take place. If the parties continued to 
insist upon those conditions, there would be no realistic 
prospect of negotiating a settlement. He noted that the 
deepening distrust between the two sides was one of the 
major causes of the current difficulties and appealed to 
Turkey to make a start towards improving the climate by 
reducing its forces on the island, since the strengthening of 
Turkish forces in the north had heightened the level of dis­
trust in recent months. To reverse the current trend of 
build-up of military forces, he commended to the Council 
a proposaJS 1 whereby UNFICYP would undertake regular 
inspections to verify the level of forces on both sides. 52 

The Security Council considered the Secretary-General's 
report at its 2749th meeting, on 12 June 1987. The Council 
invited, at their request, the representatives of Cyprus, 
Greece and Turkey to participate in the discussion under 
rule 3 7 of its provisional rules of procedure and, as agreed 
in consultations, Mr. Ozer Koray, under rule 39.'3 

The Council voted upon a draft resolution54 that had been 
prepared in consultations, which it adopted unanimously 
as resolution 597 (1987).55 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 29 May 1987, 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Secu­
rity Council should extend the stationing of the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1987, 

Reaffirming the provisions of resolution I 86 (I 964) and other rele­
vant resolutions, 

51The Secretary-General first presented this proposal in I 983; 
see S/15812, para. 23. 

52In an addendum to his report, dated 11 June I 987, the Secretary­
General informed the Council that the Governments of Cyprus, 
Greece and the United Kingdom had agreed to the proposed exten­
sion of UNFICYP, while the Government of Turkey and the Turk­
ish Cypriot community had indicated that they could not accept the 
text of draft resolution S/18909 and would expound their stands at 
the forthcoming meeting of the Council. 

The Secretary-General also indicated that, unfortunately, his 
consultations had revealed that the necessary agreement did not 
currently exist for the Council to approve a change in the system 
of financing UNFICYP. 

53S/PV.2749, p. 3. 
54S/18909, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 

597 ( 1987). 
55S/PV.2749, pp. 4-6. 
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I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United Na­
tions Peacekeeping Force established under resolution 186 ( 1964) for 
a further period ending on 15 December 1987; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 
and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 30 November 1987; 

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

The first speaker following the vote was the repre­
sentative of Cyprus, who declared that the renewal of 
UNFICYP was imperative and stated that the Government 
of Cyprus was prepared to maintain its current high levels 
of moral and material support for the Force should a pro­
cess of assessed contributions be agreed upon. 

The representative of Cyprus referred to recent increases 
in Turkish troop strength and a concomitant influx of Turk­
ish settlers. He pointed out that the Security Council and 
the General Assembly had decreed that a solution to the 
problem of Cyprus must include the withdrawal of all for­
eign troops from the island and the cessation of all foreign 
interference in its internal affairs. Any suggestion, particu­
larly from within the United Nations, that the cardinal prin­
ciples laid down in United Nations resolutions should be 
abandoned in order to achieve a quick solution by meeting 
the demands of the aggressor must be considered both 
shocking and inconceivable. 

He proposed that the way to advance a swift solution to 
the problem of Cyprus was for the Council to adopt appro­
priate measures while those in a position to influence Tur­
key brought strong pressure to bear. The Council should 
therefore support the proposal for an international confer­
ence to consider the external aspects of the problem of Cy­
prus, i.e., the questions of troop and settler withdrawals and 
of international guarantees. 

The Government of Cyprus remained committed to a ne­
gotiated solution to the problem of Cyprus, as demon­
strated most recently by its acceptance in March of the Sec­
retary-General's proposal for parallel talks, which the 
Turkish side had unfortunately rejected. The Greek Cypriot 
side would continue to support and cooperate with the Sec­
retary-General in his mission of good offices. 56 

The representative of Greece stated that the Government 
of Cyprus was being asked to commit itself on the consti­
tutional aspect of the problem without knowing Turkey's 
intentions with regard to the three fundamental issues that 
had never been discussed: the presence of the Turkish army 
and settlers in Cyprus and the matter of international guar­
antees. Indications from the Turkish and Turkish Cypriot 
side suggested that Turkey meant to keep part of its forces 
in Cyprus indefinitely and the Greek Cypriot side could not 
possibly negotiate further without being formally apprised of 
Turkey's intentions regarding those crucial questions. 

Turning to the proposal for a verification system and 
confidence-building measures contained in the Secretary­
General's report, the representative of Greece called for an 
extremely cautious approach. He expressed concern lest a 
verification system consolidate the existing situation and 
legitimize the presence of occupation forces on the island. 
He argued that the only way to build confidence among the 
Greek Cypriots and at the same time promote a solution of 
the problem was for Turkey to withdraw its occupation 

56Jbid., pp. 7-19. 
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army. Verification by UNFICYP would be useful for 
monitoring the withdrawal of Turkish forces, and at the 
same time UNFICYP, perhaps under a new mandate and 
for an intermediate period, could meet any legitimate con­
cern of the Turkish Cypriots regarding their security. 57 

Mr. Koray claimed that the Turkish forces in Cyprus 
were there to protect the Turkish Cypriot people, who 
faced increasingly hostile Greek and Greek Cypriot forces 
of overwhelming superiority in numbers and armaments. 
The Turkish Cypriot side had repeatedly called attention 
to the Greek military build-up, which had started in 1982 
and had since gained momentum, and he regretted that the 
Secretary-General had omitted any reference to the Greek 
mainland forces in his report. He warned against measur­
ing the two sides by different yardsticks and took strong 
exception to paragraph 70 of the Secretary-General's re­
port,18 in which the source of heightened mistrust in the 
island was grossly misidentified; as the Secretary-General 
was well aware, the cause of increased distrust was the in­
transigent attitude of the Greek and Greek Cypriot side to­
wards the Secretary-General's mission of good offices. 

Mr. Koray responded to the adoption of resolution 597 
(I 987) by affirming the positions he had indicated on simi­
lar past occasions. 59 

The representative of Turkey insisted once again that 
Turkish troops had come to Cyprus in 1974 to protect the 
Turkish Cypriot people and that they remained on the island 
solely for that purpose. He denied any build-up of Turkish 
forces and explained the reasons for normal fluctuations in 
the numbers of men and equipment. By contrast, he enumer­
ated in detail a build-up of Greek forces in the island and 
expressed particular concern at contacts the Greek Cypri­
ots had established with a number of countries in order to 
procure sophisticated military equipment and armaments. 

With regard to negotiations, he declared that the Secre­
tary-General's mission of good offices could not be sal­
vaged by procedural devices and subtleties: it was time for 
direct negotiations on the only basis which existed, the 
draft framework agreement of 29 March 1986. Further dis­
cussions could have no meaning or purpose so long as the 
parties did not proceed from the basis to which they had 
agreed during the talks leading to the submission of the 
draft framework agreement. By refusing to sign the draft 
framework agreement the Greek Cypriots were reneging 
on their prior consent, with the avowed intention of dis­
carding the draft framework agreement and replacing it 
with an agenda of their own choosing. 

Finally, the representative of Turkey warned against ex­
aggerating the situation on the island. He pointed out that 
tourists continued to flock to Cyprus without fear of being 
engulfed in a military crisis, belying any impressions that 
the Secretary-General's report might inadvertently convey 
that a dangerous situation prevailed.60 

The representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey spoke 
in exercise of their right of reply. 61 

S7Jbid., pp. 21-27. 
58s/!8880. In paragraph 70 the Secretary-General stated that dis­

trust in recent months had in particular been heightened by the 
strengthening of the Turkish forces in the northern part of the is­
land. 

59s/PV.2794, pp. 28-41. 
60ibid., pp. 42-52. 
6 1lbid., pp. 52-66. 
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Decision of 14 December 1987 (2771 st meeting): reso­
lution 604 ( 1987) 

On 30 November 1987, the Secretary-General submitted 
to the Security Council his repo~2 for the period I June 
to 30 November 1987, in which he infonned the Council 
that he had met with the leaders of both parties in October 
1987 in New York. Notwithstanding the efforts of the 
Secretary-General, each side continued to uphold its basic 
positions and the situation remained deadlocked. 

The Secretary-General had continued to appeal to the 
Government of Turkey to reduce its forces on the island. 
He warned that the military build-up by Turkey and recent 
measures by the Government of Cyprus to improve its own 
defences, combined with each side's perceptions of the 
other's intentions, had created a serious situation that 
needed to be redressed. He continued to believe that the 
verification scheme referred to in his last repo~3 would 
be a useful way of reducing tension between the parties 
and he hoped they would give the suggestion further 
thought. 

The Secretary-General concluded that, given the precari­
ous situation in Cyprus, the presence of UNFICYP re­
mained indispensable and he therefore recommended that 
the Council extend the mandate of the Force for a further 
period of six months. He again drew attention to the wors­
ening financial situation of the Force and reiterated his 
views regarding a more equitable means of financing.6-4 

The Council considered the Secretary-General's report 
at its 2771st meeting, on 14 December 1987. The Council 
invited, at their request, the representatives of Cyprus, 
Greece and Turkey to participate in the discussion under 
rule 37 of its provisional rules of procedure and, as agreed 
in consultations, Mr. Ozer Koray, under rule 39.65 

The Council voted upon a draft resolution66 prepared in 
consultations, which it adopted unanimously as resolution 
604 ( 1987). 67 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretal)·•General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 30 November 1987, 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Se­
curity Council extend the stationing of the United Nations Peacekeep­
ing Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 1 S December 1987. 

Reaffirming the provisions of resolution 186 ( 1964) and other rele­
vant resolutions, 

I. £:,;tends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United Na­
tions Peacekeeping Force established under resolution 186 ( 1964) for 
a further period ending on 15 June 1988; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 

62Sll9304. 
63S/l 8880; see note 50 above. 
64Jn an addendum to his report, the Secretary-General informed 

the Council that the Governments of Cyprus, Greece and the 
United Kingdom had agreed to the proposed extension of the: 
Force, whereas the Government of Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot 
side had indicated that they could not accept draft resolution 
S/19338 as a basis for extending the Force and would expound their 
stands at the meeting of the Security Council (S/19304/Add. l ). 

6.5S/PV.2771, pp. 2-5. 
66stt 9338. subsequently adopted without change as resolution 

604 (1987). 
67S/PV .277 I. p. 6. 
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and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 31 May 1988; 

3. Calls Mpon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

Following the adoption of resolution 604 ( 1987), the rep­
resentative of Cyprus discussed several proposals put forth 
by his Government. Cyprus proposed: (a) the appointment 
of an independent committee oflegal experts to investigate 
the question of mainland Turkish settlers; (b) the conven­
ing of an international conference under United Nations 
auspices, which would strengthen the hand of the Secretary­
General in dealing with issues such as the withdrawal of 
Turkish troops and the questions of settlers and of guaran­
tees; and (c) the withdrawal of Turkish settlers and_ com­
plete demilitarization of the island, with the exception of 
a small, mixed police force and an international force un­
der United Nations auspices to strengthen the sense of se­
curity internally, which would allow the Greek and Turk­
ish Cypriots to settle their internal problems without 
foreign interference. 

He dismissed Turkish allegations that Turkish troops 
had invaded and remained in Cyprus in accordance with 
the Treaty of Guarantee. The Treaty contained no provi­
sion justifying the use of force and the presence of foreign 
troops. Moreover, had the treaty provided for the use of 
force, it would have been in violation of Article 2, para­
graph 4, of the Charter of the United Natons, and ipso facto 
null and void under Article 103.68 

Also false was the Turkish pretext that the increase in 
occupation troops was in response to the strengthening of 
the Greek Cypriot National Guard. Turkey was I JO times 
the size of Cyprus, and its forces on the island were 4 times 
larger in number. The Cypriot forces were for defence pur­
poses only; however, the number of Turkish forces, and the 
establishment ofa military airport at Lefkonico and a mili­
tary port at Kyrenia, signalled malicious Turkish intentions. 

The representative of Cyprus noted that his Gov~rnment 
was committed to a peaceful settlement and remained de­
termined to seek justice through the United Nations. At the 
same time, he respectfully submitted that the time was long 
overdue for the Council to consider taking effective reme­
dial action. 69 

The representative of Greece expressed agreement with 
the extension of the mandate ofUNFICYP.70 

Mr. Ozer Koray emphasized that there were two politi­
cally and geographically separate entities in Cyprus. In t_he 
north, exit and entry policies and procedures were admin­
istered according to the laws and regulations of the Turkish 
Republic of Northern Cyprus, which reserv_ed the right to 
citizenship to those who possessed that right under the 
1960 Treaty of Establishment, i.e., persons who on 5 No­
vember 1914 were Ottoman subjects ordinarily resident on 
the island of Cyprus and their descendants in the male line. 
Mr. Koray believed that similar laws and regulations ap­
plied in the south. He claimed, moreover, that it was the 

68Article 2, para. 4, of the Charter of the United Nations states, 
in part: "All Members shall refrain in their international relations 
from the threat or use of force ... ". Article 103 states: "In the 
event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of the 
United Nations under the present Charter and their obligations un­
der any other international agreement, their obligations under the 
present Charter shall prevail." 

69$/PV.2771, pp. 7-28. 
7°tbid., pp. 28-36. 
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Greek Cypriots who had in the past attempted to change 
the demographics of the island. The Greek Cypriots had 
refused birth certificates to Turkish Cypriot children be­
tween 1963 and 1974, had issued Turkish Cypriots one­
way passports out of the island and had not allowed them 
to return, had imported large numbers of people from 
Greece and had settled discharged mainland Greek soldiers 
on the island. 

Mr. Koray asserted that huge sums of money were being 
spent in South Cyprus on the purchase of sophisticated 
weaponry. Past experience proved that the Greek Cypriot 
military build-up could not be intended for defensive pur­
poses, and if the Greek Cypriot preparations led to unde­
sirable consequences, then those who had helped the Greek 
Cypriots would bear heavy responsibilities. 

Finally, Mr. Koray confirmed the Turkish Cypriots' re­
jection of resolution 604 (1987) for the reasons put forward 
on similar past occasions; however, he reiterated their sup­
port for the good offices of the Secretary-General and their 
commitment to the 29 March 1986 ''Draft Framework 
Agreement". 71 

The representative of Turkey declared his Government's 
support for the position expressed by Mr. Koray regarding 
resolution 604 ( 1987). He denied the existence of any ag­
gressive intentions on the part of the Turkish forces in 
northern Cyprus, which were present to protect the Turkish 
Cypriot people and would withdraw from the island only 
in the event of a negotiated settlement. The level and com­
position of those forces fluctuated from time to time in cor­
relation with the military threat directed from the South. 

Regarding the question of settlers, he asserted that the 
population ratio between Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cyp­
riots had not changed, testifying to the falsehood of Greek 
Cypriot allegations. 72 

The representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey spoke 
in exercise of the right of reply. 73 

Decision of 13 June 1988 (28 l 6th meeting): resolution 
614 (1988) 

The Secretary-General on 31 May 1988 submitted his 
report74 on the United Nations operation in Cyprus for t_he 
period from I December 1987 to 3 I May I 988. He in­

formed the Council that consultations were currently under 
way on procedural proposals that had been presented to the 
two sides by his Special Representative. Despite difficul­
ties which could not be underestimated, he hoped to break 
the impasse soon and resume negotiations between the two 
sides for an overall settlement of the Cyprus problem. 

The Secretary-General again drew the attention of the 
Council to the worsening financial situation of UNFICYP 
and his proposal that the Force should be funded from as­
sessed contributions. He recommended that the mandate of 
the Force be extended for a further period of six months. 7s 

71Ibid., pp. 37-50. 
72tbid., pp. 48-63. 
731bid., pp. 63-68, 69-70 and 71, respectively. 
74s/19927. 
7~n an addendum to his report (S/19927/Add.l, dated 14 June 

1988) the Secretary-General informed the Council that the Gov­
ernm:nts of Cyprus, Greece and the United Kingdom had agreed 
to the proposed extension of the Force, whereas the Government 
of Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot side had indicated that they 
could not accept draft resolution S/ 19936 as a basis for extending 
the Force and would expound their stands at the meeting of the 
Security Council. 
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The Security Council consil!ered the Secretary-General's 
report at its 2816th meeting, on 15 June 1988, and invited, 
at their request, the represent .. tives of Cyprus, Greece and 
Turkey to participate, under rule 37 of the provisional rules 
of procedure. The Council further invited, under rule 39, 
Mr. Ozer Koray, as agreed in prior consultations.76 The 
Council voted upon a draft resolution,77 prepared in con­
sultations, which it adopted unanimously as resolution 614 
( 1988). The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 31 May 1988, 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Secu­
rity Council should ex.tend the stationing of the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six. months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond I 5 June 1988, 

Reaffirming the provisions of resolution 186 ( 1964) of 4 March 
1964 and other relevant resolutions, 

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United Na­
tions Peacekeeping Force established under resolution 186 ( I 964) for 
a further period ending on 15 December 1988; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 
and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 30 November 1988; 

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

Following the vote, the representative of Cyprus referred 
to the decision by the so-called Turkish Republic of North­
ern Cyprus to require persons entering the Turkish-occu­
pied territory to produce passports to be stamped by the 
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, which was in viola­
tion of United Nations decisions, including the mandatory 
decisions of the Council. Nevertheless, believing that im­
provement in the international climate offered an opportu­
nity for progress, the President of the Republic of Cyprus 
had offered to meet without preconditions with Mr. Ozal, 
the Turkish Prime Minister, and with Mr. Denktash, the 
leader of the Turkish Cypriot community, provided that 
suitable preparations and a reasonable timetable were en­
visaged for the completion of the negotiation process.78 

The representative of Greece emphasized the need for 
the withdrawal of all Turkish forces from Cyprus. He 
stressed that the solution of a regional problem arising out 
of a conflict caused by military intervention in and occu­
pation of a sovereign State could not be envisaged without 
the withdrawal of all foreign troops. He cited with approval 
the suggestion presented to the two sides following the ap­
pointment of the new Special Representative of the Secre­
tary-General that the high-level agreements of 1977 and 
1979 should form the basis of an overall settlement and 
added that the relevant resolutions of the Security Council 
and the General Assembly formed equally the basis of such 
a settlement. 79 

Mr. Ozer Koray stated that, regardless of the attitudes of 
third parties, there were in Cyprus two separate and inde­
pendent States. His President, Mr. Denktash, had invited 

76S/PV .2816, p. 2. 
77S/I 9936, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 

614 (1988). 
78S/PV .2816, pp. 6-16. 
79Ibid., pp. 18-21. 
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the newly elected Greek Cypriot leader, Mr. Vassiliou, to 
meet with him; however, Mr. Vassiliou had insisted that 
he could only meet Mr. Denktash as the leader of the Turk­
ish Cypriot community and had proposed to negotiate with 
the Prime Minister of Turkey instead. The Greek Cypriot 
side had also rejected Turkish Cypriot proposals for good­
will measures.80 

Regarding proposals for the demilitarization of Cyprus, 
Mr. Koray stated that the Greek Cypriot side was not en­
titled to decide how much security the Turkish Cypriots 
should enjoy. He claimed that the bi-communal republic 
established in 1960 had been, for all practical purposes, a 
demilitarized State but that the Greek Cypriots and Greece 
had unilaterally militarized Cyprus and, from 1963 on, 
used their forces against the Turkish Cypriots. Although 
UNFICYP had been sent to the island in 1964, the security 
problem of the Turkish Cypriots had not been resolved un­
til 1974, when Greece had engineered a coup in Cyprus in 
order to annex the island, and Turkey, after years of re­
straint, had had no alternative but to react. 

Mr. Koray stated that two recent fatal accidents involv­
ing Turkish Cypriots in the neutral zone had raised ques­
tions about the impartial conduct of UNFICYP and he ex­
pressed the hope that the Secretary-General would take all 
necessary measures to prevent the recurrence of such inci­
dents. Regarding the resolution just adopted, he reiterated 
the points he had made on similar past occasions. In con­
clusion, he affirmed the support of the Turkish Cypriots 
for the establishment of a final settlement on the basis of 
the Secretary-General's 29 March 1986 draft framework 
agreement. 81 

With regard to negotiations, the representative of Turkey 
stated that the draft framework agreement of 29 March 
1986, which had been accepted by the Turkish Cypriot side 
and rejected by the Greek Cypriot side, was the basis for 
final negotiations. He further stated that since 1974 it had 
been assumed that the non-Cypriot forces would be with­
drawn if the two sides could agree on a settlement, but at 
no time had a prior withdrawal of forces been contem­
plated or negotiated. Turkey could not in any circum­
stances agree to jeopardize the security of the Turkish Cyp­
riots by a premature reduction or withdrawal of its forces. 12 

The representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey spoke 
in exercise of their rights of reply.83 

Decisions of 15 December 1988 (2833rd meeting): reso­
lution 625 ( 1988) and statement by the President 

In accordance with paragraph 2 of resolution 614 ( 1988), 
the Secretary-General submitted a report on the United Na­
tions operation in Cyprus for the period from 1 June to 30 
November 1988. M He noted that the leaders of the two 
communities had met with him in Geneva on 24 August 
1988 and had resumed talks, without preconditions, on 16 
September 1988 in an agreed attempt to reach a negotiated 
settlement of all aspects of the Cyprus problem by I June 
1989. The two leaders had agreed to begin a second round 
of talks on 19 December I 988, which they would review, 
together with the Secretary-General, in March 1989. 

8°5/19578. 
81 S/PV.2816, pp. 22-32. 
82Ibid., pp. 33-45. 
83Ibid., pp. 46-48 and 53, 48-51 and 52, and 51-52 and 52-53, 
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The discussions held to date had revealed that the parties 
remained far apart on important issues and would have to 
be willing to break free from long-held positions if they 
were to arrive at solutions reconciling the interests, con­
cerns, hopes and fears of each community. 

The Secretary-General stated that the presence of 
UNFICYP in Cyprus remained indispensable and he rec­
ommended that the mandate of the Force be extended for 
a further period of six months. Once again, he pointed out 
UNFICYP's worsening financial situation and expressed 
hope that in due course the members of the Council would 
agree to a long-overdue reform of its funding. 

At its 283 3rd meeting, on 15 December 1988, the Coun­
cil considered the report of the Secretary-General. The rep­
resentatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey were invited, at 
their requests, to participate in the meeting under rule 37 
of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Coun­
cil, and, as agreed in prior consultations, Mr. Ozer Koray 
was invited to participate under rule 39. At the same meet­
ing, the Council voted upon a draft resolution prepared in 
consultations, which was adopted unanimously as resolu­
tion 625 (1988). The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations operation in Cyprus of 30 November 1988 (S/20310), 

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the Secu­
rity Council should e,ctend the stationing of the United Nations 
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of si,c months, 

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in view 
of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to keep the 
Force in Cyprus beyond 15 December 1988, 

Reaffirming the provisions of resolution 186 ( 1964) of 4 March 
1964 and other relevant resolutions, 

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United Na­
tions Peacekeeping Force established under resolution 186 (1964) for 
a further period ending on 15 June 1989; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of good 
offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress made 
and to submit a report on the implementation of the present resolution 
by 31 May 1989; 

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to cooperate 
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Cyprus stated 
that although the situation in the past six months had in 
general remained the same, expectations had risen cau­
tiously owing to the beginning of a sustained high-level 
dialogue under the auspices of the Secretary-General. He 
stressed that, in line with United Nations resolutions and 
the high-level agreements, a solution to the Cyprus prob­
lem must result in a single free, independent, sovereign, 
demilitarized and non-aligned federal republic with one in­
ternational personality. It must have no foreign troops, no 
settlers and no unilateral interventions and it must provide 
a place in which all people could live and work wherever 
they wished and where human rights and fundamental free­
doms were guaranteed. 15 

The representative of Greece reaffirmed his country's 
commitment to a solution of the problem of Cyprus which 
would ensure the independence, unity, territorial integrity 
and sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus in accordance 
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with the relevant United Nations resolutions. They there­
fore supported any proposal which would contribute to the 
withdrawal of foreign troops and settlers and to the reso­
lution of the question of guarantees and the question of the 
three freedoms. 86 

Mr. Ozer Koray drew the attention of the Council to a 
recent incident in which a Turkish Cypriot soldier operat­
ing within Turkish Cypriot territory had been fatally shot 
by Greek Cypriot soldiers. In addition, he claimed that the 
Greek Cypriots had been organizing border disturbances in 
order to upset the current peaceful conditions in the island 
which belied the Greek Cypriot argument that the Cyprus 
problem had been created by the events of 1974. 

Mr. Koray cited the fundamental principles which the 
Turkish Cypriot side considered indispensable to a possi­
ble future federal settlement, including political equality, 
bi-zonality, security and the continuation of Turkey's ef­
fective guarantee. He reminded all concerned that the only 
alternative to the establishment of a bi-zonal federal repub­
lic based on the equal political status of the two peoples on 
Cyprus would be a continuing consolidation of the two in­
dependent states in Cyprus. 

The success of the next round of talks would largely de­
pend on the readiness of the Greek Cypriots to respect the 
"integrated whole" approach as agreed upon by the two 
sides, and before addressing the issues in detail the Greek 
Cypriots would be required to respond to two questions: 
Were they willing to work towards the establishment of a 
partnership state with the Turkish Cypriot side based on 
the fundamental principle of equality? And were they pre­
pared to share, on an equal basis, the governmental author­
ity in a bi-zonal federal framework? 

Regarding the resolution just adopted, Mr. Koray re­
peated in essence the views he had expressed on similar 
past occasions.17 

The representative of Turkey noted that it was important 
for third parties to refrain from taking positions and adopt­
ing postures that might disturb the delicate ongoing nego­
tiations. Turkey was convinced that a solution could only 
be obtained by the two Cypriot communities, negotiating 
on an equal footing. It was important, moreover, for the 
parties to show respect for each other's concerns and dis­
cuss with goodwill how those concerns could be met.81 

The representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey spoke 
in exercise of the right of reply. 89 

Before adjourning the meeting, the President made the 
following statement90 on behalf of the members of the 
Council: 

The members of the Security Council expressed their support for 
the effort launched on 24 August 1988 by the Secretary-General in the 
context of the mission of good offices in Cyprus. They welcomed the 
readiness of the two parties to seek a negotiated settlement of all as­
pects of the Cyprus problem by I June 1989. 

They called upon all parties for full cooperation with the Secretary­
General in ensuring the success of the process currently under way. 

86Jbid., pp. 14-15. 
87[bid., pp. I 6-27. 
88Jbid., p. 29. 
89lbid., pp. 35-37 and 41; 37-38 and 41-42; and 38 and 41, re­

spectively. 
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8. COMPLAINT BY ANGOLA AGAINST SOUTH AFRICA 

Decision of20 June 1985 (2597th meeting): resolution 567 
(1985) 

By a letter1 dated 13 June 1985 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Angola 
requested a meeting of the Council, "in view of the threat 
to regional and international peace and security repre­
sented by the continuous acts of aggression and violence" 
by the armed forces of South Africa, resulting in the vio­
lation of the territorial integrity and sovereignty of Angola. 

At its 2596th meeting on 20 June 1985, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the letter dated 13 June 
1985 from the representative of Angola and considered the 
item at its 2596th and 2597th meetings, on 20 June 1985. 

In the course of its deliberations, the Council invited, at 
their request, the representatives of Angola, Argentina, the 
Bahamas, Congo, Cuba, the German Democratic Republic, 
Liberia, Pakistan, Sao Tome and Principe, South Africa, 
the Sudan, the United Republic of Tanzania and Yugoslavia 
to participate, without the right to vote, in the discussion.2 

At the same meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the members of the Council to a draft resolution3 submitted 
by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and 
Trinidad and Tobago, and to a letter' dated 12 June 1985 
from the representative of Angola addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Council. 

At the same meeting, the Minister for External Relations 
of Angola said that the records of the Security Council 
were voluminous owing to the "countless times" his Gov­
ernment had brought before it complaints about the death 
and destruction of the Angolan people and property as well 
as the constant violation of the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Angola by the minority Pretoria regime, and 
that, despite all efforts, the Security Council had been un­
able to stem the policies and actions of South Africa. He 
recalled seven resolutions5 that had been adopted by the 
Council between March 1976 and January 1984, demand­
ing, inter alia, that South Africa respect the independence, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Angola and that 
South Africa immediately and unconditionally withdraw 
its forces from Angola. He said that the Council had also 
called upon South Africa to pay full compensation, and 
had called upon all States to implement fully the arms 
embargo that had been imposed against South Africa in 
resolution 418 ( 1977).6 He further recalled that, on one oc­
casion, in August l 981, following an appeal by his Gov­
ernment addressed to the Security Council, a draft resolu­
tion 7 had failed of adoption, despite having received 13 

1S/17267. 
2For details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
3S/17286, subsequently adopted as resolution 567 ( 1985). 
4Sll 7263. 
5Security Council resolutions 387 (1976), 428 (1978), 447 

(1979), 454 (1979), 475 (1980), 545 (1983) and 545 (1984). For 
the texts of the resolutions, sec respectively, OR, 31st to 39th yrs., 
Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 1976-1984. 

6For the consideration and imposition of a mandatory arms em­
bargo against South Africa under resolution 418 ( 1977), sec Rep­
ertoire, Suppl. I 975-J 980, chap. VIII, part II, sect. 2. 
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votes in favour.• He stated that his Government was cur­
rently bringing to the Council a case of a threat not merely 
to civilian Angolan lives but also to American lives, as had 
been revealed when, on 25 May 1985, a patrol of the An­
golan armed forces had caught a South African special 
commando group that had been ready to launch an attack 
on one of the oil installations at the Gulf Oil compound at 
Malongo, in the province of Cabinda, more than 2,000 kil­
ometres inside Angolan territory. If that operation, code­
named Argon, had succeeded, dozens would have lost their 
lives, including American nationals, with a total damage 
of at least US$ I billion. Contrary to South Africa's asser­
tion that the goal of Operation Argon had been to detect 
bases of the South West Africa People's Organization 
(SW APO) and the African National Congress of South Af­
rica (ANC), the objectives of that aborted operation had 
been: (a) to damage the credibility of the Government of 
Angola with the Governments of Western countries such 
as that of the United States of America, with which Angola 
had excellent economic relations; (b) to destabilize An­
gola's economy and create misery for its people; and (c) to 
give credit for the aggression to the National Union for the 
Total Independence of Angola (UNITA), a puppet group 
which owed its existence to the strategic and operational 
assistance it received from South Africa. He referred to the 
recent "murder of civilians" in Gaborone by the Govern­
ment of South Africa as another example of Pretoria's "lies 
and machinations" and asked the Council to join his Gov­
ernment in condemning the massacre. He further stated 
that the declaration of Captain du Toit, the commando that 
had been captured alive, had revealed all the details of the 
plan, and that the Captain's testimony together with the 
arms seized in the operation, including explosives, incen­
diary bombs and landmines, had clearly belied South Af­
rica's justification for its attempted sabotage. The prepa­
ration of Operation Argon, which had been in progress 
since January 1985, had thus been taking place at the very 
time that Angolan and South African delegations had been 
negotiating the holding of a ministerial-level meeting for 
the purpose of finding peaceful solutions to the region's 
problems. That showed the extent of bad faith and hypoc­
risy on the part of the Government of South Africa. More­
over, in March and April of the same year, South African 
military transport planes had crossed Angolan territory 80 
times, parachuting a total of 80 tons of military equipment 
that had been intended for use by the surrogate army of 
UNITA in Luanda and Malange provinces. The targeting 
of those two provinces, together with the attempted incur­
sion into Malongo, represented, respectively, a strike at the 
production areas of coffee, diamond and oil, the three fore­
most sources of his country's foreign exchange. The Min­
ister inferred that the objective of those acts of aggression 
was the suffocation of Angola's economic development 
and the promotion of Pretoria's plan to create a "constel­
lation of southern African States", which would be eco­
nomically and militarily dependent on South Africa. The 
Pretoria regime, having failed in its attempts at stifling his 

8For the vote, see S/PV .2300, para. 45. 
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country's economy, had resumed air reconnaissance opera­
tions against Angolan troop deployments 300 kilometres 
from the border with Namibia, a territory illegally occu­
pied by South Africa, and 22 violations involving a total 
of 26 aeroplanes had been recorded between 3 l May and 
IO June 1985. Furthermore, the Minister referred to a 
"movement of South African forces", unprecedented since 
the last big invasion of his country in December 1983, and 
said that Pretoria had currently deployed along the Ango­
lan border a total of 20,000 men, including an estimated 
four motorized brigades and 80 to 90 aeroplanes stationed 
at the air force bases on Ondangua, Oshaki and Ruacana, 
and that South Africa might at any moment launch a new 
invasion of Angola. His Government, while it remained 
committed to the re-establishment of peace and coexis­
tence in southern Africa, considered itself duty-bound, as 
a Member of the United Nations, to continue supporting 
SW APO and the freedom fighters of the people ofNamibia 
and South Africa. The official Angolan position on all out­
standing issues had been laid out in the "global platform" 
submitted by his Head of State in November 1984.9 De­
spite the publicity campaign about troop withdrawal, the 
South African troops had not only attacked Angola repeat­
edly since August 1975, they had also continuously occu­
pied the southern parts of his country since 1981 on 
grounds of fictitious justification fabricated by those 
who ruled South Africa as a slave State in which the 22-
million majority inhabitants were disenfranchised and 
had no protection from the violation of their human, 
civil, political and economic rights. The Minister con­
cluded by expressing gratitude to all who had consistently 
supported Angola in its search for a just peace in southern 
Africa, a peace that would permit all to live in dignity and 
mutual respect based on the non-violability of interna­
tional borders, of the sovereignty of independent States 
and of the inalienable rights of peoples on the basis of 
the rights, duties and principles enshrined in the Charter 
of the United Nations, to the implementation of which all 
Member States were committed. 10 

At the same meeting, the representative of India referred 
to Security Council resolution 545 (I 983) of 20 December 
1983, by which the Council had demanded that South Af­
rica unconditionally withdraw forthwith all its occupation 
forces from the territory of Angola and respect that coun­
try's sovereignty and territorial integrity, and said that 
South Africa's response had been a full-scale offensive. A 
few days later, on 6 January 1984, the Council had adopted 
resolution 546 (I 984 ), in the wake of another massive in­
vasion of Angola, reiterating its earlier demands, reaffirm­
ing Angola's right, in accordance with the relevant provi­
sions of the Charter of the United Nations, in particular 
Article 51, to take all measures necessary to defend itself 
and renewing the request that Member States extend all 
necessary assistance to Angola in order to enable it to de­
fend itself against South Africa's escalating military at­
tacks and its continuing occupation of parts of Angola. 
Subsequent events had shown that, while the Angolan 
Government had demonstrated goodwill and flexibility, 
South Africa had professed a desire to live in peace with 
the neighbouring States while at the same time threatening 

9S/16838. 
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to carry out further acts of aggression, subversion and de­
stabilization against those very States. The latest act of 
sabotage by South Africa against the Malongo oil complex 
deep inside Angolan territory, in violation of the Charter 
of the United Nations and the resolutions of the Security 
Council, called for the strongest possible condemnation by 
the Council. The representative recalled the Conference of 
Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries 
that had been held at New Delhi in March 1983, which had 
considered the occupation of Angolan territory as an act of 
aggression against the Movement of Non-Aligned Coun­
tries, and expressed the hope that the Council would take 
finn measures against South Africa as provided for by the 
Charter before it was too late. 11 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Republic of Tanzania stated that the terms of Security 
Council resolution 546 (1984) remained unimplemented; 
that, while the aggression continued, there were also re­
ports that the regime was massing its troops along the 
southern border of Angola in preparation for a fourth full­
scale invasion of that country; and that, therefore, the 
Council was called upon to consider an illegal act of ag­
gression which contravened international law and violated 
the Charter of the United Nations, in particular Article 2, 
paragraph 4, which required all States to refrain from the 
threat or use of force against the territorial integrity and 
political independence of any State and from acting in any 
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United 
Nations. As a corollary to that violation of the Charter, the 
Council was also called upon to consider the implications 
for international peace and security of South Africa's non­
compliance with the resolutions of the Security Council. 
Through the unabating aggression against Angola, the Pre­
toria regime intended to prevent Namibia's independence 
as long as possible, and the objective of South Africa's acts 
of aggression against Botswana, Mozambique, Zimbabwe 
and Swaziland was the neutralization of opposition to 
apartheid. While the attempts to destabilize neighbouring 
independent States were not surprising, it was unexpected 
that the Pretoria regime should find solace and support 
from some Members of the United Nations in its campaign 
to commit those dastardly acts. The Tanzanian repre­
sentative referred to the letter9 dated 24 November 1984, 
in which the President of the People's Republic of Angola 
had outlined his Government's elements of a "political 
platfonn", and said that the Organization of African Unity 
(OAU) had finnly supported Angola's position not to ac­
cept an arrangement which was inconsistent with those 
elements of the "political platfonn" or which did not re­
spond to all the issues relating to the speedy implementa­
tion of resolution 435 (1978), 12 to the cessation of aggres­
sion by the apartheid regime as well as to the cessation of 
support of the UNIT A puppets by Pretoria; and that OA U 
had repeatedly reaffirmed its full support for the measures 
that had been taken by the Government of Angola in ac­
cordance with Article 51 of the Charter of the United Na­
tions to guarantee and safeguard its territorial integrity 
and national sovereignty. He stressed that Angola had 
come before the Council to seek justice, and he asked the 

l lJbid., pp. 32-34. 
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Council to act firmly to put an end to South African aggres­
sion against its neighbours, since procrastination or vacilla­
tion by the Security Council in acting in the interest of peace 
and security would be an abdication of its responsibility.13 

At the same meeting, the representative of Liberia, 
speaking in his capacity as the current Chairman of the 
Group of African States, said that South Africa continued 
to use the territory of Namibia as a military base for launching 
anned aggression against neighbouring States in order to 
force them to desist from supporting the campaign against 
apartheid and the legitimate struggle of the Namibian peo­
ple for freedom and independence. He referred to the de­
teriorating situation in the region and to South Africa's 
transgression of the borders of the front-line States to com­
mit acts of destabilization with impunity, and stated that 
the Group of African States condemned and rejected those 
unprovoked manoeuvres not only as a violation of the prin­
ciples of international Jaw regarding respect for the sover­
eignty and territorial integrity of all States but also as an 
affront to the spirit and letter of the Lusaka Accord of 16 
February 1984, according to which Pretoria had under­
taken to withdraw its troops from Angola by March of the 
same year. He requested the Security Council to take 
strong action in response to South Africa's act of aggres­
sion and to call upon the international community to pro­
vide, as a matter of urgency, maximum support, including 
economic and military assistance, to enable the front-line 
States to exercise their right to self-defence and to reduce 
their economic dependence on Pretoria by supporting the 
Southern African Development Co-ordination Conference 
(SADCC). He further emphasized that the time had come 
for the Council to reflect its resolve, through the applica­
tion of Chapter Vil of the Charter, and compel South Af­
rica's compliance with the principles of international law, 
and that the Council was duty-bound to contribute to a 
peaceful resolution of the worsening situation in southern 
Africa so that the peoples of Angola, Namibia and the 
front-line States could live in peace and build their future 
on the basis of their own options. 14 

At the 2597th meeting, also on 20 June 1985, the repre­
sentative of South Africa recalled his statement15 to the 
Council on IO June 1985 in connection with the situation 
in Namibia and restated the following "ground rules" of 
his Government for coexistence in southern Africa: (a) no 
State should allow the use of its territory by individuals or 
organizations for the promotion or preparation of violence 
against other States in the region; (b) no intervention by 
foreign forces should be permitted in the region; (c) the 
problems of conflict in the region should be solved only 
by peaceful means; (d) those problems should be resolved 
on a regional basis by the leaders of the region themselves; 
and (e) each country of the region should have the right to 
order its affairs as it deems fit, while inter-State relations 
between the neighbours should be based on the promotion 
of peace, harmony and the pursuit of common interests 
irrespective of differences in internal policies. Those 
"ground rules" recognized that each country had its own 
set of conditions for which it must seek its own solutions 

13S/PV.2596, pp. 24-29. 
14lbid., pp. 32-34. 
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in the interests of its own citizens, and they provided the 
minimum basis for "healthy" intergovernmental relations 
anywhere. The representative quoted from the statement of 
the Foreign Minister of Angola at the Council's previous 
meeting that morning, where he had said: "Angola will not 
stop giving its support to SW APO and the freedom fighters 
of the people of Namibia and South Africa", and that the 
Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) 
Government of Angola was providing facilities for thou­
sands of ANC terrorists on Angolan territory, including as­
sistance in training, anning and preparing for acts ofter­
rorism against the peoples of South Africa and was also 
supporting SWAPO's terrorist attacks against South West 
Africa/Namibia. South Africa, for its part, had sought a 
peaceful resolution of its dispute with Angola, in accord­
ance with the Charter of the United Nations, and his Gov­
ernment, having tried all peaceful channels in an endeav­
our to solve the problem, would not allow itself to be 
attacked with impunity and it should take whatever action 
was necessary and appropriate to defend itself. South Af­
rica was confident that its actions had been in accordance 
with international law, since it was an established principle 
that a State could not permit or encourage on its territory 
activities for the purpose of carrying out acts of violence 
against another State, and since it was equally well estab­
lished that a State had the right to take appropriate steps 
to protect its own security and territorial integrity against 
such acts. The representative dismissed the "testimony" of 
Captain du Toit by asserting that it was clear from the in­
terview that the Captain had been drugged and had been 
forced to read from a carefully edited text. He challenged 
the Security Council to allow Captain du Toit to appear 
before it to give the "uncoerced" version of what had tran­
spired. He referred to the allegation by the Foreign Minis­
ter of Angola that South Africa had violated Angolan ter­
ritory; he did not wish to reply to those distortions but 
rather to remind the members of the Council of the Alvor 
Agreement, according to which Portugal and the three 
movements, the National Front for the Liberation of An­
gola (FNLA), MPLA and UNITA, had undertaken to hold 
nationwide elections for a constituent assembly before the 
end of October I 975, and that the elections had never been 
held because the MPLA had "imported" foreign troops into 
Angola to impose its rule, thereby plunging that country 
into a civil war which was still unresolved. The MPLA 
government, which South Africa had not recognized, had 
denied the people of Angola the right to decide their form 
of government in free elections; he called upon the mem­
bers of the Council to join his Government in seeking an 
international agreement for the withdrawal of all foreign 
forces from Ango!a. 16 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft resolu­
tion, 17 which was adopted unanimously as resolution 567 
(I 985). 1& The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having heard the statement of the Minister for External Relations 
of the People's Republic of Angola, 

16s/PV.2597, pp. 22-27. 
17S/17286, subsequently adopted as resolution 567 (1985). 
18For the vote, see ibid., p. 71. 
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Recoiling its resolutions 387 (1976), 418 (1977), 428 (1978), 447 
{1979). 454 (1979), 475 (1980), 545 (1983) and .546 (1984), 

Gravely concerned at the renewed escalation of unprovoked and 
persistent acts of aggression committed by the racist regime of South 
Africa in violation of the sovereignty, airspace and territorial integrity 
of Angola, as evidenced by the recent military attack in the Province 
of Cabinda. 

Conscious of the need to take effective steps for the prevention and 
removal of all threats to international peace and security posed by 
South Africa's military attacks; 

I. Strongly condemns South Africa for its recent act of aggression 
against the territory of Angola in the Province of Cabinda as well as 
for its renewed intensified, premeditated and unprovoked acts of ag­
gression, which constitute a flagrant violation of the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of that country and seriously endanger interna­
tional peace and security; 

2. Further strongly condemns South Africa for its utilization of 
the international Territory of Namibia as a springboard for perpetrat• 
ing its armed attacks as well as sustaining its occupation of parts of 
the territory of Angola; 

3. Demands that South Africa should unconditionally withdraw 
forthwith all its occupation forces from the territory of Angola, cease 
all acts of aggression against that State and scrupulously respect the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of the People's Republic of An­
gola; 

4. Considers that Angola is entitled to appropriate redress and 
compensation for any material damage it has suffered; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor the implementation 
of the present resolution and report to the Security Council; 

6. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

Following the vote, the representatives of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the 
United States of America made statements in explanation 
of the votes. 19 The representative of the United Kingdom 
said that, while his Government had held the view that the 
Council should express strong condemnation of South Af­
rica's illegal and unjustifiable act of force in Cabinda, his 
de legation's vote in favour of the resolution did not mean 
that they considered that the third preambular paragraph 
fell within the provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter 
of the United Nations or constituted a finding or decision 
which had specific consequences under the Charter. The 
representative of the United States shared the view regard­
ing the implicit references to Chapter VII of the Charter 
in "several paragraphs" of the resolution and added that 
his Government, which had been in the forefront of the 
efforts aimed at a peaceful settlement of the conflicts in 
southern Africa, did not accept the use in the resolution of 
the term "occupation forces" to describe any continued 
South African military presence in Angola, particularly 
since those efforts had resulted in the 1984 Lusaka Accord 
which had subsequently led to South Africa's announcement 
of the completion of the disengagement of its forces and 
the withdrawal of its troops from the dams at Ruacana and 
Calueque. 20 

Decision of 20 September 1985 (2607th meeting): reso­
lution 571 ( 1985) 

By a letter21 dated 19 September 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of An­
gola requested a meeting of the Security Council to con­
sider "the armed invasion perpetrated by the racist armed 

19Ibid., p. 72. 
20Jbid. pp. 72-74. 
21S/l 7474. 
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forces against Angola and the threat it poses to regional 
and international peace and security". 

By a previous letter22 dated 18 September 1985 ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council, the rep­
resentative of Angola had informed the members of the 
Council that the anned forces of the apartheid regime had 
once again crossed the sovereign border of Angola on 16 
September 1985 and had engaged in acts of wanton de­
struction and brutality against his country. He charged that 
South Africa's State terrorism against its sovereign neigh­
bours was the external manifestation of the internal State 
terrorism against the majority of the inhabitants of that 
country; he wished to focus international attention, in par­
ticular at the beginning of the fortieth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly, on the violation of interna­
tional law and of Angola's sovereignty and territorial in­
tegrity by a State that had been expelled from the General 
Assembly. 

At its 2606th meeting, on 20 September 1985, the Secu­
rity Council included the letter dated 19 September 1985 
from the representative of Angola in its agenda and con­
sidered the item at its 2606th and 2607th meetings on the 
same date. 

In the course of the two meetings, the Council decided 
to invite, at their request, the representatives of Angola, 
Argentina, Brazil, Cuba, Cyprus, Greece, Guyana, Qatar, 
Senegal, South Africa, Sri Lanka and Zambia to partici­
pate, without the right to vote, in the discussion.23 The 
Council also extended an invitation, as requested, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Se­
curity Council, to the Chairman of the Special Commit­
tee against Apartheid.23 

At the same meeting, the representative of Angola said 
that, on 17 September 1985, when the rest of the world was 
celebrating the fortieth anniversary of the United Nations, 
South Africa had launched a major attack on Angolan mili­
tary units, including massive air raids, in the provinces of 
Cunene, Cuando Cubango and Mexico, 275 kilometres 
from the Namibian border. He stated that the attack had 
been against units of the People's Armed Forces for the 
Liberation of Angola (F APLA), which had been advancing 
from Mavinga towards the UNIT A base at Jamba, and that 
South Africa was not only continuing with its bombarding 
and raiding of Angolan territory, but was also preparing 
for more direct confrontation with Angolan troops. The 
massive invasion of his country, involving the deployment 
of the mercenary Buffalo Battalion fully armed and as­
sisted by five additional South African battalions and the 
vast quantities of military hardware that had been air­
dropped in eastern Angola, was not a pre-emptive strike 
against the freedom fighters of SWAPO, as claimed by 
South Africa, but was rather exclusively intended to save 
the UNIT A puppets, who would not survive politically or 
militarily without the Pretoria racist regime. He described 
in some detail what he referred to as the "links" between 
the internal apartheid policies of South Africa and the ex­
ternal manifestations of that same apartheid ideology as 
Pretoria desperately sought to survive in an increasingly 

22s/17472. 
23For details, sec chap. III of the present Supplemenl. 
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hostile world, and said that it was vital for the Security 
Council and the international community to see that link 
between the national and regional aspects of apartheid. 
South Africa, which had signed the Charter in June 1945 
in San Francisco as one of the original Members of the 
Organization, was currently in contravention of many of 
the provisions of the Charter and those violations had been 
the subject of "countless" resolutions, including many 
adopted by the Council itself. He quoted Article 25 of the 
Charter of the United Nations, which stated: "The Mem­
bers of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out 
the decisions of the Security Council ... ", and charged 
that, despite the provision of Article 30 according to which 
the Council was "master of its own rules", the Security 
Council was also in violation of Article 24, which specifi­
cally conferred upon it primary responsibility for the main­
tenance of international peace and security. The Council, 
in the discharge of those duties, should act in accordance 
with the Organization's Purposes and Principles, which 
were among the most lofty ideals of the modern age; he 
quoted Article I, paragraph 1, of the Charter, which stated: 

To maintain international peace and security, and to that end: to take 
effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats 
to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other 
breaches of the peace .. 

He then asked whether those words had any meaning for 
the dead and dying in Angola, and said that the only organ 
that had been designed and created for such situations had 
been largely insensitive to Angola's pain and pleas, while 
the source of so much tension and danger in southern Af­
rica had escaped with impunity, except for a symbolic ex­
pulsion from the General Assembly. The issue before the 
Council was not simply South Africa's aggression against 
Angola; it was apartheid itself that was under indictment. 
While the votes of the members of the Council would be 
for or against apartheid, the implementation of the Coun­
cil's decision would affect apartheid not just in South Af­
rica but in southern Africa as a whole. He urged the Secu­
rity Council to strongly condemn South Africa for its act 
of aggression, to demand the immediate and unconditional 
withdrawal of its anned forces from Angola, to adopt 
measures for the implementation of its resolutions on the 
question and to consider punitive measures against South 
Africa, including sanctions under Chapter VII of the Char­
ter and expulsion from the United Nations. He further ap­
pealed to the Security Council, under all the relevant Ar­
ticles of the Charter, to assist Angola, and concluded by 
stating that the continuation of the current circumstances 
might leave his country no choice except the exercise of 
its right that had been enshrined in the "constitution" of 
the United Nations under Article 51. 24 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
informed the Security Council of the circumstances that 
had led to the current situation in southern Angola by re­
ferring to the Lusaka Accord which had been signed by 
South Africa and Angola on 16 February 1984. In that 
agreement, South Africa had undertaken to disengage all 
its forces from the occupied area in southern Angola on 
the understanding that, as the disengagement progressed, 

24s;py .2606, pp. 7-14. 
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Angola would restrain SWAPO and ensure that neither 
SWAPO terrorists nor Cuban forces entered the territory 
from which South African forces had been withdrawn. He 
charged that SWAPO terrorists had repeatedly moved 
southward to attack the civilian population of Namibia and 
a total of 145 such violations had been brought to the at­
tention of the Government of Angola, which had admitted 
its inability to carry out its commitment, at meetings of the 
Joint Monitoring Commission of South Africa and Angola. 
His Government, in an effort to nonnalize the situation in 
that part of the region, had announced on 18 April 1985 
the completion of the disengagement of its forces in good 
faith, in accordance with the tenns of the Lusaka agree­
ment; it had explored the possibility of establishing some 
sort of joint South African/ Angolan peacekeeping mecha­
nism; and following Angola's refusal to cooperate, South 
Africa had made it clear that it would continue to take 
whatever action might be necessary to defend the inhabit­
ants of Namibia against the terror campaign of SW APO. 
Since South Africa's disengagement from Angola and de­
spite repeated warnings to SWAPO and appeals to the 
Government of Angola, SW APO forces had not only re­
turned to the southern Angolan border but had also an­
nounced their intention of increasing the attacks on Na­
mibian civilian targets. In addition to the discovery of 124 
kilograms and a further 106 kilograms of explosives in 
Katatura, near Windhoek, and in the operational area, de­
tailed infonnation had been obtained from two terrorists of 
SWAPO's Eighth Battalion, who had admitted upon ar­
rest that they had been part of a reconnaissance and 
sabotage team. On the basis of that information, the 
tracks of at least 30 terrorists had been traced to the bor­
der with Angola, after which a swift follow-up opera­
tion had been undertaken in southern Angola, where 
large arms caches for use in Namibia had been found 
and destroyed. While the Angolan armed forces had 
been advised throughout of the South African operation, 
the Chief of the South African Defence Force had an­
nounced the previous day that the contingents involved 
in that operation had already been ordered to commence 
withdrawal. He reiterated his Government's view that a 
serious dialogue with the Government of Angola was an 
essential requirement for the peaceful and durable reso­
lution of the problem of their region, in particular the 
volatile situation on the border between Angola and Na­
mibia. He asserted that South Africa's action against 
SW APO elements in southern Africa was overshadowed 
by other developments in Angola and again referred to 
the 1975 Alvor Agreement which, he said, had been 
overturned by MPLA, thereby depriving the people of 
Angola of the right to determine their own future in free 
and fair elections and plunging that country into civil 
war. He recalled his Government's belief that there should 
be no foreign interference from any quarter in the affairs 
of Angola; at that moment, the Soviet Union and the Cu­
bans were directing the offensive against the Angolan peo­
ple and had also deployed advanced weapons, including 
MIG-23 and SU-22 aircraft, M-24 and M-25 helicopters 
and T-62 tanks. He reminded the members of the Security 
Council of the "Brezhnev doctrine", and asked whether the 
Organization's concern for self-determination, free elec­
tions and human rights stopped short at the southern 
banks of the Cunene river and whether the Organization 
was prepared to do nothing while the Soviets and the 
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Cubans extinguished the right of the people of Angola to 
genuine independence and se If-determination. 25 

At the same meeting, the representative of Madagascar, 
speaking also in his capacity as current Chairman of the 
Group of African States, noted that South Africa, which 
had undertaken in April 1985 to withdraw all its occupa­
tion forces from southern Angola, sought to justify its lat­
est act of military aggression by an alleged threat to the 
security of Namibia, a Territory that it was occupying il­
legally. Such a justification on the basis of the theory of 
so-called preventive action was unacceptable in "the 
framework of positive international law"; that theory was 
the antithesis of the right of self-defence as recognized un­
der Article 51 of the Charter, since it was so vague and 
subjective as to permit any State to consider as dangerous 
to its security any action taken by its victim even if that 
action was in keeping with internationally accepted norms. 
South Africa, acting both as judge and party in its consid­
eration of a situation which it believed was a threat to its 
own security, had indeed used force without hesitation and 
violated the territorial integrity of a sovereign State. The 
Pretoria regime wished to divert the attention of the inter­
national community from its domestic difficulties resulting 
from the struggle of the South African people to dismantle 
the apartheid system. He called upon the Security Council, 
in order to discourage and pre-empt the acts committed in 
violation of the Charter, to act decisively by making use 
of the means available to it under the Charter, in particular 
to ensure the implementation by all States of the anns em­
bargo imposed against South Africa in resolution 418 
(I 977), the recognition of Angola's right to appropriate 
compensation for losses and damage resulting from Preto­
ria's aggression, the evaluation of such losses and damage 
through an investigation by a fact-finding committee, and 
the application of effective pressure against South Africa 
to induce it to comply with the relevant Security Council 
resolutions and its obligations under the Charter.26 

At the 2607th meeting, on 20 September 1985, the Presi­
dent of the Security Council drew the attention of members 
of the Council to the draft resolution27 submitted by Bur­
kina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad 
and Tobago. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Trinidad and 
Tobago rejected South Africa's pretext for violating the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Angola and said that 
there was neither inherent right nor could there be any le­
gality, under contemporary international law, for a military 
action across borders into the territory of another State on 
grounds of a pre-emptive strike or hot pursuit. While the 
South African action against Angola was clearly in viola­
tion of international law, the fact that the military attacks 
were launched from Namibia under the doctrine of hot pur­
suit or pre-emptive strike compounded the unacceptability 
and illegality of the acts, particularly since the adventurism 
was supposedly undertaken on behalf of a Territory which 
was illegally occupied by South Africa in defiance of 
United Nations resolutions and contrary to the advisory 
opinion of the International Court of Justice. He stressed 

25tbid. pp. 16-21. 
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that it must be clear that the international community 
would not allow a State, on the basis of an abhorrent theory 
of human relations or some alleged manifest right, to use 
Namibian territory as a springboard for armed attacks. The 
Security Council should serve an unambiguous warning 
upon South Africa of its deterrnination to oppose viola­
tions of international law relating to the non-use of force, 
and it was imperative for the Council to take decisive ac­
tion by "instituting" certain provisions of Chapter VII of 
the Charter of the United Nations. 28 

The President of the Security Council, speaking in his 
capacity as the representative of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, said that his Govern­
ment had repeatedly deplored all cross-border military ac­
tions, which only undermined the prospects for peace and 
stability in southern Africa, and that as recently as June of 
that year it had strongly condemned the South African at­
tacks on Cabinda in Angola and on Gaborone in Botswana. 
His delegation would vote for the draft resolution before 
the Council, which neither fell within the tenns of Chapter 
VII of the Charter nor constituted a forrnal determination 
under that Chapter but clearly and strongly condemned 
the South African attack. His delegation did not inter­
pret operative paragraph 5 of the draft resolution as an 
endorsement of the intervention of combat troops from 
other countries in the affairs of the South African re­
gion, since his Government was concerned that any such 
intervention risked widening the conflict with the like­
lihood of exacerbating the problems of finding peace in 
the region.29 He then resumed his functions as President 
of the Council, invited the Council to proceed to the vote 
and read out, on behalf of the sponsors of the draft reso­
lution,30 textual changes relating to operative paragraphs 
2 and 5. 31 

At the request of the representative of the United States 
of America, under rule 33 of the provisional rules of pro­
cedure of the Security Council, the meeting was suspended 
for 10 minutes in order to further discuss the matter before 
the vote. 32 

When the meeting was resumed 20 minutes later, the 
representative of the United States asked whether, under 
rule 32 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, they could have a separate vote on operative para­
graph 5 of the draft resolution, which was then put to a sepa­
rate vote, since there was no objection to the request, and 
adopted by 14 votes in favour to none, with 1 abstention. 33 

The Council then voted on the draft resolution as a 
whole, as orally revised, and adopted it unanimously as 
resolution 571 (1985). 34 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council. 

28s/PV .2607, pp. 15-17. 
29Jbid., pp. 43-44. 
30s/I 7481, subsequently adopted with oral revisions as resolu­

tion 571 ( 1985). 
31S/PV.2670, p. 46. 
32tbid., p. 4 7. For a brief procedural discussion in connection 

with the proposal to suspend the meeting, see chap. I. part V, of 
the frresent Supplement. 

3 Ibid., p. SI. For a consideration of the requirements for a sepa­
rate vote on a part of a draft resolution, under rule 32 of the pro­
visional rules of procedure of the Security Council, see chap. I, 
part V, of the present Supplement. For the vote:, see chap. IV. 
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Having considered the request by the Permanent Representative of 
the People's Republic of Angola to the United Nations, contained in 
document S/17474, 

Having heard the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
Angola. 

Recalling its resolutions 387 (1976), 428 (1978), 447 (1979), 454 
{ 1979), 47 S (1980), 54S ( 1983) and 567 { 1985), in which it, inter alia, 
condemned South Africa's aggression against the People's Republic 
of Angola and demanded that South Africa scrupulously respect the 
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Angola, 

Gravely concerned at the further renewed escalation of hostile, un­
provoked and persistent acts of aggression and sustained armed inva­
sions committed by the racist regime of South Africa, in violation of 
the sovereignty, airspace and territorial integrity of the People's Re­
public of Angola, 

Convinced that the intensity and timing of these acts of armed in• 
vasions are intended to frustrate efforts at negotiated settlements in 
southern Africa, particularly in regard to the implementation of Secu­
rity Council resolutions 385 ( 1976) and 435 ( I 978), 

Grieved at the tragic loss of human life, mainly that of civilians, 
and concerned about the damage and destruction of property, includ­
ing bridges and livestock, resulting from the escalated acts of aggres• 
sion and armed incursions by the racist regime of South Africa against 
the People's Republic of Angola, 

Gravely concerned that these wanton acts of aggression by South 
Africa form a consistent and sustained pattern of violations and are 
aimed at weakening the unrelenting support of front-line States for the 
movements for freedom and national liberation of the peoples of Na­
mibia and South Africa, 

Conscious of the need to take effective steps for the prevention and 
removal of all threats to international peace and security posed by 
South Africa's military attacks, 

I. Strongly condemns the racist regime of South Africa for its pre­
meditated, persistent and sustained armed invasions of the People's 
Republic of Angola, which constitute a flagrant violation of the sov­
ereignty and territorial integrity of that country, as well as a serious 
threat to international peace and security; 

2. Strongly condemns also South Africa for its utilization of the in• 
temational Territory of Namibia as a springboard for perpetrating armed 
invasions and destabilization of the People's Republic of Angola; 

3. Demands that South Africa withdraw forthwith and uncondi­
tionally all its military forces from the territory of the People's Re­
public of Angola, cease all acts of aggression against that State and 
scrupulously respect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Angola; 

4. Calls upon all States to implement fully the arms embargo im­
posed against South Africa in resolution 418 ( 1977); 

5. Requests Member States urgently to extend all necessary assist• 
ance to the People's Republic of Angola and other front-line States, 
in order to strengthen their defence capacity against South Africa's 
acts of aggression; 

6. Calls for payment of full and adequate compensation to the Peo­
ple's Republic of Angola for the damage to life and property resulting 
from those acts of aggression; 

7. Decides to appoint and send immediately to Angola a comm is• 
sion of investigation, comprising three members of the Security Coun­
cil, in order to evaluate the damage resulting from the invasion by 
South African forces and to report to the Council not later than 15 No­
vember 1985; 

8. Urges Member States, pending the report of the Commission 
of Investigation, to take prompt, appropriate and effective action to 
bring pressure to bear upon the Government of South Africa to comply 
with the provisions of the present resolution and of the Charter of the 
United Nations, to respect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Angola and to desist from all acts of aggression against neighbouring 
States; 

9. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the repre­
sentative of the United States said that his delegation had 
abstained in the separate vote on operative paragraph 5 be-
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cause the implementation of that paragraph, which repre­
sented a call to anns, would result in an escalation of vio­
lence in an already volatile situation. He further said that, 
while South Africa had no justification for violating An­
golan sovereignty, his Government's diplomatic efforts 
were aimed at the achievement of a peaceful settlement in 
the region. 35 

By a note36 dated 30 September 1985, the President of 
the Security Council announced that, following consulta­
tions with the members of the Council, the Commission of 
Investigation established under paragraph 7 of resolution 
571 ( 1985) would be composed of Australia, Egypt and 
Peru. 

Decision of 7 October 1985 (2617th meeting): resolution 
574 (1985) 

By a letter37 dated 1 October 1985 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Angola 
requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council to 
consider the acts of aggression and threats to regional and 
international peace and security by the anned forces of 
South Africa, resulting in the violation of the territorial in­
tegrity and national sovereignty of Angola. 

At its 2612th meeting, on 3 October 1985, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the letter dated 1 October 
1985 from Angola and considered the item at its 2612th, 
2614th, 2616th and 26 l 7th meetings, from 3 to 7 October 
1985. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited, at 
their request, the representatives of Afghanistan, Algeria, 
Angola, Botswana, Cameroon, Cuba, Ethiopia, Ghana, the 
Islamic Republic of Iran, Kuwait, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Senegal, South Africa, Tunisia, the 
United Arab Emirates, the United Republic of Tanzania, 
Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zambia and Zimbabwe to partici­
pate, without the right to vote, in the discussion. 31 The 
Council also extended an invitation, as requested, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, to Mr. Peter 
Mueshihange ofSWAPO and to Mr. M. J. Makatini of the 
ANC. 38 

At the outset of the discussion, the President of the Se­
curity Council drew the attention of the members to a let­
ter39 dated 1 October 1985 from the representative of India 
addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting the text of 
a special communique adopted by the meeting of ministers 
and heads of delegation of non-aligned countries to the 
General Assembly at its fortieth session, held in New York 
on the same date. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Angola 
charged that, only a few days after the unanimous adoption 
of resolution 571 (1985) and even before the fact-finding 
mission to Angola established by that resolution had vis­
ited the area, the Pretoria regime had responded by dupli­
cating the very operation for which it had been censured 
by the Security Council on 20 September 1985. On 28 and 

3~Ibid., pp. 58-59. 
36stl 7506. 
37s111510. 
38For details, sec chap. Ill of the present Supplemenl. 
39s/l 75 l 8. 
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29 September, South African aircraft had violated the air­
space of Angola for the purpose of conducting reconnais­
sance of the position of Angolan troops; early on 30 Sep­
tember, in addition to a direct clash with the South African 
infantry, a formation of over eight South African aircraft 
had flown over Angolan troop positions on a bombing mis­
sion that had resulted in more than 65 casualties, the 
wounding of hundreds and the destruction of six Angolan 
helicopters. South African forces of a yet undetermined 
strength had been landed in Angola from Namibia, a Ter­
ritory which was not only illegally occupied by South Af­
rica but also consistently used for launching armed inva­
sions and other acts of aggression against his country, and 
those South African forces were currently located in Mav­
inga, 250 kilometres inside Angolan territory from the Na­
mibian border. The latest South African act of aggression 
had taken place just as the armed forces of Angola 
(F APLA) had been breaking through the third and last de­
fence position of the mercenary group of UNIT A; while 
the target area had never contained any Namibian refugees 
or SWAPO elements, the South African attack had been 
aimed primarily at protecting the UNIT A bandits and, si­
multaneously, at the destruction of Angolan national insti­
tutions and infrastructure. His Government had been re­
peatedly presenting its case to the Council since 1976 and 
it would continue to do so and to demand action by the 
Security Council, since that was his country's right and the 
Council's duty under the Charter of the United Nations. It 
was not only Angola that was currently under attack; the 
racist Pretoria regime had also shown its contempt for the 
United Nations by disregarding the resolutions of the 
Council, and the Security Council must take action so that 
it did not itself become guilty of contravening the provi­
sions of the Charter by virtue of its silence, neutrality or 
inaction. He recalled a communication from his State 
President addressed to the Secretary-General in which ref­
erence had been made to the right of a sovereign State to 
ask for "broader assistance" and said that unless they re­
ceived concrete assistance in ending South African pres­
ence in Angola and the cessation of its interference in the 
strictly internal affairs of his country, his Government and 
people would do everything within their means to defend 
their sovereignty and territorial integrity against the ag­
gressor. 40 

At the same meeting, the representative of India referred 
to the meeting of ministers and heads of delegation of non­
aligned countries to the General Assembly at its 40th ses­
sion, and said that the special communique39 adopted at 
that meeting had declared, inter alia, that the latest in­
stance of aggression by South Africa further testified to the 
arrogance and intransigence of the racist regime and its ut­
ter lack of respect for the purposes and principles of the 
charter of the United Nations and all norms of international 
law. The ministers and heads of delegation had urged the 
Security Council to deal with the serious threat to peace 
and security that had been posed by the latest acts of ag­
gression; that they had renewed their call for the imposi­
tion of comprehensive mandatory sanctions against South 
Africa under Chapter VII of the Charter.41 

40stPV .2612, pp. 3-6. 
41Ibid., pp. 7-9. 
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At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
said that, in his statement42 to the Council on 20 September 
I 985, he had apprised the members of the growing conflict 
in southern Angola and of the role the Soviet Union and 
its "surrogates" had been playing in the civil war in that 
country, and that the Council had responded by adopting 
resolution 571 ( 1985). Particularly under paragraph 5 of 
that resolution, the Security Council had, in essence, re­
quested all Member States to export more weapons and 
military personnel to Angola; taking advantage of that in­
vitation, the involvement of the Soviet Union and its allies 
in the current fighting was even more extensive than what 
he had indicated to the Council on 20 September. He 
charged that Soviet pilots were flying some of Angola's 
MIG-23 aircraft and MI-25 helicopter gunships, and that 
SW APO was still "sending major units southward as part 
of the Soviet-directed offensive" with the intention of 
opening new fronts in the terrorist campaign against the 
people of Namibia. South Africa, despite its limited capa­
bilities, would stand by its responsibilities for the security 
of its own people and the security of the people of South 
West Africa/Namibia. He then challenged the Council with 
his Government's suggestion that it should dispatch a fact­
finding mission to southern Angola to "discover" what 
support UNIT A enjoyed in Angola and to establish who 
was fighting whom, who was directing the operations, 
what armaments were being used and what the people of 
Angola preferred. He further challenged the MPLA Gov­
ernment of Angola to confirm its claim by holding free 
elections and by permitting the people of Angola to deter­
mine their future peacefully, thereby enabling them to 
bring an end to an otherwise endless civil war. The MPLA, 
if it chose to continue the civil war, should not be the only 
party entitled to assistance; the United States Congress, by 
repealing the Clark Amendment, had already recognized 
the admissibility of aid to UNIT A. He reasserted his Gov­
ernment's preference to resolve the problems of southern 
Africa through negotiation and its conviction that military 
solutions were not feasible; peace and stability, however, 
could not be achieved while foreign Powers and foreign 
interests dictated developments in the subcontinent. He re­
called his State President's latest appeal to the leaders of 
southern Africa to unite in the demand for the withdrawal 
of all foreign forces from Angola, and submitted, in fur­
therance of that call, a draft resolution,43 under rule 38 of 
the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council. 
He then stressed that the draft resolution, which was de­
signed to serve the interests of southern Africa as a whole, 
was a "sincere and serious attempt" by his Government to 
bring peace to the region, and invited the members of the 
Council not only to give the text due consideration and 
support, but also to declare what aspects of the draft text, 
if any, they disagreed with. 44 

At the same meeting, the representative of Nigeria, 
speaking in his capacity as current Chairman of the Group 
of African States, said that the credibility of the Security 
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Council as the primary organ for the maintenance of inter­
national peace and security was severely jeopardized when 
it could not be seen to act decisively, effectively and ob­
jectively in the face of acts of aggression and breaches of 
the peace committed blatantly. He called upon the Council 
to recall the seventh preambular paragraph and paragraph 
1 of resolution 571 (1985), under which the Council had 
established that South Africa habitually contravened the 
Charter of the United Nations, and asked the Council 
which one of the options it would adopt from among those 
provided under Article 39 of the Charter. He then recom­
mended, on behalf of the African Group of States, that the 
Council should go beyond mere condemnation of South 
Africa for its aggression against Angola and other front­
line States and called for the following measures: (a) the 
immediate payment of full compensation to Angola; (b) the 
full implementation of the arms embargo against South Af­
rica; (c) the application of comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions against the Pretoria regime for its policy and 
practices of apartheid; and (d) the consideration of other 
measures under Article 42 of the Charter to stop South Af­
rica from committing further acts of aggression.•s 

At the 2614th meeting, on 4 October 1985, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft 
resolution43 submitted by South Africa. Under that text, 
which was not put to a vote, the Council would have, inter 
alia, demanded the unconditional withdrawal of all foreign 
military forces from Angola, called upon all States to re­
spect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Angola, 
requested the various factions within Angola to settle their 
differences through peaceful negotiation and in a spirit of 
national reconciliation and further requested Member 
States to refrain from intervening in the domestic affairs 
of Angola so that self-determination could be achieved in 
that country. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Soviet 
Union referred to the South African contention of a "direct 
involvement" of the Soviet Union and Cuba in the actions 
of the Angolan armed forces against UNIT A, and said that 
that was the usual ploy of a "communist menace" used by 
aggressors as an ideological screen behind which they 
could attack other countries. He said that the Western Pow­
ers, which had prevented the Security Council from adopt­
ing comprehensive mandatory sanctions against South Af­
rica under Chapter VII of the Charter, had stated that they 
had been introducing limited sanctions of their own, fol­
lowing which the apartheid regime had resumed the mili­
tary and subversive actions against African countries, 
thereby demonstrating the total emptiness of the so-called 
limited economic sanctions. He stated that the proponents 
of the argument that sanctions would not be effective while 
they would harm the people of South Africa and neigh­
bouring African countries seemed to believe that sanctions 
were indeed an effective means of exerting pressure when 
they had unilaterally imposed those measures, in violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations, against such countries 
as Cuba and Nicaragua. Such a double-standard approach 
benefited only aggressive regimes, particularly at a time of 
intense discussions on the need to enhance the effective-

45Ibid., pp. I 8-22. 
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ness of the Council in discharging its principal role of 
maintaining international peace and security. He stressed 
that the Security Council could become a truly effective 
body not through procedural or "cosmetic" changes in its 
work, but only through a renunciation of the policy of ap­
peasement by some of its members and a demonstration of 
the will to adopt the effective enforcement measures set 
forth in the Charter.46 

At the 2616th meeting, on 7 October 1985, the President 
of the Security Council drew the attention of the members 
of the Council to a draft resolution47 submitted by Burkina 
Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and To­
bago. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Arab Emirates rejected the invocation by South Africa of 
the right to self-defence because, he said, such an attempt 
at justifying the intervention in the internal affairs of An­
gola ran counter to the principles of the Charter and the 
rules of international law. In international law and juris­
prudence, "urgent need" and "proportionality of the re­
sponse to the danger posed" were the two fundamental 
conditions that must be present in order to exercise the 
right to self-defence; those conditions did not exist in the 
current case of aggression against a small peace-loving 
Angola, which represented no danger whatsoever to the 
militarily strong South Africa. He further elaborated the 
concept of international law on the conditions for the ex­
ercise of the right to self-defence and its applicability to 
the case before the Council by quoting a spokesman of the 
United States State Department, who, on 18 September 
1985, had stated that any use of force by a State had to be 
justified under the doctrine of self-defence and that, while 
there was no inherent right to engage in cross-border mili­
tary activity on the basis of pre-emptive strike, South Af­
rica's raid had not appeared to have been justified by a 
clear and imminent danger to Namibian territory, thus ren­
dering the act neither reasonable nor a proportionate re­
sponse. He stressed that South Africa's acts of aggression 
required the application of sanctions under Article 39 of 
the Charter and called upon the Security Council not to 
cause the loss of faith in that primary organ of the United 
Nations on the part of the small States of the world.41 

At the 2617th meeting, on 7 October 1985, the repre­
sentative of Botswana referred to Security Council resolu­
tion 571 (1985) of20 September 1985, by which the Coun­
cil had demanded the withdrawal of South African troops 
from Angola, and said that, while it was well known that 
Pretoria had never shown any respect for the Council's de­
cisions, the fact that South Africa had grown accustomed 
to displaying its disrespect was an ominous development 
which the Council could ignore only at great peril to peace 
and stability in southern Africa. The presence of Cuban 
forces in Angola at the invitation of Angola had resulted 
from the South African invasion and repeated violations of 
the territorial integrity of that country since 1975; those 
Cuban forces, which had never set foot in Namibia, had 

46s/PV .2614, pp. 33-36. For a discussion of enforcement meas­
ures under Chapter VII of the Chaner (Anicle 41 ), see chap. XII 
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not in any way threatened the security of South Africa. The 
source of conflict in southern Africa was neither the Cuban 
troop presence nor the granting of asylum to South African 
refugees by the neighbouring countries, but rather the pes­
tilence of apartheid and racism in South Africa and denial 
of the right of self-determination to the people of Namibia. 
He then referred to the draft resolution49 submitted by 
South Africa at the 2614th meeting, and said that all the 
operative paragraphs, in particular paragraph 3, cried out 
for implementation by Pretoria itself and that the Council 
should reject the text, since there was nothing positive or 
moral that South Africa could preach to Angola.so 

At the same meeting, the President put to the vote a draft 
resolution47 submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, 
Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago and requested, 
in his capacity as the representative of the United States, a 
separate vote on operative paragraph 6 of the draft resolu­
tion, which was voted upon and adopted by 14 votes in 
favour to none against, with l abstention.s 1 

The Council then voted on the draft resolution as a 
whole, which was adopted unanimously as resolution 574 
( 1985). si The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the request of the Permanent Representative of 
the People's Republic of Angola to the United Nations contained in 
document S/17510, 

Having heard the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
Angola, 

Bearing in mind that all Member States arc obliged to refrain in 
their international relations from the threat or use of force against the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity or political independence of any State 
and from acting in any other manner inconsistent with the principles 
and purposes of the United Nations, 

Recalling its resolutions 387 (1976), 428 ( 1978), 447 ( 1979), 454 
(1979), 475 (1980), 545 (1983), 546 (1984), 567 (1985) and 571 
( 1985), which, inter alia, condemned South Africa's aggression 
against the People's Republic of Angola and demanded that South Af­
rica should scrupulously respect the independence, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of Angola, 

Gravely concerned at the persistent, hostile and unprovoked acts of 
aggression and sustained armed invasions committed by the racist 
regime of South Africa in violation of the sovereignty, airspace and 
territorial integrity of the People's Republic of Angola and, in 
particular, the armed invasion of Angola carried out on 28 Septem­
ber 1985, 

Conscious of the need to take effective steps for the prevention and 
removal of all threats to international peace and security posed by 
South Africa's acts of aggression, 

I. Strongly condemns the racist regime of South Africa for its lat­
est premeditated and unprovoked aggression against the People's Re­
public of Angola, as well as its continuing occupation of parts of the 
territory of that State, which constitute a flagrant violation of the sov­
ereignty and territorial integrity of Angola and seriously endanger in­
ternational peace and security; 

2. Strongly condemns also South Africa for its utiliution of the 
illegally occupied Territory of Namibia as a springboard for perpetrat­
ing acts of aggression against the People's Republic of Angola, as well 
as sustaining its occupation of part of the territory of that country; 

49S/l 7522. 
SoSfPV.2617, pp. 32-34. 
51 Ibid., p. 49. For a separate vote on a part of a draft resolution, 
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3. Demands once agai11 that South Africa cease immediately all 
acts of aggression and unconditionally withdraw forthwith all military 
forces occupying Angolan territory, as well as scrupulously respect 
the sovereignty, airspace, territorial integrity and independence of the 
People's Republic of Angola; 

4. Reaffirms the right of the People's Republic of Angola, in ac­
cordance with the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United Na­
tions, in particular Article 51, to take al I the measures necessary to 
defend and safeguard its sovereignty, territorial integrity and inde­
pendence; 

5. Calls upon all States to implement fully the arms embargo im­
posed against South Africa in Security Council resolution 418 ( 1977); 

6. Renews its request to Member States to extend all necessary as­
sistance to the People's Republic of Angola in order to strengthen its 
defence capability in the face of South Africa's escalating acts of ag­
gression and the occupation of parts of its territory by the South Af­
rican military forces; 

1. Requests the Security Council Commission oflnvestigation es­
tablished in pursuance of resolution 571 ( 1985), consisting of Austra­
lia, Egypt and Peru, to report urgently on its evaluation of the damage 
resulting from South African aggression, including the latest bomb­
ings; 

8. Decides to meet again in the event of non-compliance by South 
Africa with the present resolution in order to consider the adoption of 
more effective measures in accordance with the appropriate provisions 
of the Charter; 

9. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the President, 
speaking in his capacity as the representative of the United 
States, said that, while his Government supported the ter­
ritorial integrity of Angola, his delegation had abstained in 
the vote on operative paragraph 6 for the same reason that 
it had not supported a similar call to arms in Security Coun­
cil resolution 571 (1985).B 

The representative of the United Kingdom referred to his 
delegation's statements-. at the 2607th meeting of the Coun­
cil, on 20 September 1985, and said that his Government 
did not interpret operative paragraph 6 as endorsing the in­
tervention of foreign combat troops. He added that his 
Government would like to see all forces withdrawn from 
Angola as soon as possible.ss 

Decision of 6 December 1985 (2631 st meeting): resolution 
577 (1985) 

By a note56 dated 15 November 1985, the President an­
nounced the extension of the deadline for submission of 
the report by the Commission of Investigation established 
under resolution 571 (1985). 

On 22 November 1985, the Commission of Investigation 
submitted its reports7 to the Council, in accordance with 
paragraph 7 of resolution 571 (1985) and paragraph 7 of 
resolution 574 ( 1985). 

At its 2631 st meeting, on 6 December 1985, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the report of the Commis­
sion of Investigation established under resolution 571 
(1985) and considered the item at the same meeting. In the 
course of its deliberations, the Council invited, at their re­
quest, the representatives of Angola, Burundi and South 

Sljbid., pp. 50-52. 
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Africa to participate, without the right to vote, in the Coun­
cil's discussion. 58 

At the outset of the discussion, the Chairman of the 
Commission of Investigation59 gave a detailed introduction 
of the Commission's report. He said that the Commission 
had visited Angola from 13 to 24 October ! 985 and that 
its mandate had been to evaluate the damage resulting from 
the invasion by South African forces in September 1985. 
The Council had subsequently included in the Commis­
sion's mandate, under paragraph 7 of resolution 574 
( 1985), an evaluation of the damage resulting from South 
Africa's further aggression in October 1985. At Cazombo, 
which had been the target of aggression in September 
1985, the Commission had inspected the damage to build­
ings, the electricity generating system, water-supply equip­
ment, the airstrip and the bridge over the Zambezi river. 
With regard to the Mavinga region, where South African 
forces had been involved in combat operations in October 
1985, the Commission had been unable to conduct an on­
site evaluation of damage owing to ongoing hostilities in 
the area but the Angolan Government had provided it with 
information on the nature and extent of damage to military 
equipment. The Commission estimated that the total dam­
age resulting from South Africa's invasions of Angola 
in September and October 1985 was of the order of 
$36,688,508. The Chairman of the Commission stressed 
that the estimate was incomplete in that it did not take into 
account injuries and loss of life or the effects of South Af­
rica's actions on the Angolan economy. He noted that, as 
a result of its meetings in Angola, field visits, interviews 
with witnesses of events at Cazombo and Mavinga as well 
as information available to it, the Commission was con­
vinced of South Africa's direct involvement in the military 
actions that had taken place in those two areas in Septem­
ber and October 1985. It had been difficult for the Com­
mission to reflect fully in its report the plight of the civilian 
population and the Commission believed that there was a 
need for further humanitarian assistance. He stressed the 
Commission's view that the call to the international com­
munity for further assistance for rehabilitation and recon­
struction did not in any way diminish South Africa's re­
sponsibility to pay full compensation to the Government 
of Angola as the Council had called for in its resolution 
571 (1985).60 

The representative of South Africa referred to a state­
ment61 of 27 November 1985 by his Minister for Foreign 
Affairs rejecting the report of the Security Council Com­
mission of Investigation established under resolution 571 
(1985). His Government rejected the report because the 
authors, far from attempting to present an objective assess­
ment of the situation in Angola, had compiled a biased ac­
count that sought to blame South Africa for the situation 
in Angola. While the Commission's report contained un­
substantiated allegations, the fact of the matter was that the 
situation prevailing in Angola had resulted from the on­
going civil war between MPLA and UNIT A. None of the 

SBfor details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
59For the composition of the Commission of Investigation, see 

note 3 5 above. 
60stPV .2631, pp. 6-11. For the full text of the Commission ·s re­

port, see note 5 6 above. 
61S/17662. 

263 

issues such as the presence of 35,000 Cuban troops, Soviet 
advisers and the damage to South West Africa/Namibia 
that had been inflicted by SWAPO terrorists operating 
from Angola-which he said were the root causes of the 
conflict in Angola-had been addressed in the Commis­
sion's report, in an apparent hope to persuade the interna­
tional community that South Africa was responsible for the 
catastrophic situation in Angola. He regretted that the Se­
curity Council had chosen not to respond to his Govern­
ment's suggestion62 to send a fact-finding mission to the 
area to ascertain who was fighting whom, who was direct­
ing the operations and what armaments were being used. 
Only such a mission as suggested by his Government 
might have provided the Council with an objective report 
and the report under consideration represented an attempt 
at furthering the propaganda campaign against South Af­
rica.63 

The representative of Angola conveyed his Govern­
ment's appreciation to the Commission for the manner in 
which it had fulfilled its mandate of evaluating the damage 
caused by the South African forces. No report could ade­
quately reflect the extent of destruction and loss that had 
been inflicted on Angola within the decade since its inde­
pendence. The real cost of damage suffered by his country 
as a result of South Africa's invasions in September and 
October 1985 was much higher than the total estimate in­
dicated in the Commission's report. He appealed to the Se­
curity Council to strongly condemn South Africa for its 
aggression against Angola and to demand the payment of 
full and adequate compensation for the damage and losses 
it had caused.&1 

At the same meeting, the President (Burkina Faso) put 
to the vote a draft resolution65 submitted by Burkina Faso, 
Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago. 
At the request of the representative of the United States of 
America and in the absence of an objection, the President 
put to a separate vote operative paragraph 6 of the draft 
resolution, which was adopted by 14 votes in favour to 
none against, with l abstention.66 

The Council then voted on the draft resolution as a 
whole, which was adopted unanimously as resolution 577 
(1985).67 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having examined the report of the Security Council Commission of 
Investigation established under resolution 571 ( 1985), 

Having considered the statement of the Permanent Representative 
of the People's Republic of Angola to the United Nations, 

Gravely concerned at the numerous hostile and unprovoked acts of 
aggression committed by the racist regime of South Africa violating 
the sovereignty, airspace and territorial integrity of the People's Re­
public of Angola, 

62stPV.2612, pp. 1 l-16. 
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Grieved al the tragic loss of human life and concerned about the 
damage to and destruction of property resulting from repeated acts of 
aggression committed by the South African racist regime, 

Convinced that these wanton acts of aggression by the minority rac­
ist regime in South Africa form a consistent and sustained pattern of 
violations aimed at destroying the economic infrastructure of the Peo­
ple's Republic of Angola and weakening its support of the struggle of 
the people of Namibia for freedom and national liberation, 

Recalling its resolutions 571 (1985) and 574 (1985) by which it, 
inter alia, strongly condemned South Africa's armed invasion perpe­
trated against the People's Republic of Angola and demanded that 
South Africa should scrupulously respect the independence, sover­
eignty and territorial integrity of Angola, 

Reaffirming that the pursuance of these acts of aggression against 
Angola constitutes a threat to international peace and security, 

Conscious of the need to take immediate and effective steps for the 
prevention and removal of all threats to international peace and secu­
rity, 

I. Endorses the report of the Security Council Commission of In­
vestigation established under resolution 571 (1985) and expresses its 
appreciation to the members of the Commission; 

2. Strongly condemns the racist South African regime for its con• 
tinued, intensified and unprovoked acts of aggression against the Peo­
ple's Republic of Angola, which constitute a flagrant violation of the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Angola; 

3. Strongly condemns South Africa's utilization of the interna­
tional Territory of Namibia as a springboard for armed invasions and 
destabilization of the People's Republic of Angola; 

4. Demands once again that South Africa cease immediately all 
acts of aggression against the People's Republic of Angola and un• 
conditionally withdraw forthwith all forces occupying Angolan terri• 
tory as well as scrupulously respect the sovereignty, airspace, territo• 
rial integrity and independence of Angola; 

S. Commends the People's Republic of Angola for its steadfast 
support for the people of Namibia in their just and legitimate struggle 
against the illegal occupation of their territory by South Africa and 
for the enjoyment of their inalienable rights to self-determination and 
national independence; 

6. Requests Member States urgently to extend all necessary assist­
ance to the People's Republic of Angola, in order to strengthen its 
defence capacity; 

7. Demands that South Africa pay full and adequate compensation 
to the People's Republic of Angola for the damage to life and property 
resulting from the acts of aggression; 

8. Requests Member States and international organizations ur• 
gently to extend material and other forms of assistance to the People's 
Republic of Angola in order to facilitate the immediate reconstruction 
of its economic infrastructure; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor developments in this 
situation and report to the Security Council as necessary, but no later 
than 3 0 June 1986, on the implementation of the present resolution 
and, in particular, of paragraphs 7 and 8 thereof; 

10. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom reiterated that his Gov­
ernment did not interpret any part of the resolution as en­
dorsing the intervention of foreign combat troops, as 
encouraging a policy of armed struggle or as falling 
within the provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter of 
the United Nations, and that it would like to see the with­
drawal of all foreign forces from Angola at the earliest pos­
sible time.68 

68lbid., pp. 32 and 33. 
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The representative of the United States said that, while 
his Government endorsed the report of the Commission of 
Investigation, it could not support any request for assist­
ance to strengthen the military structure of Angola. His 
Government was actively pursuing the path of a negotiated 
settlement of the problems in southern Africa and, accord­
ingly, his delegation had abstained in the vote on operative 
paragraph 5.69 

Decision of 18 June 1986 (2693rd meeting): rejection of 
five-Power draft resolution 

By a letter70 dated 12 June 1986, the representative of 
Angola requested the President of the Security Council to 
convene a meeting of the Council to consider the recent 
and continuing violation of the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Angola by South Africa. 

At the 2691 st meeting, on 16 June 1986, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the letter dated 12 June 
1986 from Angola and considered the item at its 2691st to 
2693rd meetings, from 16 to 18 June 1986. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited, at 
their request, the representatives of Angola, Cuba, Czecho­
slovakia, the German Democratic Republic, India, Mongo­
lia, Nicaragua, South Africa, the Syrian Arab Republic, the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Viet Nam, Zaire and 
Zambia to participate, without the right to vote, in the 
Council's discussion. 71 

At the same meeting, the representative of Angola said 
that, on 5 June 1986, South African forces, including frog­
men, had mounted a raid on the port of Namibe in south­
western Angola. On that day, the South African divers had 
mined one Cuban and two Soviet vessels which had been 
carrying foodstuffs and medical supplies for southern An­
gola; as a result, one vessel had sunk while the other two 
had been damaged. Furthermore, Israeli-made Scorpion 
missiles had fired on three fuel depots, which had been 
damaged, one of them partially. He recalled that, in May 
1986, a contingent of South African troops and UNIT A 
elements had killed more than 53 and wounded dozens of 
Angolan troops in an attack near Xangong in Cunene Prov­
ince, some I 00 miles north of the Angolan border with 
Namibia. Also in May I 986, South African troops had 
committed acts of aggression against the sovereign States 
of Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe, following which the 
foreign Ministers of the front-line States, at a meeting in 
Harare, had condemned the raids and called upon the in­
ternational community to impose comprehensive and man­
datory economic sanctions against Pretoria. While South 
Africa had repeatedly invaded Angola since 1975, there 
were currently seven South African battalions inside his 
country and varying strengths of South African troops had 
been illegally occupying parts of Angola since 1981. He 
referred to "countless mandatory resolutions" that had 
been adopted by the Security Council on the question of 
South African aggression against Angola and asked 
whether the Council was unable to enforce its own resolu­
tions in accordance with its mandate under the Charter of 
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the United Nations. He appealed to the Council to con­
demn South Africa for its aggression against Angola and 
other front-line States, to demand the immediate with­
drawal of its troops and to impose on it comprehensive 
mandatory sanctions. 72 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
reiterated, with regard to the latest complaint by Angola, 
that the South African Defence Force had denied that it 
had been involved in the operation in the harbour town of 
Namibe. He said that the United Nations, especially the 
Security Council, must be aware of the ongoing civil war 
in Angola and that South Africa could not be held respon­
sible for that conflict. Weapons deliveries were being 
stepped up and in the past two years alone the Soviet 
Union had brought at least $2 billion worth of military 
equipment. While there was evidence showing the increas­
ing number of Cuban troops and a growing involvement of 
Soviet advisers, a massive new offensive had recently 
commenced against the headquarters of UNIT A at Jamba. 
His Government had complied with the 1984 Lusaka 
Agreement, despite Angola's inability to curtail SWAPO 
incursions across the Namibian border, and South Africa 
had repeatedly stated that the problems of Angola should 
be solved by the Angolan people without any foreign in­
terference. He again wondered why the Security Council 
was not sending a fact-finding mission to Angola to estab­
lish those facts for itself. 73 

In the course of the Council's deliberations, many speak­
ers condemned the South African acts of aggression 
against Angola and called for mandatory economic sanc­
tions under Chapter VII of the Charter.74 

At the 2693rd meeting, on 18 June 1986, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft 
resolution75 submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, 
Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates. The 
President further drew the attention of the members to the 
text of a communication76 from the President of the World 
Conference on Sanctions against South Africa, which was 
currently meeting in Paris. The text of the communication 
stated that the World Conference had been apprised of the 
Security Council's meetings regarding the recent South 
African aggression against the Angolan port of Namibe 
and that the facts related to that aggression had once more 
shown the need to adopt the sanctions envisaged in the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Ghana said 
that the latest South African aggression brought into focus 
the following three fundamental issues: (a) that there was 
growing acceptance within the international community of 
the need to abolish apartheid through the economic isola­
tion of South Africa; (b) that Security Council resolution 
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435 (1978), which contained the framework for Namibia's 
independence, should be implemented without linkage to 
the Cuban troop presence in Angola, which was in ac­
cordance with Angola's sovereign right to defend its ter­
ritorial integrity; and (c) that there was a need, in par­
ticular on the part of the permanent members of the 
Council, to refrain from supporting the Savimbi rebel 
group, which was attempting to overthrow the legally 
constituted Government of Angola in violation of inter­
national law. He then introduced the above-mentioned 
draft resolution75 which he described as modest and 
seeking to bring under the ambit of the Security Council 
parts of the specific measures that had already been 
agreed upon in the Nassau Accord at the Commonwealth 
Summit in the Bahamas in November 1985. He further 
said that the measures proposed in the draft resolution 
were already being applied by national Governments and 
multinational organizations.77 

At the same meeting, the President of the Council put to 
the vote the five-Power draft resolution,75 which received 
12 votes in favour to 2 against, with I abstention, and was 
not adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member.78 Under the draft text the Council would have, 
inter alia, determined that the policies and acts of ag­
gression of South Africa constituted a threat to interna­
tional peace and security and decided to impose a speci­
fied list of selective economic and other sanctions 
against South Africa as an effective means of combating 
the apartheid system and bringing peace and stability to 
the region. 

On 30 June 1986, the Secretary-General submitted a re­
port79 concerning the implementation of Security Council 
resolution 577 (1985), in accordance with paragraph 9 of 
that resolution. In the report, the Secretary-General drew 
attention to the continuing urgent need for material and 
other forms of assistance to Angola in order to facilitate 
the reconstruction of its economic infrastructure, as the 
Council had requested in paragraph 8 of the resolution, and 
to provide relief for displaced persons or care and protec­
tion for refugees from Namibia and South Africa. He fur­
ther stated that he would continue to monitor develop­
ments in the situation and would report to the Council as 
necessary. 

Decision of 25 November 1987 (2767th meeting): resolu­
tion 602 ( 1987) 

By a letter'0 dated 19 November 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of An­
gola requested the convening of an urgent meeting of the 
Council to consider South African aggression against 
Angola. 

By a letter' 1 dated 20 November 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Zimbabwe requested the convening of an urgent meeting 

77s1pv .2693, pp. 28-32. 
78For the vote on the draft resolution, see ibid., pp. 48-50. Sec 

also chap. IV of the present Supplement. 
79s/J8195, annex. Subsequently, on 2 September 1986, 

S/19195/Add.l was issued. 
8'>sll9278. 
81S/19286. 



266 

of the Council to consider the renewed acts of aggression 
by South Africa against Angola. 

At its 2763rd meeting, on 20 November 1987, the Secu­
rity Council included in its agenda the letters dated 19 and 
20 November 1987 from Angola and Zimbabwe, respec­
tively, and considered the item at the 2763rd to 2767th 
meetings, from 20 to 25 November 1987. 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited, at 
their request, the representatives of Algeria, Angola, Bo­
tswana, Brazil, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Cape Verde, Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, India, the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya, Malawi, Mauritania, Mozambique, 
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Portugal, Sao Tome and Principe, 
South Africa, the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, the 
United Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and 
Zimbabwe to participate, without the right to vote, in 
the Council's discussion. 82 The Council also extended 
invitations, as requested, under rule 39 of the provi­
sional rules of procedure of the Security Council, to 
Mr. Mfanafuthi Makatini of the African National Con­
gress of South Africa (ANC), to the Acting Chairman of 
the Special Committee against Apartheid, and to Mr. Theo­
Ben Gurirab of the South West Africa People's Organiza­
tion (SWAPO).82 

At the 2763rd meeting, on 20 November 1987, before 
the commencement of the Council's deliberations, the 
President drew the attention of the members of the Council 
to a letter83 dated 18 November I 987 from the President of 
the People's Republic of Angola addressed to the Secretary­
General. 

At the same meeting, the Vice-Minister for External Re­
lations of Angola referred to the letter from the President 
of Angola and said that the situation in the southern part 
of their country had deteriorated in recent months as a re­
sult of the intensification of the military activities of the 
South African army. There was currently a new large-scale 
invasion by South Africa aimed at expanding the portion 
of Angolan territory it had been occupying for several 
years in the provinces of Cunene and Kuando-Kubango, 
bordering on Namibia. In the first six months of 1987, 
South Africa had perpetrated 75 violations of the airspace 
of his country; it had carried out 33 attacks against Ango­
lan troops, defenceless civilians and the townships of 
Mupa and Mongwa in southern Angola. There had also 
been raids against the Namibe railway and the Bibala re­
gion. He then gave a detailed account of South African 
military activities up to 350 kilometres inside Angolan ter­
ritory during the months of June and July and described 
the type of weapons and aircraft South Africa had used in 
those military operations. More recently, the South African 
Buffalo battalion had attacked the Angolan army, which 
had resulted in the death of 21 South Africans and the de­
struction of four AML-90 and three Kasper-type vehicles. 
Furthermore, he said, six Impala and one Mirage aircraft, 
which had been conducting reconnaissance flights over 
Angolan troop positions, as well as one helicopter in 
Kuito-Kunanavale and three others in the Lomba and Cu-

82For details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
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jamba regions had been shot down by Angolan armed 
forces. He referred to "violent clashes" in September and 
October in which 230 South Africans had been killed and 
said that 11 AML-90 and 24 Kasper Wolf vehicles as well 
as light arms and equipment of all types abandoned by the 
invading forces had been displayed on the previous Sunday 
at the meeting of the Heads of the front-line States. He 
stressed that the clashes had taken place at a time when the 
Angolan forces were about to annihilate the UNIT A bands 
and that Pretoria's claim that its incursions were in pursuit 
of Namibians allegedly operating from Angolan territory 
was unfounded. Contrary to the norms of international re­
lations, the President of South Africa, together with five of 
his Cabinet members, had illegally entered Angolan terri­
tory to visit his occupation forces. South Africa, which on 
several occasions had to answer to the Council for its acts 
of aggression against the sovereignty and territorial integ­
rity of Angola in violation of the principles of the Charter, 
deserved condemnation by the international community. 
The representative concluded by calling upon the Council 
to adopt an appropriate resolution demanding the immedi­
ate withdrawal of Pretoria's troops and an end to its ag­
gression. 84 

At the 2764th meeting, on 23 November 1987, the rep­
resentative of South Africa characterized the Council's 
current discussion of the complaint by Angola as "a re­
newed attempt by Angola's MPLA regime" to divert at­
tention from the root causes of the conflict which had 
plagued that country for more than 12 years. He contended 
that the Angolan Government was seeking to hide, by cast­
ing South Africa as a regional aggressor, the reality that 
the struggle in Angola was between the Angolan people 
and MPLA, which wanted to impose its ideology by force 
on an unwilling majority. The result of the deteriorating 
security situation was the channelling of the country's di­
minishing revenue towards the importation and mainte­
nance of foreign troops and sophisticated weaponry at the 
expense of the basic needs and welfare of the Angolan peo­
ple. While South Africa was not at war with any party, it 
was Luanda and SW APO that were at war with the people 
of the region. It was the duty of the South African Govern­
ment to protect the inhabitants of Namibia against "terror­
ist depredations". He referred to the recent visit to the area 
of conflict by his State President and said that, as Com­
mander-in-Chief of the South African Defence Force, it 
was his President's duty to visit the area. He further em­
phasized that the regional situation had been exacerbated 
by the support and protection given by the Luanda Gov­
ernment to SW APO and ANC as well as by the fact that 
SW APO troops had an active role in the military attempts 
to contain the popular opposition to that Government. The 
current series of battles were led by UNIT A, which had 
recently gained successes against the Soviet- and Cuban­
led forces, and that the current South African limited mili­
tary involvement in southern Angola had been occasioned 
by the incursion of troops from outside the continent that 
threatened not only the security interests of South Africa 
but also the stability of the entire region. He concluded 
by stressing his Government's conviction that the path 
to peace in the subregion comprising Angola, South West 
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Africa/Namibia, Botswana, Zimbabwe, Mozambique and 
South Africa was neither through debates at faraway inter­
national forums nor through military confrontation inside 
the region, but by the willingness of all parties concerned 
to come together and to address their differences in order 
to contribute towards stability and progress for the benefit 
of all the peoples of the region. 85 

At the 2766th meeting, on 24 November 1987, the Presi­
dent of the Security Council drew the attention of the 
members to a draft resolution16 submitted by Argentina, 
the Congo, Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and Zambia. 

At the 2767th meeting, on 25 November l 987, the rep­
resentative of Ghana, on behalfofthe sponsors, introduced 
the above-mentioned draft resolution. He said that the nu­
merous acts of aggression by South Africa against Angola 
and the front-line States consitituted a direct affront to the 
Council's authority and that, as the particpants in the 
Council's current discussion had acknowledged, the ag­
gressive policies of South Africa should be checked before 
they undermined the very foundations of the Charter. It 
had also been reaffirmed that the Council had an obligation 
to preserve the principle of "civilized behaviour" in inter­
national relations and it should demonstrate the serious­
ness with which it viewed Pretoria's violations of the sov­
ereignty and territorial integrity of a State Member of the 
United Nations. He said that the draft resolution reflected 
the Council's concern at the implications for international 
peace and security of the repeated attacks against Angola 
and expressed the unanimous condemnation of the illegal 
entry into Angola by the State President of South Africa 
and some other senior officials. The preambular para­
graphs of the draft text would have the Council strongly 
condemn the violation of Angola's territorial integrity and 
sovereignty as well as the use of Namibian territory as a 
springboard for incursions into Angola. With regard to 
South Africa's occupation forces, the Council should call 
for the immediate withdrawal of those forces and entrust 
the Secretary-General with the task of monitoring the with­
drawal process and submit a report thereon by IO Decem­
ber 1987.87 

At the same meeting, the President of the Security Coun­
cil put to the vote the draft resolution, which was adopted 
unanimously as resolution 602 (l 987).18 The resolution 
reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the request by the Permanent Representative of 
the People's Republic of Angola to the United Nations contained in 
document S/19278 of 19 November 1987, 

Having heard the statement by Mr. Venancio de Moura, Vice­
Minister for External Relations of the People's Republic of Angola, 

Gravely concerned at the continuing acts of aggression committed 
by the racist regime of South Africa against Angola, 

Deeply concerned at the tragic loss of human life and the destruc­
tion of property resulting from such acts, 

Further gravely concerned at racist South Africa's persistent vio­
lation of the sovereignty, airspace and territorial integrity of Angola, 
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Recalling its resolutions 387 (1976), 428 (1978), 447 (1979), 454 
(1979), 475 (1980), 545 (1983), 546 (1984), 567 (1985), 571 (1985), 
.574 (198.5) and '577 (198'5), 

Gravely concerned also that the pursuance of these acts of aggres­
sion against Angola constitutes a serious threat to international peace 
and security, 

f ndignant at the illegal entry into Angola by the head of the racist 
South African regime and some of his Ministers, 

Conscious of the urgent need to take immediate and effective steps 
for the prevention and removal of all threats to international peace and 
security posed by South Africa's acts of aggression, 

I. Strongly condemns the racist regime of South Africa for its con­
tinued and intensified acts of aggression against the People's Republic 
of Angola, as well as its continuing occupation of parts of that State, 
which constitute a flagrant violation of the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Angola; 

2. Strongly condemns the illegal entry into Angola by the head of 
the racist South African regime and some of his Ministers, in flagrant 
violation of Angola's territorial integrity and sovereignty; 

3. Strongly condemns South Africa for its utilization of the Terri­
tory of Namibia as a springboard for acts of aggression and destabi­
lization of Angola; 

4. Demands once again that South Africa cease immediately its 
acts of aggression against Angola and unconditionally withdraw all 
its forces occupying Angolan territory, as well as scrupulously respect 
the sovereignty, airspace, territorial integrity and independence of An­
gola; 

5. Decides to mandate the Secretary-General to monitor the with­
drawal of the South African military forces from the territory of An• 
gola and to report to the Security Council on the implementation of 
the present resolution not later than 10 December 1987; 

6. Calls upon all Member States to cooperate with the Secretary­
General in the implementation of the present resolution and to refrain 
from any action which would undermine the independence, territorial 
integrity and sovereignty of Angola; 

1. Decides to meet again on receipt of the Secretary-General's re­
port with regard to the implementation of the present resolution; 

8. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

By a letter89 dated 25 November 1987 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa 
transmitted the text of a statement of the same date by the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa regarding Se­
curity Council resolution 602 ( 1987). The Minister for For­
eign Affairs stated that the MPLA regime in Luanda, 
which had seized power by violating the Alvor Agreement 
of 15 January 1975 and with the support of Soviet and Cu­
ban forces, was the actual aggressor responsible both for 
the civil war in Angola and for acts of violence in South 
West Africa/Namibia and South Africa by ANC and 
SWAPO terrorists. South Africa rejected the decision of 
the Security Council, and his Government alone would de­
cide when its troops would be withdrawn from the conflict 
area, as soon as its security interests were no longer threat­
ened. Regarding the role of the Secretary-General, his 
Government would welcome a visit by him to the area so 
that he might ascertain for himself the extent of Soviet and 
Cuban involvement in the military operations of MPLA. 

By a letter90 dated 5 December 1987 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa 
transmitted the text of a statement issued on the same date 
by the Chief of the South African Defence Force announc-
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ing the commencement of the withdrawal of South African 
troops from Angola. The statement stressed that the with­
drawal was progressing under "operational conditions" 
and that, therefore, no specific details could be provided. 
It was further stated that those national servicemen cur­
rently taking part in operations and who were due to com­
plete their service in December would definitely be home 
before Christmas. 

On 18 December 1987, the Secretary-General submitted 
a report91 in pursuance of Security Council resolution 602 
( 1987). In his report, the Secretary-General stated that he 
had urged the Government of South Africa to cooperate 
fully in the implementation of resolution 602 (1987) and 
that, despite the statement81 of the Chief of the South Af­
rican Defence Force that the withdrawal of South African 
troops from Angola had begun, the Government of Angola 
had maintained that South African troops were still in the 
country and that they were in fact engaged in active hos­
tilities. The Secretary-General said that South Africa had 
not so far provided him with information on the timetable 
for the troop withdrawal or with the other details relevant 
to the monitoring functions that had been entrusted to him 
by resolution 602 (1987). He concluded that, in those cir­
cumstances, he would again urge the Government of South 
Africa to act in accordance with the terms of the Security 
Council resolution so that it could be promptly imple­
mented, and that he would inform the Council of any new 
developments in that regard. 

Decision of 23 December 1987 (2778th meeting): resolu­
tion 606 ( 1987) 

By a letter92 dated 22 December 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representatives of 
the Congo, Ghana and Zambia requested an urgent meeting 
of the Council to consider the report91 of the Secretary­
General submitted pursuant to Council resolution 602 
(1987). 

At its 2778th meeting, on 23 December 1987, the Secu­
rity Council included in its agenda the letter dated 22 De­
cember 1987 from the Congo, Ghana and Zambia and the 
report of the Secretary-General in pursuance of Council 
resolution 602 (1987) under the item entitled "Complaint 
by Angola against South Africa" and considered the matter 
at the same meeting. The Council invited, at his request, 
the representative of Angola to participate, without the 
right to vote, in the discussion. 

The President of the Security Council drew the attention 
of the members to a draft resolution93 submitted by Argen-
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tina, the Congo, Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and 
Zambia. 

The representative of Angola said that when the apart­
heid regime of Pretoria was announcing the withdrawal of 
its troops from Angola it was in fact reinforcing their po­
sitions and even the small number of troops whose tour of 
duty was said to have been completed in December had 
been or were being replaced. He referred to the statement 
of the Chief of the South African Defence Force that no 
specific details could be provided on the withdrawal as the 
troops were being withdrawn under operational conditions; 
that was a demonstration of contempt for international law 
and the Council should take note of the flouting of the 
Charter of the United Nations and the authority of the 
Council itself. Regarding the draft resolution before the 
Council,93 he said that his Government fully endorsed the 
request that the Secretary-General should continue moni­
toring the total withdrawal of South African forces from 
Angola and should confirm the ending of the six-year oc­
cupation of parts of his country's territory by those forces. 
His Government believed that the Security Council and its 
mandatory resolutions represented the best chance for a 
peaceful solution of the illegal occupation of his country.94 

At the same meeting, the President of the Security 
Council, on behalf of the sponsors of the draft resolu­
tion, announced two changes of a textual nature. The draft 
resolution, as orally revised, was then voted upon and 
unanimously adopted as resolution 606 (1987).91 The 
resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution 602 ( 1987), which, inter alia, mandated the 
Secretary-General to monitor the withdrawal of the South African 
military forces from the territory of the People's Republic of Angola 
and to report thereon to the Security Council, 

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General. 

Gravely concerned at the continued occupation by the South Afri­
can military forces of parts of the territory of Angola, 

I. Strongly condemns the racist regime of South Africa for its con­
tinued occupation of parts of the territory of the People's Republic of 
Angola and for its delay in withdrawing its troops from that State; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue monitoring the total 
withdrawal of the South African military forces from the territory of 
Angola, with a view to obtaining from South Africa a time-frame for 
total withdrawal as well as confirmation of its completion; 

3, Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Coun­
cil on the implementation of this resolution at the earliest date; 

4. Decides to remain seized of this matter. 
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9. LETTER DATED 17 JUNE 1985 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF BOTSWANA TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter1 dated 17 June 1985 addressed to the President 
of the Security Council, the representative of Botswana re­
quested that an urgent meeting of the Council be convened 
to consider the serious situation that was arising as a result 
of South Africa's military attack on Gaborone, the capital 
city of Botswana, on 14 June 1985. 

ln a previous letter2 dated 14 June 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Botswana had transmitted the text of a press release issued 
on the same date by the Office of the President of the Re­
public of Botswana describing the loss of lives and mate­
rial damage inflicted during the raid early that morning by 
members of the South African Defense Force. The Gov­
ernment of Botswana strongly condemned the raid, which 
had been the most serious of the incidents that had occurred 
since March 1985 and had been carried out despite the re­
peated assurances that had been given that Botswana did 
not permit its territory to be used for launching attacks 
against neighbouring countries. 

By a letter3 dated 17 June 1985, the representative of 
South Africa transmitted to the Secretary-General the text 
of a statement of 14 June 1985 by the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of South Africa. Commenting on the events at Ga­
borone on 13/14 June 1985, the Minister had stated that the 
Government of Botswana had been repeatedly warned by 
South Africa to curtail the activities of the African National 
Congress of South Africa (ANC) inside Botswana, and in 
particular the planning and execution of terrorist activities 
in South Africa from Botswana. He had also recounted a 
number of meetings between the Ministers for Foreign Af­
fairs and relevant security forces of the two countries that 
had been held at various times between 21 April 1983 and 
2 February 1985, and had charged that, since August 1984, 
ANC had been responsible for 36 acts of violence which 
had been planned and executed from Botswana. Further­
more, he had referred to an "established" principle of in­
ternational law that a State may not permit on its territory 
activities for the purpose of carrying out acts of violence 
on the territory of another State, and declared that it was 
equally well established that a State had a right to take ap­
propriate steps to protect its own security and territorial 
integrity against such acts. 

At its 2598th meeting, on 12 June 1985, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the item entitled "Letter 
dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Representative of 
Botswana to the United Nations addressed to the President 
of the Security Council" and considered the item at the 
2598th and 2599th meetings, on 21 June I 985.4 

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited, at 
their request, the representatives of the Bahamas, Benin, 
the German Democratic Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Sey­
chelles and the United Republic of Tanzania to participate, 
without the right to vote, in the Council's discussion.5 The 
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Council also extended an invitation, as requested, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, to the Vice-Chairman of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid.5 

Decision of 21 June 1985 (2599th meeting): resolution 568 
(1985) 

At the 2598th meeting, on 21 June 1985, at the outset of 
the discussion, the President of the Security Council drew 
the attention of the members of the Council to a draft reso­
lution6 submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagas­
car, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago. 

At the opening of the discussion, the Minister for For­
eign Affairs of Botswana recalled the events of 14 June 
1985 when, at O 140 hours, Botswana had been invaded by 
South African refugees, two residents, two visitors, includ­
ing a six-year-old child, and two nationals of Botswana. 
The invasion had been unprovoked and had been the cul­
mination of the aggressive South African attitude that had 
progressively deteriorated as the agitation for change had 
intensified inside South Africa. Because South Africa and 
Botswana were geographically bound to live together, 
her country had never allowed opposition to apartheid to 
undermine its commitment to the principle of peaceful 
coexistence. Her Government had refused to sign a non­
aggression pact as demanded by South Africa, since such 
a pact, other than compromising its sovereignty, could not 
enhance its capacity to be any more vigilant than it cur­
rently was against guerrilla infiltration into South Africa. 
As a humanitarian and moral obligation and in fulfilment 
of its statutory obligations as a party to the 1951 Geneva 
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees as well as 
the 1969 Convention of the Organization of African Unity 
Governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in 
Africa, her Government gave political asylum to refugees 
fleeing the brutalities of apartheid in South Africa, and it 
would continue to do so regardless of the consequences. 
She referred to the statement3 of 14 June 1985 by the Min­
ister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa and said that the 
allegation about "ANC terrorist activities" in Botswana had 
been based on "mere suspicion" or had been fabricated in 
order to force Botswana to get rid of genuine refugees. It 
was South Africa, not Botswana, that was responsible for 
the crimes committed in South Africa by the policies of 
apartheid. She asked the Security Council to strongly con­
demn South Africa's terrorist act against Gaborone and 
against refugees in Botswana. She also appealed to the 
Council to demand that South Africa desist from further 
attacks on Botswana and ensure security in the region. Fi­
nally, she requested the Council to dispatch a mission to 
assess the damage caused by South Africa's invasion and 
to examine the need for possible assistance.7 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland empha­
sized that the explanations that had been given by the Gov­
ernment of South Africa regarding its attack on Gaborone 
on 14 June 1985 were entirely unsatisfactory and in no way 
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justified the violation of sovereignty and the killing or 
wounding of innocent people. While the United Kingdom 
was aware of the complexities of the internal situation in 
South Africa, his Government was nevertheless opposed to 
violence; South Africa must recognize that a solution to its 
internal problems would not be found by attacking neigh­
bouring countries. It was for all the people of South Africa 
to resolve their own future and it was within South Africa, 
not outside it, that apartheid must be dismantled to enable 
different groups and races to live together in justice and 
equity.8 

At the 2599th meeting, on 21 June 1985, the repre­
sentative of South Africa said that the "true state ofaffairs" 
that had led to the events in Gaborone was contained in 
the statement of his Foreign Minister3 on 14 June 1985. 
Subsequently, on 20 June 1985, the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of South Africa had dispatched a message to the 
Minister of External Affairs of Botswana infonning her 
that, since the Nkomati Accord, ANC had focused on Bo­
tswana to establish new bases for its attacks on South Af­
rica and all ANC members in Botswana had been secretly 
placed on full-scale armed alert. The South African For­
eign Minister had further asserted that evidence of the vio­
lent intentions of ANC operating from Botswana was pro­
vided by the discovery of a huge arms cache in Gaborone 
and that that had been confinned subsequently by the Gov­
ernment of Botswana on 26 April 1985. Finally, the rep­
resentative of South Africa quoted extensively from an 
address by his State President to the South African Parlia­
ment on 19 June 1985, where he had said: "Measures 
which we are taking within the framework of established 
principles of international law to protect our population 
and our property are decried as violations of the sover­
eignty of other States." The State President was further 
quoted as having declared his Government's readiness to 
regulate and normalize relations with all its neighbours on 
the basis of "ground rules" that included: (a) prohibition 
of support for cross-border violence or the planning of 
such violence; (b) withdrawal of foreign forces from the 
region; (c) peaceful settlement of disputes; (cf) regional co­
operation to address common challenges; and (e) toleration 
of the different socio-economic and political systems in the 
region.9 

At the same meeting, the above-mentioned draft resolu­
tion, 10 as orally revised, was voted upon and adopted unan­
imously as resolution 568 ( 1985). 11 The resolution reads as 
follows: 

The Security Council, 

Taking note of the letter dated I 7 June 1985 from the Permanent 
Representative of Botswana to the United Nations and having heard 
the statement of the Minister for Ellternal Affairs of Botswana con­
cerning the recent acts of aggression by the racist regime of South 
Africa against the Republic of Botswana, 

8Ibid., pp. 23-27. 
9S/PV.2599, pp. 31-36. 
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Expressing its shock and indignation at the loss of human life, the 
injuries inflicted, and the extensive damage as a result of that action, 

Affirming the urgent need to safeguard the territorial integrity of 
Botswana and maintain peace and security in southern Africa, 

Reaffirming the obligation of all States to refrain in their interna­
tional relations from the threat or use of force against the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of any State, 

Expressing its profound concern that the racist regime resorted to 
the use of military force against the defenceless and peace-loving na• 
tion of Botswana, 

Gravely concerned that such acts of aggression can only serve to 
aggravate the already volatile and dangerous situation in southern 
Africa, 

Bearing in mind that this latest incident is one in a series of pro­
vocative actions carried out by South Africa against Botswana and 
that the racist regime has declared that it will continue and escalate 
such attacks, 

Commending Botswana for its unflagging adherence to the conven­
tions relating to the status of refugees and of stateless persons and for 
the sacrifices it has made and continues to make in giving asylum to 
victims of apartheid, 

I. Strongly condemns South Africa's recent unprovoked and un­
warranted military attack on the capital of Botswana as an act of ag­
gression against that country and a gross violation of its territorial in­
tegrity and national sovereignty; 

2. Further condemns all acts of aggression, provocation and har­
assment, including murder, blackmail, kidnapping and destruction of 
property committed by the racist regime of South Africa against 
Botswana; 

3. Demands the immediate, total and unconditional cessation of 
all acts of aggression by South Africa against Botswana; 

4. Denounces and rejects racist South Africa's practice of "hot 
pursuit" to terrorize and destablize Botswana and other countries in 
southern Africa; 

S. Demands full and adequate compensation by South Africa to 
Botswana for the damage to life and property resulting from such acts 
of aggression; 

6. Affirms Botswana's right to receive and give sanctuary to the 
victims of apartheid in accordance with its traditional practice, hu­
manitarian principles and international obligations; 

7. Requests the Secretary-General to enter into immediate consul• 
tation with the Government of Botswana and the relevant United 
Nations agencies on measures to be undertaken to assist the Govern­
ment of Botswana in ensuring the safety, protection and welfare of 
the refugees in Botswana; 

8. Requests the Secretary-General to send a mission to visit Bo­
tswana for the purpose of: 

(a) Assessing the damage caused by South Africa's unprovoked 
and premeditated acts of aggression; 

(b) Proposing measures to strengthen Botswana's capacity to re­
ceive and provide assistance to South African refugees; 

(c) Determining the consequent level of assistance required by 
Botswana and to report thereon to the Security Council; 

9. Requests all States and relevant agencies and organizations of 
the United Nations system urgently to extend all necessary assistance 
to Botswana; 

10. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor developments 
related to this question and to report to the Security Council as the 
situation demands; 

11. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 



Part II 271 

10. UNITED NATIONS FOR A BETTER WORLD AND THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL IN MAINTAINING INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY 

Decision: Statement by the President 

On 29 August 1985, after infonnal consultations, the 
President of the Security Council issued the following state­
ment on behalf of the members of the Security Council: 1 

The members of the Security Council agreed to hold a commemo­
rative meeting of the Council at the level of Foreign Ministers to cele­
brate the fortieth anniversary of the United Nations with the following 
agenda: "United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace and security". 

It was further agreed that the meeting should be held on 26 Septem­
ber I 985. 

Taking into account practical considerations, it was also agreed that 
the meeting would be open for statements by the members of the 
Council. 

At its 2608th meeting, on 26 September 1985, the Council 
included the proposed item in its agenda without objection. 

The Secretary-General recalled the statement by the first 
President of the Security Council, at the inaugural meeting, 
that it would perfonn a unique function, namely, the direc­
tion of collective action for maintenance of peace, justice 
and the rule of law, and that this concept of a repre­
sentative, multilateral body was in keeping with the con­
viction and hope of the founding Members. The Security 
Council, which had remained in pennanent session for al­
most 40 years, with its members always on call, had taken 
effective measures on numerous occasions to prove its ca­
pacity; Governments had consistently sent representatives 
of high calibre. The Secretary-General stated that, over 
those 40 years, the world of which the Security Council 
was an irreplaceable part had achieved extraordinary pro­
gress in meeting, through technological and social ad­
vances, basic human needs, although enonnous needs still 
remained to be met. The political divisions had not yet 
been eliminated; some had grown in depth and intensity. 
They had their roots in conflicting ideologies, in competing 
national ambitions, in territorial disputes and in structural 
changes in the global society. The symptoms of those di­
visions were fear and suspicion, terrorism, irrational 
amounts of arms and outbreaks of conflicts. Nevertheless, 
15 nations, representing all regions and very divergent po­
litical orientations, remained in continuing contact, which 
was a further confinnation of the unique character of the 
Security Council. Although seemingly unable to cure po­
litical divisions, the Council could still limit and reduce the 
dangerous fever they produced. 

The Secretary-General went on to say that since 1983 the 
Council had been engaged in consultations on means of 
enhancing its effectiveness, of which, in course, much 
could be learned from both its past achievements and in­
adequacies. He expressed hope that the constructive reso­
lution by a unanimous Council of the problems where the 
views of all members converged would reassure the Mem­
bers of the United Nations of its effectiveness. The Secretary­
General indicated that as crises had frequently been 
brought before the Council too late for preventive action, 
it might be prudent to consider establishing a procedure for 
an ongoing survey aimed at detecting possible causes of 
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tension; substantial benefits might be derived from an 
agreed procedure of fact-finding in instances of potential 
conflicts. Concerning peacekeeping forces, he indicated 
that they had proved to be highly useful in preventing the 
recurrence of conflict and added that in the future they 
might be used to discourage recourse to anns. 

In conclusion, he reiterated that no one doubted the ob­
jective or the importance of the Council. He hoped, how­
ever, that the ability of its members to work together more 
effectively would be improved, thus enhancing its corpor­
ate capacity to take necessary decisions. Profound political 
differences between Council members had not always pre­
vented effective action in the past; a fully effective Council 
would serve the interests of all. He called upon Govern­
ments to consider the collective endeavours of the Council 
individually, bilaterally and multilaterally, and to include 
this question in the agenda of meetings between national 
leaders during the commemorative session of the General 
Assembly. He expressed hope that this event would serve 
to consolidate and renew the authority and prestige of the 
Security Council and would mark the beginning of a new 
spirit and renewed dedication.2 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics said that the urgency of the task of en­
hancing the role of the United Nations and augmenting the 
effectiveness of the Security Council was due to the com­
plexity of the international situation, the blame for which 
rested with those who were unwilling to reckon with the 
realities of our time, counted on obtaining military supe­
riority and sought to dictate their will to others. The world 
could either continue to develop along the path fraught 
with catastrophic consequences or could join the effort to 
avert the threat of war, to put an end to the arms race and 
release funds for solving economic and social problems. 
The principles of cooperation and peaceful coexistence at­
tested to by the experience of the anti-Hitler coalition and 
by the establishment of the United Nations were the only 
rational alternative to a nuclear tragedy. He considered that 
on the occasions where the Members of the United Nations 
had been able to rise above their ideological, political and 
other differences for the sake of common interests, the Or­
ganization had lived up to its role. He maintained that 
while a better world was a world free of weapons, their 
accumulation and qualitative build-up continued, including 
the plans for acquiring space arms. The Foreign Minister 
confirmed that his country would not be the first to step 
into outer space with arms, although it was able to take 
necessary countermeasures. 

The Minister stated further that the Soviet Union had 
submitted for the consideration of the General Assembly a 
proposal on developing international cooperation in the 
peaceful uses of outer space. He called upon all nuclear 
Powers, in particular since all of them were permanent 
members of the Security Council, to contribute to the 
achievement of disarmament, and announced that his coun­
try had unilaterally ceased nuclear explosions. He added 
that verification problems might prove to be an obstacle to a 
nuclear-test ban and proposed to reach an agreement on the 
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entire complex of issues concerning removal of the nuclear 
threat. 

The Foreign Minister called for a world free from hot­
beds of aggression and conflicts, such as the interference 
in the internal affairs of Nicaragua, the undeclared war 
against Afghanistan, the illegal occupation of Namibia and 
others, for which it was essential to observe the principle 
of the non-use of force, the peaceful settlement of disputes 
and respect for sovereignty. The Soviet Union was pursu­
ing the objective of dependable security in its bilateral re­
lations as well as at the regional level when it continued 
to develop the process of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and put forward the idea 
of a comprehensive approach to security in Asia. It sought 
the same objective on a global scale, in particular, in the 
United Nations. 

He also considered that the world should be free from 
oppression and exploitation of man by man and that com­
plete equality of nations and nationalities and genuine de­
mocracy should be achieved. He called for the elimination 
of discrimination in international economic relations and 
for expanding mutually beneficial trade and scientific and 
technological ties, elimination of hunger and backward­
ness, and the protection of the environment. 

Referring to enhancing the effectiveness of the Security 
Council, the Minister pointed out that when joining the 
United Nations, all States undertook to abide by the deci­
sions of the Council. The least that was required of Mem­
ber States was to act in conformity with the Council's de­
cisions. It was inadmissible that resolutions should remain 
on paper only. In that context, he noted with satisfaction 
the efforts of the Secretary-General to promote the imple­
mentation of decisions adopted by the Security Council 
and by other United Nations bodies. 

In conclusion the Minister underlined that a better world 
could not be built by taking into account the interests of 
one State only nor could it be built for a limited group of 
States. A better world meant peace for all, achieved 
through the efforts of all. He stressed the importance of the 
principle of unanimity of the permanent members of the 
Security Council as well as of the role of the other Council 
members and all other Member States of the United Na­
tions and expressed hope that whatever their differences 
they would not overshadow their common responsibility 
for safeguarding peace. 3 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic said that the triumph of the world order 
over the forces of reaction and war was an example of 
fruitful cooperation among countries with different social 
and political systems united against a common threat. His 
country was proud that the Preamble to the Charter and 
Chapter I, "Purposes and principles" had been drafted in a 
committee chaired by the Foreign Minister of the Ukrain­
ian SSR. He recognized the achievements of the Organi­
zation and put the blame for its inadequate effectiveness 
on those States which, in spite of the obligations they had 
assumed, were unwilling or refused to comply with them. 
He condemned the policy of threats and blackmail with re­
gard to the United Nations specialized agencies and in­
sisted that the Organization could not be the tool of any 
State or group of States. 

3Ibid., pp. 12-21. 
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He believed that the Charter possessed a great reserve 
of creative energy for the purpose of building a greater 
world and cited as testimony to this the fact that for 40 
years it had been possible to prevent the outbreak of a new 
world war. On the credit side of the United Nations record 
was the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples, which had been of invalu­
able assistance to the national liberation struggle of all 
peoples and had promoted the attainment of independence 
by dozens of former colonies and hundreds of millions of 
human beings. 

He underlined the important role of the Security Council 
in overcoming a number of international crises and the fact 
that the success of its work depended on the political will 
of Member States. The Council had broad powers in per­
forming its functions, including the right to take effective 
preventive measures and to impose mandatory comprehen­
sive sanctions. Referring to the Charter, the Minister ob­
served that it had lost none of its significance in the nuclear 
space age, which had opened up for mankind boundless 
possibilities and prospects, but at the same time constituted 
a real threat of global annihilation. He called for elimina­
tion of the threat of nuclear war, the cessation of the arms 
race and prevention of its spreading to space, the political 
settlement of conflicts and the normalization of interna­
tional economic relations. In his view, the fortieth anniver­
sary should serve as an additional incentive for Member 
States to achieve the lofty goals and principles enshrined 
in the Charter.4 

The Minister for External Affairs of Trinidad and To­
bago recalled that, in 1945, 51 States, reaffirming their 
faith in human dignity and in the equality of all men and 
of all nations, had agreed to establish the United Nations 
in order to achieve a more sober and stable international 
order. The concerns of the founding fathers remained valid 
in the contemporary world. The experience of the Security 
Council showed that it could and had to contribute in cre­
ating a climate where a spiralling arms race would not be 
a guarantee of safety and security. The Minister expressed 
the conviction that every State desired freedom to survive 
in a peaceful environment in which it could improve the 
living conditions of its citizens and be secure from the risk 
of attack by others. Recognizing the right of every nation 
to defend itself, one should acknowledge that the intense 
anns race, both nuclear and conventional, had far exceeded 
legitimate needs for self-defence and was posing a threat 
to international peace and security. A mere fraction of the 
billions of dollars spent yearly on weapons of mass de­
struction would suffice to eradicate the aggravated famine 
afflicting the world. 

The Minister stated that the fundamental problem of 
man's inhumanity to man needed to be addressed, such as 
the system of apartheid, which had been first brought to 
the attention of the Security Council 30 years ago. He in­
dicated with regret that measures that would hasten the de­
mise of apartheid had not been fully observed by those 
States which were in the best position to make such meas­
ures effective. 

The Minister added that among a growing number of 
conflicts in various parts of the world, such as southern 
Africa, the Middle East, South-East Asia and Central 
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America, some required solutions at the international level, 
but certain others could be resolved at the regional level. 

The Minister stated further that many conflicts were 
caused by socio-economic problems and the lack of global 
economic security. He called upon the financial institutions 
to change their policies and prescriptions and thus avoid 
social and political disruptions in a world where demo­
cratic collaboration between the developed and developing 
countries had become indispensable. He considered that 
the United Nations and the Security Council had been con­
strained by numerous obstacles such as the non-implemen­
tation of resolutions and decisions, the unilateral use of 
force to serve narrow self-interests and the unwillingness 
of individual States with differing ideologies to allow col­
lective action to be undertaken. Nevertheless, the United 
Nations and the Security Council had proved their dynamic 
capability to meet, to some extent, the demands of an era 
and of their membership. He supported the recommenda­
tions pertaining to the Security Council contained in the 
Secretary-General's reports on the work of the Organiza­
tion, especially those of 1982 and 1985. 

The Foreign Minister believed that confidence-building 
measures, at both the regional and the international levels, 
should be promoted by the Council. He spoke in favour of 
preventive action, as well as of the need to address con­
flicts at their roots. He hoped that the ability of the Council 
to resolve at least minor conflicts would transfer into ever­
growing confidence and that the super-Powers would re­
gard themselves maybe as rivals but not as adversaries. He 
also observed that the right of veto should not be used con­
trary to the principles of the Charter. He believed that non­
procedural issues should be identified on which the veto 
could be suspended or limited. His Government was of the 
view that the Secretary-General should be allowed certain 
flexibility in carrying out his preventive diplomacy role. 
He praised the United Nations peacekeeping operations. 
He concluded by calling upon Member States to rededicate 
themselves to the principles of the Charter.s 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Thailand, in apprais­
ing the effectiveness of the United Nations, and in particu­
lar of the Security Council, to maintain peace and security, 
observed that there were wars and threats of war every­
where on the globe and that in some areas wars had not yet 
broken out because the military alliances had served to up­
hold a precarious state of no war, no peace. He suggested 
that the Security Council could take the following steps to 
fulfil its role, as mandated in the Charter. Firstly, to call 
upon parties to seek for various means of peaceful settle­
ment of their disputes before bringing matters to the Secu­
rity Council, in accordance with Article 33, paragraph I. 
He added that the Security Council should not rush to sit 
in judgement on a particular issue until it was satisfied that 
other peaceful avenues had been tried unsuccessfully by 
the parties concerned. Secondly, although envisaged in Ar­
ticle 34 of the Charter, the Council had no instrument to 
investigate any dispute or any situation that might lead to 
international friction. He felt that the Secretariat staff serv­
icing the Security Council could be increased to meet those 
needs. Also, the Secretary-General should be encouraged 
and authorized to gather information by all means, which 
would better enable him to exercise his authority under Ar­
ticle 99 of the Charter. The Secretary-General should make 
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this infonnation regularly available to the Security Coun­
cil. Thirdly, the Security Council should encourage genu­
ine negotiations between the conflicting parties once the 
matter had been brought before it. He felt that the Council 
should not be a theatre for "public diplomacy" and that the 
time spent in listening to prepared speeches by countries 
not directly involved in the dispute was not helping efforts 
to make the Council a forum of serious negotiations. Such 
negotiations could be conducted under the auspices of the 
President of the Security Council with the assistance of the 
Secretary-General, or of a "conciliation committee", of se­
lected Security Council members, which could be created 
under Article 29 of the Charter. 

The Minister emphasized that the focus should be on the 
pacific settlement of disputes and not merely the adoption 
of yet another resolution that would remain unimplemented 
thereby undermining the prestige and authority of the Se­
curity Council. He appealed to fellow members to contrib­
ute to the realization of the purposes of the Charter and 
added that his Government viewed the United Nations as 
the last defender of the rights of small countries. 6 

The Minister for External Relations of Peru stated that 
idealistic and pragmatic motivations, not always clear and 
readily compatible, had led to the establishment of the 
United Nations after the Second World War. The main rea­
sons for the collapse of the original concept of interna­
tional cooperation were, on the one hand, the ideological 
exacerbation of the debate between the Powers and, on the 
other, the lack of parallel progress in disarmament and in 
the institutionalization of collective security. He added that 
it was imperative to devise machinery that would make 
possible the establishment of collective security within 
pennanent terms of reference. The principal organs of the 
United Nations were gravely bogged down, as illustrated 
by the rhetorical inflation of the General Assembly and the 
compulsive inhibition with which the Security Council 
treated international political problems. He noted with 
concern the gradual removal of major political and eco­
nomic problems from the sphere of action of the United 
Nations. This situation proved the anachronistic nature of 
the international structure created by the generation of the 
Great War. He added that the system of collective security 
envisaged in the Charter had been defective from the start, 
because of the inequality created by the veto and the privi­
leged position given to the permanent members to the det­
riment of small and medium-sized countries. He reminded 
Member States that the commitment of the great Powers 
was to promote peace and security in the interest of the 
international community. He called for a new political role 
of the United Nations that would recognize the sovereign 
and constructive participation of the developing world and 
for steps to be taken to ensure that the Security Council 
could focus effectively on seeking agreement and negotia­
tion and discarding any notion of patronage. He also 
pointed out that the Council• s basic peacekeeping func­
tions required a consensus; that the problems of backward­
ness were a decisive cause of disturbances; and that under­
development, the product of injustice, was the reason for 
instability. The Council should deal with fundamental po­
litical problems, not just with trouble spots, and the coun­
tries that had been left outside so far should be given a 
central role. The Secretary-General should be allowed to 
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act in the areas or the cases that did not concern matters 
of global strategy. Referring to non-implementation of the 
Council's resolutions, he called for replacing lamentations 
with the action required by the Charter, including meas­
ured under Chapter VII. He said that the current paralysis 
in international cooperation, especially the breach between 
the countries of the North and the South, endangered not 
only the survival of the United Nations, but the very con­
cept of multilateralism. In concluding, the Minister stated 
that his country believed and had committed itself to act 
in order to secure a genuinely democratic international or­
der, in which peace would be the consequence of a quest 
for agreement and the development of all countries would 
be the result of genuine justice. He hoped that the Security 
Council would rise above its role of merely containing ex­
isting disputes and become a framework for resolving 
grave conflicts.7 

The Pennanent Representative of Madagascar to the 
United Nations stated that international peace and security 
should be seen in a global context that included the pre­
vention of war, safeguarding the fundamental rights of 
man and people's equality in law of nations, maintenance 
of justice, respect for international obligations and promo­
tion of the economic and social progress of all peoples. 
The notion of security was, in his view, inseparable from 
that of economic security and could not be realized unless 
all States committed their collective responsibility and un­
less the permanent members of the Security Council 
agreed to seek among themselves as much common ground 
as possible. The spirit of consensus should always prevail 
among Member States and the principles of the Charter 
should be the pillar of all United Nations actions and de­
cisions. He expressed gratitude to the Secretary-General 
for reminding the Member States of such important points 
as the Council's role in the regulation of annaments; the 
essence of a collective security system; prevention and re­
duction of conflicts; the need for unanimity and the spirit 
of cooperation; and the readiness of Member States to turn 
to the Council for action and to respect and implement its 
decisions. The international community identified the 
Council's shortcomings and expected that the Members of 
the Council would, by their more cooperative attitude, 
strengthen its capacity and ability to take decisions and to 
act. He added that the major obstacle paralysing the Coun­
cil appeared to be the inability of Member States to find, 
at the right time, a broad consensus on the most important 
problems. He added that the prevalence of divergent inter­
ests among Member States over their obligations to the in­
ternational community had led to unfortunate conse­
quences for the authority and the integrity of the Council. 
He called for considering ways to strengthen the respective 
preventive roles of the Council and of the Secretary­
General, which would entail the setting up of a rapid alert 
system; the making available on a systematic basis of data 
concerning existing and potential crises; entrusting the 
Council and the Secretary-General with the power to take 
initiatives even in the absence of formal notification of a 
matter; the linking of the Council's efforts with those of 
regional and subregional organs; and the search for new 
conciliation procedures. He urged that resort be made to 
all the resources offered by the Charter, including those in 
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Chapters VI, VII and VIII. He stressed that those countries 
which did not possess a deterrent force and adequate mili­
tary potential could only rely upon the role of the Council 
in the peaceful and negotiated settlement of disputes. In 
the end, he concluded, international security meant the se­
curity of all with the support of all, in particular, the per­
manent members of the Council.' 

The Minister of State for Commerce of India, recogniz­
ing the importance of the subject under discussion, stated 
that in a world characterized by mistrust, inequality, ten­
sion and conflict, the United Nations had been a beacon of 
hope. Among the Organization's achievements he listed 
the process of decolonization, the contribution to socio­
economic progress, the creation of universal consciousness 
of the rights of human beings and the United Nations con­
tribution to the progressive development and codification 
of international law. He added that the United Nations had 
proved to be the most appropriate forum for seeking solu­
tions to pressing international problems. He conveyed the 
firm faith of his country and of the Movement of Non­
Aligned Countries in the United Nations and in the pur­
poses and principles enshrined in the Charter. He ex­
pressed deep gratitude to the Secretary-General for his 
thought-provoking report on the work of the Organization 
and his pragmatic recommendations. 

With regard to the Security Council he noted that al­
though it had played a useful role as a safety net in averting 
the outbreak of war, the Council's weaknesses and short­
comings, especially the lack of a collegial spirit among its 
members, had prevented it from becoming the effective in­
strument envisaged in the Charter. In his view the more 
powerful and wealthy countries lacked the political will to 
act as trustees of the interests of the weaker and poorer 
countries and thus the Council was unable to move towards 
achieving its basic objectives. He underlined that the spe­
cial position enjoyed by the permanent members of the 
Council had placed upon them added responsibilities, 
which should transcend narrow national interests. 

The Minister indicated that in the minds of the founding 
fathers, the primary purpose of the United Nations to main­
tain international peace and security had been closely 
linked with the progress of disarmament. He urged Council 
members to take a leading role, as envisaged in Article 26 
of the Charter, in the establishment of a system for the 
regulation of armaments. In that context he recalled a dec­
laration issued by a meeting of the six Heads of State or 
Government convened at the initiative of the Prime Min­
ister of India, which urged the nuclear-weapon States to 
halt all testing, production and deployment of nuclear 
weapons and their delivery systems. This first step was to 
be followed by a continuing programme of anns reduction 
leading to general and complete disarmament, accompa­
nied by measures to strengthen the United Nations system 
and to ensure an urgently needed transfer of substantial re­
sources into social and economic development. 

He commended the valuable ideas presented by the 
Secretary-General in his report, such as emphasizing the 
Security Council's role in preventive diplomacy through 
informal efforts to control crisis situations and the dispatch 
of fact-finding missions. He was of the view that the re­
sponsibility given to the Secretary-General under Article 
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99 of the Charter should be fully explored in order to en­
able the Secretary-General to pursue quiet diplomacy and 
to exercise his role of good offices in cooperation with the 
Security Council. He welcomed the peacekeeping activi­
ties of the Council and recommended further use of meas­
ures under Chapters VI and VII of the Charter whenever 
conditions so warranted. He stressed the importance of pe­
riodic high-level meetings of the Security Council under 
Article 28, paragraph 2, and singled out three suggestions 
made by the Secretary-General, namely, that members of 
the Security Council, especially the permanent members, 
should give matters of international peace and security pri­
ority over bilateral differences; that Council members 
should concentrate their efforts to solve one or two major 
problems such as the elimination of the system of apartheid 
and the situation in the Middle East, including the question 
of Palestine; and that the fortieth anniversary should be 
used by the Member States to reaffirm their obligations un­
der the Charter, in particular those relating to the non-use 
of force and the peaceful settlement of disputes. 

The Minister stated further that the increase in the mem­
bership of the Security Council on the basis of equitable 
representation was long overdue. He also observed that 
whereas the Security Council had a special responsibility 
and powers, the General Assembly had both the moral and 
legislative authority to pronounce and make recommenda­
tions on all matters under the Charter and that there was 
no place or room for any conflict of interest or for confron­
tation between them. 9 

The Minister for External Relations of France observed 
that while quiet diplomacy had its virtues, and it was often 
useful and necessary, the natural role of the Security Coun­
cil was to take public positions. Forty years after the adop­
tion of the Charter of the United Nations and taking into 
account the impact of the means of communication, the 
link between international public opinion and the persons 
and organs responsible for diplomatic actions was essen­
tial. He recognized, however, that this link had actually 
weakened and that there was a real gulf between the Coun­
cil and international political opinion. As a result the pres­
tige of the Security Council and of the Organization had 
been harmed. The strength of the Organization depended 
to a large extent on a balance between an action-oriented 
Security Council and the deliberative General Assembly, 
dominated by the principles of universality and equal vot­
ing rights. Any weakening of the Council would endanger 
that balance and would be prejudicial to the effectiveness 
and credibility of the Organization. The commemorative 
meeting of the Security Council gave the opportunity to all 
members to exchange views on what the Council could and 
should do better to carry out its responsibilities. Reinvig­
orating the Council would be the best way of celebrating 
the fortieth anniversary. 

The Minister stated further that the United Nations was 
not a super-State, or a sort of world Government. It was 
an Organization of sovereign States that came close to 
achieving the goal of universality that was implicit in the 
Charter. While it experienced difficulty and even failure, 
it was essential for it to remain a centre for harmonizing 
the actions of nations in the attainment of common ends. 
Noting that certain matters were either not dealt with at the 
United Nations or gave rise to resolutions that remained 
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dead letters, the Minister affirmed that disagreement 
among certain of its most important members was not the 
only reason for that phenomenon. He was concerned by 
the blurring of the distinction between the respective func­
tions of the Security Council and of the General Assembly 
and by the growing tendency to transform the debates in 
the Council into a substitute for an Assembly debate. 

He considered that any institutional reform would 
weaken the potential effectiveness of the Organization and 
introduce divisive subjects. The Charter had entrusted to 
the Security Council the primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of peace; the Secretary-General undeniably 
had a role to play under Articles 98 and 99 of the Charter; 
the General Assembly could likewise make its contribu­
tion, but in a different way, in keeping with the functions 
assigned to it by the Charter. He was convinced that what 
was lacking was the political will and determination to 
make full use of the resources of the Organization. 

He underlined the special responsibilities of the perma­
nent members of the Security Council and added that 
France, for its part, was fully aware of them. He considered 
it important to extricate the Council from the logic of the 
East-West confrontation and felt that the members of the 
Council who pursued a genuine policy of non-alignment 
could make a vital contribution. He called upon the Secu­
rity Council not to allow itself to become bogged down in 
prolonged consultations behind closed doors, to take a 
public stand on major world problems and to look for ways 
and means to resolve them. The Minister expressed his 
support of the Secretary-General's role in facilitating the 
solution of international disputes and conflicts. 

In conclusion, he called for a more realistic role on the 
part of all Member States and stressed that, in the final 
analysis, the success or failure of the Organization de­
pended on the collective will of Member States. 10 

The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Af­
fairs of Egypt recalled his country's role in the drafting of 
the Charter of the United Nations, which it had signed as 
a founding Member. He was proud of Egypt's affiliation 
with Africa and the Arab world, which enabled the country 
to play a distinctive role in the activities of the Organiza­
tion. He considered that 40 years was too short a period 
for a sound scientific analysis of the experience of the 
United Nations. He observed that, notwithstanding the 
great material achievements during that period, the Organi­
zation had failed to fulfil the aspirations of peoples for lib­
eration and the exercise of rights endorsed by the Charter. 

He referred to the failure of the Security Council to pro­
mote just solutions to the question of Palestine, apartheid 
and the problems of southern Africa, or to eradicate the 
vast economic disparities between the peoples of the 
world. 

He suggested that the ideas and proposals offered by 
Member States from the rostrum of the General Assembly 
and during the meetings of the Security Council should be 
carefully studied. 

The Minister referred to an earlier proposal of the Presi­
dent of the Arab Republic of Egypt to undertake a review 
and appraisal of the international situation in all its aspects 
within the framework of the United Nations with a view 
to establishing a new international order in which justice, 
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peace and prosperity would reign. He further referred to 
his country's proposal for the convening of a special ses­
sion of the General Assembly to discuss the activities and 
purposes of the United Nations as well as its responsibili­
ties in maintaining international peace and security. He 
also recalled the opening statement by the President of the 
current session of the General Assembly, regarding the 
need to convene a conference to review the Charter of the 
United Nations in order to eliminate the contradiction be­
tween its letter and its spirit. He noted what the President 
of the General Assembly had said in connection with Ar­
ticle 27 of the Charter, which gave the permanent members 
a double veto never intended by the authors of the Charter. 

The Minister reiterated his country's support for the en­
hancement of the effectiveness of the United Nations and 
stated that the principles and provisions of the Charter 
would remain for Egypt and many developing countries 
the guarantee for safeguarding their independence and sov­
ereignty. Referring to the methods used by the United Na­
tions in dealing with many international political and eco­
nomic developments, he observed that the Organization 
had gradually deviated from the philosophy advocated by 
the Charter, in particular as regards the system of collec­
tive security. He stressed the need for a thorough analysis 
and a scientific and realistic diagnosis of the current inter­
national situation in order to invigorate the concept of in­
terdependence and solidarity. He added that any careful 
study would confirm the negative impact of the rivalry of 
the two super-Powers, which resulted in the loss of the 
ability of the Security Council to adopt decisive resolu­
tions to halt aggression and settle international disputes or 
to ensure the implementation of the adopted resolutions. 
He went on to state that the absence of political will had 
reduced the Council's role to one of merely voicing con­
demnations. In addition, the right of veto had frequently 
been abused and that had led to international conflicts get­
ting into ttie vicious circle of rivalry between the two con­
flicting blocs. In order to restore the Council's ability to 
act effectively, the collective will and the availability of 
means was important. According to the speaker, coopera­
tion among members of the Council and coordination be­
tween the Council and the General Assembly was essen­
tial. The Council had at its disposal a vast spectrum of 
mechanisms for tackling situations and conflicts. He made 
reference to peacekeeping forces, the good offices of the 
Secretary-General, the holding of periodic meetings of the 
Council to review the international situation and monitor 
"grave incidents" within the framework of preventive di­
plomacy. There was also a possibility for the Secretary­
General to bring any matter threatening international peace 
and security to the attention of the Council as well as to 
conduct consultations and assemble infonnation on areas 
of potential conflicts. 

The Minister advocated updating and rationalizing the 
provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council, in 
order to make them final but at the same time flexible 
enough to meet the requirements of the international com­
munity. He stated further that Egypt intended to introduce 
a specific initiative aimed at improving the functioning of 
the Organization. 

He referred to particular examples, such as the resolu­
tions of the Council on the Middle East and the Palestinian 
question and lamented the fact that those resolutions still 
awaited effective mechanisms for their implementation. 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

He concluded by stressing the responsibilities vested by 
the Charter upon the permanent members of the Council, 
and expressing the hope that new ways to restore confi­
dence in the Security Council would be found. He hoped 
that the United Nations would soon become a place where 
cultures mingled and thrived as well as the promoter of 
international relations based on peace, justice and prosper­
ity for all. 11 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Denmark stated that 
membership in the United Nations was a cornerstone of 
Danish foreign policy. His country had demonstrated its 
strong and consistent support by participating in the Or­
ganization's peacekeeping operations and by its active 
support of United Nations efforts in the economic, social 
and technological fields. He also referred to Danish efforts 
in the Security Council, upon which the Charter had con­
ferred the responsibility for the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security. He noted that, for reasons known 
to everyone, the Council was, to a large extent, deprived 
of its ability to fulfil its mandated responsibility. However, 
he agreed with the Secretary-General that in the real con­
ditions of international life the Council had played an im­
portant role in providing stability and limiting conflicts. 

The Minister stated further that his delegation was striv­
ing to have the Council function as a forum for negotiation 
rather than debate. It should be clearly distinguished from 
the General Assembly, as both organs were important, but 
in separate ways. The Council needed to speak with one 
voice in order to send an unequivocal signal to the con­
flicting parties and to ensure the implementation of its de­
cisions. He added that the Council should approach re­
gional conflicts within their regional context and refrain 
from interpreting any problem as a consequence of a 
worldwide competition between East and West. 

It was his Government's view that the situation in South 
Africa was a threat to international peace and security and 
that the international community should increase pressure 
on South Africa by adopting appropriate measures, includ­
ing those under Chapter VII of the Charter, in order to 
bring about the eradication of the apartheid system. 

Concerning the situation in southern Lebanon and the 
war between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, he ex­
pressed disappointment with the actions of the Security 
Council. Nonetheless, he noted that with the support of the 
Council the Secretary-General had been able to achieve 
some results towards restraint in the Iran-Iraq war. 

He reiterated the strong support of the members of the 
Council for the mission of the Secretary-General on the 
Cyprus question. As a country contributing military forces 
to UNFICYP for over 20 years, Denmark hoped that the 
latest effort of the Secretary-General would lead to an 
early agreement on the framework for a just and lasting 
settlement of the Cyprus question and urged the parties to 
cooperate with the Secretary-General. 

He also recalled the report of the five Nordic Govern­
ments on the strengthening of the United Nations, which 
had been forwarded to the Secretary-General in June 1983. 
In that paper the Nordic Governments supported the 
strengthening of peacekeeping forces, the need for peri­
odic meetings of the Security Council as part of an early 
warning system and a more frequent use of the powers of 
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the Secretary-General under Article 99 of the Charter. He 
voiced support for the suggestion made in the annual report 
of the Secretary-General that the Council should concen­
trate on solving one or two of the major problems before 
it. He felt that the Council should concentrate on the prob­
lems of southern Africa in the immediate future. He con­
cluded by emphasizing the need to strengthen the role of 
the Security Council in maintaining peace and security, 
through the full implementation of provisions already in 
the Charter, and, above all, sufficient political will on the 
part of conflicting parties to avail themselves of the Coun­
cil's machinery and to heed the Council's decisions. 12 

The State Councillor and Foreign Minister of China 
stressed the importance of the Security Council meeting at 
the foreign minister level on such a solemn occasion. Dur­
ing the 40 years of existence of the United Nations, in spite 
of the absence of a world war, peace had been subjected to 
constant threats by the arms race and regional conflicts, mak­
ing the responsibilities of the Security Council not lighter, 
but heavier. The Council played a positive role in prevent­
ing and defusing conflicts and easing international tensions. 
The Minister noted, however, that it had adopted wrong 
decisions on certain questions, which went against the will 
of the world's people and harmed their interests. He added 
that, measured against the provisions of the Charter, the 
performance of the Council left much to be desired. 

He was of the view that the emergence of a large number 
of newly independent States that had changed the compo­
sition of the United Nations and played an increasingly 
important and constructive role in its activities was an en­
couraging sign. The past experience of the Council dem­
onstrated that it achieved success whenever it acted in 
accordance with the purposes and principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations and reflected on the just demands of 
the majority of the Member States, in particular small and 
medium-sized countries. At the same time, it suffered set­
backs whenever the principles of the Charter were contra­
vened and the will of the big Powers was imposed. 

Referring to possible ways for strengthening the role of 
the Security Council, the Minister stated that in all its ac­
tivities, including its peacekeeping operations, the Council 
should abide by the provisions of the Charter and all Mem­
bers should observe and uphold the principles of respect 
for the territorial integrity and sovereignty of other coun­
tries, non-interference in their internal affairs and the set­
tlement of international disputes by peaceful means. Fur­
thermore, in carrying out its duties the Council should 
earnestly reflect the sound views of the Members of the 
United Nations, support their reasonable demands and give 
expression to their legitimate aspirations. The Council 
should act as stipulated in the Charter "on behalf of" the 
Members of the United Nations. He went on to add that 
the permanent members of the Council should fulfil in 
good faith the special responsibilities conferred upon them 
by the Charter and should take the lead in complying with 
its principles, honour the common will of Member States 
and consult with the other members of the Security Coun­
cil on an equal footing. He stressed that the veto power 
should not be used as a tool to shield acts of aggression 
and injustice. 

12Ibid .• pp. 89-93. 
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The Minister praised some ideas put forward in the an­
nual report of the Secretary-General. as well as certain 
ideas put forward by many members of the Organization, 
in particular, the need to strengthen coordination and co­
operation between the Security Council, the General As­
sembly and the Secretary-General; the necessity to ensure 
the implementation of Security Council resolutions and the 
proposal to support the Secretary-General in his efforts 
authorized by the Charter or mandated by the Security 
Council. He expressed the hope that the Council would 
continue its efforts to enhance its efficiency and that it 
would prove possible to achieve concrete results in the 
nearest future. 

Concerning the United Nations as a whole, the Minister 
believed that, apart from the functions of the Security 
Council, it was imperative to enhance the functions of the 
General Assembly, which had a wider representation than 
the Security Council. He observed that in recent years the 
Assembly had adopted a number of important resolutions 
on maintaining peace and security, opposing aggression 
and upholding justice, thanks to the efforts of the third 
world and small and medium-sized countries. 

He concluded by stating that as a founding member of 
the United Nations and a permanent member of the Secu­
rity Council, China had always abided by the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, and had 
developed its relations with other countries in line with 
principles of peaceful coexistence. 13 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs and Cooperation of 
Burkina Faso said that, 40 years ago, having learned the 
lessons of two world wars, the peoples of the world had 
expressed their determination to save future generations 
from the scourge of war and proclaimed their faith in fun­
damental human rights, in equality for all human beings 
and nations. The establishment of the United Nations was 
the practical expression of that common determination. 
Discussing the role of the United Nations and the Security 
Council in creating "a better world for all" the speaker 
wondered what was meant by "a better world for all" and 
what role the Security Council had played and should play 
to achieve that goal. For his country-one of the poorest 
in the world-it meant a world without racial and cultural 
prejudice, without exploitation, oppression and domina­
tion, without ignorance, hunger, thirst and disease. 

The Minister believed that the purposes of the United 
Nations had been intended to transform the world precisely 
that way and that it was time to evaluate, individually and 
collectively, its successes and failures, as well as to open 
new perspectives for an Organization that would be better 
aligned to the new situations of its members. That had been 
especially true of the Security Council, which, as assigned 
by the Charter, determined through its positive or negative 
actions whether or not the purposes of the Organization 
had been achieved. He commended the constructive action 
taken by the United Nations, especially the task of decolo­
nization, which had not been completed, as well as a cer­
tain measure of international cooperation, which had 
helped prevent a third world war. During the same 40 years 
the Charter of the United Nations had been frequently 
flouted. The hope that the feeling of racial superiority, 
which had been the basis of colonialism, would disappear 

Ill bid., pp. 94- I 00. 



278 

had not come true. The refusal to accept others as they 
were and the aggressive determination to impose on them 
alien economic, social, cultural and political values created 
tension and confrontations, which could be seen in Africa, 
Asia, Latin America and elsewhere. That polarization was, 
consciously or unconsciously, encouraged by the acknow­
ledgement of the division of the world into the super­
Powers and the others. 

In metaphorical form, the speaker warned of the dangers 
for the destruction of the world and lamented the counter­
productive use of the veto by permanent members of the 
Security Council. He considered that the Charter of the 
United Nations had been drawn up as a "forward-looking" 
document to ensure the Organization's dynamism and ef­
fectiveness. It would be in the interests of all nations to 
transform the Organization so as to enable it to deal better 
with the developing concerns of Member States. The Min­
ister stated further that the Security Council had been only 
marginally effective, and proposed that it be enlarged and 
that the right of veto be reviewed and rectified, if not sim­
ply annulled. 

The Minister also proposed to hold a high-level Security 
Council meeting in 1986 to discuss the question of disarm­
ament, which should be viewed in association with the 
economic and social development of mankind as a whole. 
In his opinion, it was not normal that such an important 
issue, which represented a permanent threat to interna­
tional peace and security, was not included on the agenda 
of the Security Council. 

In conclusion the Minister called for unifying efforts to 
put an end to aggression, eradicate hunger and ignorance 
and to ensure the triumph of the legitimate struggle of peo­
ples against the injustice of the present order. 14 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Australia recalled 
that his country was one of the 51 nations that had taken 
part in the creation of the United Nations. While clearly 
understanding the determinant effect on international rela­
tions of the great Powers and the existence of spheres of 
influence, his country tried to emphasize important points 
for smaller nations and make them accepted as a factor in 
the decision-making process, especially on matters affect­
ing their well-being. One of those matters was arms control 
and disarmament and the impact on it of the relations be­
tween the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. Proud to be a member of the Western associa­
tion of nations, Australia was concerned about the mistrust 
between the super-Powers. He urged the super-Powers to 
reach an understanding on the need to contain the danger 
of conflict and to seek effective arms control and disarma­
ment, especially through a comprehensive ban on nuclear 
testing. He went on to say that the great Powers should 
understand the common concerns among smaller nations 
and that it was now impossible to ignore the consequences 
of even regional unrest, let alone the consequences of nu­
clear war. 

Regarding the situation in South Africa, the Minister ex­
pressed deep concern at the threat of the activities of the 
Government of South Africa, such as the obstruction of the 
independence of Namibia and its aggression against its 
neighbours, activities that were stemming from the evil 
system of apartheid. Australia was in favour of the appli-

14Jbid., pp. IO 1- I 08. 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance ofintemational peace and security 

cation of sanctions against South Africa and had the inten­
tion of submitting specific proposals at the forthcoming 
meeting of the Commonwealth Heads of Government. If 
South Africa did not respond to the selective sanctions, his 
Government would support the consideration by the Secu­
rity Council of mandatory economic sanctions under Chap­
ter VII of the Charter. 

The Minister commended the efforts of the Secretary­
General in dealing with major disputes using powers as­
signed to him by Article 99 of the Charter, such as sending 
a mission to investigate allegations about the use of chemi­
cal weapons in the war between the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and Iraq and undertaking an initiative to end 
the hostilities over the Falklands. His Government would 
welcome a more intensive involvement of the Secretary­
General as mediator, arbitrator, negotiator or catalyst in 
seeking solutions to international problems. 

He favoured improving the capacity of the Security 
Council for quiet diplomacy. He did not favour transform­
ing the Council into a deliberative body. His Government 
had suggested the holding of periodic meetings to review 
the state of international security. He was in favour of the 
Secretary-General's approach that the Council should 
make a concerted effort to deal with one or two of the ma­
jor problems before it. He regretted that the idea of having 
a private, informal session of the Council to exchange 
views freely had not found support, and concluded by ex­
pressing the hope that the Council, as the world's 
peacekeeper, would be improved for the benefit of the fol­
lowing generations. is 

The Secretary of State of the United States of America 
said that the United Nations and its Charter had embodied 
mankind's most cherished hopes for a better world. He em­
phasized expectations for a world where international dis­
putes could be settled peacefully, where self-determination 
would be advanced, where economic cooperation would 
promote prosperity and where human rights would be hon­
oured. He added that each Member State, especially mem­
bers of the Security Council, had a duty to their own people 
and to posterity to keep that vision alive. He observed that 
the global landscape was marred by international conflicts, 
aggression and violence. The United Nations was, he said, 
a troubled Organization reflecting the realities of a trou­
bled world. He added that hunger and disease claimed 
many victims and that basic freedoms and human rights 
were trampled upon in many parts of the world. However, 
he did not consider that the United Nations had failed and 
that its founders were little more than utopian idealists. In 
his view the founders of the United Nations knew that 
pressing the ideas of the Charter in a world of sovereign 
States would be an endless, often disappointing task; yet 
by setting standards towards which all nations should as­
pire, the drafters of the Charter had hoped to help Member 
States move forward to greater prosperity, freedom and 
peace. He stated that over the past 40 years the United Na­
tions had many successes. He mentioned the peacekeeping 
and peacemaking efforts in Korea, in the Congo, in Cyprus 
and on the Golan Heights, as well as the activities of vari­
ous specialized agencies for the eradication of diseases, re­
lief to refugees and services in the areas of communication 
and transportation. Unfortunately, the United Nations had 
often failed to remain true to its own principles. It had been 
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abused in the service of selfish national or bloc interests. 
It had been used as a platfonn for voices of hatred and big­
otry, as in the case of the resolution equating Zionism with 
racism. Too often disputes among peoples had been magni­
fied instead of being resolved through reasoned debate and 
discussion. The United States recognized that it had an im­
portant role to play and it was committed to protecting the 
United Nations against hannful and abusive practices. 

He stated further that the Security Council was entrusted 
by the Charter with formidable powers to help resolve dis­
putes, but those powers should be used wisely and coura­
geously in the service of peace. He observed that creative 
Council actions could provide a basis for realistic, bal­
anced and constructive resolutions thus facilitating the so­
lution of some of the most difficult issues. In that connec­
tion, he mentioned resolution 242 (1967), which provided 
the essential political and legal framework for Middle East 
peacemaking. One-sided actions could not accomplish 
anything and that Security Council resolutions could have 
an impact only if they were realistic, balanced and con­
structive. Selective condemnation often exacerbated situ­
ations. He called for making the Council's work as effec­
tive as possible through greater and more systematic 
involvement of the Council at the early stages of develop­
ing conflicts; wider use of fact-finding, observation and 
good offices; more extensive and regular infonnal consul­
tations among its members and greater use of the Secretary­
General's powers under Article 99. He noted that similar 
ideas had been expressed by other delegations and that was 
perhaps suggestive of an emerging consensus. He agreed 
with the Secretary-General that the members of the Coun­
cil were "the guardians of peace" and emphasized the need 
for a greater commitment to fulfilling that role. 

In conclusion, the Secretary of State stated that the fail­
ure of the United Nations to meet all its lofty aims was no 
cause for despair. Cautioning against unrealistic expecta­
tions, he emphasized that it was necessary to ensure that 
the United Nations would guide the world on a straight 
course in a common journey and that Member States 
should continue to set high goals that inspired hard work 
and perseverance. 16 

The President of the Security Council, speaking in his 
capacity as Secretary of State for Foreign and Common­
wealth Affairs of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, extended his thanks to the previous 
speakers for their thoughtful presentations and joined them 
in paying tribute to the Secretary-General. He recalled that 
the United Kingdom had been a co-architect of the Charter 
and a host to the first meeting of the Security Council. His 
Government was well aware of its special responsibilities 
as a permanent member of the Security Council and it was 
actively involved in the whole range of activities of the 
United Nations. In appraising the work of the Organization 
and of the Security Council, in particular, the Foreign Sec­
retary associated himself with most of the points made by 
the speakers who preceded him. He echoed, in particular, 
the points made in the debate on the need for the members 
of the Security Council to search for common ground and 
the spirit of cooperative consultation as well as the desir­
ability for the Council to speak with one voice. He ob­
served that over the years the Council had seen its role, 
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style and methods of work evolve but the objective of the 
Council, defined in Article 24 of the Charter as the su­
preme mechanism for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, had remained the same and so it should 
remain. He viewed the Council as an agent more of per­
suasion than of coercion and pointed to the fact that when 
the Council performed well in its functions it tended to 
move away from open and public meetings to discussions 
in confidence. Quoting from the statement of the Danish 
Foreign Minister that "achievements do not have to be 
complete to be real", he referred to one of those accom­
plishments of the Council which had earlier been men­
tioned by the United States Secretary of State, namely, the 
defining of the terms of settlement in the Middle East by 
resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). He also made ref­
erence to the importance of resolution 435 (1978) as a ba­
sis for progress on Namibia and the successful use of 
peacekeeping forces in Lebanon and in Cyprus. However, 
the question remained whether the Council was effective 
enough. He agreed with previous speakers who had cau­
tioned against the temptation to adopt a rhetorical ap­
proach and recalled that the responsibility for making the 
Council more effective rested with the members of the 
Council and depended on their political will. 

He referred to the suggestions made on the need to im­
prove the Council's methods, as well as to the objectives 
to which those methods should be applied. He supported 
the engagement of the Council in more preventive diplo­
macy. He was also supportive of instituting regular meet­
ings of the Council to consider potential disputes. He also 
felt that the Secretary-General should bring matters to the 
attention of the Council at an early stage and that there 
should be a critical examination of the Council's proce­
dures. He acknowledged that not every dispute was capa­
ble of resolution and supported the idea that certain long­
standing disputes, not dominated by the East-West divide, 
deserved a fresh approach. Among those were the Iran-Iraq 
dispute, where there was a universal will for settlement; 
the Arab-Israeli dispute, where there was a striking need 
for a balanced settlement-based on Security Council 
resolution 242 (1967)-providing for the secure existence 
of Israel and self-determination for the Palestinian people; 
the situation in Cyprus, where the United Nations role was 
essential because both sides had confidence in it; and the 
situation in southern Africa and South Africa, where the 
common objective was the eradication of apartheid. 

The Foreign Secretary stated further that the Council 
could focus attention, elaborate frameworks for settlement 
and promote negotiation, but ultimately its success de­
pended on the willingness of Member States to recognize 
its authority and to use its resources. 

He concluded by reiterating the importance for all Mem­
ber States to examine the Security Council practices, re­
commit themselves to the ideas of the Charter and search 
for practical ways to pursue its objectives. 17 

He resumed his functions as the President of the Security 
Council and made the following statement on behalf of the 
members of the Council: 11 

The Security Council met in public at Headquarters of the United 
Nations in New York on Thursday, 26 September 1985, at the level 
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of foreign ministers, to celebrate the fortieth anniversary of the Or­
ganization. 

The meeting was chaired by the Foreign Minister of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland as President of the 
Security Council for September. Statements were made by the For­
eign Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Thailand 
and Peru; by the Permanent Representative of Madagascar to the 
United Nations; by the Minister of State for Commerce of India; 
and by the Foreign Ministers of France, Egypt, Denmark, China, 
Burkina Faso, Australia, the United States of America and the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, as well as by 
the Secretary-General. 

The agenda for the commemorative meeting was: 'United Nations 
for a better world and the responsibility of the Security Council in 
maintaining international peace and security'. 

The members of the Council welcomed the opportunity provided 
by the fortieth anniversary of the United Nations to reaffirm at a high 
level their obligations under the Charter and their continued commit• 
ment to its purposes and principles. They conducted a wide-ranging 
review of the international situation. They expressed their deep con­
cern at the existence of various threats to peace, including the nuclear 
threat. While acknowledging that it has not always proved possible 
for the Organization to eradicate these threats, they underlined the 
continuing relevance of the United Nations as a positive force for 
peace and human advancement. They welcomed the continuing 
growth of the membership of the Organization to a point where the 
objective of universality of membership, which they endorsed, has al­
most been achieved. 

The members of the Council were cognizant of the primary respon­
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and security con­
ferred by the Charter on the Security Council and of the special rights 
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and responsibilities of its permanent members. They stressed that a 
collegial approach within the Council was desirable to facilitate con­
sidered and concerted action by the Council as the main instrument 
for international peace. They acknowledged that the high hopes placed 
in the Organization by the international community had not been fully 
met and undertook to fulfil their individual and collective responsibil­
ity for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace with renewed 
dedication and determination. They agreed to employ appropriate 
measures available under the Charter when considering international 
disputes, threats to the peace, breaches of the peace and acts of ag­
gression. They recognized the valuable contribution made on many 
occasions by United Nations peacekeeping forces. They called again 
upon the entire membership of the United Nations to abide by their 
obligations under the Charter to accept and carry out decisions of the 
Security Council. 

They agreed that there was an urgent need to enhance the effective­
ness of the Security Council in discharging its principal role of main­
taining international peace and security. Accordingly, they resolved 
to continue the examination of the possibilities for further improve­
ment of the functioning of the Security Council in carrying out its 
work in accordance with the Charter. In this context they paid special 
attention to the suggestions addressed to the members of the Security 
Council in the Secretary-General's annual reports on the work of the 
Organization. They thanked the Secretary-General for these reports 
and encouraged him to play an active role within the scope of his func­
tions under the Charter.19 

The Security Council thus concluded its business for the 
commemorative meeting. 

19A/4 l/2, chap. 7, pp. 87 and 88. 

11. LETTER DATED 26 SEPTEMBER 1985 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF BOTSWANA 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

On l l September l 985, the Secretary-General submitted 
a report 1 pursuant to Security Council resolution 568 
(1985),2 concerning the work of the mission dispatched by 
the Secretary-General to visit Botswana from 27 July 1985 
to 2 August 1985. The report outlined projects that had 
been emphasized by the Government of Botswana to have 
been strictly related to the needs of refugees and, in par­
ticular, to the additional requirements consequent to the 
South African attack on Gaborone on 14 June 1985. The 
report stressed that, despite a deep sense of insecurity on 
the part of the population as a result of the l 4 June attack, 
Botswana remained determined to keep its doors open to 
South African refugees and that the international commu­
nity should enhance its assistance to Botswana in ensuring 
the safety, protection and welfare of refugees. At stake, the 
report concluded, was the right of refugee asylum coun­
tries to be secure from attack or coercion by refugee-pro­
ducing countries, a fundamental principle of international 
treaties and conventions dealing with refugees. 

By a letter dated 26 September 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council,3 the representative of 
Botswana requested that a meeting of the Council be con­
vened to consider and adopt the report of the Secretary­
General pursuant to Security Council resolution 568 
(l 985), 

1S/17453. 
2For the consideration and adoption of Security Council resolu­

tion 568 ( 1985), see sect. 9. 
3S/17497. 

At its 2609th meeting, on 30 September 1985, the Coun­
cil included in its agenda the item entitled "Letter dated 26 
September 1985 from the Permanent Representative of 
Botswana to the United Nations addressed to the President 
of the Security Council", included in its agenda, and con­
sidered the item, together with the report of the Secretary­
General pursuant to Security Council resolution 568 
( 1985), at the same meeting.• 

The Council invited, at his request, the representative of 
Botswana to participate, without the right to vote, in the 
Council's discussion of the item.5 

Decision of 30 September 1985 (2609th meeting): resolu­
tion 572 ( 1985) 

At the 2609th meeting, on 30 September 1985, the Presi­
dent, at the outset of the discussion, drew the attention of 
the members of the Council to a draft resolution submitted 
by Botswana, Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, 
Peru and Trinidad and Tobago.6 

The representative of Botswana said that Gaborone had 
been unjustly attacked by South African commandos on 14 
June 1985 and that it was his Government's right to de­
mand compensation for the damage caused to life and 
property and for the violation of his country's territorial 

4For the adoption of the agenda, see S/PV .2609, p. 2. 
5For details, sec chap. III of the present Supplement. 
6sfl 7503, subsequently adopted as resolution 572 (I 985). 
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integrity and national sovereignty. He stated that, in carry­
ing out its international obligations towards refugees, Bo­
tswana should not and could not be left to its own devices 
and that the right of political asylum in peace and security 
was a fundamental principle that the international commu­
nity had the obligation to defend and protect.7 

The representative of Madagascar, speaking also in his 
capacity as current Chairman of the Group of African 
States, said that the report of the Secretary-General's 
mission to Botswana emphasized the following two points: 
(a) the economic burden that had been created by the as­
sistance the Government was providing to the refugees; 
and (b) the security risk that was faced by Botswana be­
cause of the presence of those refugees on its territory. He 
recalled the South African practice of attacking neighbour­
ing independent States and the brutality with which Preto­
ria repressed anti-apartheid demonstrations, which might 
result in a new influx of refugees, and said that it was in 
that context that they had considered the report submitted 
by the Secretary-General pursuant to Security Council 
resolution 568 ( 1985). He said that it was the wish of the 
sponsors of the draft resolution (S/17503) that the Council 
endorse the recommendations and conclusions of the re­
port and ensure that South Africa paid reparation for the 
damage and loss that had resulted from its acts of aggres­
sion on 14 June 1985.8 

The draft resolution was then voted upon and adopted 
unanimously as resolution 572 (l 985).9 The resolution 
reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution 568 ( 1985), 

Having considered the report of the mission to Botswana appointed 
by the Secretary-General in accordance with resolution 568 ( 198 5), IO 

Having heard the statement of the Permanent Representative of 
Botswana to the United Nations7 expressing the deep concern of his 
Government over the attack by South Africa against the territorial in­
tegrity of Botswana. 

Deeply concerned that the attack by South Africa resulted in the 
loss of life and casualties to many residents and refugees in Gaborone 
as well as the destruction of and damage to property, 

Noting with satisfaction the policy which Botswana follows in re­
gard to the granting of asylum to people fleeing from the oppression 

7S/PV.2609, pp. 6-12. 
Slbid., pp. 13-17. 
9f:or the vote, see ibid., p. 17. 
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of apartheid as well as its respect for and adherence to the interna­
tional conventions on the status of refugees, 

Reaffirming its opposition to the system of apartheid and the right 
of all countries to receive refugees fleeing from the oppression of 
apartheid, 

Noting the urgent needs of Botswana to provide adequate shelter 
and facilities to refugees seeking asylum in Botswana, 

Convinced of the importance of international support for Botswana, 

I. Commends the Government of Botswana for its steadfast oppo• 
sition to apartheid and for the humanitarian policies it is following in 
regard to refugees; 

2. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for having 
arranged to send a mission to Botswana to assess the damage caused 
by South Africa's unprovoked and premeditated acts of aggression 
and for proposing measures to strengthen Botswana's capacity to re­
ceive and provide assistance to South African refugees as well as for 
determining the level of assistance required by Botswana to cope with 
the situation resulting from the attack; 

3. Endorses the report of the mission to Botswana pursuant to 
resolution 568 ( 1985); 10 

4. Demands that South Africa pay full and adequate compensation 
to Botswana for the loss of life and damage to property resulting from 
its act of aggression; 

5. Requests Member States, international organizations and finan­
cial institutions to assist Botswana in the fields identified in the report 
of the mission to Botswana; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to give the matter of assistance 
to Botswana his continued attention and to keep the Security Council 
informed; 

7. Decides to remain seized of the situation. 

In a letter dated 21 October 1985 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, 11 the representative of South Africa re­
ferred to Security Council resolution 572 (1985) and stated 
that his Government was under no obligation to pay com­
pensation to Botswana. He added that his Government 
rejected inferences in resolution 572 ( 1985) that it had 
carried out an unprovoked "act of aggression" against 
Botswana or that "terrorist groups" that were established 
in and operating from Botswana were synonymous with 
"refugees". The letter concluded by reasserting that Pretoria 
had exercised its inherent and natural right of self-defence 
in order to curtail further "imminent acts of violence" in 
South Africa. 

1°5/17453. 
llS/17586. 

12. LETTER DATED 1 OCTOBER 1985 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF TUNISIA TO 
THE UNITED NA TIO NS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter dated l October 1985 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, 1 the representative of Tunisia 
informed the members of the Council that, at 10.07 a.m. 
on the same date, six low-flying Israeli military aircraft 
had penetrated Tunisian airspace and dropped five de­
layed-action bombs, each weighing 1,000 pounds, on the 
civilian locality ofBorj-Cedria, known as Hammam-Plage, 
in the southern suburbs of Tunis. The operation, for which 

1s117509. 

Israel had claimed responsibility, had resulted in the death 
of 50 and nearly l 00 wounded; the search for bodies was 
continuing and there had been extensive material destruc­
tion. The Israeli raid constituted a blatant act of aggression 
against the territorial integrity, sovereignty and inde­
pendence of Tunisia and a violation of the rules and norms 
of international law and of the principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations, and the Government of Tunisia re­
quested an immediate meeting of the Security Council to 
consider Israel's aggression and to take the steps that were 
required by the situation resulting from that aggression. 
The Government of Tunisia called upon the Council to 
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condemn the act of aggression in the strongest tenns, to 
require fair and full compensation for the damage and to 
take appropriate measures to prevent the recurrence of 
such acts. 

At its 26 l 0th meeting, on 2 October 1985, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the item entitled "Letter 
dated I October 1985 from the Pennanent Representative 
of Tunisia to the United Nations addressed to the President 
of the Security Council", and considered it at the 26 l 0th, 
261 lth, 2613th and 2615th meetings, on 2 to4 October 1985.2 

Decision of 2 October 1985 (26 l 0th meeting): invitation 
accorded to the Palestine Liberation Organization 

In the course of its deliberations the Security Council 
invited, at their request, the representatives of Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Bangladesh, Cuba, the Gennan Democratic Re­
public, Greece, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of Iran, 
Jordan, Kuwait, Lesotho, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Malta, Mauritania, Morocco, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, the Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey, 
Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia to participate, without 
the right to vote, in the Council's discussion. 3 

At the 2610th meeting, on 2 October 1985, the President 
infonned the Council that he had received a letter from the 
representative of Egypt requesting the participation of Mr. 
Farouk Kadoumi of the Palestine Liberation Organization 
(PLO) in the Council's debate, in accordance with the 
Council's previous practice. The President noted that the 
proposal was not made under rule 37 or rule 39 of the pro­
visional rules of procedure of the Security Council but that, 
if adopted by the Council, the invitation to the PLO to par­
ticipate in the debate would confer upon it the same rights 
of participation as those conferred on a Member State in­
vited to participate under rule 37.4 Speaking in his capacity 
as the representative of the United States of America, the 
President stated that his Government was opposed to 
special/ad hoc departures from orderly procedure, as it 
considered such practice as having no legal foundation, 
and requested that the proposed invitation be put to the 
vote. 5 The request to invite the PLO was then voted upon 
and adopted by 10 votes in favour to I against, with 4 ab­
stentions. 6 Accordingly, the representative of the PLO was 
invited to take part in the Council's discussion. 

The Council also extended an invitation, as requested, 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the 
Security Council, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Pennanent Ob­
server for the League of Arab States (LAS) to the United 
Nations, to Mr. Adnan Omran, also of LAS, and to Mr. 
Seid Sherifuddin Pirzada of the Organization of the Is­
lamic Conference (OIC).7 

Decision of 4 October 1985 (2615th meeting): resolution 
573 (1985) 

At the 2610th meeting, on 2 October 1985, the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Tunisia referred to the letter from 

2For adoption of the agenda, see S/PV.2610, p. 2. 
3For details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
4S/PV.2610, pp. 3-S. 
~Ibid., pp. 3-6. 
6For the vote on the invitation accorded to the PLO, sec ibid., 

pp. 6 and 7. 
7For details, sec chap. III of the present Supplement. 
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his Govemment 1 describing the aggression committed 
against his country and said that, contrary to what Israeli 
officials claimed, the target of the attack was an exclu­
sively residential urban area that had been the traditional 
home of Tunisian families and a small number of Palestin­
ian civilians who had fled Lebanon after the invasion of 
that country by the Israeli army. He stated that the crime 
committed against Tunisia was particularly reprehensible 
because it was aimed at undennining the efforts to bring 
about a peaceful, just and durable settlement of the Pales­
tinian problem on the basis of the principles of the Charter 
and the relevant resolutions of the United Nations, which 
was also the framework within which Tunisia had extended 
its hospitality to the Palestinian leadership. He said that his 
Government's call on the Security Council to condemn the 
act of aggression and to demand just and full reparation for 
the damage was aimed not only at seeking the sanction of 
international legality but also at preserving the chances for a 
peaceful settlement of the Middle East problem.• 

At the same meeting, the Deputy Premier and Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Kuwait, speaking on behalf of the 
Group of Arab States, said that the air raid against the Tu­
nisian capital was an act of aggression against the Charter 
of the United Nations, which guaranteed the sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of States; and that it was also an 
aggression against ethics, which constituted the moral ar­
biter in relations among States that respected the Charter 
of the United Nations and cherished the sanctity of inter­
national laws. He stated that the Arab States, which con­
demned the blatant aggression, were convinced that the Is­
raeli crime fell within the category of official state 
terrorism. He referred to Israel's unrelenting efforts to de­
stroy all traces of the PLO, the sole legitimate repre­
sentative of the Palestinian people, wherever it was to be 
found and that it had sought to do so through: (a) the in­
vasion of Lebanon; (b) the policies of coercion, repression 
and deportation of the peoples of the occupied territories, 
in violation of the provisions of the Fourth Geneva Con­
vention; and (c) the air raid on the PLO headquarters in the 
capital city of Tunisia, in a heavily populated civilian area. 
He added that those actions were aimed at the eviction of 
the Arab population from the remaining Palestinian Arab 
land in order to gain possession of that land in violation of 
the principle enshrined in the Charter of the United Na­
tions of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory 
by force. He dismissed the attempt at justifying the air raid 
as an attack directed against the PLO, not against Tunisia, 
and as an act of legitimate self-defence and declared that 
the Charter was meant to be observed and that it was the 
Security Council's duty to take appropriate measures un­
der the Charter in order to ensure Israel's compliance with 
relevant United Nations resolutions.9 

At the same meeting, the representative of India said that 
the attack against the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of Tunisia was another manifestation of Israel's desire to 
eliminate the Palestinian resistance against it and to con­
solidate its occupation of Palestinian and Arab territories 
in flagrant violation of the nonns of international law and 
the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations. He added that the Israeli attack had been dis-

8S/PV.2610, pp. 8-11. 
9Ibid., pp. 12-21. 
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cussed the previous day at a meeting of Ministers and 
Heads of Delegation of the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries to the fortieth session of the General Assembly 
and that a special communique had been adopted strongly 
condemning Israel for its attack on Tunisia. He stated that 
the Ministers and Heads of Delegation had also renewed 
the repeated call by the Movement of Non-Aligned Coun­
tries for the imposition of comprehensive mandatory sanc­
tions against Israel under Chapter VII of the Charter. He 
stressed that the only path to peace was through a compre­
hensive, just and lasting solution of the Middle East prob­
lem and that the framework for such a solution, as defined 
in the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly and 
the Security Council, had to be based on the following fun­
damental principles: (a) that the question of Palestine was 
at the heart of the problem of the Middle East; (b) that the 
exercise of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people, 
including their right to self-determination, would contrib­
ute to a final solution of the crisis in the region; (c) that 
the PLO, the sole and authentic representative of the Pal­
estinian people, should participate on an equal footing in 
all efforts to find a solution to the Middle East problem; 
and (d) that no peace could be established in the region 
without the withdrawal of Israel from all the Palestinian 
and other Arab territories that it had occupied since 1967, 
including Jerusalem, and without the guarantee that all 
States of the region could live within secure and recog­
nized borders. While emphasizing the importance of the 
early convening of the proposed international conference 
on peace in the Middle East, he also stressed the signifi­
cance attached to the forthcoming meeting of the Security 
Council that had been requested by his delegation in pur­
suance of the decision of the Meeting of Foreign Ministers 
of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries that had been 
held in September 1985 at Luanda. 10 

At the 2611th meeting, on 2 October 1985, the repre­
sentative of Israel said that over the past year the PLO 
headquarters in Tunisia had planned and launched more 
than 600 terrorist attacks, which had killed or wounded 
more than 75 Israeli civilians, including schoolchildren. 
The latest victims had been three defenceless tourists on a 
boat at Larnaca who had been killed by Vasser Arafat's 
personal bodyguard unit, Force 17, the very people who 
had occupied the PLO headquarters in Tunisia. He stressed 
that Israel's "surgical strike" had been carefully aimed at 
three buildings housing the PLO headquarters and not, as 
the Foreign Minister of Tunisia had asserted, at scattered 
private houses. He stated that Israel could not accept the 
notion of immunity of bases and headquarters of terrorist 
killers, anywhere or at any time, and that every State had 
a responsibility to prevent armed attacks from its territory, 
in particular against civilians. He then emphasized that the 
sovereignty of a State could not be separated from its respon­
sibilities, among which the major one was preventing a sov­
ereign territory from being used as a launching ground for 
acts of aggression against another country, and that when 
a State renounced that fundamental responsibility, deliber­
ately or through negligence, it could not do so without risk­
ing the consequences of such dereliction of duty. The in­
terest of a State in exercising protection over its nationals 
might take precedence over territorial integrity, and quoted 
from Article 51 of the Charter, which provided: 

1°tbid., pp. 23-27. 
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Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of in• 
dividual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a 
Member of the United Nations. 

The only question, he said, that might arise when a State 
acted in self-defence to curb armed attacks from other 
countries was whether alternate remedies were available 
and asserted that no other remedy had existed in the present 
case, since Tunisia had shown no desire or intention to pre­
vent the PLO from planning and initiating terrorist activities 
from its soil. With reference to allegations that Israel's ac­
tion had been aimed against the peace process, he said that 
his country remained committed to real peace with all its 
neighbours while the PLO, which was the obstacle to 
peace, was "unalterably committed" to the destruction of 
Israel and to the "practice and espousal of terrorism". 11 

At the 2615th meeting, on 4 October 1985,12 Mr. Terzi 
of the PLO, speaking in exercise of the right of reply, said 
that at its thirty-fourth session the General Assembly had 
considered the item entitled "International terrorism" and 
that it had condemned the continuation of repressive and 
terrorist acts by colonial and alien regimes that were de­
nying peoples the legitimate right to self-determination 
and independence. The Assembly had recognized that in 
order to contribute to the elimination of the causes of the 
problem of terrorism both the Assembly and the Security 
Council should pay special attention to situations such as 
colonialism, racism and alien occupation with a view to 
the application, as appropriate, of the relevant provisions 
of the Charter, including those under Chapter VII. He 
stated that it was a right and a duty of a people under alien 
occupation to resist and to resort to armed struggle against 
occupation forces and that the legitimacy of the armed 
struggle of the Palestinian people under occupation had 
been clearly spelled out in the resolutions of the General 
Assembly. He further asserted that terrorism and reprisal, 
which were the State policy of Israel, were acts of violence 
with which Palestinians were dealing and that, since armed 
resistance could not be considered an act of terrorism, he 
thought it was the Council's duty to carry out the recom­
mendations of the Assembly to remove the causes of the 
disputes and struggles. 13 

At the same meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the members of the Council to a draft resolution submitted 
by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and 
Trinidad and Tobago, 14 which was then put to a vote and 
adopted by 14 to none , with I abstention, as resolution 
573 (1985). 15 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council. 

Having considered the letter dated I October 1985, 1 in which Tuni• 
sia made a complaint against Israel following the act of aggression 
which the latter committed against the sovereignty and territorial in• 
tegrity of Tunisia, 

Having heard the statement by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Tunisia,« 

Having noted with concern that the Israeli attack has caused heavy 
loss of human life and extensive material damage, 

ll5;py .2611, pp. 22-28. 
1~he meeting was resumed after a brief suspension at the request 

of the President (United States of America). sec S/PV.2615, pp. 75 
and 76. 

135;pv.261S, pp. 93-98. 
14stl 7535. 
15For the vote, sec S/PV.2615, p. 108. 
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Considering that, in accordance with Article 2, paragraph 4, of the 
Charter of the United Nations, all States Members shall refrain in their 
international relations from the threat or use of force against the territo­
rial integrity or political independence of any State, or acting in any 
other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations, 

Gravely concerned at the threat to peace and security in the Medi­
terranean region posed by the air raid perpetrated on I October by 
Israel in the area of Hammam-Plage, situated in the southern suburb 
of Tunis, 

Drawing attention to the serious effect which the aggression carried 
out by Israel and all acts contrary to the Charter cannot but have on 
any initiative designed to establish an overall, just and lasting peace 
in the Middle East, 

Considering that the Israeli Government claimed responsibility for 
the attack as soon as it had been carried out, 

I. Condemns vigorously the act of armed aggression perpetrated 
by Israel against Tunisian territory in flagrant violation of the Charter 
of the United Nations, international law and norms of conduct; 

2. Demands that Israel refrain from perpetrating such acts of ag­
gression or from threatening to do so; 

3. Urges ~ember States to take measures to dissuade Israel from 
resorting to such acts against the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of all States; 

4. Considers that Tunisia has the right to appropriate reparations 
as a result of the loss of human life and material damage which it has 
suffered and for which Israel has claimed responsibility; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Coun­
cil on the implementation of the present resolution by 30 November 
1985 at the latest; 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

6. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

On 29 November 1985, the Secretary-General submitted 
a report in pursuance of paragraph 5 of Security Council 
resolution 573 ( 1985). 16 The Secretary-General annexed to 
his report the replies he had received from Israel, Oman 
and Tunisia to his note by which he had transmitted to all 
Member States the text of resolution 573 ( 1985), drawing 
particular attention to paragraph 3 of the resolution. The 
reply from the representative of Israel 17 contended that Se­
curity Council resolution 573 (1985) condemned Israel for 
defending itself from PLO terrorist attacks, thus distorting 
not only the principle of self-defence but also the very con­
cept of aggression, and that, therefore, Israel viewed the 
content of the resolution as entirely unacceptable and re­
jected, in particular, the improper use of the tenns "acts of 
aggression" and "acts of armed aggression". On the other 
hand, the reply from the representative of Tunisia, 18 which 
had been prepared in accordance with paragraph 4 of reso­
lution 573 ( 1985), included a report evaluating the damage 
that had resulted from Israel's armed aggression against 
Tunisian territory on 1 October 1985. 

16s/I 7659, subsequently replaced by S/17659/Rcv. l. 
17Ibid., annex II. 
18Ibid., annex II and appendix. 

13. STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
(IN CONNECTION WITH THE ACHILLE LAURO INCIDENT) 

Decision of 9 October 1985 (2618th meeting): Statement 
by the President 

By a letter dated 8 October 1985, 1 the representative of 
Italy requested that the hijacking of the Italian ship Achille 
Lauro be brought to the attention of the Security Council 
with a view to finnly condemning the act and to appeal for 
the prompt liberation of the hostages. 

At the 2618th meeting, on 9 October 1985, prior to 
the adoption of the agenda/ the President made the 

1sI17548. 
2The agenda for the meeting was "The Middle East problem, in­

cluding the Palestinian question". 

following statement on behalf of the members of the 
Council: 3 

The members of the Security Council welcome the news of the release 
of the passengers and the crew of the cruise ship Achille Lauro and deplore 
the reported death of a passenger. 

They endorse the Secretary-General's statement of8 October 1985, 
which condemns all acts of terrorism. 

'They resolutely condemn this unjustifiable and criminal hijacking as well 
as other acts of terrorism, including hostage-taking. 

They also condemn terrorism in all its forms, wherever and by 
whomever committed. 

3S!l 1SS4. 

14. THE MIDDLE EAST PROBLEM, INCLUDING THE PALESTINIAN QUESTION 

Decision: No decision 

By a letter dated 30 September 1985, 1 the representative 
of India, on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries, requested the urgent convening of the Security 
Council under the item entitled "The Middle East problem, 
including the Palestinian question". 

1s111so1. 

At its 2618th meeting, on 9 October 1985, the Security 
Council included the item in its agenda. The Council de­
cided to invite the following, at their request, to participate 
in the discussion, without the right to vote, in accordance 
with the relevant provisions of the Charter and rule 37 of 
the Council's provisional rules of procedure: at the 2619th 
meeting, the representatives of Israel, Kuwait and the Syr­
ian Arab Republic; at the 2620th meeting, the repre­
sentatives of Algeria, Czechoslovakia, Morocco, Pakistan 
and Yugoslavia; at the 2621 st meeting, the representatives 
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of Afghanistan, Bangladesh, the People's Democratic Re­
public of Yemen, the Gennan Democratic Republic and 
Indonesia; and at the 2622nd meeting, the representatives 
of Cuba and Jordan. 

At its 2619th meeting, on IO October 1985, the Council 
decided, by a vote, and in accordance with the Council's 
previous practice, to extend an invitation to the repre­
sentative of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) 
(the Head of the Political Department and Member of the 
Executive Committee of the PLO), Mr. Farouk Kad­
doumi). The Council extended an invitation under rule 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure at the 26 I 9th meeting 
to the Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People and at the 
2620th meeting to the Permanent Observer for the League 
of Arab States (LAS) to the United Nations (Mr. C. Mak­
soud). At the 2621 st meeting, on 11 October 1985, an in­
vitation was extended, also under rule 39, to the Secretary­
General of the Organization of the Islamic Conference 
(Mr. S. S. Pirzada). 

The Council considered the item at its 2618th to 2622nd 
meetings, on 9 to 11 October 1985. 

At the 2619th meeting, on IO October 1985, the repre­
sentative of India stated that the current meeting of the 
Security Council had been convened in pursuance of the 
decision taken by the Ministerial Conference of the Move­
ment of Non-Aligned Countries in order to discuss all as­
pects of the question of Palestine, which was considered to 
be the crucial element in a just and lasting political settle­
ment in the Middle East. The proposal was aimed at focus­
ing attention on the basic issue of the right of the Palestin­
ian people to self-determination. Recent developments in 
the area, such as Israel's occupation of Lebanon, in defi­
ance of Security Council resolutions 508 ( 1982) and 509 
( 1982), the creation of new settlements in the occupied ter­
ritories and the latest attack on Tunisia had resulted in fur­
ther destabilization. India's support for the establishment 
of the Palestinian State was rooted in its awareness of the 
historical, territorial and national identity of the Palestini­
ans. However, their lands, even beyond those defined by 
the General Assembly in its resolution 181 (II) of 29 No­
vember 1947 partitioning Palestine, had remained forcibly 
occupied. Israel, as an occupying Power, by repression, 
terror and denial of fundamental rights, violated the Ge­
neva Conventions and was seeking to bring about penna­
nent geopolitical and demographic changes in the region 
at the expense of the Palestinians. The speaker referred to 
the International Conference on the Question of Palestine 
held in 1983 and the Geneva Declaration calling for the 
convening of an international conference on peace in the 
Middle East on the basis of the principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations and the relevant United Nations 
resolutions. The proposed conference was to be convened 
under the auspices of the United Nations with the partici­
pation of all parties to the Arab-Israeli conflict, including 
the PLO as well as the United States of America, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics and other concerned States. 
The Security Council was given the primary responsibility 
for creating appropriate institutional arrangements to guar­
antee and carry out the accords of the conference. That rec­
ommendation had been endorsed by the General Assembly 
at its thirty-eighth and thirty-ninth sessions. The repre­
sentative recalled General Assembly resolutions 38/58 C 
and 39/49 D requesting the Secretary-General, in consul-
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tation with the Security Council, to convene the conference 
and to report to the Assembly on his efforts. Gratitude was 
expressed to the Secretary-General for initiating the pro­
cess of consultations. India agreed with the proposed plan 
of action, suggesting, however, that there be some flexibil­
ity in the selection of the participants. In regard to the time­
frame for the conference, he expressed the view that urgent 
preparatory measures should be undertaken so that it could 
be convened at the earliest possible time. He regretted that, 
while most of the States were in agreement with the pro­
posed peace conference, others were not. 

The speaker reiterated the position of the Movement of 
Non-Aligned Countries: that the question of Palestine was 
the core of the Middle East problem and the root cause of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict. They had been particularly active 
in mobilizing international support against Israeli actions 
in the occupied territories and its invasion of Lebanon; 
they reaffirmed their opposition to Israeli practices and 
policies in the occupied territories. The fundamental prin­
ciples for the solution of the problem, as reaffinned by the 
recent Ministerial Conference, were that a durable peace 
could not be achieved without the total and unconditional 
withdrawal of Israel from all Palestinian and other Arab 
territories occupied by it since 1967, including Jerusalem, 
and without a just solution of the problem of Palestine, on 
the basis of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people 
to self-determination, including the right to establish a Pal­
estinian independent State in its homeland, Palestine. 

The speaker acknowledged the important role played by 
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of 
the Palestinian People. He expressed his profound distress 
at the acts of violence against innocent persons and con­
demned terrorism in all its forms. He appealed to the in­
ternational community to join efforts to find a speedy, just 
and comprehensive solution to the problem. He hoped that 
the Security Council would demonstrate the necessary will 
to take resolute action.2 

At the same meeting, the President of the Security Coun­
cil, speaking in his capacity as representative of the United 
States of America, acknowledged the seriousness of the 
situation in the Middle East. It grew more violent. The 
number of innocent lives lost was increased with the mur­
der of his countrymen. Terrorism was one aspect of the 
situation in the region but it dominated all others. His 
country welcomed a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East, which could be only achieved at the negotiating ta­
ble. He was relieved at the release of the passengers and 
crew of the Italian ship Achille Lauro, but was angered that 
one American, a 69-year-old passenger, had been brutally 
murdered by the terrorists. The speaker recalled other in­
cidents and victims of terrorism, nationals of different 
States, who were still being held hostage. He compared the 
terrorists to pirates, who were for centuries considered as 
hostis humani generis. He considered every terrorist attack 
as an attack on the world community, every justification 
offered for terrorism as undermining the rule of law. The 
representative thanked the President of the General As­
sembly and the Secretary-General for their statements on 
the subject of terrorism and called upon the United Nations 
to speak out firmly and unmistakably against such acts. He 

2S/PV.2619, pp. 7-15. 
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also quoted the President of the United States and the Sec­
retary of State who condemned terrorism and political in­
timidation as antithetical to freedom of political expres­
sion, a return to barbarism undermining all that the modern 
world had achieved and making further progress impossi­
ble. He urged all peoples and Governments to renounce ter­
rorism, whatever its presumed justification, as inimical to 
the norms of civilization.3 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of the PLO, 
referring to the hijacking of the Italian ship, said that dur­
ing the incident the Government of Italy had asked the PLO 
to intervene and attempt to save the lives of those on board 
the ship. Consonant with the belief in the rights of the in­
dividual, the PLO had stepped in. The speaker gave an ac­
count of the cases in the past when the PLO had been asked 
and indeed had assisted in protecting the lives of United 
States citizens despite the position of its Government that 
was hostile to the PLO cause. The National Council of the 
PLO had condemned international as well as State terror­
ism. With respect to the 69-year-old victim of the hijack­
ing, the representative stated that there was no evidence 
that he had been killed by the hijackers and according to 
his family he had had heart attacks in the past and was par­
alysed. He also recalled the 165 Palestinians killed in Tu­
nisia. Turning to the main issue, the representative stated 
that the United States and Israel were the creators ofter­
rorism and tension in the area and the only obstacles to a 
solution of the problem. 

He thanked the Council for the opportunity to participate 
in its work. He saw the invitation as a reaffinnation of the 
conviction that Palestine was at the core of the Middle East 
conflict. Referring to the recent Israeli aggression against 
Tunisia and against the PLO, he noted that the Security 
Council had condemned that act of aggression, but had 
failed to impose the necessary sanctions against Israel un­
der Chapter VII of the Charter. Israel was not a peace­
loving State and its policies posed great dangers to inter­
national peace and security. Similarly, by its unwillingness 
to support that action, the United States persisted in imped­
ing the proceedings of the Security Council, in preventing 
it from deterring Israel and from taking the necessary steps 
that would contribute to the advancement of the peace 
process in the Middle East. The United States thus did not 
measure up to its role as a super-Power, a permanent mem­
ber of the Security Council and a State that assumed re­
sponsibility in that capacity for the implementation of the 
resolutions of the United Nations. 

The speaker further stated that the debates in the Secu­
rity Council demonstrated the extent of the isolation of Is­
rael and the United States on the subject. The recent act of 
aggression was a blow against the peace effort in the area, 
which could not intimidate the Palestinian people into ca­
pitulating. On the contrary, such acts gave them more cour­
age in defending their rights and their territories. The acts 
had proved that the Israeli iron fist policy in the Palestinian 
territories and the other occupied Arab territories, as well 
as the policy of aggression and terrorism against the dis­
placed Palestinian people, would only lead to more vio­
lence, destruction and suffering for all the peoples of the 
world. 

3Ibid., pp. 15-20. 
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Turning to the current meeting of the Security Council, 
the representative of the PLO noted that it had been con­
vened in the framework of General Assembly resolution 
38/58 of 13 December 1983. That resolution called for the 
convening of an international peace conference on the 
Middle East and requested the Secretary-General to under­
take preparatory measures. It also invited the Security 
Council to facilitate the organization of the conference. All 
positive efforts were obstructed by the United States. 

The speaker observed that the United States recog­
nized only one Security Council resolution, namely, 242 
(I 967), as, in their words, not dealing with the political di­
mension of the Palestinian question. Thus, the American 
veto was directed solely against the inalienable national 
rights of the Palestinian people. Furthermore, the United 
States had regressed and refused a meeting with a joint 
Palestinian-Jordanian delegation. The representative re­
called General Assembly resolution 181 (II) accepting the 
establishment of an Arab State in Palestine side by side 
with a Jewish State. It had requested the Security Council 
to implement that resolution but the Council had not shoul­
dered its responsibilities. 

Instead, it recommended that Israel be accepted as a 
Member of the United Nations, without taking account of 
the results. Since then, Israel had tried to obliterate the Pal• 
estinian people; expropriated its land and property; pre• 
vented the return of the refugees. It had waged wars against 
the neighbouring Arab countries and occupied the territo­
ries of Egypt, the Syrian Arab Republic and Lebanon. It 
had been widening the circle of violence to Iraq and Tuni­
sia. By such a policy and such practices Israel flouted Se­
curity Council resolutions. Its arrogance of power, sup• 
ported by the United States, made it cynical about the 
rights of the Palestinian people and the international com­
munity. Israel had never put forward or accepted any peace 
initiatives. On the contrary, it had always impeded such 
initiatives. The Palestinian people, under the leadership of 
the PLO, confronted the most extreme conditions of occu­
pation, displacement and aggression and faced the Israeli 
war machine, repression and terrorism. It had never given 
up its peaceful goal, because a just and lasting peace would 
guarantee the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people 
as recognized by the United Nations, including the right to 
self-determination and the establishment of its independent 
State. The PLO had welcomed the joint USA-USSR state­
ment of I October 1977, the Soviet initiative of 1981 and 
the Arab Peace Plan of 1982. The PLO also accepted the 
resolutions adopted in 1983 by the international conference 
organized by the United Nations, in particular the Geneva 
Declaration on Palestine containing guidelines for an interna­
tional peace conference on the Middle East. The repre­
sentative considered that time was of the essence. The con­
ditions created in the territories by Israel might create 
negative consequences for the prospects of peace. A feel­
ing of despair about the achievement of a just and compre­
hensive solution would lead to extremism. All attempts to 
circumvent the exercise by the Palestinian people of their 
rights, including the attempt to ignore the PLO, its sole le­
gitimate representative, would never lead to the desired 
peace. He called on the Security Council, which had the 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, to bear in mind General Assembly reso­
lution 38/58 and to facilitate the continued efforts of the 
Secretary-General, as well as those being made intema-
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tionally, within the framework of the United Nations on 
the basis of all the United Nations resolutions concerning 
the Palestinian question.4 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt stated 
that convening the Security Council to consider the agenda 
item proposed by the Conference of the Foreign Ministers 
of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries was a reaf­
firmation of confidence in the United Nations, during the 
fortieth anniversary of its founding, and of the primary role 
of the Security Council in the maintenance of international 
peace and security. The Council was expected to set the 
Palestinian question-the core of the conflict in the Middle 
East-on the right path that would lead to the achievement 
of a comprehensive, just and lasting settlement of that con­
flict. He recalled that at the commemorative meeting a 
number of Foreign Ministers of States, members of the Se­
curity Council, had pointed out that the resolutions adopted 
by the Council formed the legal and political basis for the 
establishment of peace, in particular resolutions 242 
(1967) and 338 (1973). During the general debate in the 
General Assembly the representatives of all Member States 
had called for speedy and responsible steps to be taken to 
reach a comprehensive settlement in the Middle East. 

He said that Israel's practices against the Palestinians, 
whether within its territory or against those who had been 
forced from the occupied territories, would not lead to a 
solution of the problem. Escalation would not weaken 
Egypt's resolve to continue efforts towards peace. He wel­
comed the decisive steps taken by the PLO and Jordan and 
their joint programme of action aimed at breaking the 
stalemate. The Arab parties wished to move to serious ne­
gotiations with other parties to the conflict within an ap­
propriate international framework. The United Nations 
should continue to provide support for those initiatives. 

The policy of occupation and domination had not 
achieved either peace or security, rather it had made clear 
that the restoration of the occupied territories in return for 
peace, safety and good-neighbourliness was the key to real 
security. 

Egypt was prepared to play its part. It was for the Israeli 
side to show a real and serious response. In Egypt's view 
the requirements for establishing peace were, firstly, the 
affirmation of the right of all peoples and States in the re­
gion to live in peace within legitimate borders and free 
from outside interference; secondly, recognition of the le­
gitimate national rights of the Palestinian people, including 
self-determination; thirdly, Israel's withdrawal from the 
occupied Arab territories, including the West Bank, the 
Gaza Strip, the Syrian Golan Heights and, first and fore­
most, of the Holy City of Jerusalem; and, fourthly, the es­
tablishment of normal relations between all the parties to 
the conflict. The United Nations had long been witnessing 
that historical crisis, with its complications and its victims. 
It had attempted, through its mediation efforts, its envoys, 
its observers and the peacekeeping troops to contain the 
repercussions and deal with the implications. It was high 
time for the Organization to demonstrate true collective 
will and to establish stability in the region. 

In conclusion, the representative turned to the Achille 
Lauro incident. He said that Egypt, proceeding from its 
firm principle to condemn violence by whomsoever com-

4Ibid., pp. 20-37. 
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mitted, condemned the hijacking of that Italian vessel. He 
pointed out that the statement of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Egypt noted among other things that the estab­
lishment of a just and comprehensive peace in the Middle 
East was the best guarantee of a halt to acts of violence 
and counterviolence and the only path that could lead to 
stability in the region and the maintenance of regional se­
curity. As the incident had taken place outside Egyptian 
territorial waters, on the high seas, on a vessel that was 
flying the flag of a country friendly to Egypt and to Pales­
tinians, Egypt, on humanitarian grounds, and so as to save 
innocent lives, had taken on the difficult task of interme­
diary. Egypt was happy when the crisis was resolved and 
regretted the disappearance of one of the passengers in a 
manner indicating that a crime had been committed. That 
act was condemned. They regretted, as did everyone else, 
that the happiness of saving all lives was tinged by an in­
nocent victim. 5 

At the 2620th meeting, on 10 October 1985, the Chair­
man of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People (Senegal) supported the 
position of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries that 
the attention of the international community, and espe­
cially of the Security Council, should be drawn to the ur­
gent need to restore peace to the Middle East, for the bene­
fit of all States and peoples of the region. The question of 
Palestine was at the heart of the Israeli-Arab conflict. The 
United Nations, through the Security Council, had the re­
sponsibility for ensuring recognition of the rights of the 
Palestinian people to self-determination, to independence, 
to national sovereignty, to return of its property and to 
physical protection and decent living conditions in the 
refugee camps. 

He recalled the recommendations made by the Commit­
tee, in accordance with its mandate, and contained in its 
first report, in 1976. Those recommendations had been en­
dorsed every year by the General Assembly. However, the 
Security Council had neither followed them nor imple­
mented them. Since 1983 the Committee had promoted the 
recommendations adopted by the International Conference 
on the Question of Palestine, which called, inter alia, for 
the convening of an international peace conference on the 
Middle East. The General Assembly had endorsed the pro­
posal (resolutions 38/58 C and 39/49 D) and invited the 
Council to make appropriate provisions and take steps for 
the holding of that conference. The guiding principles for 
such a conference were as follows: (a) attainment by the 
Palestinian people of their rights; (b) the right of the PLO 
to participate on an equal footing with other parties in all 
efforts and in the conferences on the Middle East; (c) the 
need to put an end to Israel's occupation of Arab territo­
ries; and (d) the right of all States in the region to existence 
within secure and internationally recognized boundaries. 
The Assembly had therefore invited all parties to the Arab­
Israeli conflict, including the PLO, as well as the United 
States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the other members of the Security Council and other 
States concerned to participate in an international confer­
ence on peace in the Middle East. Only the United Nations 
and in particular the Security Council, according to the 
speaker, could provide the legal and political framework 
acceptable to the majority of the international community. 

5Jbid., pp. 37-47. 
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The Chairman considered that the first element of that 
conference already existed. He mentioned recommen­
dations made by the Committee, the Fez Arab Plan, the 
Jordanian-Palestinian plan and other approaches. The 
Committee, in its programme of work for 1985, had given 
priority to the convening of that conference; it had sent 
delegations to the capitals of certain members of the Secu­
rity Council, emphasizing the Council's primary role in the 
matter. The Committee was encouraged by the growing ac­
ceptance of the idea of the conference, which had emerged 
at various seminars and symposia, and by work undertaken 
by many non-governmental organizations. It was also 
pleased by the positive responses given by the majority of 
the members of the Council, but regretted the reservations 
of certain States. 

He thanked the Secretary-General for his efforts and 
once again called upon the Security Council not to miss 
the historic opportunity that might be given by an interna­
tional conference on peace in the Middle East. The Council 
could, by its legitimate authority, and with appropriate po­
litical will, establish peace in the region.6 

At the 2620th meeting, the representative of Israel ad­
dressed the recent hijacking of the Italian cruise liner 
Achille Lauro. He said that the 69-year-old passenger, con­
fined to a wheelchair, who was Jewish, had been brutally 
killed by the hijackers. He considered that the Security 
Council, if it were to act responsibly, would discuss that 
latest manifestation of terrorism and piracy on the high 
seas, which affected every country, either directly or in­
directly. He presented a report of the Israeli intelligence 
services distributed also to a number of Member States. 
According to the representative, the hijacking of the 
Achille Lauro had been carried out with the prior know­
ledge and approval of the PLO Chairman. Therefore his 
subsequent protestations and "benevolent intermediacy" 
were a cover-up for his own role and for the failure of the 
mission. 

The speaker stated that originally the plan had been for 
the terrorists to travel to the Israeli port, to disembark and 
to stage a hostage-taking there and then to demand the re­
lease of the terrorists being held in Israeli jails. He referred 
to the letters he had submitted to the Security Council des­
cribing similar seaborne attacks by the PLO. The speaker 
considered that the terrorists on the Achille Lauro could 
not carry out the operation as planned; they had been dis­
covered and had had to act. The hijackers had then put for­
ward their demands to release 50 Palestinian Arab terror­
ists held in Israel and then shot the passenger. Besides that, 
all the Governments concerned had refused to accept the 
ship and refused to negotiate with the ship. At that point, 
the PLO Chairman had appeared on the scene as a media­
tor. In fact, he had ordered the hijackers to bring the ship 
back to Egypt and to give themselves up to the Egyptian 
authorities. 

The representative went on to say that the attempts of 
the PLO to deflect world attention from its own crimes 
could not deceive anybody. He reminded the Council of 
many killings that he considered to have been committed 
by the PLO, but denied by them. The Security Council 
should discuss how to stop these killings and the terrorism, 
and how to deal with the States that give them support. He 

6See S/PV .2620. 
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claimed that there were three categories: States who op­
posed terrorism, States who supported it and States that 
assumed a neutral position. But on the question of terror­
ism there could be no neutrality. Those States who fought 
terrorists should not give them safe passage, should extra­
dite them or prosecute them, and should not facilitate their 
activities. As for the countries which supported terrorism, 
the international community should organize the political, 
economic and, if necessary, military measures to be taken 
jointly against these outlaw States. 

The representative welcomed the forceful statement of 
the Security Council concerning the Achille Lauro cruise 
ship and suggested that the Council proceed to a concrete 
discussion of the steps that were necessary. 

The representative of Israel noticed that he had not been 
sitting at the Council's table, but in the back. He had done 
that deliberately to express the feeling that the meeting was 
irrelevant and unwarranted-not only because of the fail­
ure to address the immediate problem of terrorism and pi­
racy but also because of his disagreement with the ap­
proach to the item on the agenda. His country was not 
going to agree to a conference unless there was a real de­
s ire on the part of some representatives to discuss the situ­
ation in the Middle East. He presented a summary of the 
burning aspects of the situation in the Middle East to be 
dealt with and gave an example of the violent acts that he 
attributed to the issue. He also referred to the broader ten­
dencies of several extremist Arab regimes and groups to 
plunge the region into violence, bloodshed and terror. He 
concluded by saying that until the Security Council acted 
responsibly and devoted attention to the real situation in 
the Middle East he would sit away from the Council table. 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated 
that the Council was considering the crisis in the Middle 
East and the cause of Palestine, which was the essence 
thereof. He attributed Israel's persistence in escalating its 
policy of aggression and terrorism against the Arab people 
to the expansionist nature of Zionism, the plan to establish 
"great Israel" and the support of imperial forces, headed 
by the United States. Israel's idea of "peace" amounted to 
short periods of truce between their unceasing aggressive 
acts in the name of religion, race or history. He called Zi­
onism a second stage of a colonialist movement born of 
the European imperialism that was using the same doctrine 
and methods. Israel had acquired territory by force, re­
placed the indigenous population with foreign settlers and 
tried to deprive the Arabs of their human rights. In order 
to justify taking over the lands of Palestine and surround­
ing territories, Zionism had invented the notion of "the 
chosen people" and "the promised land". 

The speaker considered the annexation of Arab territo­
ries and Israel's policy to constitute crimes against human­
ity and to be violations of international law and the Fourth 
Geneva Convention, and compared its actions with those 
of South Africa. He also underlined that the expansionist 
plans could not have been carried out without foreign sup­
port. The United States, which had taken over from the 
British Empire in the Middle East, had provided Israel with 
military power and economic assistance to create situations 
of fait accompli. However, despite the division within the 
Arab world, the Arab people had never stopped their re­
sistance. Referring to Israel's claim that the Arabs-who 
were defending their land, homes and their very exist­
ence-were terrorists, he said that the Western world by 
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nature, and Israel by imitation, believed that resistance 
against an aggressor was pennissible. Thus, European re­
sistance against the Nazis was not terrorism. He wondered 
how resistance by the Arab population could be considered 
terrorism. 

Turning to the Camp David Accords, the representative 
stated that his country rejected that deal and favoured a 
just, comprehensive and complete peace based on the spirit 
of unanimity of the Arab Peace Plan, which had been 
agreed to at the 1982 Fez Summit. 

The Syrian Arab Republic rejected partial solutions, 
such as the Amman Agreement of 11 February 1985, 
which was an attempt to eliminate the inalienable rights of 
the Palestinian people to establish their own independent 
State in their national homeland. That right to self­
determination was the keystone of the United Nations res­
olutions dealing with the situation in the Middle East. Re­
nunciation of that right would make the concept of 
self-determination devoid of meaning. His country sup­
ported the idea of convening an international conference 
under the auspices of the United Nations with the partici­
pation of all parties to the conflict, including the Soviet 
Union and the United States. He further stated that the 
United States and Israel not only rejected the principles of 
a comprehensive settlement, they also rejected the invita­
tion to participate in an international conference on peace 
in the Middle East called upon in General Assembly reso­
lution 38/58 C of 1983, which had been adopted by 124 
votes in favour, with 4 votes against, including the United 
States and Israel. The Israeli and American rejection of any 
constructive initiative reflected their resolve to pursue only 
their own aggressive interests, to the detriment of the in­
terest of all Arab nations. They wanted to eliminate the 
role that other countries could play, in particular the Soviet 
Union and the non-aligned countries, as well as to make 
all the United Nations resolutions on the Middle East null 
and void and to deprive the Secretary-General and the 
United Nations of any role in any possible attempt to 
achieve peace. 

The representative presented quotations from the 
speeches or articles of the United States Secretary of State 
as proof of American-Israeli strategic anti-Arab coopera­
tion and strongly criticized the States that adhered to par­
tial solutions. 

He called upon the Security Council to adopt the follow­
ing measures: firstly, to emphasize the inalienable rights 
of the Palestinian people, above all the right to an inde­
pendent State; secondly, to oblige Israel to withdraw un­
conditionally from all occupied territories; thirdly, to con­
vene an international conference on peace in the Middle 
East with the participation of all parties involved. Other­
wise, sanctions should be applied against Israel under 
Chapter VII of the Charter.7 

At the same meeting, the representative of Australia 
stated that he believed that peace in the Middle East could 
be achieved only through a negotiated agreement that 
would take account of the rights and legitimate aspirations 
and concerns of all peoples of the region. Ultimately, a 
comprehensive settlement would be possible on the basis 
ofa series of related compromises, including Israel's with­
drawal from occupied Arab territories; the recognition by 

7Ibid , pp. 23-46. 
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the States of the region and the PLO of Israel's right to 
exist; acceptance of all elements of resolutions 242 (I 967) 
and 338 {I 973); and the acknowledgement of the right of 
self-determination for the Palestinian people. He recog­
nized that the core of the Middle East problem was the 
future of the Palestinians and that a durable settlement was 
possible with the involvement of all interested parties. He 
called for compromises and flexibility and welcomed the 
latest positive developments. 

The speaker considered that the hijacking of the Achille 
Lauro and the Israeli raid on the headquarters of the PLO in 
Tunisia were not isolated incidents. Terrorism and violence 
in the Middle East of that type were matters of concern to the 
international community and a threat to peace. 

The representative of Australia expressed the concern of 
his delegation about the course of that and other recent de­
bates in the Security Council for two reasons. Firstly, the 
potential effectiveness of the Council was being eroded by 
its misuse as a smaller General Assembly. The Council 
was not a forum-it had responsibility for the maintenance 
of international peace and security and could contribute 
only by adopting a cooperative approach. Secondly, the 
Council seemed to have become an arena of confrontation 
rather than a forum for conciliation. Statements blaming 
one side or another did not advance the cause of peace in 
the Middle East; statements should be constructive and 
helpful rather than polemical. He concluded by saying that 
the Council could only play a useful role in that or any 
dispute if the world community put aside the questions of 
violence and vengeance and turned to conciliation.• 

At the same meeting, the representative of Peru stated 
that the rule of law was being undermined by a desire to 
pursue specific interests to the detriment of ethical and le­
gal considerations. Many elements that characterized the 
Middle East crisis were prohibited by international law: 
occupation, de facto annexation and a constant recourse to 
the threat and use of force, which encouraged terrorism 
and violence. Nevertheless, fundamental principles and the 
framework for a solution of the conflict already existed. 
His country's position included, firstly, the radical affinna­
tion that everything related to Palestine was an essential 
part of the problem of the Middle East; secondly, recogni­
tion that the exercise of the inalienable rights of the Pales­
tinian people included the right to self-determination and 
the establishment of an independent State; thirdly, a fun­
damental criterion that any solution must ensure the right 
of all States to exist within secure and internationally rec­
ognized borders; and fourthly, the convening of an inter­
national conference on the Middle East. The task before 
the Security Council was to combine all those elements 
into a workable plan. It would require perseverance and 
political will. However, the international community 
should not lose sight of the original commitment, which 
almost 40 years later remained unfulfilled. Nothing could 
be accomplished without the re-establishment of justice 
vis-a-vis the Palestinian people, the truth, the Organization 
and history. 9 

At the same meeting, the representative of Thailand re­
iterated the consistent and steadfast support of his Govern-

BJbid., pp. 46-50. 
9ibid., pp. 50-53. 
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ment of the rights of the Palestinian people represented by 
the PLO, recognized the crucial importance of that issue 
and the need to convene an international peace conference 
to advance further the prospects of peace in the region. 10 

At the 262 lst meeting, on 11 October 1985, the repre­
sentative of Morocco stated that the Middle East had be­
c_ome a chronic hotbed of tension that jeopardized interna­
tional peace and security. The United Nations provided a 
sound international framework for the establishment of a 
just and balanced order. In response to the intransigence 
of Israel and its attempts to frustrate efforts to resolve the 
problems by peaceful means, measures needed to be taken 
to halt the deterioration of the situation. The United Na­
tions resolutions concerning the imposition of sanctions on 
Israel in accordance with the provisions of the Charter 
should be implemented. He denounced the aggressive Is­
raeli actions, such as the invasion of Lebanon, the annexa­
tion of Gaza, the Golan and Jerusalem, expropriation of 
Arab property, the expansion of settlements and the impo­
sition of Israeli laws in the occupied territories. Israel de­
fied the Security Council resolutions that declared those 
measures null and void: its unchanging policy exceeded 
even the policies of the dark days of colonialism. 

The latest act of aggression against Tunisia and the head­
quarters of the PLO aimed at collective punishment of the 
Arabs, a goal that Israel did not even deny. The Israeli aim 
was to create an irreversible situation to subjugate the Pal­
estinian people for the sake of "Greater Israel", extending 
from the Nile to the Euphrates. 

He went on to say that the question of Palestine was the 
core of the conflict in the Middle East. He referred to the 
decisions of the United Nations organs on the subject. He 
reaffirmed his country's support for the proposals made at 
the Fez Summit in 1982. He also declared that, in accord­
ance with the principles held by Arab nations and guided 
by Arab civilization and tradition, the Summit strongly de­
plored all forms of terrorism from whatever source-and 
foremost among them being Israeli terrorism-within and 
outside the occupied territories. At the same time, he called 
for adherence to the principles of law and justice in the 
achievement of national goals and in defence of national 
rights, especially the rights of the Palestinian people. He 
reaffirmed the solidarity of Morocco with the people of 
Lebanon and expressed support for its unity and stability. 

He called for the Security Council to take the steps nec­
essary to convene an international peace conference on the 
Middle East under the aegis of the United Nations with the 
participation of the United States of America, the Union 
of Soviet Socislist Republics and the other permanent 
members of the Security Council, as well as the PLO, the 
sole and legitimate representative of the Palestinian peo­
ple. He also expressed his gratification at the efforts of the 
Secretary-General, as well as the Division for Palestinian 
Rights and the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien­
able Rights of the Palestinian People. 11 

At the same meeting, the representative of China sum­
marized the main aspects of the Middle East question. 
Firstly, since 1948 Israel had pursued a policy of aggres­
sion and expansion. That had brought disasters to the Pal­
estinian people: the prolonged occupation of Arab land and 

1%id., pp. 53-58. 
11 S/PV .2621, pp. 1-12. 
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the grave violation of the sovereignty and territorial integ­
rity of Lebanon. The Palestinian and other Arab countries 
would not cease their just struggles to recover the lost ter­
ritories and regain their national rights. Regrettably, the 
logic of"might makes right" prevented the Security Coun­
cil from upholding justice and checking aggression. Sec­
ondly, the core of the Middle East question was the Pales­
tinian issue, the most tragic in contemporary history. The 
geographical nature and population composition of the oc­
cupied territories were incessantly being altered and mil­
lions of refugees were forced to wander homeless. Israel 
was bent on destroying the PLO and the Palestinian people 
themselves and on eliminating their national rights. Not­
withstanding the fact that the struggle would be protracted 
and tortuous, those rights could not be wiped out by any­
one. Thirdly, the correct way to solve the problem was to 
find a comprehensive, just and durable settlement, which 
included the following basic elements: withdrawal of Is­
raeli troops from all occupied territories, including Arab 
Jerusalem, the restoration of the rights of the Palestinian 
people, including the right to self-detennination and estab­
lishment of their own State, and the universal right of all 
countries in the region to independence and existence. The 
Chinese delegation supported all the proposals to that end. 
It considered that the PLO had the right to participate in a 
comprehensive settlement on an equal footing. 

It favoured an international peace conference on the 
Middle East in compliance with the principles of the Char­
ter and the relevant resolutions adopted by the United Na­
tions. It hoped that the consideration of the question would 
make the Security Council better informed as regards the 
urgency of achieving a settlement and would take effective 
measures to promote it, so as fully to perform its duties of 
maintaining international peace and security .12 

~lso at t~e same meeting, the Minister for Foreign Af­
fairs of Pakistan stated that violence and instability in the 
Middle East were a direct consequence of the denial of the 
national rights of the Palestinian people. Demand for the 
recognition of those rights was seen by Israel as a threat 
to its expansionist ambitions resulting in its unprovoked 
attacks against the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
the Arab States and the utter disregard of the resolutions 
of the Security Council. Responsibility for Israeli intransi­
gence must be shared by its powerful allies. Israel's asser­
tion to arrogate itself to strike any country, at any time, in 
defence of its arbitrarily conceived interests, did not arise 
from a sense of weakness or insecurity. 

Instability and a cycle of terror and counterterror would 
benefit no one. Israel would reap the bitter fruit of a bitter 
endeavour unless it refrained from the course of reckless 
aggression and responded constructively to the Arab initia­
tives for peace. 

The Minister called on the Security Council to make a 
beginning towards rectifying the injustices perpetrated 
against the Palestinian people for more than half a century 
by promoting the United Nations proposal for an interna­
tional conference on the Middle East. The Security Coun­
cil must also reaffirm its past decisions. Failure to restrain 
Israel would intensify the Middle East conflict. In conclu­
sion he reiterated the solidarity of his country with the 
Arab States and the Palestinian people in their struggle to 

12lbid., pp. 12-16. 
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bring stability to their area and to regain their legitimate 
national rights. 13 

At the same meeting, the representative of Algeria said 
that the circle of crisis continued to widen because of the 
essentially centrifugal Israeli violence. Thus, through 
planned horizontal escalation, the western Mediterranean 
had become, since the aggression against Tunisia, the new 
axis of a permanent threat. Hence, the entire Mediterra­
nean was in danger of conflagration. The threat was at the 
doors of Europe. Security could not be only centred on 
Europe, which had been unable either to contribute to the 
settlement of so-called peripheral crises or to save itself 
from the present, much less the future, unpredictable con­
sequences of an uncontrollable conflict. It would be a dan­
gerous illusion to believe that a conflict such as that in the 
Middle East could be kept within limits acceptable within 
the concept of world peace. 

Israeli faits accomplis could not make the world forget 
the established rights of the Palestinian people. Palestinian 
resistance was proof of the determination of that people to 
regain their national rights. 

The Security Council, for the first time in many years, 
and on the fortieth anniversary of the United Nations, was 
taking an overall look at the Middle East conflict and the 
prospects for its settlement. It would be to the honour of 
the Council if it proved equal to the task of dealing with 
the problem, becoming aware of the seriousness of the 
threat and promoting a just and lasting solution to the con­
flict, in all its dimensions, within the framework of an in­
ternational conference in order to restore the rights of the Pal­
estinian people and re-establish internationally guaranteed 
peace and security for the peoples of the Middle East. 14 

Also at the 2621 st meeting, the representative of Yugo­
slavia stated that as one of the non-aligned his country had 
always considered that the solution of the Middle East cri­
sis had to be comprehensive and that self-determination, 
sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity, equality, 
non-interference, withdrawal of foreign troops from occu­
pied territories and full respect for the right of peoples to 
chose their own way of development were the only basis 
on which to build peace. 15 

At the same meeting, the representative of Indonesia said 
that the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, while main­
taining solidarity with the Palestinian people, had time and 
again taken the initiative in the search for a peaceful solu­
tion. The decision to call again upon the Security Council 
to consider the Middle East problem was prompted by the 
seemingly unsurmountable obstacles in the way of conven­
ing of the international peace conference. The responsibil­
ity for the deadlock fell on Israel. The list of its transgres­
sions against the Charter of the United Nations and the 
norms of civilized behaviour had been fully documented 
by the scores of resolutions of the General Assembly and 
the Security Council. The representative went on to say 
that Indonesia had always condemned terrorist acts di­
rected against innocent civilians. He also emphasized that, 
despite insufficient action by the Security Council in the 
past, the international community continued to place its 
fervent hope and expectation on the Council, which had 

13Ibid., pp. 16-2 l. 
14lbid., pp. 21-27. 
15lbid., pp. 27-31. 
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the primary responsibility for the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security. He hoped that the major Powers 
would eschew their strategic designs on the region and co­
operate with the Secretary-General in his efforts to achieve 
agreement on the modalities of the international peace con­
ference. The active support and participation of both super­
Powers was essential. He concluded by reiterating that the 
only way to a comprehensive, just and lasting peace was 
through diplomacy and serious negotiations. 16 

At the 2622nd meeting, on 11 October 1985, the repre­
sentative of Bangladesh noted that the Security Council 
had shown exemplary determination in dealing with the 
two latest acts of aggression by Israel and South Africa 
against Tunisia and Angola, respectively. The present situ­
ation in the Middle East was a direct consequence of a his­
toric injustice towards the Palestinian people uprooted 
from their homes through the creation of Israel, who 
adopted an aggressive and hostile policy in violation of all 
cannons of international law. All the efforts of the United 
Nations had been bluntly rejected by Israel. The latest act 
had been committed against the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Tunisia. Israel's argument that it had the right 
to attack any State, at any time, on the pretext of the self­
conceived notion of its defence considerations was unac­
ceptable. The international community must oppose the 
propagation of such a new doctrine of state terrorism, the 
only purpose of which was to continue to acquire new ter­
ritories through acts of aggression. Although the General 
Assembly and the Security Council had been concerned 
with the problem of terrorism for some time, no concrete 
and effective actions had yet been taken to stop those 
criminal acts. Bangladesh condemned all fonns of terror­
ism, whenever and wherever committed. Terrorism begot 
terrorism. Therefore he strongly urged that some initiative 
be taken in that regard by the General Assembly. 

The Palestinian question was at the core of the Middle 
East problem. It could not be settled unless the legitimate 
rights of the Palestinian people were fully restored. His 
delegation supported the proposal of the convening of the 
international conference and the Arab peace plan. The Se­
curity Council, in particular its pennanent members, had 
the responsibility to bring peace to the region. The Coun­
cil's failure in the past to ensure implementation of its own 
decisions and resolutions had encouraged Israel to inten­
sify its aggressive policies. There was an urgent need to 
enhance the effectiveness of the Security Council in car­
rying out its principal role and also to examine the possi­
bilities of further improvement of its functioning. The 
Council should adopt effective and concrete measures for 
the initiation of the peace process.17 

At the same meeting, the representative of the German 
Democratic Republic attributed the problem of the Middle 
East to the unqualified support of Israel by the main impe­
rialist Power: united in the so-called strategic alliance, the 
United States of America and Israel sought to involve the 
Arab region to a greater extent in an imperialist's global 
confrontation course to expand its military pressure and to 
extend the range of operations of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) to that part of the world. Such plans 
and practices had to be halted. He supported the joint ac-

16lbid., pp. 32-36. 
17S/PV.2622, pp. 1-11. 
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tion of Arab forces on the basis of the Fez Peace Plan and 
the convening of the international conference. 11 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics shared the concern of the non­
aligned States at the turn of events in the Middle East. His 
country closely monitored the situation in that part of the 
world and was acting with a great sense of responsibility 
to ensure that the situation did not get out of control. The 
reasons for the persistence of the hotbed of tension in the 
region was the aggressive and expansionist policy of the 
Israeli leadership. The main victim was the Arab people of 
Palestine. He reminded the Council that Israel owed its 
very existence to a decision taken by the United Nations 
and that same decision also envisaged the fonnation of an 
Arab State in Palestine. However, Israel had raised to the 
level of State policy flouting the rights of other peoples 
and using terror and violence. It could not pursue its poli­
cies without the support of the United States of America. 
He emphasized that the struggle that the Arab people had 
had to wage for independence and honor could not be over­
come by intimidation, blackmail or military adventures. 
The strength of the Arabs was in their unity. The unfortu­
nate lessons of Camp David showed that the problems of 
the Middle East could not be tackled on the basis of sepa­
rate deals. Only the collective method could provide genu­
ine prospects of establishing lasting peace. He supported 
the convening of an international peace conference with a 
view to reaching a radical solution. He denounced the ob­
structionist position of the United States of America and 
Israel in this regard. The representative further outlined the 
proposals of the USSR, which were in conformity with the 
Arab peace plan. He also expressed the readiness of his 
country to participate in the international safeguards for 
settling the Middle East problem.19 

At the same meeting, the Permanent Observer for LAS 
to the United Nations said that the objective of the meeting 
of the Security Council was to bring about an input in the 
best way to exhaust the political and diplomatic options 
that the mechanism of the United Nations could provide in 
order to minimize violence, terrorism, occupation and a 
drain on the credibility of the Organization. He condemned 
the recent murder of the Director of the American Anti­
Arab Discrimination Committee in California, USA, who 
was a distinguished American of Palestinian origin. He 
also expressed sympathy and concern over the con­
demnable events on the hijacked Italian ship and the mur­
der of an American passenger. He thought that the rhetoric 
of vengeance generated an atmosphere of permissiveness 
towards violence. The Council had to refocus on the pos­
sibility of using the United Nations mechanism to resolve 
the crisis in the Middle East. The Arab League believed in 
negotiations, whether direct or indirect. Yet it could not 
accept negotiations that tended to be transformed into a 
way of dictating the terms and the outcome. He considered 
that the Security Council could be utilized for the achieve­
ment of a peaceful solution of the Arab-Israeli conflict. He 
went on to say that Israel used every incident and accident 
in their part of the world to support its position of denial 
to the Palestinians of their legitimate rights, as well as a 
pretext for aggression. For this purpose, the activities of 

11Ibid., pp. 76 and 77. 
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certain fringe groups were attributed to the PLO, a recog­
nized United Nations observer and a member of LAS. Is­
rael also used a systematic propaganda campaign in a de­
liberate attempt to picture the aberration that had taken 
place on the ship in the Mediterranean as a pattern charac­
teristic of the PLO. This intensive campaign of distortion 
was designed to provide the pretext for action like the one 
against Tunisia. 

The Arab League placed great hopes on the forthcoming 
meeting of the leaders of the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. He did not want 
the Arab-Israeli conflict to be put in the context of Soviet­
American tensions or competition. He considered that the 
defusing of the problems in the region could contribute to 
the objectives of disarmament and thought that the meeting 
could create a climate conducive to the convening of the 
international conference. The Observer noted that unilat­
eral crisis management had proved counterproductive in 
the Middle East. He considered that the best way to defuse 
tension and achieve success was to resolve regional con­
flicts within the framework of the United Nations. He re­
ferred to the instances where the call for an international 
conference by one super-Power had been opposed by the 
other. He thought that, because all issues in the Middle 
East were interrelated, their resolution must follow the pat­
tern of simultaneously addressing the problems. In that 
context, he viewed the convening by the Security Council 
of an international conference as a means to remove the 
causes of violence in the Middle East. He also condemned 
the Israeli policy of blackmailing the international commu­
nity and called upon the United States to examine issues 
on their merit, independent from Israeli influence. He con­
cluded by saying that it was critical that Israel did not prac­
tice a vicarious veto on the United Nations.20 

Also at the 2622nd meeting, the Secretary-General of 
OIC stated that the Middle East problem was of particular 
concern to the Islamic world. The current meeting was be­
ing held against the backdrop of two recent events. The 
first was the unprovoked aggression by Israel against the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Tunisia with the loss 
of more than 60 innocent lives and the injury of many oth­
ers. That was an act of state terrorism. The second was the 
hijacking of an Italian vessel by four Palestinians, which 
had resulted in the death of an elderly passenger. That was 
an act of individual terrorism. The plane carrying the four 
hijackers had been intercepted by the United States Air 
Force and landed at a United States military base in Italy, 
a matter that had legal implications out of the scope of that 
debate. He continued by saying that the cycle of violence, 
however, was a symptom rather than the cause of the con­
flict in the Middle East. The basic cause was the denial of 
the national rights of the Palestinian people, a nation that 
was being destroyed. For 40 years Israel had violated the 
Charter of the United Nations, the principles of interna­
tional law and morality. It rejected all peace proposals. The 
Security Council, which had primary responsibility under 
the Charter for preserving international peace and security, 
was helpless because Israel enjoyed the backing of a veto­
wielding member of the Council. He called upon the 
United States of America to review its position and its poli­
cies and to join the international community in eradicating 
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injustice towards the people of Palestine. He then referred 
to the principles of a comprehensive and lasting peace in 
the Middle East, saying that it was the duty of the Security 
Council to ensure the recognition of those principles by all 
the parties. The best means to do so would be to convene 
an international conference. He concluded by stating that 
the Council must be prepared, in the exercise of its func­
tions, to apply sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter 
against those who refused to implement its decisions.21 

At the same meeting, the representative of Jordan con­
sidered that the Security Council had to recall the four facts 
that were at the root of the conflict. Firstly, the basic prob­
lem of the Middle East was the continued Israeli occupa­
tion of the Arab Territories and the denial of the legitimate 
rights of the Palestinian people. Secondly, the increase in 
acts of terrorism on the one hand and of legitimate resist• 
ance on the other reaffinned the seriousness of the absence 
of a comprehensive peace and call for prompt actions to 
achieve peace. Thirdly, the continuation of a state of no 
war-no peace was the cause of violence in the region and 
of a continued resistance to the occupiers. And, fourthly, 
the time factor was not working in anybody's favour. Time 
could either run against the interests of all if it was used 
to strengthen aggression and expansion, or be in the inter­
ests of all if it was used properly through the adoption of 
flexibility and moderation. 

In its search for peace, Jordan, in cooperation with other 
Arab countries, had advocated the political option to solve 
the Arab-Israeli conflict-that of territory in return for 
peace. The international unanimity on the question, never­
theless, had not led to the establishment of peace in the 
Middle East. The speaker considered that Palestinians 
should participate in the formulation of a just and lasting 
peace. They should also take part in guaranteeing it 
through the PLO, which had committed itself to the prin­
ciple of peace and coexistence, based on the legitimate na­
tional rights of the Palestinian people. He reiterated the 
principles of the Palestinian-Jordanian Accord of 1985 and 
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of the Fez resolutions of 1982 and expressed his support 
for the convening of an international conference attended 
by all parties in addition to the permanent members of the 
Security Council. He recalled that all parties concerned 
had supported the convening of a conference at one stage 
or another beginning with the aftermath of the 1973 war. 
He did not believe that such a conference would strengthen 
the negotiating position of one party at the expense of the 
other. He concluded by urging the parties to adopt a more 
positive and flexible position in order to enhance the pos­
sibility for peace.22 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Israel 
conveyed a statement by his Foreign Ministry expressing 
satisfaction and appreciation for the resolute action of the 
United States in intercepting the aircraft carrying the ter­
rorists responsible for the act of piracy against the Achille 
Lauro. He considered that act to be an essential step to­
wards the eradication of global terrorism. He stated that 
the debate degraded the Security Council and that, with the 
exception of the representative oflsrael, none of the speak­
ers had addressed the many conflicts that were consuming 
the Middle East. Instead, the Council's attention was being 
deflected from the real issue: PLO terrorism and its danger 
to world security. He referred to the murder of the Achille 
Lauro passenger and said that the PLO was trying to trans­
form its crime into a victory. He considered that the ter­
rorist act was known and approved by the PLO leadership. 
He also referred to the bombing of the PLO headquarters 
in Tunisia, stating that the United States Armed Forces had 
not participated in the operation. The representative re• 
counted several other incidents demonstrating his coun­
try's position on the question. He concluded by saying that 
his country had called repeatedly for the negotiation of a 
peace agreement with neighbouring countries-to follow 
the model of Camp David-direct negotiations without 
preconditions. He was looking forward to the time when 
the Security Council would be the scene of constructive 
diplomacy.23 

22Ibid., pp. 46-53. 
23Jbid., pp. 53-58. 

15. LETTER DATED 6 DECEMBER 1985 FROM THE CHARGE D'AFFAIRES A.I. OF THE PERMANENT 
MISSION OF NICARAGUA TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
SECURITY COUNCIL 

By a letter dated 6 December 1985,1 the representative 
of Nicaragua requested an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council for the purpose of considering the extremely seri­
ous situation created by the escalation of acts of aggression 
directed against his country by the United States Admini­
stration. 

At its 2633rd meeting, on IO December 1985, the Secu­
rity Council included the item in its agenda and invited at 
the same meeting the representatives of Nicaragua, the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran, Mexico, the Syrian Arab Republic 
and Viet Nam; at the 2634th meeting, the representatives 

1s111611. 

of Costa Rica, Cuba, Honduras and the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya; and at the 2636th meeting, the representative of 
Zimbabwe, at their request, to participate, without the right 
to vote, in the consideration of the item.2 The Council con• 
sidered the question at its 2633rd, 2634th and 2636th meet­
ings, on IO to 12 December 1985. 

At the same meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the members of the Council to documents S/17674, 
S/17675 and S/17676, which contained the texts of letters 
dated Sand 6 December 1985 from the Charge d'affaires 

2For details, see chap. III of the present SMpplement. 
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a.i. of the Permanent Mission of Nicaragua to the United 
Nations addressed to the Secretary-General. 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Nicara­
gua stated that in the course of the criminal war that the 
United States Government had been waging against Nica­
ragua since 1981, there had been an unprecedented event, 
namely, the use by the counter-revolutionary mercenary 
forces of surface-to-air missiles supplied by the United 
States Government. Referring to confidential sources, he 
affirmed that at least 30 such missiles had been delivered 
to the counter-revolutionary training camp in Las Vegas. 
The missiles had been filmed by an American television 
network; in addition, there was a report that a Nicaraguan 
helicopter had been downed by a SAM-7 missile. The 
speaker drew the Council's attention to the fact that for the 
first time in the history of the American continent, an ir­
regular force fighting against an established Government 
had received the type of weapons that gave the terrorists 
unprecedented powers. This confirmed the United States 
Government's disdain for international law and for the lO 
May decision of the International Court of Justice ordering 
the United States to cease its aggression against Nicaragua. 
The speaker stressed that his Government and the people 
of Nicaragua were determined to defend their sovereignty, 
their territorial integrity, their political independence and 
self-determination. He called upon the Security Council to 
denounce, to warn against and to fight the actions of the 
United States, which represented a real threat to world 
peace. 3 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States of America argued that the most serious obstacle to 
peace in the region was the attempt of the Government of 
Nicaragua to impose a totalitarian regime in the country. 
After it had crushed all forms of opposition it now por­
trayed the democratic armed resistance of its people that 
had grown from 7,000-8,000 men in mid-1984 to 20,000 
men, as a reactionary mercenary force organized by the 
United States. He indicated that the Government of Nica­
ragua had introduced a frightening new dimension to war­
fare in Central America by acquisition of one of the 
world's most sophisticated attack helicopters, the MI-24, 
which intimidated not only Nicaraguan opposition ele­
ments, but also their neighbours-Honduras, Costa Rica 
and El Salvador-which were all within the reach of this 
'flying tank', and none of which had a comparable 
weapon. He indicated that the weapon was the latest addi­
tion to the unprecedented level of troops, tanks, artillery, 
helicopters and other equipment, including SAM-7 sur­
face-to-air missiles. According to the speaker, the missile 
used by the Nicaraguan resistance was Soviet-manufac­
tured and acquired on the international market. He referred 
to the United States law prohibiting the provision of lethal 
equipment to the Nicaraguan resistance. 

With regard to the International Court of Justice, the rep­
resentative remarked that of the 15 judges on the Court, 10 
of the countries to which those judges belonged rejected 
the compulsory authority of the Court. 

For his part, he condemned Nicaragua for providing lo­
gistical, material and moral support to a number of terrorist 
groups in Latin America as well as for participating in 
combat activities. He also noted that the intelligence infor-
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mation confirmed the establishment by the Sandinistas of 
clandestine guerrilla units, and infiltrating impostors, who, 
claiming to be resistance fighters, carried out attacks on 
Nicaraguan civilians and attempted assassinations of key 
resistance commanders as part of the campaign to discredit 
the armed resistance. He described the IO Nicaraguan re­
quests to convene the Security Council as aimed either at 
forestalling the progress of the Contadora process or at in­
fluencing the political debate about Central America in the 
United States and denounced Nicaragua for misusing the 
Council by converting it into a propaganda forum. He em­
phasized that the Contadora negotiating process was the 
best prospect for achieving peace in Central America and 
blamed Nicaragua for declining to attend meetings in 
Cartagena to discuss the future of Contadora and for uni­
laterally calling for suspension of the Contadora negotia­
tions for six months at the moment when the process had 
moved from the basic document of 21 objectives to discus­
sion of draft agreements. In conclusion, he laid on the Gov­
ernment of Nicaragua the responsibility for the conse­
quences of their aggression and called for urgent steps to 
come to terms with their own people.4 

In exercise of the right of reply, the representative of 
Nicaragua pointed out that the United States Government 
was the one that had been refusing to respond in practice 
to the request of the Contadora Group to put an end to its 
aggression against Nicaragua as well as to the Contadora's 
request for the resumption of the bilateral talks. He 
doubted the possibility of the Central American Govern­
ments reaching an agreement without first halting the 
United States war against Nicaragua. He considered that it 
was impossible to make progress because of the total lack 
of willingness by the United States Government to come 
to an understanding with the Government of Nicaragua and 
to find the way out of the Central American crisis. 

Concerning the prohibition for the United States Gov­
ernment legally to give missiles to mercenary forces, the 
speaker suggested that the Department of State should send 
an official note to the Government ofNicaragua denying that 
it had supplied missiles to the counter-revolutionaries and 
confirming that it had given no kind of help to those forces 
to acquire that type of weapon. 5 

At the 2634th meeting, on 11 December 1985, the rep­
resentative of India described the situation in Central 
America as marked by instability and strife owing to con­
tinued and intensified acts of interference and intervention, 
both direct and indirect. Speaking in his capacity as Chair­
man of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, he reaf­
firmed the solidarity of the Movement with the Govern­
ment and people of Nicaragua. He recalled Security 
Council resolutions 530 (l 983) and 562 (1985) reaffirming 
the right of Nicaragua to live in peace and security, free of 
outside interference, and calling on States to support the 
Contadora process. He also referred to the documents of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries6 expressing concern 
over the tension in Central America and calling for a negoti­
ated and political solution to the region's problems. 

He expressed the conviction of his Government that 
peace in the region must be based on the principles of the 
political and socio-economic pluralism of States, scrupu-

4Ibid , pp. 26-36. 
5Ibid., pp. 37-39. 
6s/15675, annex, and S/17610, annex I. 
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lous observance of the principles of non-interference and 
non-intervention, a positive appreciation of the endemic 
problems of the region and a constructive and cooperative 
approach to their resolution. He called upon the Security 
Council to grasp that reality and give the urgent task of 
bringing peace to that region a real chance.7 

At the same meeting, the representative of Peru ex­
pressed solidarity with the people of Nicaragua and reiter­
ated his country's commitment to the collective task of 
achieving a peaceful, negotiated, stable and democratic so­
lution to the question of Central America. He observed that 
the crisis in the region had entered a stage where all the 
military, economic and political resources were used to 
pursue a pre-established geopolitical purpose and military 
superiority was exercised as a supreme and permanent ar­
gument. The economic crisis caused by the unjust trade 
and resulting debt was an explosive and volatile factor that 
would be decisive in future changes in the region. He con­
sidered that the attempt to impose by force a destiny dif­
ferent from that which they had chosen on 3 million Nica­
raguans would have a great impact on 400 million Latin 
Americans. He called for reaching agreement and under­
standing without the interference of external factors, on the 
basis of ideological and economic pluralism and with re­
spect for the principle of the sovereign equality of States, 
in tune with intra-American principles and pacts. He op­
posed what he called the attempts by the super-Powers to 
make the settlement of the regional conflicts in the third 
world their own exclusive preserve, which could amount 
to repudiating the system of multilateral relations, to liq­
uidating the right of self-determination and to disregarding 
the principles of the United Nations. Consequently, he 
viewed the Contadora process as the sole alternative to the 
option of war in Central America and as a political process 
that can resolve the contradictions, deeply rooted in the re­
gion, that derived not so much from different ideologies, 
but rather from a long history of material, institutional and 
democratic privation, which had been recognized in the 
Security Council resolutions. He welcomed the inclusion 
of Argentina, Brazil, Peru and Uruguay as members of the 
Lima Support Group. He called upon the Security Council 
to establish measures of investigation and control and to 
take preventive action which might be an essential prereq­
uisite for the peacemaking action of the Contadora Group.1 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of the Un­
ion of Soviet Socialist Republics supported the complaint 
of Nicaragua as a fully warranted and timely step, because 
the tension continued to cost the lives of thousands of hu­
man beings and the existing military danger in the region 
could lead to tragic events familiar to the Security Council 
from other regional conflicts. He referred to Security 
Council resolution 502 ( 1985) as a basic political prereq­
uisite for the solution of the conflict, as well as to a special 
resolution of the General Assembly condemning the em­
bargo against Nicaragua imposed by the United States. He 
attributed the aggravation of the situation to the military 
and political pressure against the Nicaraguan people. The 
appearance of the surface-to-air anti-aircraft missiles was 
a very dangerous manifestation of the escalation of tension 
imposed from outside and aimed at general destabilization 
for the overthrow of the Government. Such a policy of the 
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United States towards Nicaragua was described as incon­
sistent with the obligations of the United States as a per­
manent member of the Security Council as well as under­
mining the Contadora process. The constructive proposals 
of Nicaragua concerning the establishment in the region of 
a zone of peace free of foreign military presence were ig­
nored. The speaker stressed that the Soviet Union sup­
ported the solution of the problems of Central America by 
political means by the countries of the region without for­
eign interference; it had a positive view of the efforts of 
the Contadora Group; and called for recognition of the in­
alienable right of each country to independence and to 
autonomous choice. He expressed hope that the Security 
Council would play an important role in protecting the sov­
ereignty of Nicaragua and in bringing a restraining influ­
ence to bear on the dangerous developments in Central 
America. 9 

At the same meeting, the representative of Trinidad and 
Tobago maintained that the use of sophisticated weaponry 
could lead to the deterioration of social, political and eco­
nomic conditions in Central America and hinder attempts 
to negotiate peace and stability, which must be based on 
the principles of self-determination, non-interference, in­
violability of national frontiers and peaceful settlement of 
disputes. The Contadora peace process was an appropriate 
forum for achieving those objectives through bilateral and 
multilateral constructive dialogue. Support for Contadora 
had been expressed in Security Council resolution 530 
(I 983) and General Assembly resolutions 38/10 and 39/4. 10 

Also at the 2634th meeting, the representative of China 
noted that the fundamental way to alleviate the situation 
and eliminate tensions in Central America was to remove 
all outside interference. He supported the Contadora Group 
and the Lima support group and called upon the United 
States of America and Nicaragua to settle disputes through 
negotiation in accordance with the basic principles of the 
Charter. 11 

At the same meeting, the representative of Cuba fully 
supported the condemnation of the supply of aircraft, heli­
copters, launchers and other kinds of war materiel to the 
mercenary forces committing aggression against Nicara­
gua, which constituted a dangerous escalation threatening 
peace and a serious blow to negotiating efforts. He stressed 
that the international community could not ignore the grav­
ity of the events and had repudiated the aggression, as 
could be seen from General Assembly and Security Coun­
cil resolutions, decisions of the International Court of Jus­
tice and of the Second Committee at the current session, 
as well as from the Declaration of the Ministerial Confer­
ence of Non-Aligned Countries in Luanda. He stressed that 
the United States was violating the Charter of the United 
Nations and acted against the status of a permanent mem­
ber of the Security Council responsible for the mainte­
nance of international peace and security. He expressed 
hope that the Security Council would fulfil the mandate it 
was given by calmly and firmly helping to restore peace 
and stability in the Central American region. 12 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Mexico 
drew the Council's attention to the aspects that were, in the 
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view of his Government, at the heart of the Central Ameri­
can conflict. He said that the very principles of non-inter­
vention and respect for the self-detennination of peoples 
were in jeopardy in the region. His country was against 
any violation of the sovereignty, independence and territo­
rial integrity of States. Unilateral and totally unacceptable 
interpretation of Latin America's political developments 
frequently denied the right of people to build their future 
without any preconditions. The situation of Nicaragua had 
common elements with other processes of past decades. He 
pointed out that the actions of irregular forces aimed at 
overthrowing legitimately established Governments con­
stituted a clear obstacle to regional detente. The peacemak­
ing process of the Contadora Group established a set of 
well-defined commitments to the prohibition of any type 
of support for such actions. Bringing peace to the region 
required strict respect to that commitment by States, in­
cluding those outside Latin America. 

At the same time, the rapid change in the quantity and 
quality of weapons stockpiles could not be disregarded, as 
it increased the risk of military confrontation. In his view, 
supporting Contadora meant the search for negotiation of 
the principles aimed at controlling and reducing the anns 
build-up, as well as eliminating the foreign military pres­
ence and eradicating the anns traffic. He reiterated his 
Government's call for the establishment of dialogue and 
the adoption of constructive agreements. u 

At the same meeting, the representative of Viet Nam 
condemned the war of aggression imposed by the United 
States on the Nicaraguan people, in particular the authori­
zation of the supply of aircraft, helicopters, speedboats and 
other types of war materials to the mercenary forces oper­
ating inside and outside Nicaragua. He considered such 
acts by the super-Power of North America to be a chal­
lenge and an affront to all nations: they constituted an open 
violation of the Charter of the United Nations and of the 
international law, as well as contempt for the IO May 1985 
order of the International Court of Justice. Such acts of the 
United States not only aggravated the tension but also un­
dermined the Contadora process. He firmly demanded that 
the United States put an end to all kinds of assistance to 
the mercenary forces and reiterated his support for the 
right of Nicaraguan people to self-defence. He said that the 
principles of the Charter should be respected and ex­
pressed hope that the Security Council would react prop­
erly to the request by the representative of Nicaragua. 14 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Islamic 
Republic oflran noted that the situation around the borders 
of Nicaragua was deteriorating and the $27 million given 
by the United States Government to the Contras under the 
label of humanitarian assistance had been converted into 
SAM missiles. At the same time, the people of Nicaragua 
were suffering from economic blockade, the mining of har­
bours and other political, economic and military activities 
of the United States. The American comprehensive war 
against Nicaragua deserved the strong condemnation of the 
international body. He pointed out that the Contadora 
Group, which was the hope of the entire region, seemed to 
be losing its charisma. If its members did not take deter­
mined action, they might become ineffective and the 
United States administration might be tempted to manipu-

13Jbid., pp. 41-46. 
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late or to influence the Contadora Group and the support 
group in order to preserve its allegedly justified interests. 
The speaker said that, although there was no comparison 
between the resources of the two adversaries and of the 
seriousness of the threat they could pose to peace and se­
curity in the region, Nicaragua demonstrated wisdom, pa­
tience, readiness for peaceful and constructive talks at any 
time, while the United States, on the contrary, was stub­
born, uncompromising and rejected all proposals for nego­
tiations. The United States showed that it was not inter­
ested in resolving its differences with Nicaragua. For the 
same reason it refrained from accepting the jurisdiction of 
the International Court of Justice and probably favoured a 
military solution. In that respect, the representative re­
called the lessons of Viet Nam. The speaker enumerated 
positive steps by Nicaragua that demonstrated its good 
will. He requested the President of the Security Council, 
in the course of his private consultations, to advise the 
United States representative that his Government was 
wrong, that its actions were counter-productive and were 
threatening the peace and security of Central America. In 
conclusion he called for the members of the Security Council 
to mobilize their collective wisdom by persuading the 
United States to stop all its activities against Nicaragua. 15 

At the same meeting, the representative of Madagascar 
noted that whenever the Council considered the situation 
in Latin America and the bilateral disputes, it always re­
ferred to the Contadora spirit, not to escape responsibility, 
but because the purposes and principles of the Contadora 
Act on peace and cooperation in Central America were the 
same as those of the Charter of the United Nations. He re­
called the Security Council's resolutions 530 (1983) and 
562 (1985) and stated that its position was quite clear with 
respect to the right of Nicaragua and all other countries in 
the region to live in peace and security, free from all out­
side interference with respect to their right freely to deter­
mine their own form of government and to choose their 
own economic, political and social systems. He empha­
sized five elements among the Contadora political security 
objectives: firstly, control and reduction of armaments and 
troop numbers; secondly, elimination of intimidation; 
thirdly, elimination of all forms of foreign military pres­
ence; fourthly, an end to all support for irregular forces; 
and fifthly, elimination of terrorism, subversion and sabo­
tage. He stated that since the United Nations and the Secu­
rity Council had decided to support the Contadora Group, 
they had an obligation to ensure that the rights of the States 
in the region were respected. The speaker noted with regret 
that, in spite of the continuing negotiations and interna­
tional support for the Contadora Group, the situation in the 
region and in particular in Nicaragua remained unchanged. 
Without discouraging the Contadora Group, the Security 
Council had to carry out its responsibilities under Chapter 
VI of the Charter. On the request of Nicaragua to convene 
a meeting of the Security Council invoking Article 35 of 
the Charter, the Council could act under Article 34 on the 
understanding that Article 36, paragraph 2, envisaged that 
any procedures for the settlement of the dispute that had 
already been adopted by the parties should be taken into 
consideration. The Council had another means of interven­
tion, namely, under Article 38. The delegate felt that re­
course to the provisions of Chapter VI was compatible with 
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Chapter VIII, in particular its Article 52, paragraph 4. 
However, he realized that to achieve normalization the par­
ties should show a minimum of political will. He wished 
that the Security Council had taken not just a supporting 
role but a leading role. In conclusion he reiterated his coun­
try's full solidarity with the Nicaraguan cause in the inter­
national bodies and within the Non-Aligned Movement. 16 

At the 2636th meeting, on 12 December 1985, the rep­
resentative of Honduras stated that the Council was aware 
of the fact that it was dealing with an internal Nicaraguan 
problem, which, however, could not be divorced from the 
regional context. According to the speaker the Council 
wished to hear all the parties, in order not to be used for 
the exclusive purposes of the policy of a given Govern­
ment. He considered that the intentions of the Sandinista 
Government was to halt the Contadora negotiating process 
and to continue to disregard the internal Central American 
causes of the conflict. The achievement of a peaceful, com­
prehensive regional solution depended on resolving two is­
sues: the arms race in Nicaragua and the frequent interna­
tional military manoeuvres which, as a countermeasure, 
Honduras had to undertake. While commitments already 
existed on the political and democratic issues and on the 
subject of national reconciliation in each country, the two 
above-mentioned issues remained to be agreed upon. He 
believed that the Sandinista Government was not inter­
ested in an early end of the conflict in Central America, 
that it considered its ideological and party interests to be 
more important than the needs of other peoples. It was also 
trying to establish the link between a comprehensive re­
gional solution in Central America and a bilateral agree­
ment between Nicaragua and the United States of America. 
For that reason it had blocked the final fundamental part 
of negotiations and was trying to involve the United Na­
tions in matters within regional jurisdiction. He denounced 
an attempt by Nicaragua to link the settlement of the con­
flict in Latin America with the support given to Nicaraguan 
opposition by the United States. The representative re­
minded that the United States was ready to abide by any 
agreement the Central Americans reached and called upon 
other countries to show the same willingness. 

The speaker also referred to the Nicaraguan accusation 
that Honduran territory was being used by Nicaraguan in­
surgents. He stated that, apart from the fact there was a 
civil war in Nicaragua, his country's army had no access 
to those regions and the army of Nicaragua, which was five 
times bigger, could not control its own borders. As to the 
allegations that the groups of insurgents were being trained 
in Honduras, the representative said that there was no ob­
jective proof of that charge. At the same time he gave ex­
amples of Honduran actions against the insurgents. 

The representative of Honduras referred to the provi­
sions of the latest version of the Contadora Act proposing 
to set up a verification and control commission for security 
matters. He said that the Government of Nicaragua did not 
accept that mechanism because an impartial commission 
would examine not only Nicaragua's claims against neigh­
bouring countries, but also the claims that any Central 
American State might bring against Nicaragua. Further­
more, Nicaragua attempted to disregard the political com­
mitments contained in the Contadora Act and consequently 
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did not want any follow-up in the areas of national recon­
ciliation, human rights and electoral processes. He also 
quoted the representative of Nicaragua's statement con­
cerning the possible uprising inside Honduras and recalled 
the provisions of the Charter prohibiting not only the use 
of force but also the threat of use of force. He considered 
such threats a flagrant violation of the provisions of the 
Charter and the Declaration of Principles of International 
Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations. He said that all the facts presented by his delega­
tion were easily verifiable. The General Assembly and the 
Security Council could not overlook the implications of 
their decisions or ignore the ways in which they might con­
tribute to the Contadora process, nor could they disregard 
the harm to the morale of the Central American region if 
their approach favoured only one party to the conflict. 

He concluded by recalling the collective responsibility 
of the Member States to act without losing sight of the 
broad framework of the fundamental unity for peace. 17 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya said that the provision of sophisticated 
weapons to mercenary bands constituted an act of aggres­
sion and a threat to peace and security in the region. It put 
civilian airliners in danger at a time when the General As­
sembly had condemned all forms of terrorism. He sup­
ported the position of Nicaragua and condemned the at­
tempts to impose hegemony and domination on a small 
nation. He emphasized the need to respect the sovereignty 
of States and the right of peoples to choose their own re­
gime. Referring to the Cuban presence in Nicaragua, he 
found it legitimate in accordance with an agreement be­
tween the two sovereign States. He believed that foreign 
involvement, in total disregard of the international law, 
was aimed at undermining the revolutionary system in 
Nicaragua and gave an example from a publication. 18 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Costa 
Rica said that his country was a factor of peace in the con­
text of the crisis in Central America: it made dialogue and 
tolerance the basic principles of its national conduct. He 
felt compelled to appear before the Council to set forth 
with clarity that Costa Rica was in favour of peace in Cen­
tral America. He denied that "counter-revolutionary 
bands" were operating on the territory of his country. He 
regretted that the Sandinist authorities were so obsessive 
about discovering their enemies. He said that the distortion 
of facts had been used in the past to develop a crude cam­
paign against his country's international prestige, but he 
hoped that Nicaragua would finally accept the strict neu­
trality of his country over the civil war in Nicaragua. The 
latest accusations, however, indicated a qualitative change 
in the relations between Nicaragua and Costa Rica. The 
delegate stated that his country would not take the initia­
tive in a political attack against Nicaragua and wanted to 
establish a peaceful and stable standard of coexistence 
with all countries of Central America regardless of their 
ideology, of their political or economic systems. He said 
that the fundamental rule of his country's international pol­
icy was active and unarmed neutrality. Costa Rica was open 
for verification that there were no counter-revolutionary 
camps on its territory. It had never prevented missions 
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from the countries of the Contadora Group from visiting 
any part of its national territory; it had no anny and no 
armed forces. Therefore, it was impossible for his country 
to hold joint or bilateral military manoeuvres with any 
other country. For the past 37 years the country had devoted 
its resources to education, public health, social security and 
public welfare. He described his country's well-being. 

In the same spirit, the representative of Costa Rica ex­
pressed support for the negotiations of the Contadora 
Group and reiterated his country's readiness to sign the fi­
nal act. He noted, however, that Costa Rica's neutrality 
should not be understood as unwillingness to stand up for 
themselves. The country was fully aware of the grave re­
sponsibilities assumed by it with the policy of peace and 
disannament in the context of ideological and military po­
larization in the region. He considered that the dispropor­
tionate military build-up in Nicaragua constituted a poten­
tial danger to his country's national security. 

The representative considered that the necessary com­
mitments in matters of security, annaments and military 
strength, as contained in the Contadora Act, were equally 
important as those concerning political matters. There 
could be no peace without national reconciliation in the 
region. He advocated disannarnent, cessation of military 
manoeuvres, regular electoral processes, full observance 
of civil rights, freedom of the press, trade unions and re­
spect for human rights. He also attached great importance 
to the economic and social aspects of the Contadora Act 
and pointed out the value of asking the Secretary-General 
to formulate and carry out a plan for economic and social 
cooperation in Central America. In that respect he men­
tioned the need for cooperation between the United Na­
tions bodies, and in particular the Economic Commission 
for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) and the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). 19 

At the same meeting, the representative of Zimbabwe 
stated that supplying the SAM-7 surface-to-air missiles to 
the irregular forces was the quantitative escalation of the 
conflict in Central America. As evidence of aggression 
against the small country of Nicaragua, it showed to what 
lengths the United States was prepared to go. Nicaragua 
endeavoured to pursue democracy at home and friendly re­
lations abroad. It had held free and fair elections super­
vised by international observers. The United States, how­
ever, had poured money and materiel to the Contras, 
trained and directed them, with the objective of overthrow­
ing the Government of Nicaragua. The United States had 
unleashed a propaganda campaign, mined the harbours 
and, ultimately, imposed an economic embargo. 

The speaker compared the attitude of the United States 
towards imposition of sanctions on South Africa, where it 
opposed the lawful measures taken by the international 
community provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter of 
the United Nations on the pretext that sanctions "did not 
work", while, at the same time, it unilaterally imposed 
sanctions against Nicaragua, regardless of condemnation 
by the international community, including its own allies. 

The delegate pointed out that, in accordance with the 
Charter, which proscribes the use of force in international 
relations, the Government of Nicaragua had endeavoured 
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to settle disputes by peaceful means. When the United 
States realized how far Nicaragua was willing to go, it had 
walked out of the Manzanillo talks and suggested that the 
talks should be conducted with the Contras. The speaker 
considered that the United States was the creator and the 
director of the Contras, while Nicaragua, as another small 
nation, was victim of great-Power aggression. Nicaragua 
could not feel safe when joint military manoeuvres were 
planned on the Nicaragua-Honduras border. 

In conclusion, the speaker reiterated the position of his 
Government, which supported a negotiated settlement to 
the crisis, urged the parties to resume the bilateral talks, 
and commended the Contadora Group for its efforts.20 

At the same meeting, the President of the Security Coun­
cil, speaking in his capacity as representative of Burkina 
Faso, said that the use of SAM-7 missiles against a Nica­
raguan helicopter constituted a new tum of events and a 
real threat to security in the subregion. The serious situ­
ation called for an appropriate action by the Security Coun­
cil and therefore had to be considered in the global context. 
His country maintained the position that the peoples of 
Latin America, who had always fought resolutely for their 
national independence and for full exercise of their sover­
eignty, should remain free to choose their own political, 
economic and social systems. The fact that they were de­
nied that inalienable right obviously contributed to the 
prevalence of tension in Central America. The endeavours 
of the international community to work out a negotiated 
political solution would have borne fruit had it not been 
for external interference in the internal affairs of the coun­
tries of the region. His country always condemned the use 
or threat of force in relations among States. The economic 
and political pressure on Nicaragua was unacceptable. It 
had contributed to the risk of regional war, undermined the 
dialogue established by the Contadora Group and was 
aimed at destabilizing Nicaragua and overthrowing the 
revolutionary regime democratically chosen by that small 
State, a member of the United Nations and the Movement 
of Non-Aligned Countries. 

He called for halting the hostile acts and the financing 
of groups of mercenaries and for reaffirmation of the sov­
ereignty of Nicaragua and other States of the region. He 
referred to the legitimate hopes that were placed in the Se­
curity Council.21 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
States, speaking in exercise of his right of reply, noted that 
several countries who supported Nicaragua were "refugee­
exporting countries", those who sought to crush all forms 
of domestic opposition and to deny their people the basic 
democratic freedoms. He also recalled the original issue 
that had brought the Member States to that meeting of the 
Security Council. He considered that Nicaragua had tried 
to divert attention from its obligation to negotiate seriously 
in the Contadora process, of which national reconciliation 
through dialogue was the fundamental principle. 

With regard to the false allegations that the United States 
had provided SAM-7 missiles to the resistance forces, the 
representative repeated that that was not true. He empha­
sized that the Government of Nicaragua had conducted a 
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war against its own people that was unlikely to end until 
it stopped blaming outside forces for the domestic opposi­
tion to their rule. He called for accepting the proposal 
of the Nicaraguan democratic resistance for a church­
mediated dialogue, a ceasefire and a suspension of the state 
of emergency.22 

The representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran, exer­
cising his right to reply, strongly condemned the United 
States reference to his country's internal affairs. He re­
minded the Council of the facts he addressed in his state­
ment, namely, the refusal of the United States to recognize 
the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice. As to 
the refugee problems, he stated that Iran was hosting 2 mil­
lion Afghan refugees, half a million Iraqi refugees and 2.5 
million war-stricken people of his own country. He also 
mentioned certain individuals hosted by the United States, 
most of whom had stolen a great amount of Iranian prop­
erty. As for Nicaragua, he held the United States re­
sponsible for many problems and the suffering of the 
people.23 

The representative of Nicaragua, exercising his right to 
reply, said that his delegation felt compelled to come to 
the Security Council to denounce United States aggression 
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and noted that it had become the practice for the United 
States delegation to distort the genuine motives of Nicara­
gua's approach to the Council. He stated that the United 
States constantly repeated in that important body, which 
should be respected because of the functions entrusted to 
it, that it had no intention to undermine the Government of 
Nicaragua. He considered those assertions to be either 
products of ignorance or rather terroristic attempts to over­
throw the legitimately constituted Government. 

He believed that it was of the highest importance for the 
Council to have discussed the complaint of Nicaragua to 
ensure the maintenance of international peace and security, 
in a preventive fashion and to consider the situation that 
might arise in the future. He thanked the delegations that 
had expressed their firm defence of the rule of law. He re­
iterated the peace-loving nature of his country's policy and 
its readiness to transform Central America into a zone free 
of any military presence. At the same time, he repeated that 
Nicaragua would not agree to disarm itself until the cessa­
tion of United States aggression.24 

The President declared that the Security Council had 
thus reached the end of the current state of consideration 
of the item on the agenda. 
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16. LETTER DATED 16 DECEMBER 1985 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED 
ST ATES OF AMERICA TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
SECURITY COUNCIL 

[HOSTAGE-TAKING AND ABDUCTION] 

Decision of 18 December 1985 (2637th meeting): resolu­
tion 579 ( 1985) 

By a letter dated 16 December 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 1 the representative of the 
United States of America requested an urgent meeting of 
the Council to consider the serious situation created by acts 
of hostage-taking and abduction. 

At the 2637th meeting, on 18 December 1985, the Coun­
cil included the item in its agenda without objection. 

The President of the Security Council drew attention to 
a draft resolution submitted by Australia, Denmark, Egypt, 
France, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States 
of America,2 which he proposed to put to the vote; it was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 579 ( 1985). It reads as 
follows: 

The Security Co1111Cil, 

Deeply disturbed at the prevalence of incidents of hostage-taking 
and abduction, several of which are of protracted duration and have 
included loss of life, 

Considering that the taking of hostages and abductions are offences 
of grave concern to the international community, having severe ad­
verse consequences for the rights of the victims and for the promotion 
of friendly relations and cooperation among States, 

1S/17685. 
2S/17686. 

Recalling the statement of 9 October 1985 by the President of the 
Security Council, resolutely condemning all acts of terrorism, includ­
ing hostagc-taking,3 

Recalling also resolution 40/61 of9 December 1985 of the General 
Assembly, 

Bearing in mind the International Convention against the Taldng of 
Hostages, adopted on 17 December 1979, the Convention on the Pre­
vention and Punishment of Crimes against Internationally Protected 
Penons, including Diplomatic Agents, adopted on 14 December 1973, 
the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the 
Safety of Civil Aviation, signed on 23 September 1971, the Conven­
tion for the Suppression of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft, signed on 16 
December 1970, and other relevant conventions, 

I. Condemns unequivocally all acts of hostage-taking and abduc­
tion; 

2. Calls for the immediate safe release of all hostages and ab­
ducted persons wherever and by whomever they are being held; 

3. Affirms the obligation of all States in whose territory hostages 
or abducted persons are held urgently to take all appropriate measures 
to secure their safe release and to prevent the commission of acts of 
hostage-taking and abduction in the future; 

4. Appeals to all States that have not yet done so to consider the 
possibility of becoming parties to the International Convention against 
the Taking of Hostages, the Convention on the Prevention and Pun­
ishment of Crimes against Internationally Protected Persons, including 
Diplomatic Agents, the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful 
Acts against the Safety of Civil Aviation, the Convention for the Sup­
pression of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft and other relevant conven­
tions; 
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5. Urges the further development of international cooperation 
among States in devising and adopting effective measures which are 
in accordance with the rules of international law to facilitate the pre-

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

vention, prosecution and punishment of all acts of hostage-taking and 
abduction as manifestations of international terrorism. 

17. COMPLAINT BY LESOTHO AGAINST SOUTH AFRICA 

Decision of 30 December 1985 (2639th meeting): resolu­
tion 580 ( 1985) 

By a letter dated 23 December 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 1 the representative of 
Lesotho requested a meeting of the Security Council to 
deal with the grave situation created by an unprovoked 
armed aggression against Lesotho by South Africa. 

At its 2638th meeting, on 30 December 1985, the Secu­
rity Council included the item in the agenda. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the Council invited the following, 
at their request, to participate in the discussion, without the 
right to vote: the representatives of Burundi, Lesotho, 
Senegal and South Africa. At their request contained in a 
letter dated 30 December 1985 from the representatives of 
Burkina Faso, Egypt and Madagascar,2 an invitation, under 
rule 39 of the Council's provisional rules of procedure, 
was extended to Mr. Neo Mnumzana, representative of the 
African National Congress of South Africa (ANC). The 
Council considered the item at its 2638th and 2639th meet­
ings, on 30 December 1985. 

At the 2638th meeting, on 30 December 1985, the rep­
resentative of Lesotho recalled that the first complaint 
against South Africa was brought to the Council in Decem­
ber 1982 after the invasion and brutal murder of 42 people 
in the capital, Maseru. That aggressive act was condemned 
by the Security Council in its resolution 527 ( 1982) of 15 
December 1982, in which it called upon South Africa to 
bind itself not to repeat similar attacks and to pay full and 
adequate compensation. South Africa had arrogantly re­
fused to implement any of the provisions of the resolution 
and had continued a systematic campaign of destabiliza­
tion of Lesotho through the so-called Lesotho Liberation 
Army based and trained on its territory. 

The speaker described the recent attack, which had taken 
place in the early hours of 20 December 1985. According 
to independent witnesses, commandos of the South Afri­
can Army shot in cold blood seven people, of whom six 
were South Africans, in a house located in a suburb of the 
capital, Maseru. The witnesses saw white soldiers cordon­
ing off the house and remarked that.judging from the mute 
sound, the guns were fitted with silencers. Two other vic­
tims were followed by the assassins to their houses and 
shot. There was also testimony that a group of white sol­
diers had been seen heading towards South African terri­
tory. The representative announced that sworn statements 
by witnesses and photographs were available for examina­
tion. He also referred to the exchange of telex messages 
between South Africa and Lesotho,3 which, according to 
the speaker, showed the premeditated nature of the latest 
attack on the basis of unsubstantiated allegations that 
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members of the ANC had been planning attacks against 
South Africa from Lesotho during the Christmas period. 
At the same time, the exchange of messages had shown 
that Lesotho had demonstrated readiness to resolve any 
differences through discussions and negotiations. The rep­
resentative stated that his country had received refugees 
belonging to various South African organizations on 
condition of non-use of its territory for attacks against 
South Africa. Arrangements for their transportation to sec­
ond countries of asylum were made by the Office of the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. He 
called for the international community to make arrange­
ments for the safe conduct of the refugees from Lesotho. 
He also drew the attention of the Council to the fact that 
South Africa had threatened to impose restrictions on nor­
mal traffic in and out of Lesotho and had asked the Council 
to take note that South Africa was creating special transit 
problems for Lesotho, placing that country's security and 
economic development in jeopardy. He went on by stating 
that the wings of apartheid had spread over the entire 
southern African region, bringing destabilization to Leso­
tho, Angola, Botswana, Mozambique, Swaziland, Zambia 
and Zimbabwe. In conclusion, the speaker appealed to the 
Security Council to condemn once again the aggressive ac­
tion of South Africa as well as the system of apartheid, 
which was incompatible with peace and security. He 
welcomed any mission of the Security Council that could 
help preserve the sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Lesotho.4 

At the 2639th meeting, on 30 December 1985, the rep­
resentative of Senegal stated that the Pretoria regime defied 
the international community by its policies of tyranny and 
lawlessness. He referred to the refusal of the racist regime 
to recognize the right of the people of South Africa to es­
tablish a democratic, multiracial society. He also referred 
to the illegal occupation of Namibia, contrary to all rele­
vant resolutions of the Security Council, and to Pretoria's 
aggression against neighbouring African States. He con­
demned the most recent cynical acts of aggression against 
the sovereign State of Lesotho and called for a mission of 
inquiry to be sent in order to assess the damage and evalu­
ate human casualties. He declared that compensation to 
Lesotho and to the victims would constitute the very mini­
mum that the Security Council could determine in order to 
renew the confidence placed by the founders of the Organi­
zation and its Member States in the primary organ for the 
maintenance of international peace and security. In his 
view the only response of the Security Council consistent 
with the efforts to eradicate totally the system of apartheid 
would be application of comprehensive and mandatory 
economic-and even political-sanctions. He referred to 
the proposal of the Chairman of the Organization of Afri­
can Unity (OAU) to convene a world conference on sane-
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tions against South Africa, which had been endorsed by 
the Security Council and the General Assembly. He ex­
pressed the conviction that upon objective consideration of 
the situation the Council would take all measures neces­
sary to make South Africa heed reason and to ensure that 
peace and stability returned to southern Africa and the 
whole continent. 5 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt stated 
that the new premeditated act of aggression perpetrated by 
South Africa followed repeated aggressive acts against its 
other neighbours-Angola and Botswana-and was 
clearly meant to divert attention from developments inside 
South Africa itself and to shift the blame for its problems 
to external elements from neighbouring countries. He 
pointed out that a review of the correspondence between 
the Government of Lesotho and the Government of South 
Africa over the period from 13 to 19 December 19853 re­
vealed that Lesotho had been willing to solve any problem 
between the two States by negotiation, while the com­
munications from South Africa contained implicit and 
explicit threats that had been implemented on 19 De­
cember. He noted that at the same time South African 
forces had penetrated the territory of Swaziland, forcing 
the displacement of some residents. He also recalled South 
Africa's attacks on Angola and described all the above ac­
tions as an extension of the policies of apartheid, violence 
and suppression followed by the Pretoria regime. He be­
lieved that the Security Council had a clear responsibility 
to protect the territory of Lesotho and its innocent nation­
als against the aggression of the South African forces. He 
added that the Council should reaffirm South Africa's 
responsibility for paying compensation to the families 
of the victims, as well as help Lesotho fulfil its interna­
tional commitments to receive political and other refu­
gees.6 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of South Af­
rica objected to the charges of"unprovoked armed aggres­
sion" lodged by the representative of Lesotho on 23 De­
cember 1985. 1 He characterized the latest complaint as an 
attempt to deflect attention from the internal instability in 
Lesotho and the alienation of a large part of its population 
from the Government, especially after the illegal usurpa­
tion of power by the present Premier in 1970 had spawned 
armed resistance inside Lesotho. He attributed a strong 
tide of resentment in particular to the presence of a violent 
organization sponsored and funded by Moscow, as well as 
elements collaborating with the ANC within Lesotho's se­
curity forces and pro-ANC groups. He added that Lesotho 
was endeavouring to exploit the situation by addressing 
appeals for financial aid to the international community. 
The speaker emphasized that his country had on numerous 
occasions unsuccessfully sought to solicit Lesotho's coop­
eration to address mutual security problems. He recalled 
the proposal of his Foreign Minister to the Acting Foreign 
Minister of Lesotho to establish a joint monitoring mecha­
nism to investigate security incidents and added that his 
Minister had offered to provide facilities and bear ex­
penses, but Lesotho had failed to respond to that proposal. 
He also referred to the reassuring statement of the Lesotho 
Foreign Minister at the previous meeting of the Council 

sg;pv 2639, pp. 2-6. 
6Ibid., pp. 6-10. 
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expressing the will to seek solutions to common problems 
through negotiation and felt that the South African pro­
posal for a joint monitoring mechanism should be seri­
ously considered by the Government of Lesotho. The 
speaker concluded by asserting that South Africa was ex­
periencing terrorist violence emanating from the territory 
of Lesotho by forces inspired by the ANC under the guise 
of refugees and called upon the Security Council, in the 
spirit of General Assembly resolution 40/61 of9 December 
1985 denouncing terrorism, to prevail upon Lesotho to co­
operate with his Government in order to eliminate terror­
ism in the region.' 

At the same meeting, the representative of Burundi, 
speaking on behalf of the Group of African States, con­
demned the racist South African regime for once again vio­
lating international law and the provisions of the Charter 
of the United Nations calling on all States to refrain from 
resorting to the threat or use of force against the territorial 
integrity and political independence of any State, and des­
cribed Lesotho as a victim of aggression and terrorism. He 
asserted that South Africa would never comply with inter­
national law as long as it enjoyed impunity for its acts of 
aggression against the front-line countries and as long as 
acts of repression of the black population of South Africa 
were not condemned by the international community. He 
gave an account of recent aggressive acts on the part of 
South Africa and reiterated the solidarity of the African 
Group with the people of Lesotho. He called upon the in­
ternational community to provide assistance to Lesotho, to 
resist aggression and to strengthen its ability to receive 
refugees. He also called upon the Security Council to make 
Pretoria put an end to the policy of apartheid and destabi­
lization and to pay immediate and adequate compensation 
for the loss of life and property. South Africa, he added, 
should put an end to the illegal occupation of Namibia, as 
set forth in Security Council resolution 435 (1978).8 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of India de­
nounced the latest unprovoked act of armed aggression 
against Lesotho, a fellow non-aligned country and a fellow 
member of the Commonwealth, as well as earlier similar 
actions intended to terrorize, put pressure and intimidate 
that peace-loving State. He considered that South Africa, 
under the pretext of hot pursuit of activists from ANC, was 
seeking to destabilize Governments in front-line and other 
neighbouring States. He recalled that South Africa which 
had illegally occupied Namibia, in defiance of innumer­
able United Nations resolutions and the advisory opinion 
of the International Court of Justice, still had some troops 
on part of Angolan territory and had extended its military 
adventurism to Botswana, Zambia, Zimbabwe and Sey­
chelles. He reiterated that the Movement of Non-aligned 
Countries had stood by Lesotho and quoted from the rele­
vant part of the Declaration of the Seventh Conference of 
Heads of State or Government of Non-aligned Countries.9 

The speaker supported Lesotho's right to give sanctuary to 
victims of apartheid. He expressed the conviction that 
comprehensive mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of 
the United Nations Charter would be the only effective in­
ternational answer to the racist regime. He urged that all 

7Ibid., pp. 11-13. 
llbid., pp. 13-17. 
9S/15675, annex. 
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members of the Council proceed from condemnation to 
united meaningful actions. 10 

At the same meeting, the representative of Madagascar 
recalled that in 1985 alone seven Security Council resolu­
tions had been adopted condemning South African racist 
policies and pointed out that those resolutions were 
scorned by the racist regime. He indicated that South Af­
rica harboured, equipped and trained on its territory a re­
bellious movement, the Lesotho Liberation Army, which 
committed acts of sabotage and killings in Lesotho aimed 
at the destabilization of its Government. He also ex­
pounded on the idea that the system of apartheid, coloni­
alism and racism was the principal cause of the flow of the 
increased number of refugees in the region and that Leso­
tho since its independence in 1960 had been receiving 
them and trying to facilitate their transit to other countries 
in keeping with the Convention Relating to the Status of 
Refugees of 1951. He recognized the legitimacy of the 
ANC, which represented the aspirations of the majority of 
the people of South Africa and described the premeditated, 
armed, unprovoked attacks of South Africa against its 
neighbours as deliberate violations of the Charter of the 
United Nations and of international law. He expressed the 
hope that the Council would adopt unanimously the draft 
resolution 11 sponsored by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, 
Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago. 12 

At the same meeting, the representative of Peru, in con­
demning the South African regime and extending its soli­
darity to Lesotho, expressed the hope that, in the future, 
the Security Council would be able to exercise and use the 
legitimate means with which it had been endowed in order 
to discharge its political responsibilities. He considered 
that a very important action would be an investigation into 
the origin of weapons that enable South Africa to continue 
its internal and external aggression. 13 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland ob­
served that once again the Security Council was consider­
ing an attack by South Africa on its neighbouring States, 
which he attributed to a pattern of a profoundly mistaken 
policy. He went on to set out the fundamental points that 
governed the United Kingdom's approach to that matter. 
Firstly, Lesotho had no aggressive designs against South 
Africa and had no alternative to a policy of peaceful coex­
istence, being economically and otherwise dependent on 
South Africa. The Security Council should make it clear 
that any attacks against neighbouring States would not be 
tolerated. Therefore, his Government strongly condemned 
those responsible for the latest attack. Secondly, the United 
Kingdom had no sympathy for those who preferred vio­
lence to dialogue or negotiation. As retaliation was not a 
solution, raids against South African exiles would not re­
solve the problems; instead, they were bound to increase 
the existing polarization. It was necessary to go to the root 
of the problem and resolve it there. Finally, the Common­
wealth Accord on South Africa, 14 which had appealed for 
the initiation of a process of dialogue in the context of a 

10stPV .2639, pp. 18-21.. 
11S/I 7701. 
12S/PV .2639, pp. 22-26. 
13Ibid., pp. 27 and 28. 
14A/40/8 I 7. 
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suspension of violence on all sides, had particular rele­
vance in the light of the latest events. He pointed out that, 
notwithstanding South Africa's rejection of the Security 
Council resolutions, the members of the Council should 
not underestimate the effect of their actions on Pretoria. 
He did not believe that the ruling minority regime was 
happy with its condemnation by the international commu­
nity or with its isolation from the rest of the world. He, 
therefore, called for continued persuasion and pressure on 
the regime and announced the support of his delegation for 
the draft resolution before the Council. 15 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics strongly condemned yet another 
aggressive action of South Africa against a sovereign 
country, Member of the United Nations, OAU and the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries. The attack repre­
sented yet another challenge to the international commu­
nity and constituted a flagrant violation of international 
law and of the Charter of the United Nations. He expressed 
his country's deepest sympathy and condolences to the 
Government of Lesotho and to the families of the victims. 
He considered that the barbaric policy of apartheid within 
South Africa and the imposition of their colonialist 
hegemonism on all southern Africa was the crystallization 
of racism, colonialism, state terrorism and aggression. As 
such it constituted a constant threat to international peace 
and security and the stability of the region. The speaker 
referred to the recent session of the General Assembly, 
which had showed that the majority of Member States sup­
ported the application against Pretoria of comprehensive, 
mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter. He 
also referred to the position of some Western Powers that 
are permanent members of the Security Council and stated 
that their use of the veto to protect the apartheid regime 
had enabled Pretoria to continue to threaten neighbouring 
States. He recalled that the Foreign Minister of the USSR 
had conveyed to the Foreign Minister of Lesotho that as a 
matter of principle the USSR defended the interests of all 
freedom-loving and progressive forces in South Africa. He 
reiterated that his Government supported the adoption by 
the Security Council of effective measures against South 
Africa under Chapter VII of the Charter. 16 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of China 
strongly condemned the gross violation of the principles 
of the Charter of the United Nations by South Africa, its 
invasion of the territory of Lesotho, the threat of military 
force and blackmail tactics against neighbouring countries 
as well as the intransigence of the racist regime in persist­
ing in the practice of racial discrimination and apartheid. 
He went on to add that in order to find excuses for its ag­
gressive policy, the regime had always invoked the pretext 
of outside instigation of the struggle of the people of South 
Africa against racial persecution. He stated further that the 
latest surprise attack against Lesotho posed a threat to 
peace and security in the whole region and called upon the 
Security Council to condemn South Africa for its aggres­
sion, to demand compensation for all the losses its invasion 
had caused, to mobilize the international community and 
to adopt additional sanctions against South Africa so as to 
provide powerful support to the just struggle against apart-

ISstPV .2639, pp. 28-32. 
161bid., pp. 32-37. 
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heid, to gain independence for Namibia and to safeguard 
the sovereignty and territorial integrity of all countries of 
the region. 17 

At the same meeting, Mr. Neo Mnumzana, speaking un­
der rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Se­
curity Council, said that the Pretoria regime had set in mo­
tion a spiral of violence systematically punishing with 
death those who sought freedom, senselessly destroying 
the considerable national wealth of the country while mil­
lions of people were afflicted with poverty, disease and ig­
norance. As the struggle against apartheid in the country 
gathered might and the tide of African liberation rolled to 
the very frontiers of the country, the racist regime had re­
sponded by instituting a reign of terror against its own peo­
ple and had gone to war against the neighbouring States 
whom the regime sought to destabilize through outright 
military aggression, economic blackmail and sabotage, as 
well as political subversion. He pointed out that pursuing 
South African refugees and exiles into countries that of­
fered them sanctuary was part and parcel of the apartheid 
policy. He stated further that not punishing the apartheid 
regime for its crimes meant punishing the peoples of Le­
sotho, South Africa and of other countries of southern 
Africa. The speaker considered that the only solution to 
the problem would be the dismantling of apartheid and 
the creation of a free, united and non-racial and demo­
cratic South Africa. He concluded by registering the 
ANC's profound gratitude to Lesotho for its commit­
ment, consistent with international law, to give refuge 
to the victims of apartheid and reaffinned the ANC' s soli­
darity with the peoples and Governments of the front-line 
States. 11 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Ukraine 
stated that one fourth of all Security Council meetings over 
the past two years had been devoted to questions related 
to the aggressive actions of South Africa. He noted that 
Lesotho, a small country, that did not even have a regular 
anny, could not pose a near-fatal threat to South African 
security. The Government of Lesotho had frequently ap­
pealed to the South African authorities to put an end to acts 
of aggression, to refrain from trying to shift onto Lesotho 
the responsibility for its own internal problems. He also 
recalled that the General Assembly, OAU, the Movement 
of Non-Aligned Countries and Socialist States had fre­
quently called on the Security Council to adopt effective 
measures against South Africa by introducing comprehen­
sive mandatory sanctions against the racist regime. Those 
demands had, however, been disregarded by two penna­
nent members of the Security Council, thereby providing 
support and indeed encouraging the regime to continue the 
policy of repression, aggression and state terrorism. He 
said that his delegation strongly condemned the recent ag­
gressive acts and expressed the belief that the Security 
Council should adopt effective measures against the ag­
gressor, under Chapter VII of the Charter. Such measures, 
he added, were essential to the maintenance of peace in the 
region, the preservation of the sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of young African countries and to the granting of 
true independence to Namibia. 19 

17Ibid., pp. 37 and 38. 
18Jbid., pp. 39 and 40. 
19Ibid., pp. 43-46. 
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Also at the same meeting, the representative of Thailand 
considered that the criminal acts of the Pretoria regime 
should be condemned in the strongest possible tenns and 
that adequate compensation should be paid to Lesotho for 
the damage and loss of life resulting from such acts. He 
stated that apartheid had become the scourge for all the 
front-line States, as any country giving refuge to victims 
of apartheid was subject to constant threats of attack, while 
it was a well-recognized principle that the noble humani­
tarian policy of receiving refugees was not a hostile act 
towards the country of origin. He quoted from the state­
ment of the Foreign Minister of Lesotho that refugees from 
various organizations were received in his country on con­
dition that they would not use the territory of Lesotho as 
a springboard for attacks against South Africa. His delega­
tion would vote in favour of the draft resolution that was 
before the Council.20 

At the same meeting, the President. speaking in his ca­
pacity as representative of Burkina Faso, stated that, in 
spite of repeated condemnations, the Pretoria regime ob­
stinately refused to come to its senses and that acts of ag­
gression went in quick succession, as did Security Council 
resolutions. According to him, the regime had remained 
unperturbed and had ignored even the most serious warn­
ings of those whose aid pennitted it to defy the decisions 
of the Security Council without fear of punishment. He ac­
knowledged that the mere adoption of condemnatory reso­
lutions would not suffice to eradicate apartheid. What was 
needed was already foreseen by the Charter and needed 
only to be set under way. He regretted the fact that certain 
members of the Council were obstructing the imposition 
of comprehensive mandatory sanctions against the racist 
regime. 

Resuming his role as President of the Security Coun­
cil, the speaker put to the vote the draft resolution sub­
mitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, 
Peru and Trinidad and Tobago. 11 It was adopted unani­
mously as resolution 580 (I 985). The resolution reads as 
follows: 

The Security Co1111ci/, 

Taking note of the letter dated 23 December 1985 from the Perma­
nent Representative of the Kingdom of Lesotho to the United Nations 
addressed to the President of the Security Council, 1 

Having heard the statement by the Honourable Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the Kingdom of Lesotho, Mr. V. M. Makhele,4 

Bearing in mind that all Member States must refrain in their inter­
national relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial 
integrity or political independence of any State, or acting in any other 
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the Charter of the United 
Nations, 

Recalling its resolution 527 (1982), 

Gravely concerned at the recent unprovoked and premeditated kill­
ings for which South Africa is responsible, in violation of the sover­
eignty and territorial integrity of the Kingdom of Lesotho, and their 
consequences for peace and security in southern Africa, 

Gravely concerned that this act of aggression is aimed at weakening 
the determined and unrelenting humanitarian support given by Leso­
tho to South African refugees, 

Grieved at the tragic loss of life of six South African refugees and 
three nationals of Lesotho resulting from this act of aggression com­
mitted against Lesotho, 

2°Ibid., pp. 46-48. 
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Alarmed at the fact that the continued existence of apartheid in 
South Africa is the root cause of increased violence both within South 
Africa and from South Africa against neighbouring countries, 

I. Strongly condemns these killings and recent acts of unprovoked 
and premeditated violence, for which South Africa is responsible, 
against the Kingdom of Lesotho in flagrant violation of the sover­
eignty and territorial integrity of that country; 

2. Demands the payment by South Africa of full and adequate 
compensation to the Kingdom of Lesotho for the damage and loss of 
life resulting From this act of aggression; 

3. Calls upon all parties lo normalize their relations and to employ 
established channels of communication on all matters of mutual con­
cern; 

4. Reaffirms Lesotho's right to receive and give sanctuary to the 
victims of apartheid in accordance with its traditional practice, hu­
manitarian principles and its international obligations; 

5. Requests Member States to extend urgently all necessary eco­
nomic assistance to Lesotho in order to strengthen its capacity to re­
ceive, maintain and protect South African refugees in Lesotho; 

6. Calls upon the South African Government to resort to peaceful 
means in resolving international problems in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations and the Declaration on Principles of 
International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations; 

7. Further calls upon South Africa to live up to its commitment 
not to destabilize neighbouring countries nor to allow its territory to 
be used as a springboard for attacks against neighbouring countries 
and to declare publicly that it will, in future, comply with provisions 
of the Charter of the United Nations and that it will not commit acts 
of violence against Lesotho, either directly or through its proxies; 

8. Demands that South Africa forthwith take meaningful steps to­
wards the dismantling of apartheid; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to establish, in consultation 
with the Government of Lesotho, an appropriate presence comprising 
one or two civilians in Maseru, for the purpose of keeping him in­
formed of any development affecting the territorial integrity of Leso­
tho; 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

10. Further requests the Secretary-General, through appropriate 
means, to monitor the implementation of the present resolution and 
the prevailing situation and to report to the Security Council as the 
situation demands; 

11. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

Following the vote, the representative of the United 
States of America expressed his country's deep concern 
over the latest escalation of violence in southern Africa. 
He observed that, according to witnesses, the perpetrators 
of the crime had fled into South Africa. He called upon the 
Government of South Africa to investigate the matter, ap­
prehend the guilty parties and bring them to justice. He 
reiterated that the United States had made it clear to the 
Government of South Africa that they could not accept the 
possibility of dispatching troops for military actions be­
yond national borders. The solution of the problems was 
rather in the elimination of the system of apartheid and in 
strengthening the dialogue with its neighbours. He pointed 
out that his delegation supported the resolution as a con­
structive and moderate one. He referred in particular to 
paragraph 3, which called for employing established chan­
nels of communication, and recalled that the principle of 
non-use of the territory of States to launch attacks against 
other States applied to all. 21 

The Foreign Minister of Lesotho expressed his country's 
appreciation to the Security Council for having adopted the 
resolution unanimously. Referring to the statement of the 
representative of South Africa concerning Lesotho's "in­
ternal problems", he argued that there were none, but that 
all the problems originated in South Africa, where 28 mil­
lion people were ruled by 4 million minority whites and 
which was founded and funded by bandit groups.22 

2l(bid., pp. 52 and 53. 
21lbid., p. 54. 

18. ST ATE ME NT BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL IIN CONNECTION WITH THE 
INCIDENTS AT THE ROME AND VIENNA AIRPORTS) 

Decision: statement by the President 

At the 2639th meeting, 1 on 30 December 1985, after a 
brief suspension for consultations and before adjourning 
the meeting, the President made the following statement 
on behalf of the Council:2 

The members of the Security Council strongly condemn the unjus­
tifiable and criminal terrorist attacks at the Rome and Vienna airports, 
which caused the taking of innocent human lives. 

They urge that those responsible for these deliberate and indiscriminate 
killings be brought to trial in accordance with due process of law. 

They call upon all concerned to exercise restraint and to refrain from 
taking any action inconsistent with their obligations under the Charter 
of the United Nations and other relevant rules of international law. 

They reaffirm the statement by the President of the Security Council 
of 9 October 1985 (S/l 7SS4) and Security Council resolution 579 
(1985) of 18 December 1985, and endorse the Secretary-General's 
statement of 27 December 1985, in which he noted General Assembly 
resolution 40/61 of9 December 1985 and expressed the hope that it 

1The agenda for the meeting was "Complaint by Lesotho against 
South Africa". 

2s111102. 

would be followed by determined efforts by all Governments and 
authorities concerned, in accordance with established principles of in­
ternational law, in order that all acts, methods and practices of terror­
ism may be brought to an end. 

By a letter dated 31 December 1985 from the Acting Per­
manent Representative of Israel to the United Nations ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council,3 Israel 
condemned the attacks and attributed them to the Palestin­
ian terror inspired by the Palestine Liberation Organization 
(PLO), which resulted in the ruthless and deliberate killing 
of women, children and babies. The letter indicated the 
contradiction between the stance that many countries had 
adopted against international terrorism and the pennission 
some of them gave to terrorist organizations to operate in 
their capitals. The letter called for condemnation of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Iraq and the Islamic Republic of 
Iran for giving support and shelter to the terrorists. 

By a letter dated 2 January 1986 addressed to the 
Secretary-General,4 the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Per-

3S/I 7703. 
4S/17710. 
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manent Mission of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya to the 
United Nations transmitted a letter from the Secretary of 
the People's Committee of the People's Bureau for Foreign 
Liaison addressed to the Secretary-General that gave an 
account of the statements made by the United States Gov­
ernment that he interpreted as an American-Zionist conspir­
acy exerting diplomatic and economic pressure on the Libyan 
Arab .Jamahiriya endangering the security of the people of 
his country and the stability of the region. The letter stated 
that such threats as well as the preparations for aggression 
and the use of the deplorable outrages perpetrated at the 
Rome and Vienna airports as a pretext for a military action 
constituted a grave violation of the Charter of the United 
Nations. It was reiterated that the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
condemned such acts of terrorism and was not involved 
either directly or indirectly in those actions. The letter ex­
pressed hope that appropriate measures provided by the 
Charter would be taken to secure peace in the region. 
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The Acting Permanent Representative of Israel in his let­
ters to the Secretary-General expounded the position of his 
Government. By a letter dated 9 January 19865 the repre­
sentative transmitted a letter from the Minister for Trans­
portation of Israel to Ministers of Transportation, members 
of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), 
stating that the latest terrorist act added to a long list of 
previous acts. The letter called for international coopera­
tion in planning and convening an urgent worldwide con­
ference on the safety of civil aviation. The letter dated 9 
January 19866 gave an account of acts of murder by the 
PLO and examples of past terrorist attacks. 

5AJ41!87-Sl17723 and Corr.I. 
6A/4 l/84-S/l 7728 and Corr. I. 

19. THE SITUATION IN THE OCCUPIED ARAB TERRITORIES 

Decision of 13 September 1985 (2605th meeting): rejec­
tion of a six-Power draft resolution 

By a letter dated 11 September 1985 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, 1 the representative of 
Qatar, on behalf of the Group of Arab States at the United 
Nations, requested an immediate meeting of the Council 
to consider Israeli practices against the civilian population 
in the Palestinian occupied territories. 

At its 2604th meeting, on 12 September 1985, the Secu­
rity Council included the letter from Qatar in its agenda, 
without objection, 2 and considered the matter at two meet­
ings, on 12 and 13 September 1985. 

During its consideration of this item, the Council de­
cided to invite, at their request, the representatives of 
Egypt, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Israel, Jordan, Qatar 
and the Syrian Arab Republic to participate, without the 
right to vote, in the discussion of the question. 3 At the 
2604th meeting, the Council also decided, by a vote, to 
invite the representative of the Palestine Liberation Or­
ganization (PLO), in accordance with the Council's past 
practice, to participate in the debate.4 At the same meeting, 
the Council decided to extend an invitation under rule 39 
of the provisional rules of procedure, at the request of the 
representative of Qatar, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Perma­
nent Observer for the League of Arab States (LAS). At the 
2605th meeting, the Council decided to extend an invita­
tion, also under rule 39, at his request to the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of 
the Palestinian People. s 

1S/17456. 
2S/PV.2604, p. 7. 
3For details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
4The proposal to invite the representative of the PLO was carried 

by 10 votes to I (United States of America), with 4 abstentions. For 
the relevant statements regarding the invitation and for details of 
voting see S/PV .2604, pp. 9 and 10, as well as chap. III. 

5see chap. III of the present Supplement for details regarding the 
invitations under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Qatar, speak­
ing in his capacity as Chairman of the Group of Arab 
States, informed the Council of the grave situation in the 
occupied Palestinian territories, resulting from arbitrary 
Israeli practices against the civilian population there. He 
charged Israel with neither respecting nor implementing 
the Fourth Geneva Convention and called on the members 
of the Council, as parties to the Convention, to take the 
necessary measures to prevail upon Israel to respect it, in 
accordance with its article I. He further noted that under 
the Charter members of the Council, in particular the per­
manent members, had primary responsibility for the main­
tenance of international peace and security and that the 
perpetuation of Israeli occupation of the Palestinian ter­
ritories, and Israel's human rights violations, clearly 
constituted a threat to international peace and security. 
Therefore, he said that the world, and the Palestinian peo­
ple in particular, expected nothing less from the Council 
than the unanimous adoption of the draft resolution be­
fore it. 6 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of the PLO 
stated that on 4 August the Government of Israel had 
adopted a set of oppressive laws and procedures thereby 
reviving the state of emergency originally introduced in 
I 945 by the British Mandate authorities in Palestine, espe­
cially those aspects relating to administrative detention, ar­
bitrary dismissal and the closure of Palestinian newspa­
pers. He asserted, therefore, that such oppressive Israeli 
practices called not only for condemnation and denuncia­
tion by the Security Council but for the adoption of meas­
ures to end those practices and to redress their conse­
quences, especially since they ran counter to international 
conventions and resolutions, in particular the Fourth Ge­
neva Convention of I 949. Referring to the United States' 
rejection of United Nations resolutions calling for the con­
vening of an international peace conference on the Middle 
East with the participation of all parties to the conflict, in­
cluding the PLO, he charged the United States with con-

6s/PV.2604, pp. 12-17. 
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tinuing to obstruct the process of establishing a just peace 
in the Middle East and with the constant encouragement 
of Israel's persistent disregard of the international will, 
United Nations resolutions and international law.7 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt stated 
that the occupied Arab territories of the West Bank and 
Gaza were the scene of an intensification of acts of expul­
sion of Palestinian inhabitants and of repression by the oc­
cupying Power, acts that had culminated in the imposition 
of a state of emergency and a curfew in those towns and 
villages. He charged that the worsening of the general situ­
ation in those Arab regions resulted from the desire of Is­
rael to continue to cling to the occupied territories and to 
yield to the promptings of various segments of Israeli so­
ciety that sought to extend their domination over those ter­
ritories through the establishment of settlements and 
whose colonists were even encouraged to move into 
wholly Arab areas and towns. Egypt continued to believe 
that the policy of colonization and settlement pursued by 
Israel in the occupied Arab territories could only heighten 
tension there. Citing several Security Council resolutions, 
he demanded that they be implemented and further recalled 
that a just and lasting solution of the Palestinian problem 
required a serious attempt to establish trust among the Pal­
estinian population of the occupied territories. Referring to 
Egypt's repeated calls upon Israel to take steps that could 
help establish trust in the West Bank and Gaza, he ex­
pressed his Government's continued support for all efforts 
to bring about a peaceful settlement and its continued op­
position to all the oppressive measures carried out by the 
occupying authorities in the West Bank, Gaza and all other 
occupied territories.• 

At the same meeting, the representative oflsrael charged 
that the Security Council was once again being abused, this 
time by the unusual collusion and collaboration between 
the Syrian Arab Republic and the PLO. He said that there 
were few things more offensive to one's basic sense of mo­
rality and decency, more insulting to one's elementary in­
telligence, than to have the Syrian Government and the 
PLO accusing others of human rights violations. He men­
tioned a number of events in that coMection, such as the 
civil strife in Lebanon involving the Syrian Arab Republic 
and the PLO, attacks on Israeli civilians by PLO Arab ter­
rorists and the establishment of new terrorist bases on the 
Israeli borders provided by the embrace of the PLO and 
Jordan. He defended Israeli steps to apprehend terrorist 
perpetrators and their collaborators as actions which were 
fully legal under the Fourth Geneva Convention.9 

At the same meeting, the representative of Jordan replied 
that the Israeli allegation was baseless and ran counter to 
the truth, which was that resistance against Israeli occupa­
tion stemmed from within the occupied territories and 
grew and intensified as a natural reaction to the practices 
of the Israeli occupation authorities. He charged that Israel 
wanted to sow confusion with regard to the Palestinian­
Jordanian peace initiative, as represented in the agreement 
signed on 11 March, which Jordan was trying to crystallize 
with all parties directly concerned and with all peace-

7Ibid., pp. 26 and 27. 
1Ibid., pp. 34-38. 
9ibid., pp. 38-43. 

Chapter VIII. Mainten•nce ofiatern•tion•I peace and security 

loving parties. He drew the Council's attention to the im­
plicit threat against Jordan made by Israel, which he con­
sidered out of order, and revealed Israel's intentions to pre­
vent the achievement of a just, comprehensive and 
honourable solution to the Middle East problem. 10 

At the 2605th meeting, on 13 Septembeer 1985, the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien­
able Rights of the Palestinian People stated that it was up 
to the Security Council to give effect to the recommenda­
tions of the Committee and the recommendations adopted 
by consensus at the International Conference on the Ques­
tion of Palestine, held in Geneva in September 1983. He 
recalled that those recommendations were solidly based on 
the internationally recognized fundamental principles re­
garding the Palestine question, which was the very heart 
of the Arab-Israeli conflict. While urging the Council to 
redouble its efforts to convene the International Conference 
on the Middle East, he also appealed to members to take ap­
propriate measures to revive, on the basis of the principles 
and purposes of the Charter and the relevant resolutions of 
the Organization, the policy of dialogue among all the parties, 
in order to put an end to the tragic situation and to establish 
a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. 11 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic, while urging the Security Council to de­
mand that Israel respect the Fourth Geneva Convention, 
also observed that the provisions of the draft resolution be­
fore the Council were not commensurate with the gravity 
of the situation created by Israel in the West Bank, Gaza 
and other occupied territories through its oppressive meas­
ures, which violated the most elementary rules of interna­
tional law governing foreign occupation. He believed that 
the draft resolution should have contained an explicit con­
demnation of Israel for its actions and a strong condemna­
tion of all acts of terrorism carried out by Israel against the 
Arabs, especially individual and official Israel terrorism and 
the mass punishment and killings of innocent people. 12 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Jordan 
emphasized that the only solution to the suffering of the 
Palestinian population in those territories was an end to the 
occupation, through the establishment of a just and com­
prehensive peace, as called for by all international resolu­
tions. He hoped that the Council would adopt the draft 
resolution, since that was the least it could do to maintain 
the security and safety of the population of the occupied 
territories at that stage. 13 

At the same meeting, the representative of China held 
that the decision by Israel to carry out administrative de­
tentions and deportations was in violation of the 1949 Ge­
neva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Per­
sons in Time of War and therefore those acts needed to be 
repealed immediately. He supported the Palestinian people 
and the Arab countries in their demand that Israel stop its 
illegal activities in the occupied Arab territories and im­
plement the relevant provisions contained in the Geneva 
Convention. He also urged the Security Council to support 
them in that regard. Maintaining that the Palestinian issue 

10J:bid., pp. 38-51. 
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was the crux of the Middle East question, having a direct 
bearing on peace and stability in the region, he stressed 
that the key factors to the solution of the Middle East ques­
tion were the restoration of the national rights of the Pal­
estinian people and the withdrawal of Israel from all the 
Arab territories it had occupied since 1967, including Arab 
Jerusalem. 14 

Many other speakers who participated in the debate 
identified the question of Palestine as the core of the Mid­
dle East problem and the key to peace and security in the 
region as a whole. They all called upon Israel to abide scru­
pulously by the provisions of the Geneva Convention rela­
tive to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War 
of 12 August 1949. Many speakers urged the Security 
Council to prevail upon Israel to comply strictly with the 
relevant General Assembly and Council resolutions. Sev­
eral also reiterated their concern over the plight of the Pal­
estinian population in the occupied territories, in particular 
in the West Bank and Gaza. 15 

At the same meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the members of the Council to a draft resolution submitted 
by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and 
Trinidad and Tobago. 16 Under the draft resolution the 
Council would have recalled its resolutions 468 ( I 980), 
469 (1980) and 484 (1980); taken note of General Assem­
bly resolution 35/122 of 11 December 1980; recalled the 
statement of the Permanent Representative of Qatar to the 
United Nations and other statements made before the 
Council; stressed the urgent need to achieve a comprehen­
sive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East; and reaf­
firmed that the Geneva Convention relative to the Protec­
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 
1949, was applicable to the Arab territories occupied by 
Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem; deplored the re­
pressive measures taken by Israel since 4 August 1985 
against the civilian Palestinian population in the Israeli oc­
cupied territories, especially in the West Bank and Gaza; 
expressed serious concern that the persistence of Israeli 
authorities in applying such measures would lead to further 
deterioration of the situation in the occupied territories; 
called upon Israel, the occupying Power, to immediately 
stop all repressive measures, including curfews, adminis­
trative detentions and forceful deportation, and to release 
forthwith all detainees and refrain from further deporta­
tions; and would also have called upon Israel to abide scru­
pulously by the provisions of the Geneva Convention rela­
tive to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, 
of 12 August 1949. 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
France deplored the constraints that the renewed special 
legislation of Israel imposed on the civilian population of 
the occupied territories and maintained that only a cessa­
tion of the escalation of violence, from whatever source, 
could make it possible to restore the climate of confidence 
so indispensable to dialogue. While recognizing that Israel 
as the occupying Power had to respect the provisions of 
the Fourth Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949 relative 
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to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War and 
aware from the available information that some measures 
taken by Israel in the occupied territories were in fact not 
in keeping with the provisions of that Convention, France 
stated that his delegation was, nevertheless, compelled to 
abstain on the draft resolution, since it implied that all 
those measures were contrary to the Convention. 17 

Also in explanation of vote, the representative of the 
United States of America rejected the draft resolution, stat­
ing that it singled out for condemnation the detention and 
other policies of Israel in the West Bank and Gaza, without 
equally condemning and calling for a halt to the acts of 
terror against Israeli civilians and officials in the West 
Bank and Gaza that had provoked those policies. He said 
that one-sided draft resolutions such as one under consid­
eration encouraged the spiral of violence and retaliation by 
hardening the attitudes of all parties. The party singled out 
for condemnation would conclude that it could never get 
a fair hearing and the other parties would believe that the 
Security Council had condoned their actions. He said the 
present draft resolution undercut rather than strengthened 
the ability of the Council to play a positive role in resolv­
ing the problems that were the root cause of the violence 
by exacerbating an already volatile situation. 18 

At the same meeting, the President put the draft resolu­
tion to the vote. It received l O votes to l, with 4 absten­
tions, and failed to be adopted owing to the negative vote 
of a pennanent member of the Council. 19 

After the vote, the representative of the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland explained that des­
pite the unhappiness of his delegation at certain aspects of 
the conduct of the Israeli authorities, it was not satisfied 
that operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution con­
formed with the occupying Power's legal obligations in 
this case and his delegation would have welcomed a bal­
anced reference calling for an end to violence by all par­
ties. He regretted that suggestions on those lines had not 
been taken up and therefore he had had to abstain on the 
draft resolution. 20 

Decision of 30 January 1986 (2650th meeting): rejection 
of a five-Power draft resolution 

By a letter dated 16 January 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council,21 the representative of Mo­
rocco, in his capacity as the Chainnan of the Organization 
of the Islamic Conference, requested an urgent meeting of 
the Council to consider the serious threat to international 
peace and security resulting from Israeli acts of profana­
tion committed against the sanctuary of Haram al-Sharif in 
AI-Quds (Jerusalem). 

By a letter dated 16 January 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council,22 the representative of the 
United Arab Emirates, in his capacity as Chainnan of the 
Group of Arab States, requested an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the grave situation created in 
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Jerusalem by Israeli actions violating the sanctity of the 
Haram al-Sharif. 

At its 2643rd meeting, on 21 January 1986, the Council 
included the letters from Morocco and the United Arab 
Emirates in its agenda without objection,21 and considered 
the matter at eight meetings, on 21 to 30 January 1986. At 
the same meeting the Council decided, by vote, to invite 
the representative of the PLO, in accordance with the 
Council's past practice, to participate in the debate;24 and 
also to extend an invitation under rule 39, at the request of 
the United Arab Emirates, to Mr. Samir Mansouri. At its 
2644th meeting, the Council also decided to extend an in­
vitation, under rule 39 of the provisional rules of proce­
dure, to the Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of 
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People. 25 At its 
2646th meeting, the Council also decided at the request of 
Morocco to extend an invitation to Mr. Syed Sharifuddin, 
Secretary-General of OIC, under rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure.25 

In the course of the meetings the representatives of Af­
ghanistan, Algeria, Bangladesh, Brunei Darussalam, Cuba, 
Egypt, Guinea, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Israel, the Islamic 
Republic oflran, Jordan, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Ma­
laysia, Mauritania, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Ara­
bia, the Sudan, the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turkey, 
Yemen and Yugoslavia were invited, at their request, to 
participate in the debate without the right to vote.25 

At the 2643rd meeting, on 21 January 1986, the Presi­
dent drew the attention of members of the Security Council 
to three letters dated 9 January, 15 January and 20 January 
1986 from the representatives of Jordan and Israel ad­
dressed to the Secretary-General. 26 

At the same meeting, the representative of Morocco, in 
his capacity as Chairman of the Group of States Members 
of OIC, charged that throughout the first half of January 
the Al-Aqsa al-Sharif Mosque had been desecrated by 
members of the Israeli Knesset and despite all the attempts 
to achieve a peaceful settlement of the question of Al­
Quds, Israel had thus far displayed only arrogance and 
scorn, stepping up its illegal measures, even annexing the 
City of AI-Quds and declaring it its administrative capital. 
He warned that the credibility of the Organization was at 
stake and it now had to show its commitment to universal­
ity by demanding proper respect for the Holy City of Je­
rusalem, the age-old crucible of universal civilization. The 
Council and each of its members had to go beyond short­
term domestic or external political plans and solemnly af­
firm the fundamental inviolable principles governing the 
rights of innocent civilian populations, defending them 
against terrorist practices from any quarter, respecting re­
ligious beliefs and showing tolerance for differing prac­
tices and beliefs. Demanding that the Council meet its re­
sponsibilities under the Charter, he stressed that firmness 
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in the condemnation of the acts of profanation and in the 
warning addressed to Israel would be the surest way to 
strengthen the chances of a peaceful, comprehensive set­
tlement of the entire Middle East question that would re­
spect the sacred and inalienable national rights of the Pal­
estinian people.27 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of the 
United Arab Emirates charged that, in its violation of the 
sanctity of Al-Haram al-Sharif, Israel had also violated 
both article 46 of the Hague Convention and of the Fourth 
Geneva Convention, in particular its articles 27 and 58, 
which called for respect by the occupying State, Israel, for 
the observance by the Palestinian Arabs, the people under 
their protection, of their religious beliefs. He urged the 
Council not to be content with denunciation and condem­
nation but to act to impose the necessary controls so as to 
prevent the recurrence of such acts of aggression, to put an 
end to Israeli aggression and recognize the inalienable 
rights of the Palestinian people, in particular its right to 
self-determination, thus preparing the ground for a just and 
comprehensive peace in the region. 28 

The representative of Israel maintained that the visit of 
a group of Members of the Knesset on 8 January to the 
Temple Mount was a courtesy tour, coordinated in advance 
with the Ministry of Religious Affairs and the Muslim re­
ligious authorities, the Waqf, which under Israeli policy ad­
ministered the Muslim holy places. However, a handful of 
agitators had attempted to transform a routine visit into a 
mob scene. He stated that the main instigator for convening 
the Council was the PLO, which had suffered many politi­
cal and military setbacks. The PLO had been weakened and 
dispersed and its duplicity had been exposed by the Achille 
Lauro murder. Through this meeting of the Council it was 
attempting to regain lost ground by trying to inflame relig­
ious intolerance and hatred. He reiterated that Jerusalem, 
united in its entirety under the Israeli flag, was the capital 
of Israel. It had been the capital of the Jewish people since 
the time of David and would remain so forever. Israel had 
overall responsibility for safeguarding religious freedom 
and religious sites in Jerusalem, regardless of their status. 
In summing up his country's record and its policies, the 
representative emphasized Israel's commitment to a policy 
of tolerance and its record of unparalleled, unsurpassed re­
spect for all religions and for all faiths. 29 

The representative of Saudi Arabia stated that his coun­
try was committed not only to the full rights of the Pales­
tinian people, but to the Arab character of Al-Quds and the 
sanctity of the AI-Aqsa Mosque, the first of the two Kiblas 
and the third holiest shrine in Islam. He appealed to the 
Council members to recognize and deal with the serious­
ness of what Israel was doing in AI-Quds and the Al-Aqsa 
Mosque and resolutely to adopt a finn resolution on this 
grave situation. 30 

The representative of the PLO rejected any rights of Is­
rael over Jerusalem. He recalled that on several occasions 
the Security Council had determined that the measures 
taken by Israel, both administrative and legislative, were 
null and void and thus Jerusalem was beyond Israel's sov-
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ereignty. He said that Israel was the occupying Power and 
was duty-bound to abide by the norms of international law, 
the provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention and the 
relevant resolutions of the United Nations-precisely the 
resolutions adopted by the Security Council. Thus the mere 
presence in the Sanctuary, he charged, of some members 
of the Interior Committee of the Knesset was a violation 
and an attempt to provoke a confrontation, leading to an 
escalation of the policy of Israel against the Palestinian 
people. The Knesset dealt with matters affecting Israeli 
sovereignty, but the occupied territory, including Jerusa­
lem, did not come under that sovereignty. He called on the 
Council to take concrete measures conducive to a compre­
hensive, just and lasting peace.31 

The representative of Jordan maintained that the Arab 
city of AI-Quds was part and parcel of the occupied West 
Bank. It was occupied Arab territory, subject to the provi­
sions of the Fourth Geneva Convention and Security Coun­
cil resolutions, which emphasized the inadmissibility of 
the acquisition of territory by force. Charging that the at­
tempts by Israel to violate the sanctity of Al-Aqsa Mosque 
affirmed the imperative need for the Council to take effec­
tive measures to preserve the status and integrity of the 
Islamic Holy Places and obtain respect for its resolutions 
on Jerusalem and their implementation, he further called 
for the termination of Israeli occupation of all the Arab 
territories, including Al-Quds, through a just, comprehen­
sive and peaceful settlement. 32 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic charged 
that the latest Israeli violations of the resolutions of the 
Security Council and the General Assembly since the oc­
cupation of Jerusalem indicated that Israel was persisting 
in its defiance of the United Nations and in particular the 
Security Council. He maintained that those violations 
showed that Israel did not abide by its commitments under 
the Charter and therefore should be denied its membership 
in the United Nations. He further called on the Security 
Council to impose on Israel mandatory and comprehensive 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter.H 

The representative of Egypt called upon the Council to 
reaffirm its position concerning the status of East Jerusa­
lem and Arab rights there. He stressed the following: the 
inadmissibility of the occupation of land through military 
force; the sanctity of Al-Haram Al-Sharif and the need for 
an immediate end to any provocative act or acts that vio­
lated inherent, inalienable Arab and Islamic rights in the 
Al-Haram area; Israel's adherence to the Geneva Conven­
tions and the principles of international law that govern 
and define the responsibilities of the occupying Power and 
acceptance of the fact that Israel should not hamper the 
work of the Supreme Islamic Council responsible for AI­
Haram's affairs; and, lastly, the illegitimacy of all Israel 
practices aimed at changing the nature, the status or the 
demographic composition of the occupied Arab territories, 
including Arab East Jerusalem. He called on Israel to per­
severe in its efforts to enable steps to resume towards the 
re-establishment of bridges of confidence, which was the 
indispensable prerequisite for the creation of the necessary 
climate to start new, serious negotiations between all the 
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parties within the framework of an international peace con­
ference to achieve a comprehensive lasting and just settle­
ment of the dispute. 34 

The Chainnan of the Committee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People recalled the 
number of resolutions adopted by the Council that reaf­
finned the principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisi­
tion of territory by military conquest and confirmed that 
all legislative and administrative measures taken by Israel 
to change the status of Jerusalem, in particular the Basic 
Law, were in violation of the Geneva Convention and com­
pletely null and void. He also maintained that the status of 
Jerusalem was one of the fundamental issues in the Middle 
East dispute and that a solution of that question could only 
be envisaged within the framework of a comprehensive 
settlement in the Middle East in which implementation of 
the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people as defined 
by the General Assembly would have a central place. He 
called for an urgent initiation of the negotiation process 
under the auspices of the United Nations and in a spirit of 
understanding and cooperation, with respect for the funda­
mental interests of all parties concerned. 31 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
charged Israel with disregarding the relevant resolutions of 
the Security Council and the General Assembly and reject­
ing commitments stemming from the Charter of the United 
Nations, all of which proved in the Libyan view that Israel 
was a non-peace-loving Member not deserving of United 
Nations membership. He called on the Security Council to 
deny Israel membership and to impose mandatory eco­
nomic sanctions against it until Israel heeded the will of 
the international community and respected the resolutions 
of the United Nations.36 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics maintained that Israel's actions in Jerusalem war­
ranted categorical condemnation and demanded that the 
Security Council take all necessary measures to prevent a 
repetition of such actions in the future. He condemned Is­
rael for its continued defiance, disregard and refusal to 
comply with the numerous United Nations decisions and 
charged Israel with stubbornly refusing to recognize the 
inalienable rights of the Palestinian people and committing 
acts of armed intrusion into the territories of the Arab 
States. Calling for the total withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from all occupied Arab territories and for the Palestinian 
people to be allowed fully to exercise its inalienable right 
to statehood, he reiterated the need for an international 
conference for peace in the Middle East. 37 

During the course of the debate, a number of other 
speakers appealed, in various terms, for firm action by the 
Security Council to put an end to Israeli acts of aggression, 
its illegal occupation of Arab territorie~ and the desecration 
of Islamic Holy places. Urging the Council to adopt appro­
priate measures to ensure compliance with the relevant 
United Nations resolutions, they emphasized that Israel, as 
an occupying Power, was also bound by the norms of in­
ternational law and the provisions of the Fourth Geneva 
Convention of 1949. Many agreed on the need to achieve 
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a just and comprehensive peaceful settlement of the Mid­
dle East conflict as a whole, including the restoration of 
the legitimate and inalienable rights of the Palestinian peo­
ple to self-determination. In this context several supported 
the convening of an international peace conference on the 
Middle East.31 

At the 2650th meeting, on 30 January 1986, the repre­
sentative of China held that the question of Jerusalem was 
an important component of the whole Middle East question 
and that the ultimate solution of the question of Jerusalem 
hinged on a comprehensive, fair and lasting settlement of 
the Middle East question. He called upon Israel to with­
draw from the Arab territories it had occupied, including 
Jerusalem, and for the restoration of the national rights of 
the Palestinian people and the other Arab countries.39 

At the same meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the members of the Security Council to a draft resolution 
submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and 
Tobago, and the United Arab Emirates.40 Under the pream­
bular part of this draft resolution, the Council would have 
taken note of the letters from the Permanent Repre­
sentatives of Morocco (S/17740) and the United Arab 
Emirates (S/17741) to the United Nations, both addressed 
on 16 January 1986 to the President of the Council; would 
have reaffirmed that the Geneva Convention relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 Au­
gust 1949, was applicable to the Arab territories occupied 
by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem, and, while bear­
ing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem and, in particu­
lar, the need to protect and preserve the unique spiritual 
and religious dimensions of the Holy Places in the City, 
would have recalled and reaffirmed its resolutions relevant 
to the status and character of the Holy City of Jerusalem, 
in particular resolutions 252 (1968), 267 (1969), 271 
( 1969) and 298 ( 1971 ), the consensus statement made by 
the President of the Security Council on 11 November 
1976 and resolutions 465 (1980), 476 (1980) and 478 
( 1980); would have strongly deplored the continued re­
fusal of Israel, the occupying Power, to comply with the 
relevant resolutions of the Security Council; would have 
expressed deep concern at the provocative acts by Israelis, 
including members of the Knesset, who had violated the 
sanctity of the sanctuary of the Haram Al-Sharif in Jeru­
salem; would have further deplored the provocative acts 
that had violated the sanctity of the sanctuary of the Haram 
Al-Sharif in Jerusalem and affirmed that such acts consti­
tuted a serious obstruction to achieving a comprehensive, 
just and lasting peace in the Middle East, whose failure 
could also endanger international peace and security; 
would have also determined again that all measures taken 
by Israel to change the physical character, demographic 
composition, institutional structure or status of the Pales-
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tinian and other Arab territories occupied since 1967, in­
cluding Jerusalem, or any part thereof, had no legal valid­
ity and that the policy and practices of Israel in settling 
parts of its population and new immigrants in those terri­
tories constituted a flagrant violation of the Geneva Con­
vention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War, of 12 August 1949, and also constituted a 
serious obstruction to achieving a comprehensive, just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East; would have reiterated that 
all legislative and administrative measures and actions 
taken by Israel, the occupying Power, that had altered or 
purported to alter the character and status of the Holy City 
of Jerusalem and in particular the Basic Law on Jerusalem 
were null and void and had to be rescinded forthwith; 
would have called upon Israel, the occupying Power, to 
observe scrupulously the norms of international law gov­
erning military occupation, in particular the provisions of 
the Fourth Geneva Convention, and to prevent any hin­
drance to the discharge of the established functions of the 
Supreme Islamic Council in Jerusalem, including any co­
operation that the Council desired from countries with pre­
dominantly Muslim populations and from Muslim commu­
nities in relation to its plans for the maintenance and repair 
of the Islamic Holy Places; and while urgently calling on 
Israel, the occupying Power, to implement forthwith the 
provisions of this resolution and the relevant Security 
Council resolutions, would request the Secretary-General 
to report to the Security Council on the implementation of 
the present resolution before I May 1986. 

At the same meeting, prior to the vote, the representative 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire­
land reiterated his country's inability to recognize the sov­
ereignty of any State over Jerusalem pending a final deter­
mination of the status of the area and called on Israel to 
continue to carry out its responsibilities under the Geneva 
Convention.41 

The representative of the United States of America indi­
cated that his delegation would oppose the draft resolution 
as his Government's request for a brief postponement of 
the vote in order to clarify and ameliorate the situation had 
not been acceded to. Also, the text of the draft resolution 
gave the unmistakable impression that Israel was to blame 
for the provocative actions of a few individuals. Attempts 
were also made to use those incidents as a pretext for ad­
dressing the larger issues of the status of Jerusalem and 
Israel's stewardship as an occupying Power. The work of 
the Security Council, once seized of the subject, should 
have been to invite people of good faith from all religions 
to join together in tolerance and mutual respect to honour 
the unique spiritual importance of the Holy Places in the 
City of Jerusalem, without rancour or partisanship. How­
ever, he said, the Council had chosen a different path.42 

The representative of France noted that his country rec­
ognized the particularly important and especially sensitive 
role of the issue of Jerusalem issue for all the parties in­
volved. However, France accepted no unilateral initiative 
that could result in changing the status of Jerusalem.43 

The President then put the draft resolution to the vote; it 
received 13 votes to 1, with I abstention, and was not 

41S/PV .2650, p. 22. 
42Jbid., pp. 23-26. 
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adopted, owing to the negative vote of a permanent mem­
ber of the Security Council.44 

Decision of8 December 1986 (2727th meeting): resolution 
592 (1986) 

By a letter dated 4 December 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council,45 the representative of 
Zimbabwe requested a meeting of the Council to consider 
the situation in the Israeli-occupied Palestinian and other 
Arab territories, including Jerusalem. 

At its 2724th meeting, on 5 December 1986, the Council 
included the letter from Zimbabwe in its agenda without 
objection46 and considered the matter at four meetings, on 
5 to 8 December 1986. At the same meeting, the Council 
decided by vote to invite the representative of the Palestine 
Liberation Organization, in accordance with the Council's 
past practice, to participate in the debate.47 Also at the 
same meeting, the Council decided to extend an invitation 
under rule 39, at his request, to the Vice-Chairman of the 
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the 
Palestinian People.41 

At the same meeting, the Council decided to extend an 
invitation under rule 39, at the request of the representative 
of the United Arab Emirates, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Per­
manent Observer for the League of Arab States to the 
United Nations.49 

In the course of the meetings, the representatives of 
Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco and the Syrian 
Arab Republic were invited, at their request, to participate 
in the debate without the right to vote. 50 

Opening the debate, the representative of Zimbabwe said 
that the shooting of unarmed Palestinian students from Bir 
Zeit University and the seizing of the University were de­
liberate acts of Israel provoking more violence and inflict­
ing more death and suffering upon the Palestinian people. 
Those actions further demonstrated Israel's total contempt 
for the findings and demands of the Security Council and 
the General Assembly with regard to its continuing illegal 
occupation of Palestinian and other Arab territories, in­
cluding Jerusalem. Condemning its policies as aggressive 
and expansionist, he called for the curbing of Israel's ar­
rogance by the adoption and imposition of measures under 
Chapter VII of the Charter, as urged by the Eighth Confer­
ence of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned 
Countries in view of its intolerable intransigence. Zim­
babwe appealed to the Council to take urgent steps to es­
tablish the preparatory committee in order to bring about 
an international peace conference on the Middle East. 51 

The representative of the Palestine Liberation Organiza­
tion (PLO) charged Israel with using force to disperse 

44Ibid., pp. 31 and 32. 
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peaceful demonstrators. He said that the students of Bir 
Zeit University were commemorating the International 
Day of Solidarity with the Palestinian People, observance 
of which had been initiated by the General Assembly. He 
stated that the Palestinians under occupation had the right 
and the duty to manifest their position in a peaceful way. 
He called on the Security Council to demand that Israel 
respect the provisions of the 1949 Geneva Convention 
Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of 
War. He stressed that the members of the Council, jointly 
and individually, were bound to ensure respect for the 
Convention. He further expressed hope that the Council 
would take action under the powers vested in it by the 
Charter to put an end to the practices of the Israeli occu­
pation forces. 52 

The representative of Kuwait, in his capacity as Chair­
man of the Group of Arab States, stated that the Security 
Council was once again meeting to consider the serious­
ness of the practices pursued by Israel in the occupied Arab 
and Palestinian territories. Those practices constituted a 
flagrant violation of norms of international law, the 1949 
Geneva Convention on the Protection of Civilian Persons 
in Time of War, all other human rights agreements and the 
Charter of the United Nations. He called on the Council to 
strongly condemn Israel's actions in the occupied Arab ter­
ritories and to demand that Israel put an end to its flagrant 
violations of human rights. He urged the Council also to 
compel Israel to implement United Nations resolutions and 
not to allow the Palestinian people to become the victim 
of the military force of Israel. He reiterated that only a last­
ing political and just solution to the question of Palestine 
could bring permanent peace to the region. He reiterated 
the call of the international community for the convening 
of the international peace conference on the Middle East.51 

The representative of Egypt condemned Israel for refus­
ing to comply with the demands of the international com­
munity. He called on the Security Council, in particular its 
permanent members, to attack actively and effectively the 
perpetuation of Israeli occupation and the denial to the Pal­
estinians of their right to live in freedom on their territory, 
Palestine. He supported the convening of the international 
peace conference on the Middle East as a logical and ob­
jective means to ensure the beginning of the process of ne­
gotiations between the parties concerned, in order to find 
a solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict.54 

The representative of Morocco, speaking in his capacity 
as Chainnan of the Group of States members of the OIC, 
charged Israel for its continued acts of repression, thereby 
violating the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and the 
decisions of the Security Council. He emphasized that the 
surest way to strengthen the chances of an overall settle­
ment of the Middle East question, with respect for the sa­
cred and inalienable rights of the Palestinian people, was 
for the Council to take action so that the law was not tram­
pled underfoot and to adopt a clear and unambiguous po­
sition. 55 
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The representative of Israel, in defending its actions at 
Bir Zeit, maintained that a Government's responsibility to 
enforce law and order did not change with the status of the 
territory under its control. Israel had fulfilled that respon­
sibility assumed by its laws as well as by international law. 
He warned that the incident at Bir Zeit was not to be 
viewed in isolation. It was part of a larger effort by the 
PLO to restore its shattered position. The PLO's decline 
had led to internecine warfare within the PLO ranks. He 
charged the PLO with misusing the Council for propa­
ganda and political incitement and warned that if the Coun­
cil relented by passing a PLO-backed resolution it would 
merely encourage the PLO to foment further riots and 
bloodshed. 56 

The representative of Senegal, speaking in his capacity 
as Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the In­
alienable Rights of the Palestinian People, warned that Is­
rael's policy and practices and lack of progress towards a 
comprehensive, peaceful, just and lasting solution of the 
problem only increased the tensions and violence in the 
region, seriously jeopardizing international peace and se­
curity. He said that this state of affairs wou Id continue un­
altered as Jong as the Palestinian people were prevented 
from exercising their right to self-determination, national 
independence and sovereignty and the Palestinian and 
other Arab territories continued to be occupied. Expressing 
support for the convening of the international peace con­
ference on the Middle East, he stressed that it offered all 
the parties concerned the full responsibility of participat­
ing in the negotiations, which could lead to a just and last­
ing solution of the question. He also appealed to the Coun­
cil to take appropriate measures to ensure resumption of 
the policy of dialogue among all the parties concerned so 
as to end the tragic situation in the Middle East. 57 

The representative of Jordan, charging that the principle 
of provocation and of inciting civilians through the crea­
tion of crisis was an unchanging element of Israel's rela­
tionship with the Palestinian people, urged the Security 
Council to deal appropriately with the Israeli occupation 
and the accompanying Israeli practices in a manner that 
would contribute to the achievement of peace and the 
maintenance of the Council's credibility. The Council's ac­
tion had to include laying the bases agreed on by interna­
tional consensus as necessary to achieve a comprehensive, 
just and lasting political settlement of the Palestinian prob­
lem through implementation of the relevant resolutions of 
the Council, in particular resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
(1973), and through fulfilment of the legitimate rights of 
the Palestinian people. He suggested the convening of the 
international peace conference on the Middle East under 
the auspices of the United Nations and with the participa­
tion of the permanent members of the Council and the par­
ties concerned. He appealed to the Council to adopt a reso­
lution that would include condemnation and denunciation 
of Israeli policies against civilians in the occupied territo­
ries; illegitimacy and illegality of Israeli settlements in the 
occupied territories; Israeli practices against Islamic and 
Christian Holy Places, educational institutions and aca­
demic freedoms; and, finally, rejection of Israeli attempts 
to alter the geographical, demographic and legal nature of 
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the City of Jerusalem and towns in the West Bank and the 
Gaza Strip. 58 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated 
that as long as Israel continued its occupation of Arab 
lands and did not withdraw from the occupied Arab terri­
tories, events similar to the killing of students at Bir Zeit 
University would continue to occur. Coexistence between 
the Palestinian people and the occupation forces was im­
possible and was equally impossible for the Syrian people 
in the occupied Golan. He emphasized that the central 
problem in the region was the continuing Israeli occupa­
tion of Arab territories, in violation of General Assembly 
resolutions that called upon Israel to withdraw from all the 
occupied Arab territories.s9 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics condemned Israel's actions in Jerusalem, as well 
as in Ramallah and Bir Zeit, and supported the demands 
that the Security Council adopt all the measures necessary 
to prevent the recurrence of such actions. He also sup­
ported the convening of the international peace conference 
to settle the Middle East problem on a just and lasting ba­
sis, taking into account the legitimate interests and rights 
of all States and peoples in the region.60 

The representative of China, condemning Israel for its 
policy of hostility against the Palestinian people and denial 
of their national rights, called upon the Security Council 
to take urgent measures to check the atrocities of the Israeli 
authorities and to demand immediate Israeli implementa­
tion of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War and cessation of its sup­
pression of the inhabitants of the occupied territories.61 

The representative of France deplored the escalation of 
acts of violence and repression and recalled that it was the 
duty of the Israeli authorities to respect the Fourth Geneva 
Convention of 1949 on the Protection of Civilian Persons 
in Time of War. He said that those acts of violation drew 
attention to the urgent need to bring about a comprehensive 
peace settlement in the Middle East that would be both 
lasting and just.62 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland reiterated his delegation's view 
that the part of Jerusalem occupied by Israel since 1967, 
like the remainder of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, 
constituted occupied territory to which the provisions of 
the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civil­
ian Persons in Time of War were applicable. Also, his 
Government was opposed to the continuance of Israeli 
military occupation, but as long as that military occupation 
continued, and in the absence of a political settlement, it 
was incumbent upon the Israeli Government to ensure that 
its administration was indeed as benign as Israel claimed.63 

In the course of the meetings, other speakers called on 
the Security Council to condemn Israel's breach of the 
terms of international law and to seek immediate ratifica­
tion of Israel's practices in the occupied territories. They 
demanded Israel's implementation of the relevant Security 
Council resolutions, respect for the Fourth Geneva Con-
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vention of 1949, its withdrawal from all parts of the occu­
pied territories and respect for the international character 
of Jerusalem. They also expressed support for the conven­
ing of the international peace conference on the Middle 
East with the participation of the pennanent members of 
the Security Council.64 

At the 2727th meeting, on 8 December 1986, the Presi­
dent drew the attention of the members of the Council to 
the text of a draft resolution submitted by the Congo, 
Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the United 
Arab Emirates65 and subsequently orally revised.66 

The draft resolution was then put to the vote and was 
adopted by 14 votes to none, with 1 abstention (United 
States of America) as resolution 592 (1986). The resolu­
tion reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the letter dated 4 December 1986 from the Per­
manent Representative of Zimbabwe to the United Nations, in his ca­
pacity as the Chairman of the Coordinating Bureau of the Movement 
of Non-Aligned Countries, contained in document S/18501. 

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Ci­
vilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, 

Seriously concerned about the situation in the Palestinian and other 
Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem, 

Bearing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem, 

l. Reaffirms that the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection 
of Civilian Persons in Time of War is applicable to the Palestinian 
and other Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including 
Jerusalem; 

2. Strongly deplores the opening of fire by the Israeli army result­
ing in the death and the wounding of defenceless students; 

3. Calls upon Israel to abide immediately and scrupulously by the 
Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War; 

4. Further calls upon Israel to release any person or persons de­
tained as a result of the recent events at Bir Zeit University in violation 
of the above-mentioned Geneva Convention; 

5. Also calls on all concerned parties to exercise maximum re­
straint, to avoid violent acts and to contribute towards the estab­
lishment of peace; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on the im­
plementation of the present resolution not later than 20 December 1986. 

Decision of 22 December 1987 (2777th meeting): resolu­
tion 605 ( 1987) 

By a letter dated 11 December 1987 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council,67 the representative of 
Democratic Yemen, in his capacity as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, requested an urgent meeting of the 
Council to address the situation in the occupied Palestinian 
and other territories. 

At its 2770th meeting, on 11 December 1987, the Coun­
cil included the letter from Democratic Yemen in its 
agenda without objection68 and considered the matter at 
seven meetings, on 11 to 22 December 1987. At the same 
meeting, the Council decided, by vote, to invite the repre­
sentative of the Palestine Liberation Organization, in ac-
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cordance with the Council's past practice, to participate in 
the debate.69 Also at the same meeting the Council decided 
to extend an invitation under rule 39, at his request, to the 
Chainnan of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien­
able Rights of the Palestinian People.7° 

In the course of the meetings the representatives of 
Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 
Democratic Yemen, Egypt, the German Democratic Re­
public, India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jor­
dan, Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Morocco, Nica­
ragua, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian Arab 
Republic, Tunisia, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub­
lic, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia and Zimbabwe were in­
vited, at their request, to participate in the debate without 
the right to vote. 71 

At its 2772nd meeting, on 14 December 1987, the Coun­
cil decided to extend an invitation under rule 39, at the 
request of the representative of the United Arab Emirates, 
to Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Pennanent Observer of the League 
of Arab States. 72 

At its 2773rd meeting, on 15 December 1987, the Coun­
cil decided to extend an invitation under Rule 39, at the 
request of the representative of Kuwait to Mr. Ahmet En­
gin Ansay, Pennanent Observer for the Organization of the 
Islamic Conference.73 

At the 2770th meeting, on 11 December 1987, the rep­
resentative of the PLO urged the Security Council to fulfil 
its responsibility by ensuring respect for the Geneva Con­
vention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War, of 1949. Defending his delegation's partici­
pation in the Council's deliberations, he said that they were 
exercising a right-a right that had been admitted through 
that Convention. He charged Israel with not being able to 
accept the principle of an international conference to 
achieve peace in the area and with rejecting the principle 
of the international peace conference on the Middle East. 
He recalled several resolutions adopted by the General As­
sembly and the Security Council condemning Israel for its 
practices against the people in the occupied territories and 
calling upon Israel to abide by the Geneva Convention. 
Citing several incidents outlining Israel's practices in the 
occupied territories and Palestinians' protests and demon­
strations, he stated that it was only natural for occupation 
to engender resistance. But such resistance had varying de­
grees of violence. The cause of this chain of violence was 
the perpetuation of the occupation. He added that resist­
ance against occupation had been unanimously accepted 
and considered legitimate by a decision of the General As­
sembly (see its resolution 40/61 ). He warned that such re­
sistance only increased when the hopes for a peaceful set­
tlement diminished. He asked the Council to consider other 
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remedies provided for in the Charter, specifically those 
chapters on the imposition of sanctions. He appealed to the 
Council to shoulder its responsibility and to talce immedi­
ate action to put an end to the Israeli activities and the situ­
ation of occupation and to move closer to a comprehensive 
peace, as prescribed in the General Assembly resolution. 74 

At the same meeting, the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian 
People stated that the deterioration of the situation in the 
occupied territory was all the more disturbing because it 
directly affected not merely the future of the Palestinian 
population but also international peace and security. In sup­
porting the convening of an international peace conference 
on the Middle East, he recalled the Secretary-General's re­
port that stated that convening such a conference under 
United Nations auspices offered the best chance of success­
fully negotiating a comprehensive settlement of the Arab­
Israeli conflict. He appealed to the Security Council to take 
appropriate steps to restore the policy of dialogue between 
all the parties concerned in order to put an end to the tragic 
state of affairs that had prevailed for more than 40 years. 75 

Also at the same meeting, the representative of Israel re­
iterated that under international law the first responsibility 
of any Government, military or civilian, was to enforce law 
and order. He charged that the PLO incited violence. He 
stated that although the Arab-Israeli dispute was a complex 
one, it could be settled through negotiations. He, however, 
pointed out that the source of the conflict from the very 
beginning was that Palestinian Arabs lacked a State, but 
that the Jews had one. He charged the PLO with being 
committed not to peace but to the destruction of the Jewish 
State. He criticized the meeting of the Council as an at­
tempt by the PLO to bail itself out of a condition of irrele­
vance, powerlessness and lost prestige.76 

The representative of the PLO replied that it was the 
duty of the Security Council to address the situation, in 
view of the position taken in the Council that the Fourth 
Geneva Convention applied to the occupied areas and that 
the parties were under an obligation to respect and ensure 
respect for the provisions of that Convention. 77 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated 
that the situation before the Security Council was not 
merely one of popular unrest or demonstrations, but it was 
the will of a people to resist occupation; terrorist measures 
practised against it by Israeli occupation forces and a Gov­
ernment waging a systematic extermination campaign 
against the inhabitants of the occupied Arab lands. He said 
that the continuation of Israeli occupation of Arab lands 
represented a constant violation of the Charter of the 
United Nations and international law. He called on the 
Council to put an end to Israeli behaviour and to adopt 
measures, notably those under Chapter VII of the Charter, 
to compel Israel to comply with the United Nations reso­
lutions and the provisions of international law by with­
drawing fully and unconditionally from all the occupied 
Arab and Palestinian territories. 78 

The representative of Egypt charged Israel with continu­
ing to suppress and terrorize the population of the occupied 

74stPV.2770, pp. 12-27. 
7SJbid., pp. 28-34. 
76lbid., pp. 41-46. 
77Ibid., p. 47. 
78 S/PV.2772, pp. 6-15. 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance: of international peace: and security 

territories. Such a path, he said, could not lead to a final, 
just and comprehensive settlement, for it was the path of 
force and of resort to the use of force and violence as a 
means of settling a conflict. He supported the convening 
of the international conference on the Middle East as the 
best guarantee for the achievement of stability, good 
neighbourliness and fruitful, constructive cooperation 
among all the peoples of the Middle East. Calling on the 
Council to shoulder its responsibilities by reaffirming its 
resolutions on the occupied territories and reaffirming that 
the Israeli occupying Power had undertaken to implement 
strictly the Geneva Convention, he also asked the Council 
to request Israel to cease and desist from its acts. 79 

The representative of Jordan called on the Security 
Council to denounce the continued Israeli occupation of 
Arab territories and to request Israel to end its acts of ag­
gression and oppression, including firing on civilians, and 
to begin to put into place conditions conducive to moving 
forward the peace process, through the convening of an 
international conference under United Nations auspices, 
with the participation of all parties and in implementation 
of the relevant United Nations resolutions.Bo 

During the discussions, a number of speakers appealed 
to the Security Council to redouble its efforts and to pro­
mote the convening of an international conference in order 
to reach a peaceful, comprehensive, just and durable set­
tlement of the Palestinian question. They condemned Israel 
for its violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 
and the Charter of the United Nations and for its non­
compliance with the United Nations resolutions. They em­
phasized that a just and lasting solution to the conflict had 
to include the exercise of the right of self-determination by 
the Palestinian people.Bi 

Speaking in his second intervention, the representative 
of the PLO called for more serious measures by the Secu­
rity Council through implementation of the provisions of 
the Charter, especially Chapter VII, and adoption of a reso­
lution providing for the withdrawal of the Israeli forces 
from populated areas and their replacement with the 
United Nations peacekeeping forces. He also called on the 
Council to form a committee or to send a special fact­
finding mission to the territories.82 

Calling on the Security Council to reiterate firmly the 
applicability of the 1949 Geneva Convention to Palestine 
and other Arab territories under Israeli occupation since 
1947 and to demand immediate and strict compliance with 
the provisions therein, the representative of China also 
called on the Council to consider adopting other specific 
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and effective measures. He stressed the convening of an 
international conference under the auspices of the United 
Nations with the participation in particular of the penna­
nent members of the Council. 83 

The representative of France supported the convening of 
an international peace conference with the participation of 
all parties concerned as well as the permanent members of 
the Council. Demanding that Israel respect the Geneva 
Conventions, he asked the United Nations to act in order 
to produce a comprehensive settlement.14 

Referring to the draft text unofficially circulated and ob­
jecting to that text, the representative of Israel criticized 
the draft text as totally one-sided as it failed to condemn 
the PLO for acts of terrorism and placed all the responsi­
bility on Israel and condemned only Israel. Referring to the 
Fourth Geneva Convention, he said that Israel did not rec­
ognize its formal application to the territories and that Is­
rael had done nothing that contradicted the provisions of 
the Convention. Israel had acted to restore law and order, 
an obligation also recognized by that Convention. With 
reference in the text to the appointment of a special repre­
sentative to report on measures necessary to ensure safety 
of and protection for the Palestinian civilians under Israeli 
occupation, he asserted that those matters related to secu­
rity questions and were the exclusive responsibility of Is­
rael and warned that Israel would not countenance any in­
ference in them. He maintained that a genuine solution 
could not be obtained by such one-sided resolutions but 
only in the framework of a political solution, which could 
be achieved through direct negotiations based on Security 
Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1993).•s 

The representative of Zimbabwe recalled the commu­
nique issued at the meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of 
the Non-Aligned Countries, held on 15 December 1987, 
which, inter alia, had called upon the Council to dispatch 
a fact-finding mission to the occupied territories to inves­
tigate the situation and report to the Council as soon as 
possible. He said that that communique had also renewed 
its call to the Council to invoke Chapter VII of the Charter 
against Israel, with a view to enforcing immediate and total 
withdrawal and ending occupation.16 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland reiterated that the territories oc­
cupied by Israel in 1967 and since were just occupied ter­
ritories to which the Fourth Geneva Convention Relative 
to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War ap­
plied. Those territories comprised the West Bank, the Gaza 
Strip, that part of Jerusalem over which the British Gov­
ernment did not recognize Israel's de facto authority and 
the Golan Heights. He also reiterated his Government's 
recognition of Jordanian sovereignty over the West Bank 
and its inability to recognize the sovereignty of any State 
over Jerusalem pending a final determination of the status 
of that area. Condemning Israel for its non-compliance 
with the provisions of the Convention, he expressed con­
cern over the serious consequences of continued Israeli oc­
cupation, for international peace and security and in re­
spect of its resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). He 
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supported the convening of an international conference in 
a form agreed by the parties concerned and called on the 
Security Council to do its utmost to bring about a just, last­
ing and comprehensive settlement.17 

The President of the Security Council, speaking in his 
capacity as representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, pointed out that without a solution to the ques­
tion of Palestine it would be impossible to establish a just 
and lasting peace in the Middle East. He supported the 
holding of an international conference with the participa­
tion of all parties involved, including the Arab people of 
Palestine and the five permanent members of the Security 
Council.18 

At the same meeting, the President said that he had been 
informed that the consultations between the sponsors of 
the draft resolution and several members of the Council 
had not yet been completed and that he had been requested 
to suspend the meeting for one hour. When the meeting 
resumed after a brief suspension, the President said that 
further consultations were required and that the Council 
would defer action on the draft resolution until 21 Decem­
ber 1987. At the 2777th meeting, on 22 December 1987, 
the President drew to the attention of the Council members 
the text of a revised draft resolution sponsored by Argen­
tina, the Congo, Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and 
Zambia.19 

The representative of Israel criticized the draft resolu­
tion as unbalanced and unreasonable and reiterated that the 
Arab-Israeli conflict could only be solved in the context of 
a political solution, through direct peace negotiations on 
the basis of resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). based 
on mutual respect for the rights of Jews and Arabs alike. 
He held that such a political solution lay not in the hands 
of the Security Council but rather with the States con­
cerned.90 

The Pennanent Observer for LAS, Mr. Maksoud, hoped 
that the Council's resolve and its adoption of the draft reso­
lution would be a signal of deterrence, that it would lead 
Israel to comply with the rules of international law and the 
resolutions of the Council.91 

The Council then proceeded to vote92 on the revised draft 
resolution, which received 14 votes to none, with I absten­
tion (United States of America), and was thereby adopted 
as resolution 605 ( 1987), the text of which reads as fol­
lows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the letter dated 11 December 1987 from the Per• 
manent Representative of Democratic Yemen to the United Nations, 
in his capacity as Chairman of the Group of Arab States at the United 
Nations for the month of December, 

Bearing in mind the inalienable rights of all peoples recognized by 
the Charter of the United Nations and proclaimed by the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, 

Recalling its relevant resolutions on the situation in the Palestinian 
and other Arab territories, occupied by Israel since 1967, including 

17S/PV.2776, pp. 13-16. 
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Jerusalem, and including its resolutions 446 ( 1979), 465 ( 1980), 497 
( 198 1) and 5 92 ( 1986), 

Recalling also the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, 

Gravely concerned and alarmed by the deteriorating situation in 
Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, 
including Jerusalem, 

Taking into account the need to consider measures for the impartial 
protection of the Palestinian civilian population under Israeli occupa­
tion, 

Considering that the current policies and practices of Israel, the oc­
cupying Power, in the occupied territories are bound to have grave 
consequences for the endeavours to achieve comprehensive, just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East, 

I. Strongly deplores those policies and practices of Israel, the oc­
cupying Power, which violate the human rights of the Palestinian peo­
ple in the occupied territories, and in particular the opening of fire by 
the Israeli army, resulting in the killing and wounding of defenceless 
Palestinian civilians; 

2. Reaffirms that the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection 
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, is applicable 
to the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by Israel since 
I 967, including Jerusalem; 

3. Calls once again upon Israel, the occupying Power, to abide 
immediately and scrupulously by the Geneva Convention relative to 
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, and to desist forth­
with from its policies and practices that are in violation of the provi­
sions of the Convention; 

4. Calls furthermore for the exercise of maximum restraint to con­
tribute towards the establishment of peace; 

5. Stresses the urgent need to reach a just, durable and peaceful 
settlement to the Arab-Israeli conflict; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to examine the present situation 
in the occupied territories by all means available to him, and to submit 
a report no later than 20 January 1988 containing his recommendation 
on ways and means for ensuring the safety and protection of the Pal­
estinian civilians under Israeli occupation; 

7. Decides to keep the situation in the Palestinian and other Arab 
territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem, under 
review. 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
the United States, while maintaining that in his Govern­
ment's view Israel had to meet its obligations under the 
Geneva Conventions, contended that the resolution just 
adopted went beyond deploring the Israeli practice of us­
ing live fire to a generalized criticism of Israeli policies 
and practices. The resolution ignored the fact that Israeli 
lives were also at risk and that Israeli security forces had 
faced provocations and, in some cases, life-threatening 
situations. He called on the Security Council to refrain 
from polemics in dealing with those tragic events and in­
stead to assist in the search for a mutually acceptable po­
litical settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict.93 

Decision of 5 January 1988 (2780th meeting): resolution 
607 (1988) 

By a letter dated 4 January 1988 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council,9• the representative of Jordan, 
in his capacity as Chainnan of the Group of Arab States, 
requested an urgent meeting of the Council to address the 
situation in the occupied Palestinian and other Arab terri­
tories. 

93Ibid., p. 17. 
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At its 2780th meeting, on 5 January 1988, the Security 
Council included the letter from Jordan in its agenda, with­
out objection.95 Following the adoption of the agenda, the 
Council decided to invite the representative of Israel, at his 
request, to participate in the discussion without the right 
to vote.95 At the same meeting, the Council decided by vote 
to invite the representative of the Palestine Liberation Or­
ganization, in accordance with the Council's past practice, 
to participate in the debate.96 

Also at that meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the members of the Council to a document containing the 
text of a draft resolution submitted by Algeria, Argentina, 
Nepal, Senegal, Yugoslavia and Zambia.97 

The representative of Israel, referring to the Fourth Ge­
neva Convention, stated that it was the duty of any Gov­
ernment, military or civilian, whether dealing with terri­
tory that was sovereign, disputed or occupied, to invoke 
the rights that were accrued to it under international law, 
to maintain the orderly government of the territory under 
its control, to ensure the security of its anned forces and 
to keep roads and other lines of communication open. Re­
ferring to Israel's act of expulsion of the nine agitators in 
the territories, he noted that in spite of the fact that the right 
to appeal to the Supreme Court was not part of the Geneva 
Convention but the death penalty was, Israel had chosen 
to allow those deportees legal recourse, including to their 
highest Court. Israel did not choose to follow the course 
of the death penalty in those or other cases. As a balance 
between its security and humanitarian needs, Israel had, 
therefore, limited itself and employed the measure of de­
portation. He defended his Government's actions by refer­
ring to article 63 of the Hague Regulations of 1907; the 
Defence Emergency Regulation that Great Britain em­
ployed in 1945, which allowed deportation and which was 
also picked up and exercised by Jordan in Judea and Su­
maria and Egypt in Gaza. Israel had continued that practice 
as its right under international law. Speaking on the ques­
tion of international law and international conventions, he 
stressed that there was a big difference between pledging 
adherence to a document or an agreement and doing some­
thing about it. He pointed out that most countries just 
pledged adherence to the Geneva Convention, but nobody 
besides Israel did anything about it. While Israel had rec­
ognized the Convention, it had doubts about the applica­
tion of it to the areas of Judea and Sumaria and Gaza, in 
view of the unclear status of those territories under inter­
national law. Nevertheless, Israel had agreed to apply to 
those areas all humanitarian provisions of the Convention. 
While Israel would not allow the Palestinians to destroy 
them nor would it countenance any attempt to interfere 
with its legitimate responsibility for maintaining orderly 
government and security in all the areas under Israel's con­
trol as it saw fit, it would continue to strive for peaceful 
coexistence as it restored calm and tranquillity, in spite of 
the Security Council's partisan and unbalanced resolu­
tions.98 
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The draft resolution before the Council was put to the 
vote and was adopted unanimously as resolution 607 
(I 988). 99 The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling its resolution 605 ( 1987) of 22 December 1987, 

Expressing grave concern over the situation in the occupied Pales-
tinian territories, 

Having been apprised of the decision of Israel, the occupying 
Power, to continue the deportation of Palestinian civilians in the oc­
cupied territories, 

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Ci­
vilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, and in particular 
articles 47 and 49 of same, 

l. Reaffirms once again that the Geneva Convention relative to 
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, 
is applicable: to Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by Is­
rael since 1967, including Jerusalem; 

2. Calls upon Israel to refrain from deporting any Palestinian ci­
vilians from the occupied territories; 

3. Strongly requests Israel, the occupying Power, to abide by its 
obligations arising from the Convention; 

4. Decides to keep the situation in the Palestinian and other Arab 
territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem, under 
review. 

Speaking after the vote, the representative of the United 
States of America said that in his Government's view the 
deportation of individuals from the occupied territories 
was a violation of article 49 of the Fourth Geneva Conven­
tion, which prohibited individual or mass forcible transfers 
"regardless of their motive". He said such measures were 
unnecessary to maintain order and only served to increase 
tension rather than to contribute to the creation of a politi­
cal atmosphere conducive to reconciliation and negotia­
tion.100 

The representative of the PLO said that the Security 
Council having reiterated a position that was in full con­
formity with its obligations, the Palestinians expected Is­
rael's compliance with the Council's resolutions and that 
it would refrain from deporting any Palestinian civilians 
from occupied territories. He said Israel was bound by the 
Geneva Convention and article 49, which prohibited the 
occupying Power from deporting any of the protected per­
sons from the occupied territory. With reference to the re­
marks about legal recourses made by Israel, he said that 
article 47 of the Geneva Convention made very clear the 
obligations of the occupying Power and, regarding the De­
fence Emergency Regulations of 1945, he pointed out that 
the Power that had decided to promulgate and introduce 
those regulations had been a mandatory Government and 
not an occupying Power. He urged the Council to see to it 
that the fate and destination of those nine Palestinians 
would be guaranteed and that they would not be deported 
from the territories to anywhere else. He gave further as­
surances that they would not interfere with the process of 
justice if the Israeli courts brought those deportees to trial 
for any specific crime. 101 
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Decision of 14 January 1988 (2781st meeting): resolution 
608 (1988) 

The Security Council decided to convene its meeting in 
accordance with the understanding reached in the Coun­
cil's prior consultations.i02 

At its 2781st meeting, on 14 January 1988, the Council 
included in its agenda without objection the item entitled 
"The situation in the occupied Arab territories". 101 

At the same meeting, the Council decided to invite the 
representatives of Israel and Lebanon, at their request, to 
participate in the discussion without the right to vote. 104 
Also at the same meeting, the Council decided, by vote, to 
invite, in accordance with previous practice, the repre­
sentative of the PLO to participate in the discussion. 10s 

The President drew the attention of the Council to the 
text of a draft resolution submitted by Algeria, Argentina, 
Nepal, Senegal, Yugoslavia and Zambia. 106 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel stated 
that the whole approach to the convening of the Council 
reflected and was characterized by a gross imbalance and 
a total disregard of context. Those meetings had produced 
resolutions, all of which had been directed against Israel 
and the measures Israel had taken to try to restore calm 
and tranquillity, but those measures had been attacked and 
criticized. Defending Israel's position, he said that Israel 
was acting-as was its right under international law-to 
secure order in the face of violent provocations, with maxi­
mum restraint and in full compliance with the laws that 
had applied and pertained to those areas for nearly half a 
century. He described the resolutions adopted by the Se­
curity Council as only cascading down on Israel, resolu­
tions that did not inspire confidence in the impartiality and 
fair-mindedness of the Council. He defended Israel's ob­
jection in principle to the involvement of the Security 
Council in matters of security because those matters were 
Israel's exclusive responsibility under international law. 107 

The representative of Lebanon, while rejecting the de­
portation and expulsion by Israel of four Palestinians to 
Lebanese territory-acts that were contrary to article 49 of 
the Fourth Geneva Convention and the provisions of inter­
national humanitarian law-charged that Israel had ex­
ploited its occupation of a portion of Lebanese territory it 
tenned a "security zone" to deport those Palestinians to 
Lebanese territory and by leaving them without shelter and 
home, forcing them to proceed northward to the Lebanese 
anny and to the area between Lebanese and Israeli posi­
tions. He suggested that the only solution was to allow the 
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to meet 
those individuals and bring them to Palestinian territory. 
He called on the Council to adopt prompt measures as re­
quired by international humanitarian law, a solution that 
would be consistent with the draft resolution then before 
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the Council. Stating that in expelling and deporting those 
Palestinians Israel had demonstrated its defiance of the Se­
curity Council and its contempt for its resolutions, he ap­
pealed to the Council to compel Israel to cease violating 
the Council's resolutions and to comply with them. 108 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft resolu­
tion, which received 14 votes to none, with 1 abstention 
(United States of America), and was adopted as resolution 
608 (1988), the text of which reads as follows: 1~ 

The Security Council, 

Reaffirming its resolution 607 ( 1988) of 5 January 1988, 

Expressing its deep regret that Israel, the occupying Power, has, in 
defiance of that resolution, deported Palestinian civilians, 

I. Calls upon Israel to rescind the order to deport Palestinian ci­
vilians and to ensure the safe and immediate return to the occupied 
Palestinian territories of those already deported; 

2. Requests that Israel desist forthwith from deporting any other 
Palestinian civilians from the occupied territories; 

3. Decides to keep the situation in the Palestinian and other Arab 
territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem, under 
review. 

Speaking after the vote, the representative of the United 
States of America, while deeply regretting the deportations 
that had taken place and urging Israel to avoid further de­
portations, stated that his country had abstained on the 
resolution because his delegation believed that repeatedly 
raising the issue in the Security Council did not assist the 
process of restoring calm to the territories or addressing 
the problems that had contributed to the recent disturb­
ances. He further stated that the four individuals who had 
been deported had failed to appeal to the Israeli Supreme 
Court and had not, therefore, allowed the judicial process 
to run its course. Selective attention to the issue in the 
Council was unjustified. 109 

The representative of the PLO, while maintaining that 
the deportations violated not only the Fourth Geneva Con­
vention but also article 9 of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, which stated that no one should be sub­
jected to arbitrary arrest, detention or exile, stated that 
whatever the motives that were advanced, nevertheless, 
under article 49 of the Geneva Convention, the occupying 
Power was prohibited from deporting persons. Thus, 
whether those detainees or those to be deported had re­
course to the entire judicial process available to them or 
not was irrelevant at that stage. He was compelled there­
fore to state that the position of the United States was not 
consistent with what it claimed to be its commitment to the 
norms of international law and to justice and indeed his 
delegation's lack of confidence in what the United States 
said had been clearly borne out by the American action. 110 

Decision of I February 1988 (2790th meeting): rejection 
of a six-Power draft resolution 

Pursuant to paragraph 6 of resolution 605 ( 1987) of 22 
December 1987, the Secretary-General submitted a re­
port111 in which, following a visit to the area by the Under­
secretary-General for Special Political Affairs, Marrack 
Goulding, he gave an account of the situation in the occu-
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pied territories, discussed ways and means by which the 
international community could improve the safety and pro­
tection of the civilian population in those territories and 
concluded that a solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict could 
be reached only through a political settlement negotiated 
by an international conference under United Nations aus­
pices. 

At its 2785th meeting, on 27 January 1988, the Security 
Council decided to include the Secretary-General's report 
in its agenda without objection 112 and discussed the matter 
at four meetings, on 27 and 28 January and l February 
1988. 

At the same meeting, the Council decided, by vote, to 
invite, in accordance with past practice, the representative 
of the Palestine Liberation Organization to participate in 
the discussion. 113 Also at the same meeting, the Council 
decided to extend invitations under rule 39 of the provi­
sional rules of procedure, at the request of the repre­
sentatives of Kuwait and Algeria, to Mr. Syed Shar Shari­
fuddin Pirzada, Secretary-General of the Organization of 
the Islamic Conference 114 and Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Per­
manent Observer for the League of Arab States. 114 

In the course of the meetings, the representatives of 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Israel, Jordan, 
Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Morocco, 
Qatar, Sudan, the Syrian Arab Republic and Zimbabwe 
were invited, at their request, to participate in the debate 
without the right to vote. 114 

At the 2785th meeting, on 27 January 1988, the repre­
sentative of Jordan, speaking in his capacity as Chairman 
of the Group of Arab States, warned that the situation in 
the Palestinian and other occupied territories continued to 
deteriorate, which posed a threat to international peace and 
security. He stressed that, in view of Israel's rejection of 
Security Council resolution 605 ( 1987), its lack of respect 
for United Nations resolutions and, as stated in paragraph 
4 of the Secretary-General's report, its consideration that 
the Security Council had no role to play in the security of 
the occupied territories, for which Israel itself was exclu­
sively responsible, they had turned to the United Nations 
to seek a comprehensive and just settlement in the Middle 
East region, recognizing the importance of the Security 
Council and the General Assembly and their resolutions. 
The Security Council was duty-bound to make a great and 
urgent effort commensurate with the complexity and grav• 
ity of the situation to move forward towards a peaceful set­
tlement based on its resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
(1973), by means of an effective international conference 
to be convened by the Secretary-General, with the partici­
pation of the permanent members of the Security Council 
and all the parties concerned, including the PLO. He called 
for a settlement that would ensure Israeli withdrawal from 
all Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, espe­
cially the City of Jerusalem, and would guarantee the Pal-
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estinian people the right to self-detennination and peace 
and security for all States of the region. 115 

The representative of the Federal Republic ofGennany, 
recalling the position of the States members of the Euro­
pean Community as stated in the Venice Declaration, em­
phasized that an urgent effort was required to promote an 
effective negotiating process in the Middle East and that a 
solution had to be based on Security Council resolutions 
242 (1967) and 338 ( 1973) and on the recognition and im­
plementation of the right to existence and to security of all 
States in the region, including Israel, and on justice for all 
peoples, which implied the recognition of the legitimate 
rights of the Palestinian people, placing them in a position 
by an appropriate process defined within the framework of 
the comprehensive peace settlement to exercise fully their 
right to self-determination. He expressed the community's 
view that the renunciation of force, or of the threatened use 
of force, by all parties concerned had to constitute a basic 
element for the settlement of the conflict. He recalled the 
Declaration made in Brussels on 23 February 1987 where 
the countries of the Community had stated that they fa­
voured an international peace conference to be held under 
the auspices of the United Nations. He called on all sides 
to show maximum restraint and for the civilian population 
in the occupied territories to be treated in full conformity 
with the Fourth Geneva Convention, as also stated in the 
Secretary-General's report. He also called on all parties 
concerned and the members of the Security Council to join 
the constructive approach taken by the Secretary-General 
and to support him. 116 

At the 2786th meeting, on 27 January 1988, the repre­
sentative of the PLO, appealing to the members of the Se­
curity Council to use a comprehensive approach towards 
the Arab-Israeli conflict, asserted that ending Israeli occu­
pation of Palestinian and other Arab territories, including 
Jerusalem, as called for by the international community, as 
well as the convening of an international peace conference 
in the Middle East under the auspices of the United Na­
tions, as determined by the General Assembly in its reso­
lution 38/58 C of 13 December 1983, would definitely con­
tribute to the endeavours for a comprehensive settlement 
and for the establishment of peace. He called on the Coun­
cil to make a solemn appeal to all the high contracting par­
ties to the Fourth Geneva Convention, Israel being one of 
them, to ensure respect and to use all the means at their 
disposal to persuade the Government oflsrael to accept the 
de jure applicability of the Convention. Referring to the 
proposals offered by the Secretary-General in his report 
with regard to the immediate ways and means for ensuring 
the safety and protection of the Palestinian civilians under 
Israeli occupation, he stated that the Security Council was 
duty-bound to ensure the operational feasibility of some of 
those proposals. He emphasized that the mere presence of 
the United Nations, as a symbol of protection and admis­
sion of responsibility was important, and the physical role 
of supervision and ensuring compliance with and prevent­
ing violations of the obligations of the occupying Power, 
Israel, was a must. He cautioned that Israel could not and 
should not be permitted to deny the Council and the 
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Secretary-General the right and duty to discharge their re­
sponsibilities.117 

The representative of France reiterated his delegation's 
position that Israel, the occupying Power, had to shoulder 
its international responsibilities and abide by the Fourth 
Geneva Convention of 1949. He stated that while Israel 
was a contracting party to that Convention, so were other 
States, and while the responsibility to respect the Conven­
tion lay squarely with the occupying Power, the other con­
tracting parties were likewise bound under article I of the 
Convention to ensure respect for that instrument under all 
circumstances. He said that France was convinced that the 
time had come for the parties concerned to move towards 
mutual recognition and dialogue and that the most realistic 
way for progress was to hold an international peace con­
ference.111 

The representative of Egypt recalled the new peace in­
itiative put forward by President Hosni Mubarak aimed at 
creating a meaningful negotiating process. The initiative 
called upon the parties concerned to cease all forms of vio­
lence and repression in the occupied territories for six 
months. He said such a step would be accompanied by the 
following: cessation of all settlement activities; respect for 
the political rights and freedoms of the Palestinian people 
under Israeli occupation; ensuring the safety and protec­
tion of the people under occupation through proper inter­
national machinery; movement towards the convening of 
an international peace conference with the aim of reaching 
a comprehensive peace settlement that provided for recog­
nition of the right of all States in the region to live in peace 
and enabled the Palestinian people to exercise its rights to 
self-determination. 119 

The representative of Italy charged Israel with taking 
possession of the territories in question through the use of 
force, thereby violating Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Char­
ter of the United Nations. He maintained that Israel had 
ratified the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and it was 
therefore under an obligation to comply with it. 120 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated 
that since Israel as occupying Power had refused to apply 
the Convention of the occupied territories, it was necessary 
for the Security Council and other contracting States to 
take effective steps to bring about its application, including 
the imposition of sanctions against the occupying Power, 
Israel. 121 

At the 2787th meeting, on 28 January 1988, the repre­
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said 
that his delegation had found in the Secretary-General's 
report a number of practical recommendations that could 
help alleviate the lot of the Palestinians in the territories 
occupied by Israel, including the need for the Security 
Council to appeal to the parties to the Fourth Geneva Con­
vention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War; to try to persuade the Government of Israel 
to accept the applicability of the Convention to the West 
Bank and Gaza, which it occupies; the desirability of mak­
ing broader use of the capabilities of the United Nations 
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the 
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Near East (UNRWA) and ICRC; and the possibility of 
sending military observers to the occupied territories. He 
added that the convening of an international conference 
would be the only realistic way to bring about a just set­
tlement in the Middle East. In this context, he said, his 
country had suggested that the members of the Security 
Council, in particular the permanent members, needed to 
proceed to consultations to consider the relevant questions 
and that such a meeting be held at the foreign ministerial 
level. He stressed that it was important that the format of 
the conference did not jeopardize the rights and interests 
of any party and that it upheld the principle of uncondi­
tional respect for the sovereignty and independence of 
each State, including Israel, and for the right of each peo­
ple to self-determination and to an autonomous path to de­
velopment of its own choosing. 122 

The representative of China said that his Government 
continued to maintain that Israel had to withdraw from the 
Arab territories it had occupied since 1967, that the na­
tional rights of the Palestinian people had to be restored 
and that all countries in the Middle East should enjoy the 
right to peace and existence. He supported the convening 
of an international conference under the auspices of the 
United Nations and with the participation of the PLO on 
an equal footing. 123 

The representative of Israel criticized the Secretary­
General's report as containing unsubstantiated allegations 
against Israel, not supported by proof and one that could 
hardly be called a full and balanced and realistic picture of 
the situation on the ground. He defended Israel's policy 
regarding the use of force by stating that it was to be used: 
to break up violent demonstrations; against people resist­
ing arrest; against people who attacked security forces; and 
in self-defence for the preservation of the security forces' 
own lives. He maintained that Israel was trying, under lo­
cal laws and international law, to ensure the restoration of 
tranquillity in the area, a prerogative that under the vari­
ous conventions and as recognized in the report of the 
Secretary-General was Israel's obligation. Israel main­
tained that, in view of the sui generis status of Judea and 
Sumaria and the Gaza district, the de jure applicability of 
the Fourth Geneva Convention to those areas was doubtful 
and that Israel preferred to leave aside the legal question 
of the status of those areas and had decided since 1967 to 
act de facto in accordance with the humanitarian provi­
sions of that Convention. He stressed that Israel had on 
several occasions called for a political solution of the con­
flict. He recalled that Israel had got into those areas in the 
first place because they were being used as staging areas 
for his country's destruction and that that attempt had 
failed. However, when Israel came into control of those 
territories, it had immediately stated that it was prepared 
immediately to enter into negotiations. In conclusion, he 
added that serious efforts were taking place outside the Coun­
cil to launch negotiations in the spirit of Camp David and of 
Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 ( 1973). 124 

At the 2789th meeting, on 1 February 1988, the repre­
sentative of Zimbabwe, speaking on behalf of the members 
of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, while wel-
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coming the Secretary-General's report, demanded that Is­
rael abide by its international obligations under the Fourth 
Geneva Convention. He recalled the communique of 29 
January 1988, issued by the Coordinating Bureau of the 
Non-Aligned Countries, urging the Security Council to ap­
prove the dispatch of United Nations observers to the oc­
cupied Palestinian territories with a view to monitoring 
compliance by the occupying Power with the provisions of 
the Fourth Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War. The non-aligned coun­
tries also supported the call for increased assistance to 
ICRC and UNR WA and for an early convening of the in­
ternational peace conference on the Middle East under the 
auspices of the United Nations. 125 

At the 2790th meeting, on I February 1988, the repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, while welcoming and endorsing the 
Secretary-General's report, maintained that the main ele­
ments for a solution to the conflict were the withdrawal of 
Israel from territories occupied since 1967 and the resolu­
tion of the status of those territories; the guaranteed right 
of all States in the region, including Israel, to secure exist­
ence within recognized borders; and provision for the le­
gitimate rights of the Palestinian people, including their 
right to self-determination. He warned, however, that 
though those elements provided a basis for a solution, that 
solution would remain beyond grasp until the parties con­
cerned made a conscious decision to prepare for negotia­
tions in a spirit of compromise and by avoiding acts that 
made peace all the harder to achieve. In that context, he 
stressed his country's view that a real opportunity lay in 
the proposal for an international conference involving all 
the parties to the conflict and the five permanent members 
of the Council, under the auspices of the United Nations, 
and that such a conference was to act as a framework for 
negotiations between the parties directly concerned. Noting 
the cooperation of the five permanent members as a note­
worthy feature of the Council's work over the conflict in 
the Gulf over the past year, he stated that it set an encour­
aging example of how they could and should work closely 
together to resolve major questions of international peace 
and security. 126 

During the course of the debate, several other speakers 
all welcomed and endorsed the Secretary-General's report 
and stressed in particular the paragraphs that called on Is­
rael to comply strictly with the Fourth Geneva Convention 
and to assume its responsibilities as an occupying Power 
and for the early convening of an international peace con­
ference under the auspices of the United Nations with the 
participation of all parties concerned, including the PLO 
and the five permanent members of the Council. They 
agreed that such a conference offered the best chance for 
a comprehensive and peaceful settlement of the Middle 
East conflict. Many of them stressed the primary respon­
sibility of the Security Council, as guarantor of interna­
tional peace and security, to take effective measures to end 
the Israeli occupation of all Palestinian and other Arab ter­
ritories and to make it possible for the Palestinian people 
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to exercise their right to self-determination, pursuant to the 
relevant United Nations resolutions. 127 

At the 2790th meeting, on l February 1988, the Presi­
dent drew the attention of the members of the Security 
Council to the text of a draft resolution submitted by Al­
geria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, Yugoslavia and Zam­
biaY8 Under that draft resolution, the Council would have 
considered the report of the Secretary-General of 21 Janu­
ary I 988 pursuant to resolution 605 ( 1987); expressed its 
grave concern over the increasing sufferings of the Pales­
tinian people in the occupied Palestinian territories; borne 
in mind the inalienable rights of all people recognized by 
the Charter of the United Nations and proclaimed by the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights; reaffinned that 
the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civil­
ian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, was 
applicable to the Palestinian and other Arab territories 
occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem; com­
mended the International Committee of the Red Cross for 
its activities in the occupied territories; commended also 
the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East for its invaluable work; and, 
conscious of the urgent need to resolve the underlying 
problem through a comprehensive, just and lasting settle­
ment, including a solution to the Palestinian problem in all 
its aspects, expressed its deep appreciation to the Secretary­
General for his report; called upon Israel, as the occupying 
Power and as a high contracting party to the Geneva Con­
vention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War, of 12 August 1949, to accept the de jure ap­
plicability of the Convention to the Palestinian and other 
Arab territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, 
and to fully comply with its obligations under that Con­
vention; recalled the obligation of all the high contracting 
parties, under article l of the Convention, to ensure respect 
for the Convention in all circumstances; called again upon 
Israel to desist forthwith from its policies and practices 
which violated the human rights of the Palestinian people; 
requested Israel to facilitate the task of the International 
Committee of the Red Cross and of the United Nations 
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the 
Near East and requested all Members to give them their 
full support; would have requested the Secretary-General 
to continue to monitor the situation in the occupied 
territories by all means available to him and to make 
regular and timely reports to the Council; affinned the 
urgent need to achieve, under the auspices of the United 
Nations, a comprehensive, just and lasting settlement of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict, an integral part of which was the 
Palestinian problem; and expressed its determination to 
work towards that end; requested the Secretary-General to 
continue his endeavours to promote such a settlement and 
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to keep the Council regularly informed; and decided to 
keep the situation in the Palestinian and other Arab terri­
tories occupied by Israel since I 967, including Jerusalem, 
under review. 

Prior to the vote, the representative of the United States 
of America said that his delegation would veto the draft 
resolution because it was an untimely effort to involve the 
Security Council on issues that were best dealt with 
through diplomatic channels. He viewed the draft resolu­
tion as redundant and inappropriate and expressed his dele­
gation's disapproval of the Council's effort, in this in­
stance, to address the current unrest and Israel's response 
in a fruitless and redundant way and to direct a negotiating 
process before agreement had been reached among the par­
ties on appropriate auspices for negotiations. 129 

The President then put the draft resolution to the vote; it 
received 14 votes to I, with no abstentions, and was not 
adopted owing to the negative vote of a pennanent member 
of the Council. 130 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics indicated that his delegation expressed its deepest 
regret that, because of the negative vote cast by the United 
States, the Security Council could not adopt the draft reso­
lution on such a necessary and important decision. The 
tragic situation of the Palestinians in the occupied Pales­
tinian territories had been recognized by members of the 
Council and by many other Member States in the course 
of the Council's deliberations. He expressed his delega­
tion's hope that the Council's inability to adopt the draft 
resolution would not weaken the determination of the 
Secretary-General to continue to do his utmost to fulfil 
the mandate entrusted to him by the Security Council 
and the General Assembly. He emphasized further that 
the Secretary-General's report would remain in force and 
retain its significance. 131 

Decision of 15 April 1988 (2806th meeting): rejection of 
a six-Power draft resolution 

By a letter dated 29 March 1988 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, 132 the representative of Tuni­
sia, in his capacity as the Chainnan of the Group of Arab 
States, requested an urgent meeting of the Council to dis­
cuss the situation in the occupied territories. 

At its 2804th meeting, on 30 March 1988, the Security 
Council included the letter from Tunisia in its agenda with­
out objection m and considered the matter at three meet­
ings, on 30 March and 14 and 15 April 1988. At the same 
meeting, the Council decided, by vote, to invite the repre­
sentative of the PLO, in accordance with the Council's past 
practice, to participate in the debate. 114 

During the course of the meetings, the Council decided 
to extend invitations under rule 39, at the request of the 
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representative of Algeria, to Mr. Chedli Klibi, Secretary­
General of the League of Arab States, 135 and Mr. Clovis 
Maksoud, Observer for the League of Arab States, 136 and, 
at the request of the representative of Jordan, to Mr. Engin 
A. Ansay, Observer for the Organization of the Islamic 
Conference. m 

At its 2805th meeting, on 14 April 1988, the Security 
Council decided to extend an invitation under rule 39, at 
his request, t-o the Acting Chainnan of the Committee on 
the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian 
People. 131 

In the course of the meetings, the representatives of In­
dia, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian Arab Republic and Tu­
nisia were invited, at their request, to participate in the dis­
cussion without the right to vote. 139 

At the 2804th meeting, on 30 March 1988, the Foreign 
Minister of Algeria appealed to the Members of the United 
Nations to free themselves of their narrow points of view 
and to demonstrate a genuine detennination to find a just 
and lasting solution to the Middle East conflict. A resolute 
effort in that direction would be the convening of an inter­
national peace conference under the auspices of the United 
Nations, but he cautioned that to guarantee the success of 
the conference there were authentic requirements: the 
United Nations needed to lend its authority to the confer­
ence and to be a vigilant custodian to ensure that the prin­
ciples of the United Nations were enshrined there; equal 
participation for the Palestinian people, through their 
spokesman-the PLO; the objective of the conference to 
accord with the legitimate claims and inalienable rights of 
the Palestinian people to self-detennination; and the total 
withdrawal from all the occupied Arab territories. 140 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated 
that it was the responsibility of the Security Council to en­
sure the implementation of its own resolutions, in particu­
lar resolution 605 (1987), which reaffirmed the provisions 
of the Fourth Geneva Convention on the Protection of Ci­
vilian Persons in Time of War. He also stated that in order 
to achieve a peaceful, comprehensive and just solution to 
the Middle East problem it was necessary to convene an 
international conference under the auspices of the United 
Nations, with the participation of the five pennanent mem­
bers of the Security Council, as well as all other parties 
concerned, among them the PLO as sole and legitimate 
representative of the Palestinian people. He said the con­
ference had to be convened in keeping with the United Na­
tions resolutions, and based upon the withdrawal of all ls­
rae Ii forces from the occupied Arab territories and upon 
respect for the inalienable rights of the Palestinians to self­
determination.141 

The representative of Jordan called on the Security 
Council to take effective, urgent action to ensure the pro­
tection and safety of the Palestinian people, as recom-
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mended by the Secretary-General in his report, 142 and to 
achieve a peaceful settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict 
on the basis of Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
( 1973 ). The appropriate means for achieving such a settle­
ment was the convening of an international conference un­
der the United Nations auspices with participation of the 
permanent members of the Council and all parties to the 
conflict, including the PLO. 143 

The representative of Senegal, in his capacity as Chair­
man of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People, maintained that an inter­
national peace conference on the Middle East offered all 
interested parties considerable opportunity to participate in 
negotiations that could lead to a comprehensive, just and 
lasting solution to the Middle East crisis. 144 

Speaking on behalf of the Organii.ation of African 
Unity, the representative of Zambia reaffirmed the urgent 
need to achieve a comprehensive, just and lasting settle­
ment of the Arab-Israeli conflict within the framework of 
the international peace conference under the auspices of 
the United Nations and with participation of the PLO. 14s 

The representative of Israel criticized the convening of 
the Security Council as irresponsible and not a call for 
tranquillity, nor in a genuine pursuit of a negotiated peace, 
but to devote its time to a repetition of the rhetoric against 
Israel. He emphasized, instead, that in order to promote a 
peaceful resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the Coun­
cil should attempt to focus non-prejudicial efforts on the 
encouragement of direct negotiations between Israel and 
its neighbours, on the basis of its resolutions 242 ( 1967) 
and 338 (1973). 146 

The representative of the PLO charged Israel and the 
United States of America with blocking the efforts of the 
Secretary-General and the United Nations by their rejec­
tion of the international conference. He called on the Se­
curity Council to adopt all measures designed to ensure the 
effective protection of the Palestinian people in the occu­
pied territories and also to make Israel cease immediately 
all arbitrary measures that violated human rights and con­
travened international law. He also called on the Council 
to entrust the Secretary-General with the task of pursuing 
his constructive efforts. I47 

At the 2805th meeting, on 14 April I 988, the repre­
sentative of Cuba, speaking in his capacity as Acting 
Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien­
able Rights of the Palestinian People, called for the redou­
bling of efforts to secure the convening of an international 
peace conference on the Middle East in accordance with 
General Assembly resolution 38/58 C, in order to bring 
about a solution to the problem. He also appealed to the 
Secretary-General to implement the recommendations in 
his report of 21 January 1988142 to provide the necessary 
humanitarian assistance to the Palestinians in the occupied 
territories. 148 

The representative of Israel, in his second intervention, 
stated that his Government had set forth two goals, one for 
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the restoration of tranquillity to the areas of Judea and 
Samaria and Gaza, and the other for the political resolution 
of those territories' ultimate status. However, he warned that 
peaceful political negotiations could not proceed under the 
threat of any kind of violence. He reiterated that, as was its 
right and obligation, Israel would use all measures necessary 
to ensure peace and security in the territories under its admini­
stration in accordance with due process of law .149 

During the course of the debate, several speakers con­
demned Israel for its disregard for and non-compliance 
with United Nations resolutions and demanded that Israel 
fully respect and implement in the occupied territories the 
Fourth Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Ci­
vilian Persons in Time of War. They also maintained that 
the Security Council was duty-bound to enforce its resolu­
tions 605 (1987), 607 (1988) and 608 (1988) in the matter. 
Many of them maintained that the most realistic and ac­
ceptable way to bring about a solution of the Middle East 
crisis was the speedy convening of an international peace 
conference, under the auspices of the United Nations, with 
the equitable participation of all directly interested parties 
including the PLO. In that regard, they also called for the 
implementation of the recommendations of the Secretary­
General contained in his report of 21 January 1988. 150 

At the 2806th meeting, on 15 April 1988, the President 
drew the attention of members of the Security Council to 
the text of a draft resolution submitted by Algeria, Argen­
tina, Nepal, Senegal, Yugoslavia and Zambia. 151 Under the 
preambular part of the draft resolution, the Council would 
have expressed its grave concern over the current situation 
in the occupied Palestinian territories; reaffirmed its reso­
lutions 605 ( I 987), 607 ( 1988) and 608 ( I 988); recalled 
the report of the Secretary-General of 21 January 1988; 
and, having been apprised of the deportation by Israel, the 
occupying Power, of eight civilian Palestinians on 11 April 
1988 and of its decision to continue the deportation of Pal­
estinian civilians in the occupied territories; gravely con­
cerned and alarmed by the measures adopted by Israel 
against the civilian Palestinian people and its persistent 
policy of taking measures of the collective punishment, 
such as the recent demolition of homes in the village of 
Beita; and also expressing grave concern over the action 
taken by the forces of the occupying Power against Sheik 
Saad Eddin El-Alami, Head of the Supreme Islamic Coun­
cil, who was assaulted and beaten in the Haram al-Sharif 
in Jerusalem, on I April 1988; would have reaffirmed once 
again that the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection 
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, 
was applicable to Palestinian and other Arab territories, oc­
cupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem; recalling 
in particular the provisions of article 49 of the Fourth Ge­
neva Convention and expressing alarm that Israel had con­
tinued to transfer its civilian population into the territory 
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it occupied and had equipped those settlers with arms 
which had been used against the civilian Palestinian peo­
ple. In the operative part of the draft resolution the Council 
would have (a) urged Israel, the occupying Power, to abide 
immediately and scrupulously by the Geneva Convention 
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of 
War, of 12 August 1949, and to desist forthwith from its 
policies and practices that arc in violation of the provisions 
of the Convention; (b) urged further Israel to rescind the 
order to deport Palestinian civilians and ensure the safe and 
immediate return to the occupied Palestinian territories of 
those already deported; (c) urged once again Israel to desist 
forthwith from deporting Palestinian civilians from the oc­
cupied territories; (d) condemned those policies and prac­
tices of Israel, the occupying Power, which violate the hu­
man rights of the Palestinian people in the occupied 
territories, and in particular the opening of fire by the Is­
raeli army, resulting in the killing and wounding of de­
fenceless Palestinian civilians; (e) affirmed the urgent need 
to achieve, under the auspices of the United Nations, a 
comprehensive, just and lasting settlement of the Arab-Is­
raeli conflict, an integral part of which was the Palestinian 
problem, and expressed its determination to work towards 
that end; (j) requested the Secretary-General to submit pe­
riodic reports on the situation in the occupied territories, 
including those aspects relating to endeavours for ensuring 
the safety and protection of the Palestinian civilians under 
Israeli occupation; and (g) decided to keep the situation in 
the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by Israel 
since 1967, including Jerusalem, under review. 

At the same meeting, the representative of France called 
for the mobilization of efforts to ensure urgent dialogue 
and negotiations, on the basis of mutual recognition, for an 
overall political settlement ensuring the safety of all States 
in the region and justice for their peoples. He said that his 
country remained convinced that convening an interna­
tional conference with the participation of the permanent 
members of the Security Council and all parties directly 
concerned was the most realistic way to achieve a just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. 152 

The representative of China called on the Security Coun­
cil to voice its condemnation and take forceful measures in 
response to the policies and actions of Israel. He called for 
effective steps to compel Israel to implement the relevant 
Security Council resolutions and supported the convening of 
an international conference under United Nations auspices 
as an effective way to seek Middle East peace_ll3 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics stated that the United Nations was invested with 
sufficient authority and the necessary opportunities to im­
part a dynamic thrust to the process of a Middle East set­
tlement and to that end the Security Council needed to pro­
ceed immediately to take the steps necessary to prepare and 
activate the machinery for an international conference on 
the Middle East, starting with the establishment of a pre­
paratory committee. 154 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland maintained that Israel, as a party 
to the Convention, had not only the legal obligation to ap-
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ply its provisions in full but also the moral obligation to 
ensure that its occupation took place in accordance with 
the standards the Convention embodied. The Security 
Council should again call Israel's attention to the grave 
concern about the situation in the occupied territories and 
express not merely the Council's desire for an end to the 
current violence but its hopes for a comprehensive, just and 
lasting settlement of the conflict. 155 

At the same meeting, the Council proceeded to vote on the 
draft resolution. 151 The draft resolution received 14 votes 
in favour to l against, with no abstentions, and failed to be 
adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent member.156 

After the vote, the representative of the United States of 
America contended that the draft resolution just voted upon 
contributed neither to easing tensions in the occupied ter­
ritories nor to promoting the cause of peace, and was re­
dundant and inappropriate. Its broad and sweeping con­
demnation of Israel contained not a scintilla of balance and 
it contained no appeal or request for calm. Nevertheless, 
he reaffirmed that his country's position on the applicabil­
ity of the Fourth Geneva Convention and its opposition in 
principle to deportations remained unchanged. He noted 
that his country was engaged in a major diplomatic effort 
with the parties directly concerned to try to bring about the 
start of direct negotiations between Israel and its Arab 
neighbours. Referring to a proposal put forward by the 
United States as a realistic and constructive one, he main­
tained that it offered the best hope for a political solution 
to the Arab-Israeli conflict and would lead to a comprehen­
sive settlement that assured security to Israel and all the 
States of the region and the legitimate rights of the Pales­
tinian people. He requested the Council to desist from rhe-
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torical exercises and draft resolutions that were not produc­
tive and only cut across the objective of finding a real way 
to peace in the Middle East. 157 

Decision of 26 August 1988: statement by the President 

On 26 August 1988, following consultations, the Presi­
dent of the Security Council issued a statement on behalf 
of the members of the Council. The statement reads: 158 

The members of the Security Council arc gravely concerned by the 
continued deterioration of the situation in the Palestinian territories 
occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem, and especially by 
the current grave and serious situation resulting from the closing-off 
of areas, the imposition of curfews and the consequent increase in the 
numbers of injuries and deaths that have occurred. 

The members of the Council are profoundly concerned by the per­
sistence of Israel, the occupying Power, in continuing its policy of 
deporting Palestinian civilians in contravention of Security Council 
resolutions and the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, as demonstrated 
on 17 August 1988 by its el(pulsion of four Palestinian civilians to 
Lebanon and its decision to el(pe) 40 more. The members of the Coun­
cil request Israel immediately to desist from deporting any Palestinian 
civilians and immediately to ensure the safe return of those already 
deported. 

The members of the Council consider that the current situation in 
the occupied territories, described in the first paragraph above, has 
grave consequences for endeavours to achieve a comprehensive, just 
and lasting peace in the Middle East. 

They reaffirm that the above-mentioned Geneva Convention is ap­
plicable to the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by Israel 
since 1967, including Jerusalem, and request the high contracting par­
ties to ensure respect for the Convention. 

Recalling Security Council resolutions, the members of the Council 
will keep the situation in the occupied Palestinian territories, including 
Jerusalem, under review. 

1S7fbid., pp. 56 and 57. 
1 SSS/20 I 56. 

20. STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (FORTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE FIRST MEETING OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL AND THE INAUGURATION ON 1 JANUARY 
1986 OF THE INTERNATIONAL YEAR OF PEACE) 

Decision: statement by the President 

At the 2642nd meeting, on 17 January 1986, prior to the 
adoption of the agenda, 1 the President made the following 
statement2 on behalf of the members of the Council: 

On the occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the first meeting of 
the Security Council and the inauguration on I January of the Inter­
national Y car of Peace, the members of the Security Council wish to 
reaffirm their commitment to the Charter of the United Nations which 
conferred on the Council the primary responsibility for the maintc-

1The agenda for the meeting was: "'The situation in the Middle 
East"'. 
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nancc of international peace and security. At the first meeting of the 
Council in London 40 years ago, its members assumed this special 
responsibility in the conviction that it would prove a new beginning 
of the continuing quest for lasting peace and security. 

Although peace has been preserved on a global basis for 40 years, 
conflicts and tensions persist. Over the course of the 2,600 meetings, 
the Security Council has debated the most pressing issues of peace 
and security. The inauguration of the International Year of Peace pro­
vides an added impetus for the members of the Council to enhance the 
effectiveness of the Security Council in discharging its principal role 
of maintaining international peace and security. They call again upon 
the entire membership of the United Nations to abide by their obliga­
tions under the Charter to accept and carry out decisions of the Secu­
rity Council. Let us hope that 1986 and the years to come will bring 
the progress which is so urgently needed for the safeguarding of peace 
for future generations. 
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21. LETTER DATED 4 FEBRUARY 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SYRIAN 
ARAB REPUBLIC TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL 

Decision of 6 February 1986 (2655th meeting): rejection 
of a five-Power draft resolution 

By a letter' dated 4 February I 986 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the representative of the Syrian Arab 
Republic transmitted a letter of the same date from his 
Minister for Foreign Affairs addressed to the Secretary­
General informing him and, through him, the President and 
members of the Security Council of the act of air piracy 
that had been carried out on the same date by two Israeli 
fighter aircraft in international airspace. The letter had 
stated that at 0854 hours Greenwich mean time the private 
Libyan civilian G-2 type aircraft registered under No. LN 
777 (5-ADDR NDAE) had left the international airport of 
Tripoli, with an official Syrian delegation on board on its 
way back from an official visit to the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya. It was further stated that, while the aircraft was fly­
ing in international airspace over the Mediterranean Sea, 
the pilot had informed the Cyprus airport control centre, at 
110 I hours, that two Israeli fighter aircraft had been inter­
cepting him and demanding that he accompany them; and 
that, at I I 03 hours, the aircraft's contact with the Cyprus 
airport had been broken off. The letter then drew attention 
to the gravity of that act against the safety and security of 
civilian travel in international airspace and the dangerous 
consequences deriving therefrom, and requested that the 
necessary steps and measures be taken to discover the fate 
of the aircraft and its passengers and crew and to ensure 
their safety. Finally, the letter had stated that the Syrian 
Arab Republic placed full responsibility upon Israel for 
that act of air piracy, which constituted a flagrant violation 
of the norms of international law and international conven­
tions guaranteeing the freedom and safety of aviation. 

By a letter2 of the same date addressed to the President 
of the Security Council, the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic requested an immediate meeting of the 
Council to consider the Israeli act of air piracy carried out 
that morning against a private Libyan civilian passenger 
aircraft flying in international airspace over the Mediterra­
nean. 

At its 265 lst meeting, on 4 February I 986, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the item entitled "Letter 
dated 4 February l 986 from the Permanent Representative 
of the Syrian Arab Republic to the United Nations ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council", and con­
sidered the item at the 2651 st, 2653rd and 2655th meet­
ings, held between 4 and 6 February 1986.3 In the course 
of its deliberations, the Council invited, at their request, 
the representatives of Algeria, the German Democratic Re­
public, India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Israel, Iraq, Jor­
dan, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Morocco, the Syrian 
Arab Republic and Yugoslavia to participate, without the 
right to vote, in the Council's discussion of the item. The 
Council also extended an invitation, as requested under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 

1S/17785. 
2S/17787, ibid., p. 47. 
3For the adoption of the agenda, see S/PV.2651, p. 6; see also 

chap. II of the present Supplement. 

Council, to Mr. Samir Mansouri, Deputy Permanent Ob­
server of the League of Arab States (LAS) to the United 
Nations.4 The Council further decided, by vote, to invite the 
representative of the PLO to participate in the discussion. 5 

At the 2651 st meeting, on 4 February 1986, the repre­
sentative of the Syrian Arab Republic reiterated that an act 
of air piracy and international terrorism had been directed 
against international civil aviation by the Israeli authori­
ties, who had intercepted a civilian Libyan aircraft, with an 
official Syrian delegation on board, flying in international 
airspace over the Mediterranean Sea on 4 February 1986. 
He appealed to the Security Council to take all necessary 
steps and measures to discover the fate of the Libyan air­
craft and the fate of its passengers and crew, and to ensure 
their safety. He said that the Syrian Arab Republic placed 
full responsibility upon Israel for its air piracy. He said fur­
ther that Israel's act fell within the jurisdiction of the Se­
curity Council since what was done by Israel did affect 
civil aviation in all parts of the world. He called upon the 
Council to condemn Israel for the act of piracy and terror­
ism which it had committed, and to demand that Israel put 
an end to such acts, and that it should heed international 
agreements and the norms of international law. 6 

At the same meeting, the representative oflsrael said that 
Israel's pilots had intercepted a Libyan executive air­
craft, not a civil airliner, that had been carrying a dozen 
people. He stated that the aircraft had been suspected of 
carrying terrorists who had been involved in planning at­
tacks against Israel but that, upon examination of the pas­
sengers, it had turned out that there were no such people 
aboard and that, after a brief respite in Israel, the aeroplane 
had been retrieved with nobody hurt. He added that his 
Government's suspicion that there were terrorists on board 
had grown out of the meeting, which had just ended, of 20 
terrorist organizations in Tripoli, which had been con­
vened by President Qaddafi himself under his personal 
sponsorship. He said that at the meeting, which had been 
titled "The Revolutionary Forces of the Arab Nation", 
there had been clear and undisguised declarations about 
continuing the terrorist attacks against Israel. He then 
quoted a passage from a General Assembly resolution7 per­
taining to the duty of every State to refrain from organiz­
ing, instigating, assisting or participating in acts of civil 
strife or terrorist acts in another State or acquiescing in or­
ganized activities within its territory directed towards the 
commission of such acts; and said that neither the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya nor the Syrian Arab Republic measured 
up to that standard. He contended that, confronted with 

4For details on invitations under rules 37 and 39 of the provi­
sional rules of procedure of the Security Council, see chap. III of 
the present Supplement. 

5F or the discussion on the proposal to invite the representative 
of the PLO and for the vote (IO in favour to I against with 4 ab­
stentions), see S/PV.2655, pp. 38-42. See also chap. III of the pres­
ent Supplement. 

6S/PV.2651, pp. 8-13. 
7General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), annex, entitled 

"Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning 
Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations". 
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reason to believe terrorists who were planning additional 
attacks were on board, Israel could not be expected to sit 
idly by and wait to absorb the attack. He said that his Gov­
ernment had acted with the intention of intercepting terror­
ists; and that not to have acted would have been to suc­
cumb to the absolutist inhibition of the essential concept 
of self-defence, an interpretation which had never been ap­
plicable in practice and which was certainly outdated given 
the nature of terrorist warfare that was being waged. He 
further said that classic international law actually allowed 
a country to stop ships in international waters if pirates 
were believed to be on board, and quoted, as an example, 
from "Bowett's classic book", where, he said, Bowett had 
written: 

It is clear, as the case of the Mariana Flora shows, that the right 
may be exercised against acts of piratical aggression if the circum­
stances are such as to reasonably warrant the apprehension of real dan­
ger by the State. The fact that the ship subsequently proves innocent 
of piratical character would seem to be irrelevant if the initial suspi­
cion is well-founded. 

He then referred to the principle of the "absolutist" lim­
its on self-defence, and said that a nation attacked by ter­
rorists was permitted to use force to prevent or pre-empt 
future attacks and that it was simply not serious to argue 
that international law prohibited States from capturing ter­
rorists in international waters or international airspace. He 
concluded by asserting that a serious discussion of the 
problem of international terrorism and its implications for 
international norms would show that even those who did 
not yet fully accept the fundamental concept of self­
defence, as it must be construed in the age of terrorism, 
were prepared to accept that the sanctity of human lives 
preceded the sanctity of airspace. 1 

At the same meeting, Mr. Mansouri, Deputy Permanent 
Observer of the League of Arab States to the United Na­
tions, charged that Israel's act of intercepting the civilian 
Libyan aircraft over international airspace constituted an 
act of broadening the policy of terrorism and aggressive 
practices beyond aggression in Arab territories and against 
Arab States. He said that it was an infringement on the 
safety of civilian aviation in international airspace on the 
basis of imaginary pretexts and without justification, quite 
apart from being in complete contravention of interna­
tional law and norms. He called upon the Council to con­
demn vigorously Israel's act of aggression and to affirm 
that it was imperative that there be no repetition of such 
acts by a State Member of the United Nations.9 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic, speaking in exercise of the right of reply, 
disputed the position of the representative oflsrael that Is­
rael had acted in self-defence in intercepting the Libyan 
aircraft. He recalled that in the past Israel had waged many 
wars against neighbouring Arab territories on the pretext 
that it had a right to act in self-defence as its security was 
threatened. He charged that Israel's act of intercepting the 
Libyan aircraft constituted an act of aggression against the 
entire international community, against the freedom of in­
ternational aviation and against the safety of passengers. 
He called upon the Council to act in the interest of the in-

8s/PV .265 I, pp. 14-20. For the discussions regarding the Char­
ter principles provided in Articles 2, paragraph I, and 5 I, see chap. 
XII of the present Supplement, case 2. 

9S/PV.265 I, pp. 22-24. 
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ternational community by adopting a strong resolution 
against Israel, in order to deter it from any further acts of 
aggression against the Arabs. 10 

At the 2653rd meeting, on 5 February 1986, the Presi­
dent drew the attention of the members of the Council to 
a draft resolution" that had been submitted by the Congo, 
Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the United 
Arab Emirates. Under the draft, the Security Council 
would have condemned Israel for its forcible interception 
and diversion of the Libyan civilian aircraft in interna­
tional airspace and its subsequent detention of the said air­
craft; considered that that act by Israel constituted a grave 
violation of the principles of international law and in par­
ticular the relevant provisions of the international conven­
tions on civil aviation; called upon the International Civil 
Aviation Organization (ICAO) to take due account of the 
resolution when considering adequate measures to safe­
guard international civil aviation against such acts; and 
called upon Israel to desist forthwith from any and all acts 
endangering the safety of international civil aviation and 
solemnly warned Israel that if such acts were repeated the 
Council would consider taking adequate measures to en­
force its resolution. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya condemned Israel's interception and di­
version of the civilian aircraft flying in international air­
space as a criminal act committed in flagrant violation of 
the Charter of the United Nations, international law and 
the relevant conventions, in addition to being a violation 
of the sovereignty of the aircraft's owner State and aggres­
sion not only against the freedom of the passengers but 
also jeopardizing their safety and security. He called upon 
the Security Council to denounce and condemn the Israeli 
act and to take firm steps aimed at deterring any further 
Israeli terrorist acts. He further called upon the Council to 
deprive Israel of membership in the United Nations and to 
impose deterrent economic sanctions against it in order to 
force it to heed the will of the international community, 
and to comply with the relevant resolutions of the Security 
Council and to respect its prestige. 12 

At the same meeting, the representative of Jordan stated 
that Israel's act of intercepting the Libyan civilian aircraft 
constituted an act of violation of international conventions 
governing the safety of civil aviation and expressed the 
hope that the Security Council would condemn the Israeli 
violation by adopting the draft resolution before it. 13 

At the same meeting, the representative of Morocco ex­
pressed the view that Israel had been encouraged to violate 
international law by the impotence of the Security Council 
in its failure to adopt more effective measures to put an 
end to Israel's policy of disregarding international law. He 
called upon the Council, which bore the primary responsi­
bility for the maintenance of international peace and secu­
rity, to take the necessary effective measures required by 
the situation and to guarantee the implementation of the 
United Nations resolutions on terrorist acts by lsrael. 14 

1°1bid., second intervention, pp. 26-36. 
11For the text of the draft resolution, see S/17796. 
12S/PV.2653, pp. 5-11. 
13Ibid., pp. 12 and 13. 
14Ibid., pp. 17 and 21. 
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At the same meeting, the representative of Israel refuted 
the accusations of the previous speakers, whom he accused 
of being responsible for perpetrating acts of terrorism 
against Israel over the years, using a strategy not provided 
for by the founders of the United Nations. He charged the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, together with other Arab States, 
of waging a new kind of war which could be met through 
the policy of self-defence and called upon the Security 
Council to recognize the supremacy of the principle of 
self-defence where States were victims of terrorism. 15 

At the 2655th meeting, on 6 February 1986, the repre­
sentatives of the United Arab Emirates, China, Ghana, Al­
geria, Bulgaria, India, Yugoslavia, the German Democratic 
Republic, Iraq, the Islamic Republic of Iran, the PLO and 
the President, speaking in his capacity as the representative 
of the Congo, rejected the invocation by Israel of the prin­
ciple of self-defence as a justification for its act, which 
they deplored as a flagrant contravention of the norms of 
international law, particularly the international Conven­
tions of Chicago, The Hague and Montreal governing the 
freedom and safety of civil aviation in international air­
space, and called upon the Security Council to condemn 
Israel for its interception of the Libyan aircraft and to pre­
vent the repetition of such acts. The representatives of Yu­
goslavia, the German Democratic Republic and the PLO 
stressed the need for the Council to facilitate the convening 
of an international conference on the Middle East for a just, 
comprehensive and lasting solution to the crisis on the basis 
of Israel's withdrawal from all occupied territories and the 
Palestinian peq,le's right to self-determination, while the repre­
sentative of the PLO further said that the Council should 
consider sanctions against Israel under Chapter VII of the 
Charter. 16 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel, speak­
ing in exercise of the right of reply, recounted a series of 
instances pertaining to relations among Middle Eastern 
States and said that most of the terrorist incidents concern­
ing the threats to international civil aviation did not in­
volve Israel, not even as a target. He added that, on the 
contrary, they involved Arabs or Middle Eastern regimes 
striking at other Middle Eastern regimes and that it was 
not the Arab-Israeli conflict but rather the continuing con­
flicts among the Middle Eastern regimes which had esca­
lated terrorism beyond the Middle East. In urging the 
Council to reject the draft resolution condemning his Gov­
ernment for the interception of the Libyan aircraft, the rep-

15Ibid., pp. 23-33. 
16f or the relevant parts of the statements, sec S/PV .26.S.S: United 

Arab Emirates, pp. 11-16; China, pp. 17-18; USSR, pp. 19-23; 
Ghana, pp. 27-32; Algeria, pp. 33-36; Bulgaria, pp. 37-38; India, 
pp. 43-4 7; Yugoslavia, pp. 48-51; German Democratic Republic, 
pp. 55-56; Iraq, pp. 56-59; Iran (Islamic Republic of), pp. 6.S-71; 
PLO, pp. 80-82; and the President, pp. 82-83. 
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resentative oflsrael said that the States that had pushed for 
the draft resolution before the Council were the States that 
sponsored terrorism and that to adopt the draft resolution 
would be to encourage terrorism. 17 

At the same meeting, the representative of France, 
speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, stated that, 
while necessary action against terrorism could not be le­
gitimized by violation of international law, his Govern­
ment realized that Israel's action had been taken in the con­
text of acts of terrorism which had recently been 
perpetrated in several European countries and that France 
was not able to support the draft resolution since it in­
cluded formulations which did not seem to reflect the pre­
cise facts of the situation. 11 

The representative of the United States of America, also 
speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, said that 
although his Government opposed Israel's action, it would 
vote against the draft since it did not practically and ap­
propriately address the issue of terrorism. The Government 
of the United States considered that terrorist violence, not 
the response to it, was the cause of the cycle of violence 
in the Middle East and the entire world. The United States 
was of the view that there might arise exceptional circum­
stances in which interception might be justified. He upheld 
the principle that a State whose territory or citizens were 
subjected to continuing terrorist attacks might respond 
with appropriate use of force to defend itself against fur­
ther attacks, and that the appropriateness of a particular ac­
tion always raised considerations of necessity and propor­
tionality. He stressed that, where the target of a defensive 
action was an aircraft, heightened attention should be paid 
to considerations of safety, taking measures only in excep­
tional circumstances and exercising every possible precau­
tion, and paying the greatest possible attention to the safety 
of the aircraft and those on board. He said that a State 
should intercept a civilian aircraft only on the basis of the 
strongest and clearest evidence that terrorists were aboard, 
but that Israel, however, had not met the standard and that 
the United States therefore deplored the action. Neverthe­
less, he concluded, his Government would not support a 
draft resolution which implied that interception of an air­
craft was wrongful, per se, without regard to the possibility 
that the action might be justified. 19 

At the same meeting the draft resolution was voted upon 
and received IO votes to I, with 4 abstentions, and was not 
adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent member 
of the Security Council.20 

17S/PV.2655, pp. 83 and 91-96. 
18Ibid., p. 111. 
19Ibid., pp. 112 and 113. 
20for the vote on the draft resolution (S/17796/Rcv. l) sec ibid., 

p. 114. For the full text of the draft resolution, see note IO, above. 
See also chap. IV of the present Supplement. 
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22. THE SITUATION IN SOUTHERN AFRICA 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter' dated 29 January 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of the 
Sudan, in his capacity as current Chairman of the Group 
of African States, requested that an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council be convened to consider the situation in 
southern Africa. 

At its 2652nd meeting, on 5 February 1986, the Security 
Council included in its agenda2 the item entitled "The situ­
ation in southern Africa" and considered the item together 
with the letter dated 29 January from the Sudan at the 
2652nd, 2654th and 2656th to 2662nd meetings, held be­
tween 5 and 13 February 1986. In the course of its delib­
erations the Council invited, at their request, the repre­
sentatives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Botswana, 
Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, 
Guyana, Hungary, India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Le­
sotho, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mozambique, Nicara­
gua, Pakistan, Panama, Senegal, South Africa, the Sudan, 
the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, the Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, the United Republic of Tanzania, Yu­
goslavia, Zambia and Zimbabwe to take part in the discus­
sion without the right to vote. 3 The Council also extended 
invitations as requested under rule 39 of the provisional 
rules of procedure of the Security Council to a delegation 
of the United Nations Council for Namibia led by the 
President of that body, to Mr. Neo Mnumzana of the Afri­
can National Congress of South Africa (ANC), to the Act­
ing Chairman of the Special Committee against Apartheid 
and to Mr. Theo-Ben Gurirab of the South West Africa 
People's Organization (SWAPO).4 

Decision of 13 February 1986 (2662nd meeting): resolu­
tion 581 (l 986) 

At the 2652nd meeting, on 5 February 1986, the repre­
sentative of Togo, speaking in his capacity as current 
Chairman of the Group of African States, identified three 
elements of the "highly explosive" situation in southern 
Africa, as follows: (a) the policy of apartheid of the Gov­
ernment of South Africa; (b) the illegal occupation of Na­
mibia by that racist regime; and (c) South Africa's policy 
of aggression and destabilization against independent 
neighbouring States. He then discussed each element, 
stressing what he called the "dire consequences" which 
posed a dangerous threat to international peace and secu­
rity, in order to explain why the State President of Senegal, 
the current Chairman of the Organization of African Unity 

Is1I1110. 
2For the adoption of the agenda, sec S/PV .2652, p. 2. While this 

was the first instance in which the present formulation of the 
agenda item was added to the list of matters of which the Security 
Council is seized, specific problems relating to the southern Afri• 
can region that have been considered by the Council are also re• 
flccted in this chapter under various headings, such as "the ques­
tion of South Africa", "the situation in Namibia", "Complaint by 
Angola against South Africa", "Letter dated 17 June 1985 from 
Botswana addressed to the President of the Security Council" and 
"Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa". 

3For details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
4For details regarding the invitations under rule 39 of the provi­

sional rules of procedure of the Security Council, see chap. Ill of 
the present Supplement. 

(OAU), had called for the convening of the current series 
of meetings of the Security Council. He stated that Preto­
ria's response to the defiance of its racist policies by the 
peoples of South Africa had been the declaration of a state 
of emergency in July 1985, thereby giving its security 
forces a freedom to behave with utter arbitrariness. He said 
that the only crime of the black Africans who were the 
daily victims of the South African police was that they 
sought to enjoy in their homeland the most fundamental 
rights that had been guaranteed to all mankind by the Char­
ter of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights. With respect to Namibia, he said that South 
Africa continued its illegal occupation of a territory that 
was under United Nations administration in violation of all 
relevant General Assembly and Security Council resolu­
tions, in particular Council resolution 435 (l 978) which 
embodied the United Nations plan for the independence of 
Namibia. He said that South Africa, instead of choosing 
between the two electoral processes that had been provided 
for in Council resolution 435 (I 978), had shown its con­
tempt for the international community by raising various 
pretexts ranging from the status of SW APO and the impar­
tiality of the United Nations and the Security Council to 
the presence of Cuban troops in Angola, which was extra­
neous to the question of Namibia. He again referred to 
South Africa's internal crisis and its concern with continu­
ing the illegal occupation of Namibia, and quoted the cur­
rent Chairman ofOAU, the President of Senegal, who had 
stated that the Pretoria Government was applying a sys­
tematic policy of political, military and economic destabi­
lization against neighbouring African States and that An­
gola, Mozambique and Botswana had been among the 
victims of frequent acts of aggression and sabotage. When 
South Africa had not intervened to destabilize Angola di­
rectly, he added, it had used its proxy, the National Union 
for the Total Independence of Angola (UNIT A), which had 
served as a cover for the deliberate policy aimed at inter­
fering in the internal affairs of Angola. He then recalled, 
in connection with the role of UNIT A, the concern that had 
been expressed by the Heads of State or Government of 
the States members of OAU over the abrogation of the 
Clark Amendment by the United States Senate; and quoted 
paragraph I of the Declaration adopted at the twenty-first 
summit meeting of OAU in July 1985, which had stated: 
"Any financial, military and logistical support to the ene­
mies of the Angolan people by any Government or private 
group or government agency, directly or indirectly, would 
be considered a serious violation of the 1970 Declaration 
on Friendly Relations among States, and of the provisions 
of the Charters of the Organization of African Unity and 
the United Nations."5 He emphasized Africa's confidence 
in the ability of the Security Council to contribute to the 
establishment of peace in southern Africa and called 
upon the Council to demand that the Pretoria Govern­
ment: (a) immediately put an end to the state of emer­
gency and release Nelson Mandela and all other political 
prisoners; (b) immediately abolish the policy of apartheid, 
which could not be reformed, and ensure respect for the 
equal rights of all South Africans without any discrimina-

5A/40/66, AHG/DECL.3 (XXI). 
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tion based on race; (c) cooperate in the immediate imple­
mentation of Council resolution 435 (1978), the United 
Nations plan for Namibian independence, as well as sub­
mit its choice of electoral processes within a deadline to 
be set by the Council; and he urged that all States Members 
of the United Nations refrain from any act that would fur­
ther aggravate the complex situation in southern Africa. 
He concluded by stressing that the Security Council should 
consider at a future meeting the adoption of comprehen­
sive mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter 
of the United Nations, in the event that South Africa per­
sisted in its defiance and intransigence.6 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
said that the convening of the current series of the Security 
Council meetings, in the wake of far-reaching proposals 
on 31 January 1986 by his State President, was entirely 
uncalled for and a mockery of the principles governing the 
Council's activities, in particular the promotion and main­
tenance of international peace and security. He said that 
President P. W. Botha of South Africa, in his opening ad­
dress to Parliament on 31 January, had focused precisely 
on the goals of the maintenance of peace and security and 
that some of the important reforms that had taken place in 
South Africa since his assumption of the presidency had 
included: (a) the development of full black trade-union 
rights; (b) recognition of the permanence of urban blacks; 
(c) the introduction of freehold title for blacks in urban 
areas; and (d) scrapping of the Prohibition of Political In­
terference Act, the Mixed Marriages Act and the relevant 
provisions of the Immorality Act. He then outlined the 
"framework and guidelines" for further constitutional de­
velopment by quoting his State President, who had also 
said: (a) that South Africa would accept one citizenship for 
all South Africans; (b) that the sovereignty of the law must 
be the basis for the protection of the fundamental rights of 
individuals and groups; (c) that human dignity, life, liberty 
and the property of all must be protected regardless of col­
our, race, creed or religion; (d) that a democratic system 
of government accommodating all legitimate political as­
pirations of all South African communities must be nego­
tiated; and (e) that South Africa had outgrown the outdated 
colonial system of paternalism and the outdated concept of 
apartheid. He referred to President Botha's intention tone­
gotiate the establishment of a "national statutary coun­
cil"-pending the institution of constitutional structures­
that should consist of members of the South African 
Government and representatives of the "self-governing na­
tional states", as well as leaders of other black commu­
nities and interest groups, and declared that the reform 
was clearly the first step towards institutionalized power­
sharing in South Africa. With respect to external relations, 
he reaffinned South Africa's commitment to international 
coexistence through cooperation and negotiation, particu­
larly in southern Africa, and that his Government was 
ready to implement Security Council resolution 435 (1978) 
concerning the independence of Namibia as soon as agree­
ment could be reached on the withdrawal of Cuban troops 
from Angola. He reiterated his President's invitation to the 
neighbouring States to give "tangible expression" to the 
common desire for peace and stability in the region, in­
cluding the withdrawal of all foreign forces, the peaceful 

6stPV .2652, pp. 8-14. 
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settlement of disputes, regional cooperation on common 
problems and a prohibition of cross-border violence. To 
that end, his President had proposed the establishment of 
a "permanent joint mechanism" for dealing with matters 
concerning threats to the peace and prosperity of southern 
Africa. He emphasized the importance of the proposals by 
President Botha as historic not only for South Africa but 
for all the peoples of southern Africa and called upon the 
Security Council to make a positive contribution to a 
peaceful transition to the new era by encouraging the peo­
ple of South Africa towards negotiated political structures 
acceptable to all. 7 

At the 2654th meeting, on 6 February 1986, the repre­
sentative of Zimbabwe said that South Africa's recent 
threats against its neighbours, economic blockades and 
other acts of aggression constituted a clear negation of the 
basic provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and 
the General Assembly Declaration on Principles of Inter­
national Law concerning Friendly Relations and Coopera­
tion among States in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, which stated: "Every State has the duty to 
refrain in its international relations from the threat or use 
of force against the territorial integrity or political inde­
pendence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the purpose of the United Nations. Such a threat or 
use of force constitutes a violation of international law and 
the Charter of the United Nations and shall never be em­
ployed as a means of settling international issues."8 

He further said that South Africa, in the pursuit of its 
goal of establishing hegemony over the whole region, had 
committed aggression, economic strangulation and State 
terrorism, and that Pretoria had moreover fanned and in­
stigated acts of civil strife and terrorism in almost every 
independent State in southern Africa, in flagrant violation 
of the Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention 
and Interference in the Internal Affairs of States, which de­
manded that every State should "refrain from anned inter­
vention, subversion , military occupation or any other form 
of intervention and interference, overt or covert, directed 
at another State or group of States, or any act of military, 
political or economic interference in the internal affairs of 
another State, including acts of reprisal involving the use 
of force". 9 He stressed that the South African nationals 
who crossed the borders into Lesotho, Swaziland and the 
front-line States were victims of apartheid and that they 
met the requirements for refugee status as defined by in­
ternational law, in particular article I of the I 951 Conven­
tion and the Protocol relating to the Status of Refugees. He 
further emphasized that, despite the fact that those refu­
gees were labelled "terrorists" by apartheid South Africa, 
the neighbouring States were bound by international con­
ventions and by bonds of humanity to uphold the provi­
sions of the 1951 Convention on the Status of Refugees, 
particularly as was set out in article 3 of that Convention. 
He said that the real reason for South Africa's destabiliza­
tion of its neighbours was that it could not stand non-racial 
democratic societies on its frontiers since they were the 
antithesis of the policy of apartheid that espoused the doc­
trine of the supremacy of one race over another. He re-

7Ibid., pp. 46-52. 
8aeneral Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), annex. 
9General Assembly resolution 36/103, annex. 
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called President Botha's recent statement to the South Af­
rican Parliament, where he had referred to the "outdated 
concept of apartheid", and contrasted the declaration of 
"reform" with South Africa's refusal to repeal the Group 
Areas Act as well as its refusal to negotiate with the true 
leaders of black South Africans who were dismissed as 
"revolutionaries". With reference to the United States pol­
icy of "constructive engagement", he stressed that the fun­
damental issue in southern Africa was apartheid in South 
Africa and South Africa's colonization of Namibia, and 
that no African could be free until that last vestige of the 
African's humiliation as a race was undone. 10 

At the 2660th meeting, on I 2 February I 986, the Presi­
dent of the Security Council drew the attention of the mem­
bers to the text of a draft resolution 11 submitted by the 
Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago, and the 
United Arab Emirates. 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt said 
that the Pretoria regime was responsible for the unrest that 
was besetting South Africa and that, whenever Pretoria 
found itself unable to stifle the resistance, it had usually 
made some reform proposals in an effort to delude inter­
national public opinion. He referred to the proposals in a 
statement to the South African Parliament on 3 I January 
1986, and said that the President of the Pretoria regime had 
nonetheless ruled out implementation of the principle of 
universal suffrage within a united country, thereby show­
ing no commitment to the elimination of the apartheid re­
gime. He said that Pretoria's leaders and the regime's rep­
resentatives outside South Africa often spoke of the fear 
that the international community would intervene in their 
internal affairs and that their acts of aggression against 
neighbouring African States as well as the continuing oc­
cupation of Namibia sought to prevent or limit foreign in­
terference. He then asserted that South Africa's irresponsi­
ble acts of aggression and refusal to implement United 
Nations resolutions regarding Namibia's independence 
were factors which would lead to foreign interference in 
the internal affairs of the African continent, particularly 
southern Africa, by exposing the region to the dangers of 
big-Power conflict. He said that the Security Council had 
a clear responsibility with regard to South Africa and that 
the responsibility stemmed from the following two factors: 
(a) that the Council, as the forum responsible for the main­
tenance of international peace and security, had a special 
role in the organization of contemporary international re­
lations and that it should intervene, in accordance with the 
Charter, to end South Africa's manoeuvres which had ren­
dered the region insecure and volatile with dangers not 
only for Africa but for international peace and securiy in 
general; and (b) that the Security Council was responsible, 
under the Charter, for ensuring compliance with its resolu­
tions, and that it was time the Council exercised its pre­
rogatives under the Charter to force South Africa to respect 
the resolutions calling upon Pretoria to terminate the policy 
of apartheid and the occupation of Namibia, as well as 
those calling upon it to refrain from launching acts of ag­
gression against neighbouring countries. 12 

1oS/PV.2654, pp. 16-18, 22 and 26-31. 
11S/178l7, subsequently revised and adopted as resolution 581 

(I 986). 
12SJPV.2660, pp. 8-13. 
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In the course of the Council's deliberations, many rep­
resentatives stressed the importance of comprehensive 
mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter as 
the most effective means of forcing South Africa to dis­
mantle its apartheid system and of restoring peace and sta­
bility in the region. 13 

At the 2662nd meeting, on 13 February 1986, the Presi­
dent of the Security Council put a revised text of the draft 
resolution (S/17817 /Rev. I) to a vote. 14 Speaking before the 
vote, the representative of the United States said that the 
denomination in the draft resolution of "uses of force" by 
a State as "terrorism" was neither necessary nor helpful 
and that it would have sufficed to state that the use of force 
by a State was contrary to the Charter of the United Na­
tions. He stated that "respect for territorial integrity" was 
an important and universal principle and that calling only 
upon South Africa to respect international borders did not 
advance matters. He further said that the draft resolution 
incorrectly implied that external assistance was the main 
cause of destabilization of some States in the region, 
whereas in his delegation's view Governments that relied 
on foreign troops to stay in power against the opposition 
of a significant portion of the domestic population were 
inherently unstable and that stability could be enhanced in 
such States through a dialogue between the Government 
and opposition groups. 15 

The revised draft resolution was then voted upon and 
adopted by 13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolu­
tion 581 ( 1986). 16 The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Having considered the request of the Permanent Representative of 
the Sudan to the United Nations contained in document S/17770, 

Bearing in mind that all Member States are obliged to refrain in 
their international relations from the threat or use of force against the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity or political independence of any State 
or from acting in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations, 

Gravely concerned at the tension and instability created by the hos­
tile policies and aggression of the apartheid regime throughout south­
ern Africa and the mounting threat they pose to the security of the 
region and its wider implications for international peace and security, 

Gravely concerned that such acts of aggression can only serve to 
aggravate the already volatile and dangerous situation in the southern 
African region, 

Reiterating its total opposition to the system of apartheid, 

Reaffirming the right of all countries to give sanctuary to refugees 
fleeing from the oppression caused by the apartheid system, 

Taking note of the communique of the Ministers of the front-line 
States and of the European Economic Community in which, inter alia, 
the Ministers condemned South Africa's policy of destabilization in 
all its manifestations, including the use of any direct or indirect armed 

13For the texts of relevant statements, see S/PV.2652: Senegal, 
p. 23; Zambia, pp. 28 and 29; S/PV.2654: Acting Chainnan of the 
Special Committee against Apartheid, p. 13; S/PV.2656: President 
of the United Nations Council for Namibia, p. 27; India, p. 33; 
S/PV.2657: Denmark, pp. 31 and 32; Gennan Democratic Repub­
lic, p. 38; S/PV.2658: Algeria, p. 11; Bulgaria, pp. 17 and 18; Trini­
dad and Tobago, p. 23; Ghana, p. 36; Iran (Islamic Republic of), 
p. 47; S/PV.2659: Venezuela, p. 13; Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics, p. 22; Cuba, p. 29; S/PV.2660: Yugoslavia, p. 19; Panama, 
p. 23; Madagascar, p. 37; Nigeria, p. 47; S/PV.2661: United Arab 
Emirates, pp. 27 and 28; Syrian Arab Republic, pp. 33 and 34; 
Ukrainian SSR, p. 46; Hungary, p. 48; Pakistan, p. 56; and 
S/PV.2662: Tunisia, p. 11. 

14S/PV.2662, p. 31. 
15Ibid., p. 41. 
16For the vote on the draft resolution, see ibid., p. 43. 
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actions in neighbouring States, and agreed to deny perpetrators of such 
actions any assistance or support, 

Recalling its resolutions 567 ( 1985), 568 ( 1985), 571 ( 1985), 572 
(1985) and 580 (1985), by which, inter alia, it condemned South Af­
rica's aggression against Angola, Botswana and Lesotho, 

Convinced that the apartheid system of the racist regime of South 
Africa and its continued illegal occupation of Namibia are the source 
of tensions and insecurity in southern Africa, 

Gravely concerned at the recent threats by South Africa to continue 
to perpetrate acts of aggression against the front-line States and other 
countries in southern Africa aimed at destabilizing them, 

Conscious of the urgent need to take effective steps for the preven­
tion and removal of all threats to peace and security in the region 
posed by South Africa's recent threats to use force against countries 
in southern Africa, 

Convinced that only the elimination of apartheid can lead to a just 
and lasting solution to the explosive situation in South Africa in par­
ticular and in southern Africa in general, 

I. Strongly condemns racist South Africa for its recent threats to 
perpetrate acts of aggression against the front-line States and other 
States in southern Africa; 

2. Strongly warns the racist regime of South Africa against com­
mitting any acts of aggression, terrorism and destabilization against 
independent African States and its use of mercenaries; 

3. Deplores the escalation of violence in the region and calls upon 
South Africa to respect fully the sanctity of international borders; 

4. Deplores any form of assistance given by States which could 
be used to destabilize independent States in southern Africa; 

S. Calls upon all States to exert pressure on South Africa to desist 
from perpetrating acts of aggression against neighbouring States; 

6. Reaffirms the right of all States in the fulfilment of their inter­
national obligations to give sanctuary to the victims of apartheid; 

7. Demands the immediate eradication of apartheid as the neces­
sary step towards the establishment of a non-racial democratic society 
based on self-determination and majority rule through the full and free 
exercise of universal adult suffrage by all the people in a united and 
non-fragmented South Africa, and to this end demands: 

(a) The dismantling of the bantustan structures as well as the ces­
sation of uprooting, relocation and denationalization of the indigenous 
African people; 

(b) The abrogation of the bans and restrictions on political organi­
zations, parties, individuals and news media opposed to apartheid; 

(c) The unimpeded return of all the exiles; 

8. Demands that the racist regime of South Africa put an end to 
the violence against and repression of the black people and other op­
ponents of apartheid, unconditionally release all persons imprisoned, 
detained or restricted for their opposition to apartheid and lift the state 
of emergency; 

9. Deplores the racist regime of South Africa for its disregard of 
the principles of international law and its obligations under the Charter 
of the United Nations; 

10. Commends the front-line States and other States neighbouring 
South Africa for their support of freedom and justice in South Africa 
and requests Member States to extend urgently all forms of assistance 
to these States in order to strengthen their capacities to receive, main­
tain and protect South African refugees in their respective countries; 

11. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor developments re­
lated to South Africa's threats to escalate acts of aggression against 
independent States in southern Africa and to report to the Security 
Council as the situation demands; 

12. Decides to remain seized of the matter. 

17S/I 8072. 
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Decision of 23 May 1986 (2686th meeting): rejection of 
five-Power draft resolution 

By a letter17 dated 21 May 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Senegal 
requested, on instructions from the President of Senegal 
and current Chairman of the Organization of African 
Unity, the convening of an urgent meeting of the Council 
to consider South Africa's aggression against Botswana, 
Zambia and Zimbabwe. 

By a letter11 dated 22 May 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Zambia 
requested, on instructions from the Chairman of the front­
line States, an immediate meeting of the Council to con­
sider South Africa's military attacks, on the morning of 19 
May 1986, against Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 

At its 2684th meeting, on 22 May 1986, the Security 
Council included in its agenda the letter dated 21 May 
1986 from the representative of Senegal addressed to the 
President of the Council and considered the item at the 
2684th to 2686th meetings, held on 22 and 23 May 1986. 
In the course of its deliberations, the Council invited, at 
their request, the representatives of Argentina, Botswana, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, 
India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya, Senegal, South Africa, the Syrian Arab Republic, 
the United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe 
to take part in the discussion without the right to vote. 19 

The Council also extended invitations as requested, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, to the Chairman of the Special Committee against 
Apartheid and to Mr. Syed Sharifuddin Pirzada of the Or­
ganization of the Islamic Conference. 19 

At the 2684th meeting, on 22 May 1986, the President 
of the Security Council drew the attention of the members 
of the Council to six documents before the Council.20 

At the same meeting, the representative of Senegal said 
that the latest acts of aggression by South Africa against 
Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe had been unanimously 
condemned by the international community. He then 
quoted extensively from a statement by the President of 
Senegal, the current Chairman of OAU, who had con­
demned South Africa's "State terrorism" and flagrant vio­
lation of the integrity, independence and sovereignty of the 
three States and had declared that the time had come for 
the members of the Security Council to adopt mandatory 
economic sanctions to safeguard the Council's credibility 
as the guardian of international peace and security. The 
representative of Senegal stated that South Africa's latest 
acts of aggression against the front-line States had shown 
its disrespect for the Principles and Purposes of the Charter 
of the United Nations and for the foundations of interna­
tional law, and that Pretoria had flagrantly defied Security 
Council resolution 580 (1985), which stated that "all Mem­
ber States must refrain in their international relations from 
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 

Ilg/) 8076. 
19For details, sec chap. III of the present Supplement. 
20s/18067, S/18069, S/18070, S/18075, S/18076 and S/18077, 

letters dated between 19 and 22 May 1986 addressed to the United 
Nations from, respectively, Botswana, Algeria, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Barbados, Zambia and Kenya concerning South 
Africa's attacks committed on the morning of 19 May I 986 against 
the three neighbouring States of Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
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political independence of any State, or acting in any other 
manner incompatible with the purposes of the Charter of 
the United Nations". He further said that, shortly after the 
commemoration of the fortieth anniversary of the Charter 
of the United Nations and on the eve of the special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to development issues of 
Africa, it was inconceivable that South Africa should con­
tinue to defy and scorn the whole world, particularly the 
Security Council whose authority it rejected. He then 
stressed that the situation in southern Africa, the central 
problems of which were the eradication of the apartheid 
system and the independence of Namibia in accordance 
with the relevant United Nations resolutions, constituted a 
definite threat to international peace and security, and that 
the Council should take the appropriate measures, in ac­
cordance with the Charter, under which it was entrusted 
with the major responsibility for maintaining international 
peace and security. He concluded that Africa expected the 
Council to shoulder its responsibility not only by con­
demning South Africa and demanding just and speedy 
reparations for the damage it had caused, but also by de­
ciding on the application of comprehensive mandatory 
economic sanctions against Pretoria. 21 

At the same meeting, the representative of Zambia re­
called his statement22 to the Council on 5 February 1986 
in which he had spoken about South Africa's threats of at­
tacks against the front-line and other States for the reason 
that those States, including his own, had continued to give 
sanctuary to refugees who had fled from the apartheid sys­
tem, in accordance with their international obligations to 
do so. He further said that at the time some members of 
the Council had not taken their concern seriously and that 
some had even indicated that the Council meeting had not 
been justified since there had been no actual attack. He 
then gave a detailed account of the time, targets, types of 
weapons and equipment used and the number of those 
killed and wounded as well as the material damage in­
flicted in each of the attacks against Zambia, Botswana, 
and Zimbabwe on 19 May 1986, and charged that "friends 
of South Africa", some of which were pennanent members 
of the Council, were responsible both through inaction and 
active military, economic and political support, thereby en­
couraging South Africa to attack and destabilize its neigh­
bours. He said that the timing of South Africa's attacks 
against the three neighbouring States, when the group of 
eminent persons established by the Commonwealth coun­
tries to find peaceful solutions to the problems of apartheid 
was in South Africa, had clearly shown Pretoria's intention 
to poison the atmosphere for peaceful negotiations. He 
then emphasized that the last peaceful option for eliminat­
ing apartheid was the imposition of mandatory and com­
prehensive economic sanctions against South Africa, and 
that the argument by some Western countries that the sanc­
tions would hurt the people of South Africa was a "lame 
excuse", since those people were already suffering and 
since they were prepared to pay the price for their freedom 
at present rather than risk much more eventually. He called 
on the Security Council not only to condemn South Africa 
for its acts of aggression against three peaceful States 
Members of the United Nations, but also to pronounce it-

21SIPV.2684, pp. 22-28. 
22s/PV .2652, pp. 24-32. 
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self on how a crime against humanity, apartheid, should be 
eliminated and stated that, in his Government's view, it 
was time to invoke Chapter VII of the Charter and to 
impose mandatory comprehensive economic sanctions 
against South Africa. 23 

At the same meeting, the representative of South Africa 
affinned that on 19 May 1986 "small elements" of the 
Sou!h African Defence Force had attacked "a terrorist op­
erational centre and transit facility in Harare (Zimbabwe), 
a terrorist transit facility situated at Mogaditsano, outside 
Gabarone (Botswana), and a terrorist operational centre 15 
kilometres south-west of Lusaka (Zambia)". He then re­
called that his delegation had infonned the Security Coun­
cil at its meetings24 on 10, 20 and 21 June and 30 Decem­
ber 1985 that South Africa had been and would be obliged 
to take action against "terrorist bases" responsible for plan­
ning and executing violence in his country. He further re­
called that his Government had frequently warned that it 
would take action if Governments tolerated and harboured 
terrorists that were engaged in hostile actions against 
South Africa. He said that, while the international commu­
nity had clearly rejected the use of violence as a means for 
political ends, terrorism should be consistently deplored in 
all areas. He asserted that the Governments of South Af­
rica's neighbouring States had nevertheless frequently ex­
pressed their support to the aims and actions of ANC, 
which they justified as that terrorist organization's "legiti­
mate struggle" to bring an end to the system of government 
in South Africa. He then referred to the statement by the 
President of South Africa on 31 January 1986, and reiter­
ated his Government's commitment to negotiation on 
broadening the basis of democracy in his country. 25 He 
stressed that negotiation was the key to the resolution of 
the internal problems of South Africa as well as to resolv­
ing differences with the neighbouring States; but that re­
g~ding ANC bases in Zimbabwe, Botswana and Zambia, 
his Government would take whatever action might be ap­
propriate for the defence and security of its people. 26 

In the course of the Council's deliberations, several par­
ticipants invoked Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations and urged the Security Council to impose manda­
tory and comprehensive economic sanctions against South 
Africa. 27 

23SfPV.2684, pp. 12-21. 
24For the texts of the statements by South Africa, see, respec­

tively, S/PV.2583, in connection with the situation in Namibia, 
pp. _87-103; S/PV.2597, in connection with the complaint by Angola 
agamst South Africa, pp. 22-27; S/PV.2599, in connection with the 
letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Representative of Bo­
tswana to the United Nations addressed to the President of the: Secu­
rity Council (S/17279), pp. 31-36; S/PV .2639, in connection with the: 
complaint by Lesotho against South Africa, pp. 11-13. See also en­
tries in the present chapter under the same headings. 

25For details on the refonn proposals and an outline of "guide­
lines" f~r constitutional development, see the statement by the rep­
resentative of South Africa at the 2652nd meeting of the Council. 
note 7 above. 

26s/PV .2684, pp. 22-28. 
27For the texts of relevant statements, see S/PV .2684: Chairman 

of the Special Committee against Apartheid, p. 22; India, pp. 38 
and 42; United Republic of Tanzania, p. 47; S/PV .2685: Bulgaria, 
p. 12; China, p. 16; Mr. Pirzada of the Organization of the Islamic 
Conference, p. 19; Argentina, p. 31; S/PV.2686: !'-1adagascar, p. 123; 
Denmark, p. 23; USSR, p. 29; Venezuela, p. 32; Syrian Arab Re­
public, p. 77; and Trinidad and Tobago, pp. 97, IOI and 102. 
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At the 2685th meeting, on 23 May 1986, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft 
resolution21 submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, 
Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates. 

At the 2686th meeting, on the same date, the President 
of the Security Council, speaking in his capacity as the rep­
resentative of Ghana, said that South Africa's attacks 
against the front-line States were morally indefensible; 
that they constituted-"by common definition"-State ter­
rorism; that they contravened the letter and spirit of the 
Charter of the United Nations; and that those attacks, 
which were committed in the pursuit of the preservation of 
a system that had been universally condemned, especially 
by the Security Council, had followed a long chain of simi­
lar previous acts of aggression. He further said that failure 
on the part of the Council to act resolutely in the current 
instance would mean its inadvertent concurrence in State 
terrorism, in illegality and in racism. He then referred to 
the draft resolution (S/18087) before the Council and said 
that his delegation had accordingly joined the sponsors of 
the draft text, which called for selective sanctions, limiting 
itself to actions that legislative bodies and multilateral or­
ganizations, especially of Western States, had already in­
stituted against South Africa. He stressed that the intention 
was to bring the selective measures under a United Nations 
umbrella and that, with some linguistic adjustments in the 
draft text, the sponsors were confident that a unanimous 
decision could be reached. He further stated that Bo­
tswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe were entitled, in addition 
to assistance to improve their defensive capabilities, to full 
and fair compensation for the damage to life and prop­
erty. 29 When the 2686th meeting resumed following a brief 
suspension,30 the representative of Trinidad and Tobago 
orally introduced, on behalf of the sponsors, a number of 
textual revisions to the draft resolution. In one instance, an 
explicit reference, in operative paragraph 6 of the draft, to 
"Chapter VII" (of the Charter of the United Nations) was 
deleted and replaced with the words "the provisions". He 

28s/18087, subsequently orally revised (S/18087/Rev.l). 
29s/PV.2686, pp. 107 and 108. 
3°!bid., p. 116. 
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then requested that the draft resolution (S/18087/Rev.l), 
as orally revised, be put to the vote. 31 

The representative of the United Kingdom requested a 
separate vote on the twelfth preambular paragraph and on 
operative paragraph 632 of the draft resolution. Following 
the objection by the representative of Trinidad and To­
bago, on behalf of the sponsors of the draft resolution, to 
the proposal to have a separate vote on the two para­
graphs,33 the draft resolution, as orally revised, was voted 
upon as a whole; it received 12 votes to 2, with 1 absten­
tion, and was not adopted owing to the negative votes of 
two pennanent members. 34 Under the operative paragraphs 
of the draft text,35 the Council would have, inter a/ia: (a) 
condemned South Africa for the military raids in Bo­
tswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe; (b) demanded full and 
adequate compensation by South Africa to the three States; 
(c) commended the Governments of the three States for the 
support they were rendering to refugees from South Africa; 
(d) expressed its solidarity with the people of South Africa 
in their struggle for freedom and justice; (e) determined 
that the policies and acts of the racist regime of South Af­
rica constituted a threat to international peace and security; 
and (j) decided, as an effective means of combating the 
apartheid system and bringing peace and stability in south­
ern Africa, to impose against South Africa selective eco­
nomic and other measures, including: (i) suspension of all 
new investments and guaranteed export loans; (ii) prohibi­
tion of the sale of krugerrand and all other coins, all new 
contracts in the nuclear field and all sales of computer 
equipment; and (iii) restrictions in the field of sports and 
cultural relations. 

31Ibid., pp. 121 and 122. 
32lbid., p. 126. The twelfth preambular paragraph related to a no­

tation by the Council that the policy of "constructive engagement'' 
had not succeeded; while operative paragraph 6, as orally revised, 
involved an affirmation that the Council was "acting in accordance 
with the provisions of the Chaner of the United Nations•·. 

33Ibid., pp. 126 and 127. For the procedural discussion in con­
nection with the proposal for a separate vote and rule 32 of the 
provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council, see also 
chaf.. I, part V, of the present Supplement, under rule 32. 

3 For the vote, sec S/PV .2686, p. 128. 
35see note 28 above. 

23. LETTER DATED 25 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF MALTA TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 25 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF SO­
VIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 26 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF IRAQ TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter1 dated 25 March 1986, the representative of 
Malta requested an urgent meeting of the Council to dis­
cuss the grave situation which had arisen in the Central 

1sI17940. 

Mediterranean and to consider appropriate action to reduce 
tension and restore peace and stability in the region. On 
the same date, the representative of the Soviet Union re­
quested2 that the Council meet to consider "the situation 

2sI17941. 
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in the southern Mediterranean"; and by a letter3 dated 26 
March 1986 the representative of Iraq, as Chairman of the 
Arab Group of States, requested that the Council immedi­
ately meet to consider the question of the United States 
aggression against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. 

The Council included the three letters in its agenda and 
considered the matter at its 2668th through 267 l st meet­
ings, from 26 to 31 March 1986. 

At the 2668th meeting, on 26 March 1986, the Council 
invited, at their requests, and in accordance with rule 37 
of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Coun­
cil, the representatives of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Ku­
wait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malta, Poland, the 
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and Viet Nam. The 
Council also invited, at the 2669th meeting, the repre­
sentatives of the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Cuba, Democratic Yemen, the Gennan Democratic Repub­
lic, India, Mongolia, the Syrian Arab Republic and Yugo­
slavia; at the 2670th meeting, the representatives of Alge­
ria, Ethiopia, the Islamic Republic of Iran and the Lao 
People's Democratic Republic; and at the 2671st meeting, 
the representatives of Afghanistan, Mozambique and Nica­
ragua. At the 2670th meeting, the Council further invited, 
at the request of the representative of the United Arab 
Emirates,4 Dr. Clovis Maksoud, Permanent Observer of the 
League of Arab States (LAS). 

The first speaker at the 2668th meeting was the repre­
sentative of the Soviet Union. He stated that on 24 and 25 
March the United States of America had committed pre­
meditated acts of armed aggression against the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, which had led to an abrupt rise in tension 
in the area and created a threat to international peace and 
security. Moreover, the United States threatened to commit 
further acts of aggression. 

As evidence of the premeditated nature of the United 
States attack on the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, he noted that 
the United States had directed at Libya a torrent of threats 
and slanders, had adopted economic sanctions to desta­
bilize the Libyan economy and had publicly discussed 
ways of physically eliminating the Libyan leadership. In 
recent months, the United States navy had maintained a 
constant presence off the Libyan coast. He declared that 
the United States was practising a policy of State terrorism 
and was disregarding the Charter of the United Nations, 
the nonns of international law and the fundamental princi­
ples of relations among States. 

The Soviet representative attributed the United States' 
aggressions against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya to its dis­
pleasure at Libya's independent, anti-imperialist policy in 
international affairs and its vigorous opposition to attempts 
by the United States and Israel to impose separate capitu­
lationist deals on the Arabs. He warned that although the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, as well as Nicaragua, had borne 
the brunt of the United States' offensive, all developing 
countries and the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries it­
self were targeted. The United States aimed to demonstrate 
that if its warnings were not heeded, its navy and aircraft 
were ready to restore its kind of order. 

He concluded that it was the duty of the Council to con­
demn vigorously the aggression committed by the United 

3S/17946. 
4s117948. 
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States against a Member State, to take all necessary meas­
ures to put a halt to those actions and to apply effective 
measures to protect the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.s 

The representative of Malta stated that his Government 
supported adherence to the principles expressed in Article 
2, paragraphs 3 and 4, of the Charter in dealing with dif­
ferences between States. It could not condone the use of 
force or threats to enforce claims and believed that a mili­
tary solution was not acceptable, particularly when a State 
chose to exercise what it considered to be its rights in wa­
ters thousands of miles from its territol)'. The Council must 
act firmly and urge the United States to stop holding ma­
noeuvres in disputed waters close to the Libyan mainland 
and to stop attacking Libyan ships and the Libyan main­
land. 

He noted that many Mediterranean States were promot­
ing the relaxation of tension in their region. That process 
was being threatened by one super-Power's build-up of 
armaments in the region, which was provoking the other 
super-Power to increase its military presence as well. 

He cited a statement6 made by the Foreign Ministers of 
the non-aligned Mediterranean countries, meeting at Val­
letta in I 984, to the effect that freedom of the seas in a 
closed sea like the Mediterranean should be exercised 
strictly for the purposes of peace, and that there should be 
no naval deployment, especially by States outside the re­
gion, that directly or indirectly threatened the interests of 
non-aligned Mediterranean Members. 

He further cited the commitments undertaken by the par­
ticipants in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (CSCE). Principles II, V and X of the Declaration 
on principles guiding relations between participating 
States dealt with refraining from the threat or use of force, 
the peaceful settlement of disputes and the fulfilment in 
good faith of obligations under international law. He 
pointed out that the CSCE participants had also agreed to 
ensure that those principles would be applicable in their 
relations with the Mediterranean non-participating States. 
He stated that one of the participating States was failing to 
abide by those undertakings. 

The representative of Malta appealed to the parties to 
seek a solution as envisaged under Chapter VI of the Char­
ter through the peaceful means of their choice. He recalled 
that his Government had appealed to the two sides in Janu­
ary to hold direct talks; following an intensive effort, the 
Prime Minister of Malta had secured Libyan agreement, 
but the United States had not reacted positively. Malta re­
iterated its appeal to the United States to enter into direct 
consultations with the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and stood 
ready to assist and cooperate in any action that could re­
solve the current difficulties and open the way for their just 
and lasting resolution.' 

The final speaker at the 2668th meeting was the repre­
sentative of the United States, who maintained that the 
cause of the conflict under consideration was the Libyan 
Arab Jarnahiriya's unfounded claim over a vast area of the 
Mediterranean Sea and its attacks on those who exercised 
their rights to navigate in and fly over the area. 

'S/PV. 2668, pp. 7-12. 
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He declared that the United States, by entering the Gulf 
of Sidra, had been defending freedom of navigation, which 
was essential to maintaining international security and the 
flow of commerce. All nations shared a fundamental inter­
est in maintaining and defending the principles of freedom 
of navigation and overflight. 

He stated that the United States regularly conducted na­
val and air exercises in every part of the world, including 
in the Gulf of Sidra. In the current instance, advance notice 
of the exercise had been posted in accordance with inter­
national practice, and the exercise had been publicly and 
widely recorded. He recalled that on 24 March 1986, the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had notified the Secretary-Gen­
eral that it would disregard the role of the Council and "re­
sort to its own strengths", and a day later, without provo­
cation, Libyan forces had launched six surface-to-air 
missiles against United States vessels and aircraft in and 
over international waters. He claimed that his country's re­
sponse to the attack had been measured, appropriate to the 
circumstances and in confonnitv with Article 51 of the 
Charter, and he warned that any further attacks would also 
be resisted with force, if required. 

He concluded that, in view of the grave challenge to 
freedom of navigation in international waters posed by 
Libyan actions, the Council should reaffirm freedom of 
navigation and overflight and condemn those nations that 
resorted to force to violate those nonns.8 

At the 2669th meeting, on 27 March 1986, the repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland declared that the principle of the right to 
freedom of navigation in international waters was at stake 
in the current discussion, and he affinned his Govem­
ment' s commitment to that principle, including innocent 
passage through territorial seas. The United Kingdom de­
plored any unjustified threat to or action against naviga­
tion, whenever and wherever it occurred. 

He stated that there had been no justification for the Lib­
yan attack and that it constituted a breach of Libya's obli­
gations under international law, in particular Article 2, 
paragraph 4, of the Charter of the United Nations. He fur­
ther stated that the United States forces had exercised their 
right of self-defence under Article 51 of the Charter in a 
proportionate and justifiable manner. He concluded that 
the Council should uphold the principles concerned, urge 
the parties to observe restraint and call for the strict ob­
servance of international Jaw. 9 

The representative of France stated, among other things, 
that his Government considered the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya's claims to sovereignty over the Gulf of Sidra to be 
without historical foundation and unjustified under the 
1958 and 1982 Conventions on the Law of the Sea. Such 
claims were particularly suited to arbitration or interna­
tional jurisdiction, and any threat of armed intervention to 
enforce such territorial claims must be ruled out. France 
hoped that the principles of international law, especially 
those relating to freedom of navigation in international 
spaces, would be safeguarded in a peaceful fashion in or­
der to avoid military confrontations whose consequences 
would be difficult to control. '0 

BJbid., pp. 18-22. 
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The representative of India expressed his Government's 
conviction that enduring peace must be based on accept­
ance ofthe principles of political and socio-economic plu­
ralism by States and adherence to the principles of non-use 
of force, non-intervention and non-interference. 

He recalled that in 1985 the Ministerial Conference of 
Non-Aligned Countries had called for the transformation 
of the Mediterranean region into a region of peace, security 
and cooperation and had urged States not to use their mili­
tary forces and facilities against Mediterranean members 
of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries. On 26 March 
1986, the Movement's Coordinating Bureau had affirmed 
its full support for and solidarity with the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya in safeguarding its independence, stability, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity and had demanded a 
stop to military operations endangering the security and 
territorial integrity of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, as well 
as regional and international peace and stability. The Co­
ordinating Bureau had found the United States' action 
especially condemnable in view of its responsibilities as a 
permanent member of the Security Council. 11 

At the 2670th meeting, on 27 March I 986, the repre­
sentative of the Syrian Arab Republic asserted that the 
question before the Council had no relation to freedom of 
navigation or to a dispute regarding sovereignty over the 
Gulf of Sidra. He stated that there were scores of disputes 
over gulfs, borders and sovereignty between States, and 
they were usually settled by internationally recognized 
peaceful means. 

He claimed that the United States wanted to eliminate 
the Libyan regime because of Libya's commitments to the 
purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Na­
tions, the objectives of the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries, support for decolonization in all forms, the lib­
eration of Arab territories from Zionist occupation and re­
sistance against conspiracies aimed at liquidating the ques­
tion of Palestine and entrenching the Israeli occupation of 
Arab territories. He declared that any United States action 
against any Arab State was aimed at serving Israel, with 
which, since 1981, the United States had had a strategic 
alliance designed to impose hegemony and control over the 
Arabs. The United States was trying to prepare public 
opinion to accept military action in the Arab region by con­
vincing it that there was terrorism that must be fought, 
while the recent aggression had been intended to distort 
the struggle in the region and to divert attention from 1s­
rael 's crimes against the Arab people in Palestine, southern 
Lebanon and the occupied Golan Heights. 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic asserted 
that the future of international peace and security depended 
upon the Council's effectiveness in standing up to this 
aggression. The Council should strongly condemn the 
American act of aggression, take measures to effect the 
withdrawal of United States forces from the Gulf of Sidra 
and call upon the United States to withdraw its bases from 
the Mediterranean. 12 

The representative of China expressed his Government's 
concern over recent United States actions. China opposed 
and condemned all actions violating the norms guiding in­
ternational relations and encroaching upon the territorial 
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sovereignty of other countries. China called upon the 
United States to cease its military threat against the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, and called upon both sides to resolve 
their differences peacefully, in accordance with the means 
and procedures provided in the Charter. 13 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya told 
the Council that on 24 and 25 March 1986 the United 
States had engaged in manoeuvres that violated Libya's 
sovereignty, had entered Libyan territorial waters and had 
bombed Libyan territory. He reported that, already, three 
months into 1986, the United States had carried out four 
sets of manoeuvres adjacent to the Libyan coast; and since 
1981, it had carried out more than 18. The United States 
had established fleets of warships alongside the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya and other Mediterranean States, which in 
itself was a continuous source of threat and aggression and 
constituted interference in their sovereign decision-making 
powers. The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya advocated the trans­
fonnation of the Mediterranean into a zone of peace and 
cooperation from which all military fleets should be with­
drawn. 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya de­
nied that the United States had been acting in self-defence 
when it bombed Libya, pointing out that the two countries 
were thousands of kilometres away from each other. The 
United States had arrogated to itself the right to reject the 
national legislation of certain States, claiming that it was 
dangerous to the United States and proclaiming the right 
to oppose it and to exercise self-defence. 

For that reason, he argued, the conflict involved the 
whole world and threatened all States that adopted political 
stands and national legislation not to the liking of the 
United States. Moreover, the aggression against the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya represented a grave precedent which 
other States might use in the future. 

Regarding the United States' claim to have sent its fleet 
to the region to impose respect for international law and 
peaceful navigation, he stated that it was tantamount to 
claiming that it had received a mandate from the interna­
tional community, without consultations. He called upon 
the Council to condemn the United States action and ac­
tivities, which were contrary to the rule of law and peace­
ful cooperation. 14 

The representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran stated 
that the military manoeuvre of the United States had been 
aimed at covering up the defeat of its campaign for global 
economic sanctions against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya by 
redirecting public attention from its foreign policy failures 
to its military might. The United States claimed it was de­
fending freedom of navigation, but what international con­
ventions recognized was the right of innocent passage. He 
cited article 17 of the United Nations Convention on the 
Law of the Sea, entitled "Right of innocent passage", and 
article 19, paragraphs 2 (a) and (b ), of that Convention, 
which stated that exemptions from innocent passage in­
cluded, inter a/ia, any threat or use of force or any exercise 
or practice with weapons. Moreover, article 300 of that 
Convention referred to good faith as an important principal 
concept in the overall argument of freedom of navigation 
and innocent passage. 

13Ibid., pp. 24-27. 
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The Islamic Republic of Iran considered that to label so 
many ships, surveillance devices and aircraft carriers "in­
nocent passage" and to have recourse to the right of free­
dom of navigation in this instance was an insult to the in­
telligence of the international public. 15 

Dr. Clovis Maksoud, Permanent Observer of the League 
of Arab States, noted that the League had strongly con­
demned the deployment of American warships in the Gulf 
of Sid.ra. He stated that the complaint by the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya was shared by the entire Arab world, not only 
because a threat to the security of one Arab State consti­
tuted a threat to all, but also because members of the 
League did not want to see such a precedent set. 

He argued that if each time a State wanted to test another 
State's claims regarding the scope of its territorial waters 
in which it deployed warships and staged military exer­
cises, the way would be opened to international anarchy 
and brinkmanship, which could escalate, the next time, 
into something that the world would come to regret deeply. 
The United States claimed that its reason for going into the 
Gulf of Sidra was to challenge the legal position taken by 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Dr. Maksoud suggested that 
the Libyan claim was not without logic, and if it was to be 
challenged on either legal or economic grounds, the many 
peaceful avenues for doing so should have been exhausted 
before the exercise of any military option. 

The League of Arab States did not challenge the right to 
challenge, but it condemned the instruments to which the 
United States had resorted. Given the background of ad­
versarial relations between the two countries, including the 
recent imposition by the United States of economic sanc­
tions against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, deploying the 
American navy in the Gulf could be interpreted as a delib­
erate provocation. Dr. Maksoud concluded that it was the 
responsibility of the Council to help close the option of 
military deployment and set in motion incentives for States 
that wanted to test the legality of the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya 's claim or a similar claim to resort to legal, political 
and diplomatic avenues, institutions and recourses. 16 

The United States, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom each exercised its right of reply at the 2670th 
meeting. 

At the 2671 st meeting, on 3 J March 1986, the President 
drew the attention of members to a draft resolution 17 sub­
mitted by Bulgaria and the Soviet Union, by which the 
Council would have expressed deep concern about the 
threat to peace and security in the Mediterranean as a result 
of the United States attack against the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya, and reaffirmed the obligation of all Members to re­
frain from the threat or use of force, in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nations; firmly condemned the 
act of armed aggression against Libya; demanded an im­
mediate halt to any hostile action against Libya and re­
quested that the United States immediately withdraw its 
forces from the area; considered Libya entitled to compen­
sation for the loss of lives and property resulting from the 
attack; and decided to remain seized of the matter. 

There were several additional speakers at the 2671 st 
meeting, including the representatives of the Libyan Arab 
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Jamahiriya and the United States of America, who again 
exercised their right of reply. The draft resolution was not 
put to a vote. At the close of the meeting, the President 
stated that the date of the next meeting of the Council to 
consider the matter would be fixed by the President for the 
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month of April following consultations with the members 
of the Council. 18 

18s/PV .2671, p. 39. 

24. LETTER DATED 12 APRIL 1986 FROM THE CHARGE D'AFFAIRES A.I. OF THE PERMANENT MIS­
SION OF MALT A TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL 

Decision of 14 April l 986 (2673rd meeting): adjournment 
of the meeting to the following day 

By a letter' dated 12 April 1986 addressed to the Secretary­
General, the representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
transmitted the text of a message addressed to the Secre­
tary-General from the Secretary of the People's Committee 
of the People's Bureau for Foreign Liaison of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, concerning the deteriorating security 
situation in the Mediterranean as a result of the decision 
of the United States of America to stage new military ag­
gression against the Socialist People's Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya. In the message, the Secretary of the People's Com­
mittee of the People's Bureau for Foreign Liaison of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had stated that aircraft carriers 
and other naval units of the United States of America were 
proceeding towards the Libyan coast for the purpose of 
staging military aggression against his country, on the pre­
text of taking revenge on Libya for acts with which Libya 
had denied any links. He had also recalled that, less than 
two weeks earlier, the United States had dispatched units 
of its fleet which had staged aggression against the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, thereby violating the integrity of its in­
ternal waters and its sovereignty over its coast and its ter­
ritory. It was stated that, while the Security Council meet­
ing which had convened to consider the previous United 
States military aggression against the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya at the request of Malta and the Soviet Union had not 
yet concluded its consideration, all the speakers at the 
Council's meetings2 had condemned and censured the ag­
gression, and that the failure of the Council to adopt deter­
rent measures had caused the United States to persist in 
aggression and enabled it to obtain political and military 
assistance from permanent members of the Council and 
States Members of the Organization in order to consecrate 
the law of aggression and make it the law of nations. It was 
further stressed that, faced with United States preparation 
for aggression against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya with the 
collaboration of the Atlantic Alliance in flagrant violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations and the norms of in­
ternational law, the Socialist People's Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya had considered itself in a state of legitimate self­
defence under Article 51 of the Charter of the United 
Nations to protect its sovereignty and safeguard its inde­
pendence, including requesting the implementation of the 
mutual defence agreements and treaties concluded by it at 
any level. 

1s r 1 7983. 
2For the Council's consideration of the question at its 2668th to 

2671 st meetings, held between 26 and 3 I March I 986, see sect. 23 
above. 

By a letter3 dated 12 April 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Malta 
requested that the Council be convened immediately to 
consider and take appropriate and urgent action to stop the 
repeated threat of use of force, as well as the imminent 
resort to armed attack in the Central Mediterranean. 

At its 2672nd meeting, on 12 April I 986, the Security 
Council included in its agenda4 the item entitled "Letter 
dated 12 April 1986 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the 
Pennanent Mission of Malta to the United Nations ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council" and con­
sidered the item at the 2672nd and 2673rd meetings, on 12 
and 14 April 1986. In the course of its deliberations, the 
Council invited, at their request, the representatives of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malta, the Syrian Arab Republic 
and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic to participate, 
without vote, in the Council's discussion of the item. The 
Council also extended an invitation, as requested, under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security 
Council, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Permanent Observer of 
the League of Arab States. 5 

At the same meeting, the representative of Malta said 
that, for the second time in less than two weeks, his Gov­
ernment had considered it necessary to request the conven­
ing of the Security Council to give urgent consideration to 
the grave and dangerous situation which had arisen in the 
Central Mediterranean. He recalled his delegation's state­
ment6 before the Council on 26 March 1986 conveying the 
appeal for reason and prudence and underlining the belief 
of the Government of Malta that all disputes between 
States should be settled by the peaceful means envisaged 
in Chapter VI of the Charter of the United Nations­
namely, negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, ar­
bitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or 
arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own 
choice-and not by resort to the threat or use of force. He 
stated that reports over the last 24 hours gave his delega­
tion reason to believe that a real risk of imminent resort to 
the use of force in the Central Mediterranean had again 
arisen, and that his Government once again appealed to all 
parties concerned to exercise the utmost restraint and to 
act in full conformity with the principles and purposes of 
the Charter of the United Nations and to ensure that they 
undertook no measure which would create a threat to peace 

3S/17982. 
4See S/PV .2672, p. 2. 
5For details on the invitations under rules 37 and 39 of the pro­

visional rules of procedure of the Security Council, see chap. III of 
the present Supplement. 
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and security in the area and beyond. He further said that 
his Government also considered that the situation called 
for immediate action by the Security Council under Arti­
cles 33 and 34 of the Charter of the United Nations and 
that, for that purpose, his delegation was submitting a draft 
resolution7 for urgent consideration by the Council with 
the objective of putting an immediate halt to any further 
action that might lead to the use of force, and of entrusting 
the Secretary-General with full powers to take whatever 
action was necessary for the maintenance of peace in the 
Central Mediterranean. He concluded by urging, while the 
Council was seized of the matter, a complete cessation of 
all forms of action which could further aggravate the situ­
ation, and by appealing to all States Members of the United 
Nations, particularly the members of the Council, to act in 
a manner which would permit the Secretary-General to ful­
fil his functions under the Charter. 8 

At the 2673rd meeting, on 14 April l 986, at the outset 
of the Council's discussion the President drew the atten­
tion of the members of the Council to a draft resolution9 

that had been submitted by Malta. Under the draft text, the 
Security Council would have expressed concern at the mo­
bilization of naval forces in the Central Mediterranean in 
preparation for a military attack on the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya; reaffinned the obligation of all Member States to 
refrain from the threat or use of force in the Central Medi­
terranean; called upon all parties concerned to desist from 
all further action which could lead to the use of armed 
force; and entrusted the Secretary-General to take imme­
diate appropriate action with the parties concerned to en­
sure that only the peaceful means envisaged by the Charter 
were utilized to reconcile any differences between them. 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya said that, two weeks ago, the United 
States had invoked "freedom of navigation" as a pretext 
for its flagrant act of armed aggression in Libyan territorial 
waters and on Libyan territory in violation of the Charter 
of the United Nations and the norms of international law 
and that, while the Security Council had not concluded its 
consideration of that complaint, 10 which had been brought 
before it by the Soviet Union, Malta and the Group of Arab 
States, the Council's failure to adopt a resolution had en­
couraged the United States to pursue its aggression. He 
said that statements by United States officials over the past 
few days and the orders that had been issued to the United 
States fleet to proceed towards Libya's shores constituted 
a blatant violation of the Charter of the United Nations and 
of the norms of international law. He stressed that there 
were no grounds or evidence for the barrage of American 
allegations ascribing to the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya the re­
sponsibility for the acts of terrorism which were taking 
place in the world, including the responsibility for the in­
cidents at the Rome and Vienna airports, despite categori­
cal evidence of statements by officials of the States con­
cerned that the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had nothing to do 
with the incidents. Since plans for an act of aggression had 
already been made, as affirmed in statements of all United 

7For procedures concerning the submission of proposals or draft 
resolutions by invited representatives. see chap. Ill, part III, of the 
present Supplement. 
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States officials, the situation was quickly approaching the 
point of explosion; in the event of an American attack, the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya would be bound to undertake le­
gitimate self-defence under the provisions of Article 51 of 
the Charter. He stated that the Security Council must take 
measures within the next few hours to contain the situation 
and, as the organ entrusted with the task of maintaining 
international peace and security, the Council must stand 
firm in opposing and condemning all instances of the use 
of force. 11 

The representative of the United States of America sup­
ported the view that it was the primary responsibility of 
the Security Council to maintain peace and security; in that 
connection, there was no action the Council could take 
more useful than to cause those who were violating inter­
national law in general, and Article 2, paragraph 4, of the 
Charter of the United Nations in particular, to cease the 
violations. He clarified that he was not speaking of an iso­
lated instance of a use of force in violation of Article 2, 
paragraph 4, but what the Council was faced with was a 
persistent course of conduct by a Member State, the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya, in flagrant disregard of the most fun­
damental rules of international law. He said that Libyan 
anned forces were then present and in action on the terri­
tory of neighbouring Chad and that Libyan armed forces 
had opened fire a few weeks ago on American naval forces 
that were operating on and over international waters on the 
high seas. It was a long-established and firm principle that 
the force prohibited by Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Char­
ter was that used by uniformed members of the armed 
forces of a country, but it was just as much a violation of 
Article 2 when individuals in civilian clothes planted 
bombs in airplanes or in crowded cafes, and the fact that 
such actions, which were targeted on innocent civilians, 
also violated other rules of law and were correctly des­
cribed as "terrorist acts" in no way decreased the extent to 
which they violated Article 2, paragraph 4. He further re­
called that Article 2 also prohibited the threat of force and 
said that, in addition to using force, the Government of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had also threatened the use of 
force, not only against American citizens, but against any­
one who was allied with the United States or shared their 
view, and that the conduct of the Libyan Government was 
the conduct of an outlaw regime which was prepared to 
trample on, and did trample on, the international norms 
that were the hallmark of a civilized international commu­
nity. Specific threats had been made against European cit­
ies, despite the protestations of innocence that had been 
heard at the Council table. He referred to "latest reports" 
from the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya regarding plans to move 
foreign workers to military bases; if true, they indicated an 
intention to use civilians to shield military operations, and 
such a move would be another violation of the norms of 
civilized conduct and a truly horrible abomination. Any ef­
fort at preventive diplomacy must focus on ways and 
means of ending the consistent policy of violation of fun­
damental norms and deal with the course of illegal conduct 
by the Government of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. While 
the use of force in violation of Article 2, paragraph 4, gave 
rise to a right of self-defence, the right of self-defence, as 
Article 51 made expressly clear, was an inherent right re­
stricted by nothing in the Charter of the United Nations. 

11S/PV.2673, pp. 4-1 I. 
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There were specific procedures set forth in connection with 
the exercise of the right, and Article 51 specifically re­
quired that "measures taken by Members in the exercise of 
this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to 
the Security Council". The representative recalled that, 
when the United States had been forced to respond to the 
Libyan attacks on its aircraft and ships operating on and 
over international waters, his Government had immedi­
ately reported the fact to the Council; it was revealing that 
Libya's contempt for the law of the Charter extended even 
to such a procedural requirement. Although Libya's forces 
were present in Chad, Libya had already fired missiles at 
their planes and ships, and although Libya had used force 
against innocent civilians and civilian targets, the Security 
Council had received no report that had been filed by the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya pursuant to the requirements of 
Article 51. He said that they were faced with a regime that 
considered itself outside the law, that considered itself un­
restricted by the Charter, unaffected by global condemna­
tions of terrorism and, evidently, without any obligation to 
honour the rules of civilized conduct and human rights. He 
further stated that, if the Council were to face its responsi­
bilities and seek to reduce tensions in the area which the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya felt free to threaten, it must begin 
with measures to bring Libya into the fold of nations for 
which the requirements of the Charter were imperatives, 
and that any action by the Council must be grounded on 
and explicitly address the persistent illegal conduct of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, which had caused much suffering 
and heightened tension. 12 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics referred to the series of Council meetings13 that had 
been convened at the initiative of the Soviet Union and 
other States, and said that the militaristic course of the use 
of force by the United States against the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya had been the subject of widespread condemna­
tion and that an unqualified demand had been addressed to 
Washington that it immediately halt the policy and remove 
its naval units from the Libyan coast. Unfortunately, a 
cloud of blackmail and threats was once again rising from 
the shores of the Potomac and calls were being issued from 
Washington for the Libyan leadership to be taught a lesson 
by military means. Highly placed officials in Washington 
were talking about the possible targets of a strike against 
Libyan territory, thereby revealing that the United States 
was making intensive preparations for a new act of aggres­
sion against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya even to the point 

12Jbid., pp. 11-16. 
13See sect. 23 above. 
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of provoking a conflict in the region that could threaten 
international peace and security. Nothing could justify the 
use of force or the provocative disregard of the Charter of 
the United Nations and the basic norms of international 
law. The Soviet representative then reiterated his Govern­
ment's warning, at the Council's prior meetings, 14 that the 
policy of force against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya wastes­
timony to the United States policy of "new globalism" 
which had been taking on an increasingly dangerous and 
belligerent character, posing a threat to world peace. He 
stressed that the Security Council, to fulfil its duty under 
the Charter as the supreme body responsible for the main­
tenance of international peace and security, must prevent 
the situation from getting out of control by utilizing the full 
potential of preventive diplomacy, as many members of the 
Council had repeatedly advocated. He further specified 
that the Security Council must make clear its fundamental 
view of the "militaristic actions" of the United States, 
wholeheartedly support Libya's sovereignty and territorial 
integrity and demand unequivocally that the United States 
cease its policy of aggression, armed provocation and 
threats against Libya and withdraw its armed forces from 
Libyan shores. He concluded with reference to a statement 
in which the General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Mr. Mikhail 
S. Gorbachev, had proposed that an international confer­
ence of the Mediterranean States, States adjacent to the 
area, the United States and other interested parties should 
be convened to consider measures ranging from confi­
dence-building measures in the military field to the reduc­
tion of military forces and military activities and the with­
drawal from the Mediterranean of nuclear-weapon-bearing 
vessels. He said that the Soviet Union had expressed its 
readiness to enter immediately into talks with the United 
States on the question of the simultaneous and mutual 
withdrawal of their naval units from the Mediterranean 
with the aim of the normalization of the situation in the 
area, the reduction of the level of military confrontation 
and the transformation of the region into a zone of stable 
peace and good-neighbourliness. 1s 

At the conclusion of the 2673rd meeting, on 14 April 
1986, the President stated that a number of representatives 
had indicated that they wished to speak, but not before the 
following day, and that, consequently, the next meeting of 
the Council to continue consideration of the agenda item 
would take place the following day, at 11 a.m. 16 

145/PV.2668, pp. 7-12. See also sect. 23 above. 
ISS/PV.2673, pp. 16-21. 
16Jbid., p. 22. For suspension and adjournment of meetings under 

rule 33 of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Coun­
cil, see chap. I, part V, of the present Supplement. 



340 Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

25. LETTER DATED 15 APRIL 1986 FROM THE CHARGE D'AFFAIRES A.I. OF THE PERMANENT 
MISSION OF THE LIBYAN ARAB JAMAHIRIYA TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 15 APRIL 1986 FROM THE CHARGE D'AFFAIRES A.I. OF THE PERMANENT MISSION 
OF BURKINA FASO TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECU­
RITY COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 15 APRIL 1986 FROM THE CHARGE D'AFFAIRES A.I. OF THE PERMANENT MISSION 
OF THE SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 15 APRIL 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF OMAN TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

[NITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter' dated 15 April 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya requested that the Council meet im­
mediately to consider and adopt urgent and effective 
measures against the anned military aggression staged by 
the United States of America against it. 

A number of letters (from the representatives of Burkina 
Faso,2 the Syrian Arab Republic3 and Oman, in his capac­
ity as Chairman of the Arab Group•), condemning the act 
of aggression by the United States against the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya and requesting an immediate Security Council 
meeting, had been received by the President of the Security 
Council. 

Decision of 21 April 1986 (2682nd meeting): rejection of 
five-Power draft resolution 

At its 2674th meeting, the Security Council included the 
item in its agenda5 and considered it at its 2674th to 
2680th, and 2682nd to 2683rd meetings, on 15 to 18, 21 
and 24 April 1986. In the course of the meetings, the rep­
resentatives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Bangladesh, Benin, 
Burkina Faso, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, the Gennan 
Democratic Republic, Hungary, India, the Islamic Repub­
lic oflran, the Lao People's Democratic Republic, the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya, Malta, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Oman, 
Pakistan, Poland, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, the Sudan, the Syr­
ian Arab Republic, Uganda, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist 
Republic, Viet Nam and Yugoslavia were invited, at their 
request, to take part in the discussion without the right to 
vote.6 

At its 2680th meeting, the Council decided to invite by 
vote, in accordance with past practice, the representative 
of the Palestine Liberation Organization {PLO) to partici­
pate in the discussion. 7 

1S/l 7991. 
2s117992. 
3s117993. 
4s117994. 
5S/PV.2674. 
6For details, see chapter Jll of the present Supplement. 
7For the vote and discussion, see S/PV .2680. See also chapter III 

of the present Supplement. 

At the 2674th meeting, the representative of the United 
Arab Emirates charged the United States with having 
turned its back on the use of peaceful means of settling 
political and ideological differences in flagrant violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations and the rules of inter­
national law by launching an armed aggression against the 
territory of an independent State, causing innocent victims 
indiscriminately. He further charged that his country held 
the United States responsible for the act of aggression 
against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and it also held the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland re­
sponsible for authorizing the use of bases on its territory 
for the purpose of launching a military act of aggression 
against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.8 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya con­
demned the United States for violating Article 2 (4) of the 
Charter by launching savage air raids against Libyan civil­
ian targets. He also charged the United States with violat­
ing Article 51 of the Charter, which refers to the right of 
legitimate self-defence and which asks that all measures 
taken by Members in the exercise of this right be reported 
to the Council. He charged that the United States had not 
informed the Council of the designs of the United States 
to use force. The launching of the raid against the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya by the United States had been unjustified 
and unprovoked. He called upon the Council to adopt a 
resolution that would finnly and unequivocally condemn 
international terrorism, as practised by the United States, 
since, under the tenns of the Charter, it was the Council's 
responsibility to safeguard international peace and secu­
rity. Condemning the United Kingdom for providing the 
logistics and giving support to the United States, he further 
stated that the gravity of the threat to international peace 
and security was compounded by the fact that the raid had 
taken place with the blessing and support of certain States, 
first and foremost, the United Kingdom. 

The representative of the United States, referring to Ar­
ticle 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, stated in his 
defence that the United States, in the exercise of its inher­
ent right of self-defence, had ordered its forces to respond 
to hostile Libyan military attacks in international waters in 
the Gulf of Sidra. The United States forces had struck tar­
gets that were the sites used to carry out the Libyan Arab 

8S/PV .267 4. 
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Jamahiriya's harsh policy of international terrorism, in­
cluding ongoing attacks against United States citizens and 
installations. 

He further referred to the persistent course of conduct 
by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya in violation of Article 2 (4) 
of the Charter and in flagrant violation of the most fun­
damental rules of international law. He stated that the 
scourge of Libyan terrorism was not a problem for the 
United States alone, but one that threatened all members 
of the civilized world community. He challenged all mem­
bers of the Council to give meaning to their commitment 
to uphold the principles of the Charter and to act in com­
mon defence of those principles. 

At the 2675th meeting, the representative of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics condemned the United States 
action against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya as aggressive 
marauding, and warned that if an immediate end was not 
put to that action, the Soviet Union would be forced to 
draw far-ranging conclusions. He criticized the fact that, 
in spite of the standing of the United States as a great 
Power and a permanent member of the Security Council, 
who bore a special responsibility for the maintenance of 
world peace, it was most grossly violating the Charter of 
the Organization which forbids the use of force in interna­
tional relations. He called upon the Security Council to 
condemn firmly the act of armed aggression carried out by 
the United States against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and 
stated that the Security Council must shoulder the respon­
sibilities entrusted to it by the Charter of the Organization 
and by all peace-loving States on earth.9 

Many speakers who participated in the debate 10 main­
tained that the United States' act against the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya constituted a violation of Article 2 (4) of the 
Charter. Many stated that the act of aggression committed 
by the United States was a serious violation of the inde­
pendence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya and a flagrant violation of all norms 
and principles of international law and the Charter of the 
United Nations. Many speakers denounced the United 
States and the United Kingdom's implementation of Arti­
cle 51, which refers to the right of legitimate self-defence, 
as unjustifiable. They urged the Security Council, as the 
organ of the United Nations with the primary responsibil­
ity for the maintenance of international peace and security, 
to devote its attention to the situation in the Mediterranean 
and to take appropriate action to prevent any further illegal 
use of force in the region. Many of them also stated that 
all international disputes should be solved by peaceful 
means, through negotiations, as clearly envisaged in the 

9s/PV.267S. 
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Charter. A few further urged that the Security Council 
should take steps to ensure that full and prompt compen­
sation be provided to the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. 

The representative of Venezuela suggested that it was 
neiher impossible nor too late for the Council to agree to 
recommend appropriate procedures or methods of adjust­
ment, as set out in Article 36 (l) of the Charter. He warned 
that little could come of decisions rejected by either or 
both parties because they failed to take into account the 
background or other aspects of the problem, or because 
they did not strike the necessary balance. He reiterated that 
the authority and credibility of the Council was weakened 
by its repeated failure to implement its resolutions. He fur­
ther recalled the Secretary-General's statement that the re­
sort to force was not an effective means of resolving dis­
putes and would only lead to further violence. The States 
involved, therefore, had to desist from escalating tension, 
exercise restraint and seek a resolution of the critical situ­
ation through the means provided in the Charter. Declining 
to enter into an analysis of the legal aspects of the case 
before the Council, he stated that the task was better car­
ried out by the International Court of Justice or an arbitra­
tion tribunal with access to all the evidence the parties 
could provide and also to the briefs and the arguments of 
qualified legal experts. He stressed that the United States, 
like the other permanent members of the Security Council, 
had a special responsibility in the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security. 11 

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that the 
central issue faced by the Council was that of"terrorism". 
He said that much of terrorism was connected with politi­
cal problems, whether grievance was justified or not. The 
Council had the primary role within the international com­
munity of dealing with political problems that got out of 
hand or threatened to do so. It was, of course, better if they 
could be resolved peacefully by negotiation between the 
participants without having recourse to the Council. How­
ever, the Council had to insist that it would not negotiate 
under pressure and that it would not allow its judgement 
to be swayed by terrorism. He further added that the Coun­
cil had to insist that the principles that it had already laid 
down, that terrorism was criminal, should be adhered to in 
specific cases and that the terrorists had to be punished ac­
cordingly. He stated that when terrorism was carried out, 
whether overtly or covertly, by agents of a State or a 
would-be State, it was of a different and worse kind; it was 
a deliberate act of State policy. State-directed terrorism 
was, in fact, war by another name. While supporting the 
principles which had been invoked by many speakers, of 
the need to seek the peaceful settlement of disputes and to 
refrain from the threat or use of force in accordance with 
Article 2 of the Charter, he questioned whether the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya had refrained in its international relations 
from the threat or use of force in any manner inconsistent 
with the purposes of the United Nations. He further noted 
that the United States was justified in drawing the conclu­
sion from past events that Libyan defiance of the norms of 
international behaviour would continue. The United States 
had made clear that it had conclusive evidence of direct 
Libyan involvement in terrorist acts and in planning for 
further such acts. Even the British Government had evi-

11S/PV.2679. 



342 

dence beyond dispute. The United States had, like others, 
the inherent right of self-defence, as reaffinned in Article 
51 of the Charter. He maintained that the right of self­
defence was not an entirely passive right. It plainly in­
cluded the right to destroy or weaken the capacity ofone's 
assailant, to reduce his resources and to weaken his will, 
so as to discourage and prevent further violence. He further 
stated that the British Government's answer to the Ameri­
can request for the use of American aircraft based in the 
United Kingdom was in support of action directed against 
specific Libyan targets demonstrably involved in the con­
duct and support of terrorist activities. Finally, he urged 
the Security Council to show the courage and wisdom ex­
pected of it, and address itself to the task of ensuring 
proper respect for international law by the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya and by any other States involved in supporting 
terrorism. 

The representative of Ghana argued that the concept of 
self-defence in the context ofrelations between big Powers 
and small countries was a troublesome one, because of the 
practical possibility of its one-sided application. That is 
why the Charter of the United Nations had imposed certain 
clearly defined limitations on that concept. He stated that 
a specific precondition for the exercise of the right of self­
defence was "if an armed attack occurred against a mem­
ber of the United Nations". In this context, he doubted that 
an armed attack within the meaning of Article 51 had oc­
curred that justified resort to the use of force in self­
defence. The incidents described were not in the nature of 
anned invasions perpetrated against the territorial integrity 
or sovereign independence of the United States. Indeed, 
they had not occurred on United States territory. Referring 
to Article 33 of the Charter he said that it provided ade­
quate guidance for the peaceful settlement of disputes. The 
objective was to encourage the peaceful settlement of con­
flicts in such a manner that international peace and justice 
was not endangered. He also pointed out that the good of­
fices of the Secretary-General were also available to any 
Member State in dealing with inter-State disputes. Further­
more, he reiterated that Articles 33, 34, 35 and 36 were 
useful procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes. 
Additionally, General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV) of 
24 October 197012 and resolution 40/61 of 9 December 
1985 13 on measures against terrorism provided a sufficient 
legal framework and principles for dealing with inter-State 
disputes. 14 

At the 2682nd meeting, on 21 April I 986, the President 
drew attention to a draft resolution submitted by the 
Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the 
United Arab Emirates. 15 According to the preamble of the 
draft resolution, 16 the Security Council would recall Gen­
eral Assembly resolution 40/61 of 9 December 1985 and 
the Declaration on Principles of International Law con­
cerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation among States, 
the Declaration on the Strengthening of International Se­
curity; and the Definition of Aggression. The Council 
would condemn the armed attack by the United States in 
violation of the Charter of the United Nations and the 

12GAOR, 25th sess., Suppl. No. 28 (A/8028), p. 121. 
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norms of international conduct. In addition, it would call 
upon the United States to refrain forthwith from attacks or 
threats thereof. The Council would further condemn all ter­
rorist activities, whether perpetrated by individuals, groups 
or States, and call upon all parties to refrain from resorting 
to force, to exercise restraint in this critical situation and 
to resolve their differences by peaceful means in keeping 
with the Charter. The Council would finally request the 
Secretary-General to take all appropriate steps to restore 
and ensure peace in the central Mediterranean and to keep 
the Security Council regularly infonned of the implementa­
tion of the present resolution. 

Prior to the vote, statements were made by the repre­
sentatives of the United States, Denmark, Australia and 
Thailand. The representative of the United States deplored 
the failure of the said draft resolution to come to grips with 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya's blatant, unrepentant and 
continuing use of force in violation of Article 2, paragraph 
4, of the Charter and maintained that for the Council to 
endorse an erroneous and deficient draft would be to mock 
the oft-stated commitment of the Council and the General 
Assembly to oppose terrorism in all its forms as criminal 
conduct that had to be resisted and punished. The delega­
tion of Denmark said that the draft did not reflect appro­
priately the complex issues with which the Council had 
been confronted and that no attempt had been made to ad­
dress the interrelationship between action and reaction 
which had been at play. In the opinion of the delegation of 
Australia, the draft did not approach the issue with the 
same sense of balance. lt focused its criticism on one party, 
the United States, and did not directly address the actions 
of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, which had played a large 
part in contributing to the existing tensions. Finally, the 
delegation of France said that the draft was excessive and 
unbalanced, and that the Libyan responsibility was not 
mentioned therein; hence they could not accept it. 17 

The draft resolution was put to the vote. It received 9 
votes to 5 (Australia, Denmark, France, United Kingdom, 
United States) with l abstention, and was not adopted ow­
ing to the negative vote of a pennanent member of the 
Council. 

Foil owing the vote, the representative of Venezuela said 
that the adoption of the draft would not have encouraged 
a solution of the dispute by peaceful means. He reiterated 
that, in accordance with Article 36 of the Charter, the 
Council should have been called upon to recommend the 
appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment. He also 
believed that the draft did not duly take into account the 
whole background of the problem and all its aspects. 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics commented that in the draft resolution, the United 
States should have been subjected to even more vigorous 
condemnation and that the draft should have reflected that, 
in accordance with the norms of international law, the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya had a legitimate right to compensa­
tion for damage suffered as a result of the attack. He 
stressed that the Council's failure to adopt the draft reso­
lution as a result of the three vetoes of the United States 
and its allies did not mean that the consideration of the 
issue was not giving results. On the contrary, it empha­
sized that the isolation of the Western Powers was forcing 
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them to utilize extreme means to prevent the Council from 
condemning them. 

The representatives of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and 
the Syrian Arab Republic both denounced the use of vetoes 
by the Wes tern Powers and expressed their appreciation 
for the support of the "overwhelming majority of the 
world's States" represented in the Council. 

At the 2683rd meeting, the representative of India, 
speaking in his capacity as the Chairman of the Movement 
of Non-Aligned Countries, reiterated on behalf of the 
Movement, their grave concern over the serious develop­
ments in the central Mediterranean that had grave conse­
quences for peace and security, not only in the region but 
in the world at large. He stated that the bombing of Libyan 
cities by United States aircraft, which was in contravention 
of the purposes and principles of the United Nations Char­
ter and norms of international law, had been undertaken, 
with the attendant risk of a wider conflagration, against the 
sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of a 
sovereign State. Referring to the text of the communique 
adopted at the emergency session of the Coordinating Bu­
reau of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, held on 
15 April 1986 in New Delhi, he reiterated that the minis­
ters and heads of delegation of non-aligned countries 
strongly condemned the act of aggression by the United 
States against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and that this act 
was all the more condemnable since, by virtue of its posi­
tion as a permanent member of the Council, it had the pri­
mary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security and to abide by the principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations. While demanding that the 
United States put an immediate halt to its military opera­
tions, which violated the sovereignty and territorial integ­
rity of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, endangered peace and 
security in the Mediterranean region and posed a grave 
threat to international peace and security; and further de­
manding that full and prompt compensation be provided to 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya for the human and material 
losses that it had suffered, the Ministers and heads of dele­
gation called upon the Security Council to take urgent ac­
tion to condemn the United States act and to prevent the 
repetition of such acts. He further said that, in view of the 
events that had occurred, the non-aligned members of the 
Council had jointly sponsored a balanced draft resolution. 
However, owing to the five negative votes, including the 
triple veto, the Council had lost an opportunity to place on 
record its commitment to the important concepts included 
in the draft resolution. Noting that nothing could justify 
the use of massive force or an armed attack against a sov­
ereign State, in contravention of the purposes and princi­
ples of the Charter of the United Nations, he continued that 
the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, while sharing 
worldwide abhorrence of terrorism still believed that the 
responsibility of the Security Council did not end there, in 
spite of its paralysis resulting from the triple veto. It was 
imperative that the Security Council, as the primary organ 
responsible for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, discharge its responsibilities in that direction. Fi­
nally, he urged the Secretary-General to use to the utmost 
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his political and moral authority in the cause of peace to 
persuade the parties concerned to exercise restraint in that 
critical situation and to resolve differences by peaceful 
means in keeping with the Charter. 18 

Statements were further made by the delegations of Yu­
goslavia, Cuba, Ghana and the Congo, all of whom had 
been mandated by the ministerial meeting of the Coordi­
nating Bureau of the Movement ofNon-Aligned Countries 
to visit Tripoli. Those delegations communicated to the 
Council their assessments, views and the demands of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, following their visit 
to Tripoli. 19 

Speaking in the exercise of the right of reply, the repre­
sentative of the United States said that more relevant than 
the size were the rights of nations large and small, the 
rights recognized in international law and the Charter of 
the United Nations. Article 51 of the Charter specifically 
recognized the right of self-defence by Member States­
both for themselves and their citizens. The United States 
representative emphasized that it did not take advanced 
technology or the resources of a large country to spread 
destruction in civilized society, but that terrorism could be 
attempted by any small group of determined, fanatical and 
demented individuals. It was an even greater danger if it 
was backed by a State, such as the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya, in flagrant violation of Article 2 ( 4) of the Charter. 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, in the 
exercise of his right of reply, while reiterating his delega­
tion's position, further pointed out that, notwithstanding 
the decision of the Council, the United States Administra­
tion had reiterated that it might commit a further act of 
aggression. On behalf of his delegation, he warned the 
Council of the dangers of such an operation. While prais­
ing the position adopted by the international community 
which had condemned the United States, he further warned 
that no one should underestimate the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya's strength. Libyans were not weak and, if and when 
necessary, they were determined to fight. However, he 
concluded, they understood the cost of war and they 
wanted peace. 
• The representative of the United Kingdom, in his reply, 
reflected his delegation's position on the statements made 
by some of the members of the Movement of Non-Aligned 
Countries directed towards the failure of the Security 
Council in addressing the issue. Referring to the draft reso­
lution voted on in the Council earlier, he stated that it had 
not mentioned the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and that, in re­
fusing to accept such a resolution, the Security Council, 
which had followed its constitutional procedures, had 
acted foolishly or unfairly. The omission, among other 
considerations, of any reference to the long history of 
State-directed provocations and State-directed terrorism, 
was enough to justify the Council in deciding not to adopt 
the draft resolution. 
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26. LETTER DATED 27 JUNE 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF NICARAGUA TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

By a letter1 dated 21 June 1986 addressed to the Secre­
tary-General, the representative of Nicaragua transmitted 
the text of a note dated 17 June 1986 from the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua to the Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs of the Contadora Group and the Support Group. 

By a letter2 dated 27 June 1986 addressed to the Secre­
tary-General, the representative of Nicaragua transmitted 
the text ofa note dated 25·June 1986 from the Acting Min­
ister for Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua to the Secretary of 
State of the United States of America. 

By a letter3 dated 27 June 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Nicara­
gua requested the convening of an emergency meeting of 
the Council. 

At its 2694th meeting, on 1 July 1986, the Security 
Council included the item in the agenda and considered it 
at the 2694th to 2698th meetings, from I to 3 July 1986. 
The Council invited the following, at their request, to par­
ticipate in the discussion, without the right to vote: at the 
2694th meeting, India and Nicaragua; at the 2695th meet­
ing, Afghanistan, Democratic Yemen, the German Demo­
cratic Republic, the Lao People's Democratic Republic, 
Spain, the Syrian Arab Republic and Viet Nam; at the 2696th 
meeting, Angola, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, El Salvador, Mon­
golia and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic; at the 
2697th meeting, Algeria, Guyana, the Islamic Republic of 
Iran, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Yugoslavia. 

At the 2694th meeting, the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of Nicaragua referred to the approval given by the House 
of Representatives of the United States Congress to the re­
quest for new funds ($100 million) for the mercenary 
forces fighting against Nicaragua. He declared that the de­
cision amounted to a declaration of war and was one fur­
ther step towards sending United States troops to Nicara­
gua. He denounced the actions of the United States 
Administration against the sovereignty, independence, 
self-determination and territorial integrity of Nicaragua. 
He recalled that the Contras had been established in 1981, 
financed, trained and directed by the United States Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA); after they had attacked and 
mined Nicaraguan ports in 1983 and 1984, the United 
States Congress had prohibited direct or indirect aid to 
those forces. However, in 1985 and again in 1986, so­
called humanitarian aid had been approved, which had 
been used for training the mercenary anny, supplying it 
with heavy weapons, and transport. He maintained that the 
$100 million was but the tip of the iceberg and its approval 
by the House of Representatives signalled the beginning 
of a new dangerous stage in the United States policy of 
State terrorism designed to bring Nicaragua down through 
the overthrow of its freely and democratically elected Gov­
ernment. He referred to the United States' ongoing boycott 
of all diplomatic efforts to find a peaceful, just and hon-
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ourable solution of the Central American crisis; its refusal 
to resume direct dialogue with Nicaragua; constant pres­
sure and blackmail with the view to thwarting the efforts 
of the Contadora Group. He gave an account of these ef­
forts including the latest "Panama message" of 7 June 
1986, 4 which the Government of Nicaragua considered the 
only instrument for effective conclusion of the negotiating 
process to achieve peace in Central America. The speaker 
conveyed his country's readiness to make available to the 
Contadora Group the inventory of military weaponry and 
other infonnation; 1 as well as the agreement with the three 
fundamental commitments outlined in the Peace Act;4 non­
use of a country's territory as a base for aggression; non­
participation in a military or political alliance that threat­
ened peace in the region; no support to subversive groups. 
He considered that the United States Government lacked 
the political will to support the Contadora process. The 
representative also recalled the Judgment of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice on the Nicaraguan request in regard 
to the military activities carried out by the United States 
against Nicaragua. He referred particularly to the rejection 
by the Court of the notion of collective self-defence in­
voked by the United States. He noted that the Court had 
accepted that, by assisting the Contras. the United States 
acted in breach of its obligations under international law. 
In conclusion, the Minister reiterated the irrevocable de­
termination of his people to defend themselves. He re­
newed the appeal to the Government of the United States 
to desist from its militarist designs and to resume direct 
dialogue with Nicaragua, and expressed his conviction that 
the Security Council, the organ responsible for the main­
tenance of international peace and security, had a funda­
mental role to play in preventing a catastrophe. 5 

The representative of the United States of America 
pointed out that Nicaragua had brought its standard com­
plaint to the Security Council for the eleventh time in order 
to divert the Council's attention from its own behaviour in 
the region. The source of conflict in Central America was 
Nicaragua's aggression, he added. With regard to the opin­
ion of the International Court of Justice, he argued that, 
even at first reading, serious questions could be raised 
about certain conclusions of law which were included in 
the Court's opinion. He went on to add that those conclu­
sions were uniquely dependent on the evidence and the 
facts presented by Nicaragua. He did not believe that the 
Court was equipped to deal with complex facts and intel­
ligence infonnation which was not available to it. He 
stated that, contrary to the assertion of the representative 
of Nicaragua, the Sandinista leadership actively, deliber­
ately and substantially supported subversion in Latin 
America. That was, he said, in line with commitments by 
that leadership to promote the revolutionary struggle be­
yond Nicaragua's borders. He added that facilities had 
been established within Nicaragua for training guerrillas 
from other Central American countries. The real, varied 
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and massive evidence of this activity was received from 
aerial photography, captured documents, weapons and 
captured or defecting commanders in the territories of El 
Salvador, Honduras and Costa Rica. The representative 
gave examples of Nicaraguan cross-border military incur­
sions. He also asserted that the massive military build-up 
in Nicaragua, reinforced by the presence of thousands of 
Cuban and Soviet advisers, had a most profound impact on 
Nicaraguan society. The repressive regime responsible for 
the militarization of the society created a tragic situation 
in the country, which gave rise to the development and 
growth of the armed democratic resistance. Its 20,000 par­
ticipants were the same men and women who had fought 
alongside the Sandinistas against Somoza and who now 
wanted to establish true democracy in their country with 
full respect for human rights and an economic system pro­
viding for growth and the equitable distribution of wealth. 
The representative described the United States policy towards 
Nicaragua as having four broad objectives: an end of Nica­
raguan aggression through conventional military attacks or 
through support to guerrilla groups; severance of Nicaraguan 
military ties to Cuba and the Soviet block; reduction of Nica­
ragua's military strength to levels that would restore military 
equilibrium to the region; and fulfilment of the original 
promises for democratic pluralism and respect for human 
and civil rights. He expressed his conviction that achieve­
ment of these goals would ensure the restoration of peace and 
security in the region. He described the above-mentioned 
goals as consistent with multilateral diplomatic initiatives en­
dorsed by the Security Council. 

He recalled that the United States initially had provided 
substantial economic assistance to the Sandinista-domi­
nated regime and had been instrumental in the action of 
the Organization of American States delegitimizing the 
Somoza regime. However, later on, when the role of the 
Sandinistas in the Salvadoran conflict had become clear, 
his country had sought, through diplomatic and other 
means, to convince Nicaragua to halt its subversive poli­
cies. Later still, economic measures and further diplomatic 
efforts had been employed but the Nicaraguan posture had 
remained one of complete and sustained intransigence. He 
acknowledged that Nicaragua's neighbours had asked for 
assistance and the United States had responded. Referring 
to over $2 billion aid to the Central American countries 
since 1979, he informed the Council that three quarters of 
the sum had been used for economic assistance and barely 
one fourth had been military assistance. The speaker went 
on to say that, faced with the failure of all peaceful means 
and the unacceptability of allowing Nicaraguan subversion 
and aggression to continue unchecked, supporting the re­
sistance was the most effective way of exerting pressure 
on the Sandinistas to modify their policy. He expressed the 
hope that the combination of factors, such as the failure of 
Nicaragua's policy of aggression, a burden of military 
costs, a collapsing economy, deepening popular discontent 
and effective democratic resistance, would lead the San­
dinistas to engage in serious negotiations aimed at achiev­
ing both regional peace and internal reconciliation. He 
confirmed that the United States policy did not seek the 
overthrow of the Nicaraguan Government. Nicaragua had 
accepted the Contadora Document of Objectives as the ba­
sis for negotiations. The United States, too, had made clear 
that full and verifiable implementation of the Document 
would meet their policy goals in Nicaragua and the region. 

345 

He believed that the House of Representatives' approval 
of the request for further assistance to the resistance should 
give the Nicaraguan Government good reason to negotiate 
seriously. He was sure that the actions of his Government 
were in compliance with international law and the Charter 
of the United Nations. He reiterated the United States readi­
ness to resume a high-level bilateral dialogue with Nicaragua 
at the same time as it opened talks with its opposition. 6 

The representative of Venezuela stated that his country, 
together with other members of the Contadora Group and 
the Support Group, had made and continued to make ef­
forts to contribute to peace and cooperation in Central 
America. Such efforts were parallel to efforts by the inter­
national community, as shown by the statements of many 
Governments and by resolutions of the Security Council, 
the United Nations General Assembly and the General As­
sembly of the Organization of American States. The Con­
tadora Group had drawn up a set of documents containing 
detailed, concrete proposals which, in the form of the re­
vised Contadora Act on Peace and Cooperation in Central 
America, had been presented to the Central American For­
eign Ministers on 6 June 1986. The general guidelines for 
the process were laid out in the Panama Message4 of 7 June 
1986, which was read in full by the representative. He went 
on to say that, with the completion of work on substantive 
aspects of the problem, and upon approval of the revised 
Contadora Act by the Central American countries, proce­
dural arrangements would be necessary in order to enable 
its implementation. He expressed the hope that the States 
directly concerned would respond positively to those ef­
forts. At the same time, the speaker pointed out that the 
recent decision by the United States House of Repre­
sentatives to authorize significant financial and military 
assistance to the so-called Contras did not promote the ne­
gotiating process as devised and carried out by the Con­
tadora Group and the Support Group. He reiterated that the 
principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs ofother 
States, directly or indirectly, was stressed in the Charter of 
the Organization of American States and, while the Charter 
of the United Nations did not contain a provision framed 
in similar terms, the General Assembly had repeatedly af­
firmed its validity in numerous resolutions. He also added 
that the recent decision of the International Court of Justice 
established that the principle of non-intervention formed 
part of customary international law. He expressed the re­
gret of his delegation that the United States was persever­
ing in conduct that was contrary to international law and 
far from promoting the cause of peace in Central America. 
He hoped that such a course would not be pursued forever 
and that the United States Government would come to un­
derstand that such actions were prejudicial to its relations 
with the countries of the region. He noted that history 
showed that United States intervention in various countries 
generally resulted in the establishment of autocratic re­
gimes, which had been largely responsible for the ~litical, 
economic and social backwardness of those countnes.7 

The representative of India recalled Security Council 
resolution 562 (I 985), which supported the right of Nica­
ragua and of the countries of the region to decide on their 
own political and economic system; reaffirmed support for 
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the Contadora Group; called upon the States to refrain from 
actions impeding the peace objectives; and called upon the 
Governments of the United States and Nicaragua to resume 
their dialogue. He also underlined that the situation in Cen­
tral America was an important issue engaging the attention 
of the Movement of the Non-Aligned Countries. He re­
ferred to the condemnation of the acts of aggression against 
Nicaragua by previous non-aligned declarations and read 
the text of a communique, which had just been adopted by 
the Coordinating Bureau of the Movement. The Bureau 
had expressed grave concern at the recent vote in the House 
of Representatives and condemned any such funding of 
mercenary forces as a violation of the sovereignty and po­
litical independence of Nicaragua; it reiterated its call for 
bringing the Contadora peace process to fulfilment and de­
plored the fact that the United States had continued to pre­
vent a negotiated political solution and to obstruct the 
peace process. He was convinced that peace in Central 
America should be based on acceptance of the principle of 
the political and socio-economic pluralism of States, obser­
vance of the principles of non-interference and non-interven­
tion and on a positive appreciation of the problems of the re­
gion. He urged a constructive and cooperative approach to 
enable a peaceful solution. He called upon the Security Coun­
cil to grasp this reality and to give the urgent task of bringing 
peace to the region a real chance.8 

The representative of Nicaragua, speaking in exercise of 
his right of reply, denied the accusations put forward by 
the representative of the United States and defended the 
validity of the decision of the International Court of Justice 
in favour of Nicaragua.9 

At the 2695th meeting, the representative of the German 
Democratic Republic expressed support for Nicaragua. He 
asserted that recent decisions made in Washington, D.C. 
had led to a new stage in the undeclared war against Nica­
ragua. He added that new weapons and equipment, training 
and instruction by United States military and secret service 
specialists would bring about an intensification of at­
tacks in order to topple by military force the legitimate 
Government of a sovereign, independent and non­
aligned State. He declared that his country condemned 
State terrorism and the use of force in international re­
lations, as it completely disregarded the purposes and 
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and endan­
gered peace in that region and the world. He referred to the 
Judgment of the International Court of Justice in favour of 
Nicaragua and the rejection by the Court of the alleged as­
sertion of need for a so-called collective self-defence 
which had been fabricated only to justify an aggressive 
course. He recalled the communique adopted at a recent 
meeting of the Warsaw Treaty member States, according to 
which "no State or group of States could build its own secu­
rity and well-being upon imposing its will on other countries 
and peoples by military force". The speaker welcomed the 
efforts of the Contadora States and the Support Group to find 
a peaceful solution. He called for an end to the escalating acts 
of murder and terror perpetrated against the people of Nica­
ragua. He stressed that the Security Council should adopt 
relevant measures and thus contribute to a peaceful, just and 
honourable solution in Central America. 10 

8Jbid., p. 44-51. 
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_The representati_ve of Viet Nam supported the claim by 
Nicaragua and pointed out that the United States did not 
conceal its contempt for the liberation movement and 
seized every opportunity to support rebels fighting elected 
Governments in Asia, Africa, Latin America and elsewhere 
around the world. Considering Central America its own 
backyard, the United States arrogated to itself the right to 
punish any country which seemed to be independence­
oriented. He noted that Nicaragua threatened no country, 
let alone the United States. He called upon the Security 
Council to condemn the irresponsible act by the United 
States Government and expressed confidence that Nicara­
guans would successfully defend the independence, sover­
eignty and territorial integrity of their country. 11 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics shared the concern of the Nicaraguan Government 
over the escalation of the United States' aggressive policy 
against that country. 

He observed that Nicaragua had made consistent efforts 
to use procedures set out in the Charter of the United Na­
tions in order to defend its sovereignty and to maintain 
peace and security in the region. He referred to the recent 
decision of the International Court of Justice which had 
found that the United States violated international law by 
training, arming, equipping and financing the Contra 
forces. He also referred to the Court's rejection of claims 
for arbitrary exercise of the right to "collective self-de­
fence", frequently invoked by Washington to justify its ag­
gression against sovereign States. He condemned the ap­
proval by the House of Representatives of an allocation of 
$ l00 million to finance mercenaries as an extremely dan­
gerous step towards aggravation of tension in Central 
America and an escalation of the undeclared war against 
the people of that region. He considered that the latest step 
confirmed that the United States Administration was an 
open opponent of a political settlement. It rejected the ap­
peals of the Contadora Group and the Support Group, as 
well as Nicaraguan proposals for a radical reduction in of­
fensive weapons. He also pointed out that Washington was 
raising a propaganda row about a fictitious threat to its 
"national interests" from Nicaragua, Cuba and the Soviet 
Union in order to mask its own policy in the region. He 
denied the allegations about his country's intentions to use 
the territory of Nicaragua for military and strategic pur­
poses. On the contrary, he added, it was the United States 
which was pursuing the course of militarization in Central 
America by stationing military personnel, conducting ma­
noeuvres and establishing military bases and airfields. In 
conclusion, the representative strongly condemned the 
new, extremely dangerous step taken by the United States 
to escalate its aggressive activities in Central America and 
demanded that it be halted. He believed that a solution to 
the critical situation in Central America could be achieved 
through a political settlement based on international law, 
and called upon the Security Council to oppose strongly 
attempts to trample upon the sovereignty of independent 
countries and upon the relevant provisions of the Charter 
of the United Nations.12 

11tbid., pp. 7-12. 
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The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic recog­
nized the legitimacy of the concern of the representative of 
Nicaragua at the persistent attempts by the United States 
to destabilize and overthrow the Government of Nicaragua. 
He considered the approval of new aid to the mercenaries 
to be in contravention of the provisions of the Charter of 
the United Nations, namely, the principles of self-determi­
nation and the right of peoples to choose their own social 
and economic systems. That action was undermining the 
efforts of the Contadora and the Lima Support Groups to 
restore peace in Central America. It was required that all 
States refrain from furnishing military or material aid to 
the irregular forces. He drew a parallel to policies of the 
United States Administration on South Africa and the Mid­
dle East. He concluded that it was the duty of the Security 
Council to put an end to such flagrant, direct intervention 
by a super-Power and a permanent member of the Security 
Council. 13 

The representative of the Lao People's Democratic Re­
public confirmed his country's condemnation of the acts of 
armed provocation, aggression and destabilization, which 
had taken the form of a total trade embargo and the mining 
of Nicaraguan ports. He recalled that at the ministerial 
meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of the Non-Aligned 
Countries, his delegation had unequivocally condemned an 
imperialist super-Power and a permanent member of the 
Security Council. He added that Nicaragua wanted justice 
and dignity and not "pax Americana" and that the United 
States ought to accede to the appeal of the international 
community and renew contact with the legitimate Govern­
ment of Nicaragua, as called for in resolution 562 (1985). 
He called upon the United States not to disrupt the noble 
efforts of the members of the Contadora Group and the 
Lima Support Group. 14 

At the 2696th meeting, the representative of Australia 
observed that the major Powers, in particular, permanent 
members of the Security Council, had special responsibili­
ties to set an example to the international community in the 
conduct of international relations. It was clear that peace 
in Central America remained elusive despite efforts by the 
Contadora Group and the Support Group owing to a lack 
of the political will required to finalize an agreement. He 
added that serious economic and social problems were at 
the root of the political tensions in Central America. 

He urged that the East-West conflict should be kept out 
of the region and that international disputes should be set­
tled by peaceful means in accordance with the Charter of 
the United Nations. He also considered that all States had 
the right to choose their own form of government free from 
outside interference. Recalling Security Council resolution 
562 (1985), in which the United States and Nicaragua had 
been urged to resume their dialogue, the speaker lamented 
the fact that the wish of the Council had remained un­
heeded. He urged all sides to avoid actions which might 
complicate the search for peace. In his view, the vote by 
the House of Representatives to allocate $ I 00 million in 
military aid to the Contras had done nothing to promote a 
peaceful settlement of Central American problems, nor had 
it encouraged the Government of Nicaragua to improve po-

13Ibid., pp. 21-26. 
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litical freedoms or to negotiate with the Contras. The sub­
sequent Nicaraguan decision to close down La Prensa was 
also to be regretted. Referring to the findings of the Inter­
national Court of Justice, the representative indicated that 
his country remained committed to the observance of in­
ternational law and to the role of the Court in settling in­
ternational disputes. 

He said that, on the positive side, the United States and 
Nicaragua had maintained diplomatic relations and that 
they both had elected Governments which enjoyed popular 
support. He noted further that both countries had pro­
claimed their concern for the region and its people. All 
those factors, he hoped, could form the basis for a new era 
ofrelations between them. He expressed the belief that the 
Contadora process presented the most positive prospect for 
peace in Central America, and that it was up to the coun­
tries directly involved to make reciprocal concessions and 
to exercise tolerance in order to carry the peace process 
forward. 11 

The representative of Spain underlined a need for a com­
prehensive, regional, peaceful and negotiated solution and 
reiterated his Government's support for the work of the 
Contadora and the Lima Support Groups. He emphasized 
the need to ensure respect for international law and ap­
pealed to the parties concerned to contribute to the creation 
of the conditions necessary for peace in Central America. 16 

The representative of China considered that the recent 
action of the House of Representatives placed new obsta­
cles to the restoration of peace and stability in Central 
America. He maintained that any form of interference in 
the affairs of the countries of the region would aggravate 
the tension and would be detrimental to a peaceful settle­
ment.17 

The representative of Democratic Yemen condemned 
United States policies and practices of aggression and 
called upon the Security Council to support Nicaragua's 
legitimate right to sovereignty and self-determination. 18 

The representative of El Salvador stated that, although 
the Council had been convened to consider the relations 
between the United States and Nicaragua, his country had 
decided to participate in the debate because the statement 
of the representative of Nicaragua affected the interests of 
the whole region, in particular his country, and because his 
Government wanted to leave no doubt about its position on 
the crisis. He interpreted the Nicaraguan statement that the 
authorization of aid to the anti-Sandinistas would lead to a 
widespread conflagration, as a threat by Nicaragua to 
neighbouring countries to drag them into a conflict on a 
regional scale. Moreover, the internal situation in Nicara­
gua, where 300,000 soldiers were on a war footing, proved 
that that country enjoyed an unusual military hegemony 
that was totally illogical in the region. He also stated that 
the crisis in Central America had intensified because Nica­
ragua did not respect the basic principles of international 
coexistence and constantly interfered in the internal affairs 
of other States. In the case of his country it had been im­
possible to resolve any political, economic and social prob­
lems, because of the existence of minority groups which 
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had taken up arms supplied by external forces, namely, 
Nicaragua. Those groups had resorted to terrorist acts in 
order to achieve their political objectives. They attacked a 
legally established Government and violated the funda­
mental rights of the Salvadoran people. He then cited a 
number of facts which, according to him, had shown Nica­
raguan interference in El Salvador. The speaker expressed 
the readiness of his Government to continue a realistic and 
sincere dialogue with the opposition forces at the national 
level, as well as to support the Contadora initiatives at the 
regional level. He observed that the majority of the speak­
ers in support of Nicaragua had come from countries out­
side the area of conflict, but ultimately the solution of the 
problem had to come from the Latin American countries 
which had a special interest. 19 

The representative of Cuba condemned the United States 
Administration for the campaigns of slander against the 
Sandinista leaders, the mining of the ports, the economic 
embargo and the intenninable manoeuvres on Nicaragua's 
borders. The recent approval of $100 mi Ilion for the ann­
ing and training of the mercenary bands was the culmina­
tion of the policy of harassment, a violation of interna­
tional law and of the principles of peaceful coexistence and 
non-interference in the internal affairs of States. He main­
tained that the United States policy towards Nicaragua was 
in line with its intent of imposing its philosophy on the 
world. In that context he referred to the escalation of the 
anns race, the invasion of Grenada, the bombing of the 
capital of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, the economic 
blockade of Cuba and the support of the apartheid regime 
in South Africa. He favoured a peaceful negotiated solu­
tion to the conflict in Central America and said that the 
Security Council, entrusted by the Charter with the respon­
sibility of safeguarding international peace and security, 
could do no less than the International Court of Justice, 
and that the peoples of America hoped that the illegal 
measures imposed against Nicaragua would be ended.20 

The= representative of Ghana stated that it was important 
that the Security Council was seized of the matter because 
the recent decisions of the United States Congress and of 
the International Court of Justice were of profound signifi­
cance to international peace and security, and because of 
the need to search for possible means for preventing any 
further escalation of violence in Central America. He con­
sidered that the United States was arming the Contras with 
the objective of destabilizing the Nicaraguan revolution 
and imposing "hand-picked traitors" as legitimate contend­
ers for power. He expressed support for the Charter of the 
United Nations and the pronouncements of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. He rejected attempts to explain the 
instability in the Central American region as resulting from 
a historical confrontation between East and West in that 
region. He rejected the claim that arrogated to only re­
gional countries the right to pronounce on matters within 
their geographical region. He called upon the Security 
Council to issue a strong condemnation of the illegal acts 
of the United States and emphasized that the democratic 
pluralism in international relations ought to be unequivo­
cally embraced by its members.21 
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20ibid., pp. 22-27. Similar views were expressed by the repre­

sentative of Angola (pp. 57-60). 
21Ibid., pp. 28-38. 

Chapter VIII. Mainten•nce of international peace and security 

The representative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Re­
public attributed the conflict in Central America to deep­
rooted causes, such as the consequences of the harsh eco­
nomic exploitation of human and natural resources of the 
countries of the region by foreign companies and the im­
perialistic imposition of political domination. He recalled 
the resolutions of the Security Council and of the General 
Assembly reaffinning the rights of Nicaragua and appeal­
ing to the interests of all States concerned to cooperate 
fully with the Contadora Group. He interpreted the deci­
sion of the United States Administration to finance directly 
the crimes of the Contra bands as part of an aggressive 
policy designed to overthrow the lawful Government of 
Nicaragua. He favoured a fair and negotiated settlement of 
the problems of Central America. The representative 
stressed that the United Nations, and particularly the Se­
curity Council, should play an important role in nonnaliz­
ing the situation in this region.22 

The representative of the United States of America, 
speaking in exercise of the right of reply, referred to a 
number of offensive and inaccurate remarks. He argued 
that to be denounced by a country which had forced, 
through terror and repression, two million of its own peo­
ple to flee was for him a badge of honour, and suggested 
that some representatives who advocated freedom and de­
mocracy might well be advised to put those principles to 
work in their home countries. He mentioned, in particular, 
the Soviet Union, Cuba and Ghana. He also reiterated his 
country's position concerning the Judgment of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice, stating that the Court was not com­
petent to deal with the crisis in Central America. The 
speaker maintained that there was evidence of Sandinista 
aggression. He presented a chart showing the Nicaraguan 
military build-up which had started much earlier than the 
claims of the Contra operations. He asserted that the resist­
ance within Nicaragua made its Government more than 
quadruple its prison space during the past seven years. He 
also gave some examples proving Nicaraguan involvement 
in El Salvador and invited the members to visit the United 
States Mission to view a display with more evidence.21 

The representative of Ghana, exercising his right of re­
ply, stated that the foreign policy of his country was based 
on the concept and practice of positive neutralism, which 
reflected an active effort to find solutions to international 
problems, and that its reluctance to applaud acts of aggres­
sion by the United States did not constitute an offence 
against anyone.24 

The representative of Nicaragua pointed out that the 
United States had failed to prove that his country was a 
factor of destabilization in Central America. She added 
that, because of Nicaragua's respect for the rule of law, her 
Government had brought its case to the International Court 
of Justice. She quoted from the Judgment of the Court and 
reiterated her country's readiness to resume the bilateral 
dialogue with the United States.2s 

The representative of the Soviet Union expressed regret 
that the representative of the United States had resorted to 
attacks on several Member States. He commented that the 
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evidence presented by the representative of the United 
States was a propaganda show, and the material produced 
had been fabricated by the CIA. He attributed the position 
of the United States to the policy of neo-globalism, with 
the aim of suppressing national liberation movements and 
undermining regimes that were not to the liking of the 
United States. That had been the case with the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya and Grenada. He warned that new acts of ag­
gression were being planned against Nicaragua.26 

At the 2697th meeting, the representative of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran said that the Security Council was ready 
for constructive work for ensuring peace and security for 
small nations, but that all its efforts for the protection of 
the small victimized Member States were being obstructed 
by the impediment of the veto exercised by one pennanent 
member. He noted that, by its non-acceptance of the juris­
diction of the International Court of Justice, the United 
States was extending the veto and nullifying the Court's 
decisions. He stated further that the whole enterprise of al­
locating $100 million for the support of the Contras might 
have been motivated not only by animosity towards the 
Nicaraguan revolution but also by corruptive motives. He 
mentioned other cases on which the Security Council was 
unable to act effectively, such as the occupation of Pales­
tine or the problem of apartheid, and said that the views of 
individual members, as well as the collective voice of the 
Council, should reach the American public outside the 
Council's chamber, and that the media should invite the 
members of the Council to panel discussions and live de­
bates.27 

The representative of Madagascar recognized the com­
plexity of the situation in Central America and the need to 
preserve a balance among the various opinions. He was 
also aware of the fact that the Council could not obtain 
complete infonnation and had to take as a point of refer­
ence the principles of international law, past resolutions 
and decisions of the Security Council, the successive ac­
tions taken by the Contadora Group and by the Support 
Group as well as the Judgment of the International Court 
of Justice. He pointed out that States could exercise their 
natural right of collective or individual self-defence ac­
cording to Article 51 of the Charter, but in the case under 
consideration, it was essential to have irrefutable proof that 
there had in fact been an armed aggression; and that the 
exercise of that right was valid only until the Security 
Council had taken measures to maintain international 
peace and security. He added that the exercise of the right 
of collective self-defence might "warrant intervention, 
which might result in counter-intervention, which in tum 
could also claim to be based on the same principle". He 
went on to say that the choice of "the most appropriate 
means of self-defence ... must be defined in the context 
of morality, law, justice and commonwealth and civil re­
sponsibility". He concluded by calling upon the Council, 
first, to demand that all States respect the obligations in­
cumbent upon them under the Charter; second, to ensure 
that intervention and interference were not allowed to be 
automatically justified on the pretext of the defence of na­
tional interests, as construed unilaterally; third, to support 
the principles that constitute the foundation of interna-
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tional society in which pluralism can also be accommo­
dated; and fourth, not to rest content with giving a purely 
fonnal, almost ritual, support to the Contadora efforts but 
rather to create all the political, legal and other conditions 
necessary for them to succeed. 28 

The representative of Denmark stated that, unfortu­
nately, no immediate solution to the complex problems of 
the region was in sight and that recent developments dem­
onstrated the urgency of intensifying negotiations. He con­
sidered that there was no realistic alternative to the Con­
tadora process and that it was the responsibility of the 
countries of the region themselves to solve their differ­
ences. His country demonstrated its support and encour­
agement by participating in the ongoing political and eco­
nomic cooperation between the States members of the 
European Community, the Central American States and 
the Contadora Group aimed at strengthening economic de­
velopment and social stability in the region. In his opinion, 
a lasting solution to the conflicts in Central America 
should be based on a commitment to democratic systems 
of government, freedom of the press and respect for the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. He rejected out­
side interference of any kind in the internal affairs of the 
Central American countries and the use of force or viola­
tion of the sovereignty of any State. His country remained 
committed to the role of the International Court of Justice 
in settling international disputes and to the strict observ­
ance of international law. He appealed to all countries to 
show restraint, to renew the dialogue and to seek a solution 
to disputes in Central America by peaceful means.29 

The representative of France said that Central America was 
faced with political conflicts and violent struggles which for 
years had forestalled any prospects for peace and stability. 
France, as a pennanent member of the Security Council, 
could not remain indifferent. His Government was com­
mitted to a peaceful settlement, based on dialogue and recon­
ciliation. That also was the approach followed by the Con­
tadora Group. He reaffirmed his country's concern over the 
arms race in that region and emphasized the importance 
which France attached to the development of democracy 
in the countries of the region. He added that in order to 
achieve that objective it was essential to ensure respect for 
fundamental freedoms and human rights. He supported the 
quest for a comprehensive and lasting settlement guaran­
teeing all States of the region their sovereignty and security.10 

The representative of the Congo expressed thanks to and 
admiration for those Latin American countries whose lead­
ers, at different levels, at different times and in various 
places, had spared neither time nor effort to find the most 
equitable and lasting solution possible to the problems be­
setting the Central American region. He noted, however, 
that the United States had demonstrated a systematic desire 
for obstruction, if not rampant interventionism. He ex­
pressed the hope that the use of force would be soon ban­
ished from inter-American relations, and that all States 
would recommit themselves to the provisions of the Char­
ter and make the International Court of Justice the final 
arbiter of their disputes.31 

21lbid., pp. 16-22. 
29ibid., pp. 22-25. 
3°Ibid., pp. 26-27. 
3l(bid., pp. 27-33. 
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The representative of the United Arab Emirates stated 
that disagreement on or disapproval of a given political or 
economic system should not be used as a pretext for vio­
lating the rules of conduct among States, because the result 
would be chaos where third world countries would be the 
first victims. He recalled the provisions of Article 33 of 
the Charter of the United Nations and supported the efforts 
of the countries of the Contadora Group which, in his view, 
were better able to understand the circumstances and 
causes of the crisis. He could not support any unilateral 
action outside the framework of the provisions of the Char­
ter, more notably those relating to the Security Council 
machinery. He noted Nicaragua's responsiveness and its 
desire to negotiate, and called for the United States to re­
consider its position. As the volatile situation in Central 
America threatened not only peace and security, he con­
sidered that it was the primary responsibility of the Coun­
cil to halt and settle such conflicts pennanently and compre­
hensively. He reaffmned his country's rejection of threats to 
the independence and sovereignty of States on the pretext of 
the East-West conflict and the imposition of any conditions 
on their independence and political options.32 

32Ibid., pp. 33-38. 
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At the 2698th meeting, the representatives of Algeria, 
Guyana and Yugoslavia denounced actions aimed at the 
destabilization of the Government of Nicaragua and joined 
other non-aligned countries in their support of the efforts 
of the Contadora Group and of the Judgment of the Inter­
national Court of Justice. They called for a peaceful solu­
tion to the dispute. 33 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
strongly denounced the approval of funds by the United 
States House of Representatives for assistance to the Con­
tras. According to him, such funds could be used to under­
take a direct invasion of Nicaragua. He rejected the use of 
the pretext of collective self-defence and called upon the 
Security Council to exercise the powers vested in it by the 
Charter in order to put an end to the policy of blackmail 
and force pursued by the United States all over the world, 
including Latin America, Africa, Asia and the Mediterra­
nean. 34 

The representatives of Trinidad and Tobago and Af­
ghanistan supported the position of Nicaragua and called 
upon the parties to act according to the findings and Judg­
ment of the International Court of Justice. 35 

33S/PV 2698, pp. 3-18. 
34Ibid., pp. 18-25. 
35Ibid., pp. 26-33. 

27. LETTER DATED 22 JULY 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF NICARAGUA TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

Decision of 31 July 1986 (2704th meeting): rejection of a 
draft resolution submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Mada­
gascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emir­
ates 

By a letter1 dated 22 July 1986 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Nicara­
gua requested the convening of a meeting of the Council. 

By a previous letter2 dated 11 July 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Council, the representative of Nicaragua 
transmitted the text of the Judgment of the International 
Court of Justice dated 27 June 1986 in the case Military 
and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua. 

By a letter3 dated 18 July 1986 addressed to the Secre­
tary-General, the representative of the United States of 
America transmitted the text of the separate and dissenting 
opinions on the Judgment of the International Court of Jus­
tice dated 27 June 1986 in the case Military and Paramili­
tary Activities in and against Nicaragua. 

At its 2700th meeting, on 29 July 1986, the Council in­
cluded in its agenda the letter dated 22 July 1986 from the 
representative of Nicaragua. Following the adoption of the 
agenda, the President, with the consent of the Council, in-

1S/J 8230. 
2s118221. 
3S/l8227. 

vited the representatives of Afghanistan, Cuba, Czechoslo­
vakia, Democratic Yemen, El Salvador, Honduras, India, 
the Islamic Republic of Iran, the Lao People's Democratic 
Republic, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Poland, the Syrian 
Arab Republic, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the United Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam and Zim­
babwe, at their request, to participate in the discussion 
without the right to vote. 4 

At the same meeting, the representative of Nicaragua,5 

while reiterating the decision of the International Court of 
Justice in the case of Nicaragua and the United States, re­
called that in its principal Judgment, the Court had decided 
that the United States had acted against Nicaragua in 
breach of its obligation under customary international law: 
not to intervene in the affairs of another State; not to use 
force against another State; not to violate its sovereignty 
and not to intenupt peaceful maritime commerce. The 
Court had decided that there was no legal justification for 
any of those activities. The Court had also explicitly re­
jected the justification of collective self-defence main­
tained by the United States in connection with the military 
and paramilitary activities in and against Nicaragua. He 
further stated that, as a result of those decisions, the Court 
had ordered the United States to cease and desist immedi­
ately from all those illegal activities and to compensate 
Nicaragua for the damages suffered. Stressing the Court's 

4For details, see chap. III of the present Supplement. 
Ss/PV.2700. 
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finding that Nicaragua had never made any binding legal 
commitment to the Organization of American States 
{OAS) in connection with its internal political system, he 
pointed out that, in what constituted the most important 
paragraph in its decision, the Court had declared that the 
United States' discontent with Nicaragua's political, social 
and economic system could not give it any right to inter­
vene in Nicaragua's internal affairs. He reiterated that his 
delegation had come before the Security Council to seek a 
peaceful and honourable solution to the differences be­
tween Nicaragua and the United States; that his country 
had made every possible effort to guarantee the success of 
the peaceful endeavour of the countries of the Contadora 
Group and the Lima Group on behalf of Latin America. 
Finally, stating that Nicaragua was prepared immediately 
to undertake negotiations with the United States Govern­
ment in order to overcome existing problems and normal­
ize relations, he concluded that Nicaragua was only asking 
for a declaration of support for the International Court of 
Justice and for law in international relations. 

The representative of El Salvador stated that his delega­
tion could not refrain from speaking, since it was difficult, 
if not impossible, to establish limits in the apparently bi­
lateral controversy being discussed, and separate it from 
the regional problem involving interrelated, often inflex­
ible factors and forces opposed to change of attitude, all 
of which affected the crisis in Central America. Stressing 
that direct and indirect support given by the Sandinistas 
had enabled armed groups to maintain the military capac­
ity to adopt intransigent positions, causing vast damage to 
the economic infrastructure and population of El Salvador, 
he maintained that his country had been the victim of con­
tinuing aggression on the part of the Government of Nica­
ragua. Therefore, his country, which was small, without 
the means to confront aggression for very long and obliged 
to defend its sovereignty and institutionality, had in self­
defence sought assistance and international cooperation 
through bilateral channels. However, El Salvador had re­
frained from appealing to the Council because other fo. 
rums for the consideration of regional problems had not 
yet been fully utilized. Emphasizing that, in his Govern­
ment's opinion, Nicaragua remained a destabilizing factor 
because of its approach, conduct and activities in the 
framework of the international legal-political structure and 
the exercise of power and democracy, he pointed out that 
the situation in Nicaragua, its ideological and political sys­
tem, its relations with the United States and the commit­
ments and/or military political indebtedness by the Sandinista 
Front to anned groups in El Salvador did not justify interven­
tion by Nicaragua in the internal affairs of El Salvador. 

The representative of the United States, while regretting 
that Nicaragua had sought to misuse the Court, maintained 
that the case concerned was inappropriate for judicial reso­
lution. The Court had been asked to address one small, 
carefully selected part of the crisis in Central America, he 
said. Maintaining that the only way to solve the crisis was 
through negotiations involving all parties, he further stated 
that his delegation believed that the Court had fundamen­
tally misperceived the situation in Central America. It was 
simply wrong on many of its facts, and the Court's adop­
tion of the relevant international law was seriously flawed 
in important respects. Stressing that Nicaragua would con­
tinue to be torn by strife unless and until there was genuine 
reconciliation reached through a process of negotiation, he 
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continued that such negotiation was as necessary in solv­
ing the crises in Central America as the negotiations be­
tween Nicaragua and the other Central American Govern­
ments. He maintained that the United States had 
consistently supported efforts to achieve a comprehensive 
settlement of the crisis in Central America. It supported 
the Contadora process and would abide by a comprehen­
sive, verifiable and simultaneous implementation of the 
1983 Contadora Document of Objectives. He said that the 
United States had long sought meaningful negotiations 
with the Sandinista Comandantes, and noted that the com­
munique adopted by the Coordinating Bureau of the coun­
tries of the non-aligned movement in New York on 28 July 
1986, which was a one-sided espousal of Sandinista views, 
was astonishing and disturbing. It made demands only on 
the United States and asked nothing of the Nicaraguans. 
He reiterated that the alignment of the non-aligned against 
the United States, the use of double standards by the non­
aligned, once again demonstrated by that document, seri­
ously undennined the concept of true non-alignrnent.6 

The representative of India, while conveying the text of 
the communique issued by the Coordinating Bureau of the 
Movement of the Non-Aligned Countries at its meeting 
held in New York on 28 July 1986, stated that the Bureau 
had expressed its satisfaction with the Judgment of the In­
ternational Court of Justice and had made an urgent and 
strong appeal to the United States to comply strictly and 
immediately with that Judgment. It had also urged the 
United States to resume talks with Nicaragua as a means 
of reaching a specific agreement on peace in the region and 
reaffinned its support of the efforts of the Contadora 
Group and the Support Group towards finding a political, 
peaceful and negotiated solution to the crisis in Central 
America. 

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that a 
peaceful settlement in Central America was possible only 
if account was taken of the legitimate security interests of 
the countries of the region, of the need to remove military 
bases, to withdraw foreign troops and to put an end to the 
use of a country's territory for intervention in the internal 
affairs of another. He said that the Soviet Union had con­
sistently advocated that Central America's problems be 
solved by the States of the region themselves, by political 
methods and constructive talks. He further recalled that a 
number of the basic requirements for a political settlement 
in Central America had been reflected in Security Council 
resolution 562 {l 985). 7 

The representative of Honduras stated that the Govern­
ment of Nicaragua had submitted to the International Court 
of Justice an unproductive request for a ruling against the 
Government of Honduras. He said that the internal con­
flicts which remained unsolved in Nicaragua and the arms 
race undertaken by that country had considerably changed 
the security balance which existed in Central America and 
which was a factor of peace. He charged that Nicaragua 
was not only infiltrating subversive groups into Honduran 
territory in order to incite guerrilla warfare against the es­
tablished democratic Government, but it was also training 
those insurgents to destabilize other democratic Govern­
ments in the region. He added that Nicaragua had also 

6stPV .270 I. 
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committed innumerable direct violations against the sov­
ereignty and territorial integrity of Honduras. Maintaining 
that the Nicaraguan policies had brought about popular un­
rest in Nicaragua and the appearance of insurgent groups 
of Nicaraguans fighting the abuses of the Sandinista Gov­
ernment, he stated further that the internal conflict in Nica­
ragua was not contained within its borders and led to 
additional tension with neighbouring countries: the San­
dinista Government had been carrying out a policy of dis­
rupting border settlements and persecuting indigenous 
Nicaraguans of Miskito origin, thus creating a mass exodus 
of refugees towards neighbouring countries. The internal 
conflict in Nicaragua had also led to the displacement of 
thousands of Honduran peasants who had been living in 
the border areas. 8 

The delegate of China opposed the act of interference in 
the internal affairs of Nicaragua and hoped that the United 
States Government would respect the ruling of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. He stated that the problem between 
the United States and Nicaragua had to be solved through 
peaceful negotiations on an equal footing. He supported the 
efforts by the Contadora Group and the Support Group. 

The representative of Venezuela, also speaking on be­
half of other members of the Contadora Group (Colombia, 
Mexico and Panama), and the Support Group (Argentina, 
Brazil, Peru and Uruguay), stated that they attached great 
importance, among other principles, to the renunciation of 
the threat or use of force in relations among States, and the 
peaceful settlement of all international disputes. He reiter­
ated that the Contadora initiative had been inspired by 
those principles stated in Article 5, paragraphs (a), (b), (c), 
(d) and (j) of the Charter of the Organization of American 
States. He stressed that the support given to the Contadora 
initiative by the United Nations General Assembly, the Se­
curity Council and many States from various regions of the 
world was a powerful form of encouragement for its ac­
tions to achieve peace. He further emphasized the appro­
priateness of dialogue between all the parties concerned 
and the readiness of the Contadora Group to continue in 
its efforts to achieve a peaceful, negotiated solution to the 
problems of the region. 

In the course of the 2701st and 2704th meetings, a num­
ber of speakers9 called upon the United States to abide by 
the rulings of the International Court of Justice. Many 
stated that the United States' use of force against Nicara­
gua was a violation of the Charter of the United Nations. 
They urged the Security Council to assume its responsi­
bilities and help facilitate peaceful settlement of the prob­
lem in the region. They also urged the Council to give sup­
port to the Contadora Group. Several speakers maintained 
that the United States claim of collective self-defence was 
unjustified in this case. 

At the 2704th meeting, on 31 July 1986, the President 
drew the attention of the Council to the text of a draft reso-

8S/PV.2704. 
9S/PV.2701: Democratic Yemen, p. 27; Czechoslovakia, p. 32; 

the Syrian Arab Republic, pp. 33-38; S/PV.2702: Cuba, pp. S and 
6; Viet Nam, pp. 9 and 10; Poland, p. 17; Lao People's Democratic 
Republic, pp. 24 and 25; S/PV.2703: Bulgaria, p. 8; the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 12-17; the Republic of Tanzania, pp. 21-23; 
Ukrainian SSR, p. 30; Afghanistan, pp. 32 and 33; Zimbabwe, 
pp. 34-41; S/PV.2704: the Congo, pp. 6-10; Ghana, pp. 11 and 12; 
~adagascar, p. 36. 
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lution 10 submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, 
Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates. 

Under the draft resolution, the Council would recall 
resolution 530 (1983) and resolution 562 ( 1985); would 
take note of the Order of IO May 1984 of the International 
Court of Justice (S/16564), its Judgment of26 November 
1984 and the final Judgment of the Court on Military and 
Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua on 27 
June 1986.3 Further, the Council, being made aware that, 
according to the Charter of the United Nations, the Inter­
national Court of Justice is the principal judicial organ of 
the United Nations and that each Member State undertakes 
to comply with the decision of the Court in any case to 
which it is a party, would also recall all the relevant prin­
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations; and while rec­
ognizing the repeated efforts made by the Contadora 
Group and the Support Group, the Council would: reaffinn 
the role of the International Court of Justice as the princi­
pal judicial organ of the United Nations and a means for 
peaceful solution of disputes; make an urgent and solemn 
call for full compliance with the Judgment of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice of 27 June 1986;3 recall the obligation 
of all States to seek a solution to their disputes by peaceful 
means in accordance with international law; call upon all 
States to refrain from carrying out, supporting or promoting 
political, economic or military actions of any kind against any 
State of the region that could impede the peace objectives 
of the Contadora Group; and finally, would request the 
Secretary-General to keep the Security Council informed of 
the implementation of the present resolution. 

Speaking in explanation of vote before the vote, the rep­
resentative of the United Kingdom stated that the best hope 
of bringing about a solution lay in the signature of a com­
prehensive agreement based on the 21 Contadora objec­
tives and subject to adequate verification and control. 
Stressing that, in order to prevent further deterioration of 
the situation in the region, all the Central American States, 
including Nicaragua, had to demonstrate the necessary po­
litical will to reach agreement on the basis of the 21 Con­
tadora objectives; he noted that Nicaragua's actions over 
the past year and more had given a strong impression of 
selectivity in its approach to the commitments needed to 
make a reality of the Contadora principles. He maintained 
that the failure of the debate and the draft resolution to 
address such considerations as above demonstrated a 
lack of balance. He said that the Nicaraguan letter and 
the debate had raised two issues, one legal, one political. 
These issues tended to paint two different conclusions as 
regards voting. This being so, and because his delegation 
could not countenance anything that suggested that the 
Central American problem was only a bilateral United 
States-Nicaraguan question, his delegation would abstain, 
he concluded. 11 

At the same meeting, the President put the draft resolu­
tion to a vote; it received 11 votes to I, with 3 abstentions, 
and was not adopted owing to the negative vote of a per­
manent member of the Council. 

The representative of France, in explaining his vote after 
the vote, stated that the draft resolution contained certain 
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objectionable elements relating, in particular, to the Judg­
ment of 27 June of the International Court of Justice, with 
respect both to the role of the Court and to substance, 
elements which could not receive unanimous agreement, 
and, therefore, his delegation had been forced to abstain in 
the vote on the draft. 

The representative of the United States maintained that 
his delegation had been compelled to vote against the draft 
resolution because it could not and would not have contrib­
uted to the achievement of a peaceful and just settlement 
of the situation in Central America within the framework 

353 

of international law and the Charter of the United Nations. 
The draft contained no reference to Nicaragua's solemn un­
dertakings; it contained no reference to Nicaragua's own 
responsibility for the situation in Central America and, by 
focusing on the 27 June decision of the Court, presented a 
false picture of that situation as if it were limited to differ­
ences between Nicaragua and the United States. He further 
stated that he had voted against the draft because it would 
have painted an inaccurate picture of the true situation in 
Central America. 

28. LETTER DATED 17 OCfOBER 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF NICARAGUA 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter' dated 17 October 1986, addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Nicaragua requested an emergency meeting of the Council, 
in accordance with the provisions of Article 94 of the Char­
ter, to consider the "non-compliance" by the United States 
with the Judgment of the International Court of Justice 
dated 27 June 1986 concerning Military and Paramilitary 
Activities in and against Nicaragua. 

Decision of 28 October 1986 (2718th meeting): rejection 
of five-Power draft resolution 

At the 2715th meeting, on 21 October 1986, the Council 
included the item in its agenda.2 In the course of the dis­
cussions the President, with the consent of the Council, in­
vited the representatives of Algeria, Argentina, Cuba, 
Democratic Yemen, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Iraq, the 
Islamic Republic of Iran, Mexico, Peru, Spain, the Syrian 
Arab Republic and Yugoslavia, at their request, to partici­
pate in the discussion without the right to vote. 3 

The question was considered at the 2715th to 2718th 
meetings, held on 21, 22, 27 and 28 October 1986. 

At the 2715th meeting, the representative of Nicaragua 
stated that, owing to the failure of all initiatives to halt the 
United States aggression against his country, Nicaragua 
had been forced to go to the International Court of Justice 
and file legal proceedings against the United States for its 
illegal policy of force and intervention against Nicaragua. 
He reiterated the Court's ruling regarding the United States 
questioning of the Court's jurisdiction in the case, which 
stated that the Court rejected the United States' argument 
that its conduct was permissible according to the right of 
collective self-defence established under Article 51 of the 
Charter of the United Nations. Maintaining that the United 
States had no grounds whatsoever for failing to abide by 
the decision of the Court and thereby violating interna­
tional law, he recalled paragraph 3 of Article 2 of the Char­
ter and also noted that judicial settlement and recourse to 
the International Court of Justice was one of the fundamen­
tal means of peaceful solution of disputes established in 
Chapter VI of the Charter of the United Nations. He further 

1S/18415. 
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3For details, see chap. lll of the present Supplement. 

emphasized that it was of the utmost importance for the 
Security Council, the United Nations and the entire inter­
national community to remind the United States of its ob­
ligation in accordance with Article 94 of the Charter to 
abide by the Court's ruling, to put an end to its war of 
aggression against Nicaragua and set in motion the nego­
tiating process the Court had suggested in its decision. 4 

The representative of the United States, while stating 
that the acceptance of the jurisdiction of the Court was a 
matter of consent and it was not something that happened 
as a function of membership in the United Nations pursu­
ant to the Charter or the Statute of the International Court 
of Justice, further noted that the United States did not ac­
cept the proposition that they had consented to the juris­
diction of the Court in the case brought by Nicaragua. Con­
sequently, the United States did not believe that the current 
item brought by Nicaragua under Chapter XIV, Article 94, 
of the Charter had any merit. There was nothing in Chapter 
XIV of the Charter that referred to the question of jurisdic­
tion and nothing anywhere in the Charter that could be said 
to create consent to jurisdiction where none existed. 

He reiterated that the United States policy towards Nica­
ragua would continue to be based upon that Government's 
responsiveness to continuing concerns affecting the na­
tional security of the United States and Nicaragua's neigh­
bours: Nicaragua's close military and security ties to Cuba 
and the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies; Nicara­
gua's build-up of military forces in numbers disproportion­
ate to those of its neighbours; Nicaragua's unlawful sup­
port for armed subversion and terrorism; Nicaragua's 
internal repression and finally its refusal to negotiate in 
good faith for a peaceful solution of the conflict in Central 
America based upon the comprehensive implementation of 
the September 1983 Contadora Document of Objectives 
and, in particular, its refusal to engage in a serious national 
dialogue with all elements of the Nicaraguan democratic 
opposition. Convinced that the Sandinistas' behaviour had 
demonstrated that the Nicaraguan regime would negotiate 
seriously with the opposition and its neighbours only when 
under pressure to do so, he stated further that the United 
States' assistance to the Nicaraguan democratic resistance 
was the essential element needed to convince the Govern­
ment of Nicaragua to enter into such negotiations.5 

4S/PV.2715, pp. 4-20. 
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The representative of India pointed out that it was the 
first time that a Government had come to the Security 
Council, under Article 94 (2) of the Charter of the United 
Nations, to seek compliance by a Member State with a 
Judgment of the International Court of Justice. Regretting 
that the Security Council resolution 562 ( 1985) had not had 
the desired positive effect in Central America, he added 
that the situation there continued to deteriorate, endanger­
ing peace and stability in the region. Reiterating the posi­
tion of the Non-Aligned Movement that States had the in­
alienable right to choose their political, economic and 
social system free from outside interference, he stated that 
it was their conviction that peace in Central America could 
be brought about only if policies of intervention, interference 
and intimidation, the threat ofuse of force and other coercive 
measures were eschewed and also that the Contadora Group 
represented an authentic regional initiative for solving the 
Central American problem by peaceful means. 6 

The representative of Peru emphasized the exceptional 
importance of the debate in at least three areas: the legal 
order as a collective expression to regulate international 
relations; the political order with regard to the abuse of 
power or its use for purposes of hegemony; the order of 
the national security of small and medium-sized States 
which made it their priority to base their national inde­
pendence and sovereignty on wholehearted respect for the 
principles of non-interference in the internal affairs of 
other States. He said that his country was convinced that 
for the benefit of all, large and small, the Council would 
find a way to reconcile the heterogeneity of its interests 
with the unanimous aspiration of humanity for an order 
founded on peace and law, and would arrive at the nec­
essary agreements to preserve the international legal 
order which was an essential condition for civilized co­
existence.' 

The representative of Mexico maintained that peace in 
Central America as a product of dialogue, and not the use 
of force, was a shared responsibility. He said that the his­
toric problem then facing Central America derived from 
the extraregional rejection of the political development to 
which the peoples of the region were clearly entitled. Mex­
ico had no hesitation in describing the authorization of fi­
nancial aid for Nicaragua's counter-revolution as a histori­
cal, political and legal error that could seriously damage 
the relations between the United States and Latin America. 
He further reiterated that the Contadora Act contained ele­
ments that would have to be taken into account in any ne­
gotiated settlement of the crisis. The strength ofContadora 
and its Support Group lay not only in unity and the harmo­
nious combination of efforts, but also in its authentic rep­
resentation of the values and principles which should sus­
tain international relations on the American continent. 3 

The representative of Cuba charged that a permanent 
member of the Security Council was not only encouraging 
aggression and the forcible overthrow of the Government 
of a State Member of the United Nations, but was openly 
using the authority of the State to finance aggression. He 
stated that the United States policy in Central America, and 
particularly in Nicaragua, ran counter to Article I (2) of the 
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Charter of the United Nations. It was time for the Council 
to call for the rule of reason and justice in that afflicted 
region and to contribute to the creation of conditions to 
ensure respect for the obligations deriving from treaties 
and other instruments of international law. He supported 
Nicaragua's request that the United States abide by Article 
94 of the Charter.9 

The representative of Argentina remained convinced 
that Contadora offered the only realistic, just means of se­
curing a peaceful, negotiated settlement of Central Amer­
ica's problems, and that the revised Act on Peace and Co­
operation in Central America constituted a set of 
commitments that could bring peace to the region if they 
were accepted and carried through in good faith by all the 
parties involved. 10 

Emphasizing the need for the most scrupulous compli­
ance with the purposes and principles of the Charter, as 
well as with all its other provisions, and particularly with 
principles as fundamental to the international legal order 
as that of non-intervention in the internal affairs of other 
States and the peaceful settlement of international disputes, 
the representative of Venezuela stated that the situation 
in Central America was a result of prolonged dictator­
ships, with the inevitable sequels of grave and system­
atic violations of the whole range of human rights. He 
stressed the necessity and righteousness of multilateral 
action, and added that, within that framework, the par­
ticipation of regional groups in resolving disputes that 
primarily affected the countries of the region was par­
ticularly appropriate.'' 

Condemning as dangerous, steps by the United States to 
escalate aggressive activities, and demanding that they be 
ended, the representative of the Soviet Union stated that it 
favoured the establishment of a comprehensive system of 
international security, and wished to see full respect for the 
right of every people to choose in sovereignty the path and 
form of its own development. He expressed his country's 
support for the constructive efforts of the Contadora Group 
aimed at a political settlement of the situation in Central 
America through efforts by the Latin Americans them­
selves, without outside interference of any kind. He be­
lieved that the decision of the International Court in the 
case of the complaint by Nicaragua had to be implemented 
immediately and fully, and that the Security Council had 
to state its authoritative opinion on that matter.'2 

The representative of Honduras charged that the Sandi­
nista Government was simply using the Council and the 
highest judicial organ within the United Nations system for 
its own political ends, with a clear propagandist intent, to 
the detriment of the prestige and dignity of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. He stated that his Government not 
only disagreed with the use of the Court for propagandistic 
purposes, but also condemned that attitude because it rep­
resented a further stumbling block placed by the Nicara­
guan Government in the way of the peace process in Cen­
tral America. The Governments and peoples of Central 
America had, with reason, pinned their hopes for peace and 
security on the Contadora process, but, in resorting to other 

9Ibid., pp. 41 and 42. 
1°Ibid., p. 48. 
I l5;py 2717 • pp. 4-6. 
12!bid., pp. 17-20. 
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bodies, the Sandinista Government was impeding that 
process and had gone so far as to damage the prestige of 
the highest Court in the world, he noted. He emphasized 
that the sole aim of his statement was to alert the members 
of the Council to the fact that, by jeopardizing the impor­
tant peace process in Central America, the Sandinista Gov­
ernment was using the Council as it had attempted to use 
the International Court of Justice, in order to project an 
image that did not reflect the facts experienced by its peo­
ple, who had to a considerable degree declared itself in re­
bellion against the Govemment. 13 

The representative of Guatemala stated that, like other 
countries in Central America, his country too was affected 
by any problem arising in the region. Citing the problem 
in Central America as very complex, he called for dia­
logue, for diplomatic and political negotiations, and for 
agreements to resolve the question in a comprehensive 
manner. He reiterated that Guatemala was pursuing a pol­
icy of active neutrality, since that was how it could best 
contribute to the restoration of peace, reconciliation, and 
the establishment of conditions that would facilitate Cen­
tral American integration and the development of its peo­
ples. He re-emphasized Guatemala's unconditional sup­
port to the Contadora Group and the Support Group. 14 

In the course of the 2716th to 27 I 8th meetings, a number 
of speakers referred to the efforts made by Nicaragua to 
nonnalize the situation in the region and many recalled the 
terms of the Judgment of the International Court of Justice, 
in particular the part that found that the United States was 
violating the norms of international law. Appealing for im­
mediate cessation of those activities and for respect for 
fundamental principles, such as non-interference in the in­
ternal affairs of sovereign States and the non-use of force 
or the threat of the use of force, a number of speakers 
maintained that it was the obligation of the parties to any 
dispute to seek a solution by peaceful means as enshrined 
in Article 2, paragraph 3, of the Charter. All of them agreed 
on a number of peaceful means that were available to the 
parties, particularly the need to cooperate with the Con­
tadora Group and the Support Group. 1~ 

At the 2718th meeting, on 28 October 1986, the Presi­
dent drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolution 16 submitted by the delegations of the Congo, 
Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the United 
Arab Emirates. 

Under that draft, the Council: would recall its resolutions 
530 (1983) and 562 (1985) and, being aware under the 
Charter that each Member undertakes to comply with the 
decision of the International Court of Justice in any case 
to which it is a party, would consider that Article 36, para­
graph 6, of the Statute of the Court provides that, in the 
event of a dispute as to whether the Court has jurisdiction, 
the matter shall be settled by the decision of the Court; 
would take note of the Judgment of the International Court 
of Justice of27 June 1986 in the case of Military and Para-

13S/PV.2718, pp. 14-17. 
14Ibid., pp. I 7-21. 
15s!PV.2716: Iraq, pp. 26 and 27; Yugoslavia, pp. 43-46; 

S/PV .2727: Algeria, p. 22; Bulgaria, pp 26-28; Ghana; pp. 36-38; 
S/PV.2718: Spain, pp. 6 and 7; Congo, pp. 11 and 12; the Syrian 
Arab Republic. pp. 24-27; Democratic Yemen, pp. 28-32; the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran, pp. 33-37. 

16sil 8428. 
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military Activities in and against Nicaragua and consider 
the events that had taken place in and against Nicaragua 
after the said Judgment, in particular the continued financ­
ing by the United States of military and other activities in 
and against Nicaragua; emphasizing the obligation of 
States, under customary international law, not to intervene 
in the internal affairs of other States, the Council would 
urgently call for full and immediate compliance with the 
Judgment of the International Court of Justice of 27 June 
1986, in conformity with the relevant provisions of the 
Charter, and request the Secretary-General to keep the 
Council informed on the implementation of the resolution. 

Before the vote, the representative of the United King­
dom, on a procedural point, observed that the document to 
be voted on had been circulated in provisional form for the 
first time only after the Council had convened that after­
noon. He stated that, in keeping with the custom of the 
Council, 24 hours should have been allowed between the 
circulation of the draft resolution and the voting on it. Nev­
ertheless, he was ready to vote, since there had been a lot 
of consultation and the provisional text was congruent with 
documents that he had seen before. However, he hoped 
that they would in the future have a longer period between 
the circulation of a document and voting on it. 17 

In his statement before the vote, the representative of 
Thailand stated that the draft resolution, based as it was on 
Article 94, posed an unresolved dilemma for the Council, 
which could have been asked to take more appropriate ac­
tion in pursuit of a peaceful settlement. He would, there­
fore, abstain on the draft resolution. 18 

The representative of the United States maintained that 
the said draft resolution did not focus on the real issues of 
the conflict. It took no note of Nicaragua's responsibility 
for the existing situation in the region; instead, the draft 
sought to present, in the guise of support for the 27 June 
decision of the International Court, a one-sided picture of 
the situation in Central America. It also attempted to por­
tray a false image of the situation as merely a conflict be­
tween Nicaragua and the United States. 19 

The representative of China maintained that the prob­
lems between Central American countries and between 
Nicaragua and the United States had to be settled through 
consultations on an equal footing and that the Judgment of 
the International Court had to be respected by the countries 
concerned. He would, therefore, proceeding from his po­
sition, vote in favour of the draft resolution.20 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft resolu­
tion 16 which received 11 votes to 1, with 3 abstentions, and 
was not adopted, owing to the negative vote ofa permanent 
member of the Security Council.21 

In a statement after the vote, the representative of Den­
mark stated that it was because of Denmark's firm belief 
in and support for the principles of international justice 
which the International Court represented that led it to vote 
in favour of the draft resolution. 22 The representative of the 
United Kingdom maintained that, while it did not chal-

17S/PV.2718, pp. 38 and 39. 
18Ibid., p. 43. 
19Ibid , p. 46. 
20ibid., p. 50. 
21 Ibid., p. 51. 
22lbid., pp 51 and 52. 
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lenge the draft resolution on legal grounds, the United 
Kingdom could not support a draft resolution that failed to 
take account of the wider political factors and failed to ac­
knowledge that Nicaragua had largely brought its troubles 
upon itself. That delegation had therefore abstained.23 The 

23Ibid., p. 52. 
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representative of France, in explaining France's absten­
tion, stated that the draft resolution contained questionable 
references to the Judgment of 27 June 1986 by the Inter­
national Court of Justice, both on matters of substance and 
on the Court's role. 24 

24Ibid., p. 53. 

29. LETTER DATED 13 NOVEMBER 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF CHAD TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

By a letter1 dated 13 November 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Chad transmitted the text of a memorandum of the same 
date and requested the convening of an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council to consider the serious situation then 
prevailing in his country, the northern part of which had 
been occupied by the neighbouring Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya. He further said that, in addition to the occupation, 
in the northern region, of 550,000 sq km, the perpetual in­
terference in the internal and external affairs of the Repub­
lic of Chad, and the repeated acts of aggression, destabili­
zation and terrorism in his country, the Tripoli regime had 
of late further escalated the war by embarking on a sys­
tematic and collective massacre of the innocent civilian 
populations in the occupied zone. It was further stated, in 
the memorandum annexed to the letter, that the Libyan 
military occupation of northern Chad had begun in 1972 
with the Aouzou Strip, a region covering 114,000 sq km, 
and that it had since been steadily expanded until, in Au­
gust 1983, it had extended over 550,000 sq km, stretching 
over the entire Prefecture of Borkou-Ennedi-Tibesti, after 
an unprecedented military offensive by air and land. The 
memorandum also asserted that, since August 1983, the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had been reinforcing its military 
presence daily by constructing airfields capable of accom­
modating all types of military equipment and by installing 
sophisticated communication and defence systems while, 
simultaneously, the "Libyanization" of northern Chad, in­
cluding the organization of deportation of women and chil­
dren, had begun with the stamping out of all traces of 
Chadian identity and the imposition of Arabic to replace 
French, of the Green Book as the only political philosophy 
and of the Libyan dinar as the only currency. The memo­
randum concluded that the genocidal crimes that were be­
ing perpetrated by the Libyan occupier against the de­
fence less civilian populations had led the Government of 
the Republic of Chad to bring the situation before the in­
ternational community so that it could assume its respon­
sibilities by exercising pressure on the Libyan regime in 
order to induce it to withdraw its occupation troops from 
Chadian territory without delay. 

At its 2721st meeting, on 18 November 1986, the Secu­
rity Council included in its agenda the item entitled "Letter 
dated 13 November 1986 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Chad to the United Nations addressed to the 

1S/18456, annex. 

President of the Security Council", and considered the item 
at the same meeting.2 The Council decided to extend invi­
tations, at their request, to the representatives of Chad, 
Egypt, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Zaire to partici­
pate, without vote, in the discussion of the item.3 

At the same meeting, the representative of Chad said that 
his Government had felt obliged to seize the Council, once 
again, of the extremely serious situation resulting from the 
occupation of a large part of Chad by the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya in flagrant violation of law and international 
custom. He said that what was at stake was the survival of 
a segment of the Chadian population, its natural heritage, 
sovereignty, independence and its territorial integrity, re­
sulting from the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya' s occupation of 
Chadian territory, and its systematic massacre and geno­
cide of the Chadian people in the Borkou-Ennedi-Tibesti 
region. He appealed to the Security Council to help take 
up the challenge in conformity with the principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations and the charter of the Or­
ganization of African Unity (OAU), and to bring about the 
immediate withdrawal of the Libyan occupation troops 
from Chad and to ensure that Libya ended the genocide it 
had been carrying out in the territory.• 

The representative of the People's Republic of the 
Congo said that the Chadian conflict could be resolved un­
der the auspices of OAU and that a competent body which 
had been established to deal with the problem had held 
several meetings on the question. He stated that the non­
aligned countries also supported the efforts of OAU to 
bring about national reconciliation in Chad and to estab­
lish, without foreign interference, lasting peace and respect 
for Chad's territorial integrity and independence. Stating 
that the conflict in Chad lent itself to a regional initiative 
within the framework ofOAU, he called upon the Security 
Council, in conformity with the relevant provisions of the 
Charter of the United Nations, to take due account of the 
need for OAU to find a solution to the Chadian problem 
and to encourage the regional organization in its initiatives 
and efforts aimed at achieving national reconciliation in 
order to enable Chad to regain peace, national unity and 
territorial integrity. 5 

2for the adoption of the agenda, see S/PV .2721, p. 2. 
3for details on invitations, see chap. Ill of the present Supple­

ment. 
4S/PV .272 l, pp. 3-9. 
SJbid., pp. I 1-13. For the discussions on the principles contained 

in Chapter VIII of the Charter, see chap. XII of the present Supple­
ment. 
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The representative of Zaire said that the situation in 
Chad was a dramatic attack on the principles of interna­
tional law and the principles set forth in the Charter of the 
United Nations and in the OAU charter, in particular the 
provisions that related to sovereignty, political inde­
pendence, territorial integrity, non-intervention in the in­
ternal affairs of States, non-use of force in relations among 
States, and the peaceful settlement of disputes as stipulated 
in article 3 of the OAU charter and Article 2 of the Charter 
of the United Nations. He said that no country had the right 
to threaten the sovereignty and territorial integrity of an­
other, and called for the withdrawal of the Libyan forces 
from Chad. He then quoted the provisions of Article 51 of 
the Charter of the United Nations and stated that, in re­
sponse to the appeal for assistance by the legitimate Gov­
ernment of Chad, Zaire had sent troops as tangible evi­
dence of its commitments to the preservation of the 
territorial integrity of each African State in accordance 
with Article 3 of the OAU Charter.6 

The representative of France said that France had learned 
that in the Chadian conflict non-combatants had been the 
target of attacks resulting in the destruction of Gourma and 
Monou, areas where civilians had been killed. He said that 
France had set up a military assistance unit, at the request 
of the Chadian Government and in conformity with Article 
51 of the Charter of the United Nations, to act as a deterrent 
against outside interference in Chadian affairs.7 

The representative of the United States of America re­
called that the Government of Chad had vigorously worked 
towards the goal of national reconciliation since it had 
come to power in 1982, but that its domestic progress had 
been disrupted by external military aggression directed 
against it, with an invasion in 1983 by the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya in clear violation, not only of the Charter of the 
United Nations, but also that of OAU. He recalled further 
that in that invasion, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had 
seized nearly half of the territory of Chad and was in con­
tinued occupation of Chad's northern provinces, which it 

6Ibid., pp. 16-19. 
7Ibid., pp. 21 and 22. 
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continued to maintain through harsh military rule. He said 
that the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya's attacks on Chad had 
threatened not only its smaller neighbour, but also the 
peace and stability of other nations in the region. He called 
upon the international community to demand that the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya withdraw its military forces from 
Chad and cease its aggression against a Member of the 
United Nations. 8 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya challenged the ground upon which the Se­
curity Council was convened, as the problem of Chad was 
an internal one resulting from the remnants of French co­
lonialism that could best be handled under the auspices of 
OAU. He said that the regional organization had already 
entrusted to the President of the People's Republic of the 
Congo the task of seeking national reconciliation among 
the contending Chadian parties. He then accused the Gov­
ernment of the United States of America of using the 
Chadian conflict to divert attention from the American ag­
gression against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, and as an ex­
cuse to support the Chadian faction led by Hissein Habre, 
whose regime did not control Chad. He called upon other 
States, in particular the "colonial Powers" which were in­
tervening in Chadian affairs, to put an end to their inter­
vention in the territory. 9 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics expressed his delegation's support for the position 
taken by OAU in its attempt to achieve national reconcili­
ation in Chad without any outside interference. He accused 
the United States of America and France of using the Se­
curity Council meeting as a basis for attacking the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, to increase tension on the Libyan border 
and to use the internal conflict in Chad to effect far-reaching 
political policies and designs aimed against another Afri­
can country. He condemned the escalation of imperialist 
interference in the internal affairs of African countries as 
illegal acts that threatened destabilization of the interna­
tional environment. 10 

8Ibid., pp. 23-27. 
9Ibid., pp. 28-36. 
1°Ibid., pp. 41-43. 

30. LETTER DATED 9 DECEMBER 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF NICARAGUA 
TO THE UNITED NA TIO NS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter1 dated 8 December 1986 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of 
Nicaragua requested the convening of a meeting of the Se­
curity Council to consider the incidents in the Central 
American region which endangered international peace 
and security. 

1S/18514. 

At the 2728th meeting, on IO December 1986, the Coun­
cil considered the item on its agenda. The representatives 
of Honduras and Nicaragua were invited, at their request, 
to participate without vote in accordance with the relevant 
provisions of the Charter and rule 37 of the provisional 
rules of procedure of the Council. Members of the Council 
had a letter dated 8 December 1986 from the Permanent 
Representative of Nicaragua to the United Nations, which 
contained the text of the note of the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Nicaragua to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Honduras describing the violation of Nicaraguan airspace 
by firefighter planes flying from Honduras. 
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The representative of Nicaragua gave an account of the 
events, charging that three aircraft had attacked positions 
of the Sandinista People's Anny, causing the death of 
seven people and the wounding of another nine; on the 
same day, two combat aircraft from the same formation 
attacked a town, 25 kilometres from the northern border, 
destroying a home, killing two children and wounding 
three soldiers. According to Nicaraguan intelligence 
sources, the aircraft had taken off from United States bases 
located on Honduran territory and the attacks had been co­
ordinated by American specialists; besides, the rockets and 
bombs used in the bombings could only have been trans­
ported by powerful combat aircraft, which the mercenary 
forces did not possess. He stated that responsibility for the 
latest grave event lay with the United States Government, 
whose objective was to overthrow the legitimately estab­
lished Government of Nicaragua. The speaker recalled that 
in recent years his Government had often drawn the Coun­
cil's attention to such activities as the conducting of joint 
military manoeuvres by the United States and the Hondu­
ran armies; the strengthening of the military structure es­
tablished by the United States in Honduras; the permanent 
presence of advisers and specialized bodies of the United 
States on Honduran soil; the continued financing of 
counter-revolutionary mercenaries; the constant violation 
of Nicaraguan territorial waters and airspace. He con­
demned the United States tactics of bringing the military 
manoeuvres closer to the counter-revolutionary bases and 
the border of Nicaragua, as well as of carrying out elec­
tronic and air espionage of the Nicaraguan Pacific coast 
and territory. Moreover, the representative of Nicaragua 
indicated some actions within the "context of aggression 
and preparation of the conditions necessary to the direct 
participation of the United States in the war,"2 such as fi­
nancing and direct control of adversary operations, train­
ing of commandos, and speculation about an invasion of 
Honduran territory by troops of the Sandinista People's 
Army. He stated that his Government had come to the Se­
curity Council, in view of preparations for direct military 
intervention against Nicaragua, to alert the international 
community to the new escalation of United States aggres­
sion as "an attack against the peace, security and lives of 
peoples of Nicaragua and Honduras".3 He called for re­
spect for the norms and principles of international law and 
for the right of the peoples of Central America to life and 
peace. He informed of his Government's proposal to the 
Government of Honduras to invite the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations to send a fact-finding committee to 
the zone of tension, with the participation of the Contadora 
Group members, to determine the causes of tension and 
recommend relevant measures to be adopted to prevent a 
further worsening of the situation. He described the nega­
tive response of the Government of Honduras as being a 
result of pressure by the United States Government. 4 

The representative of Honduras denied the allegations of 
the representative of Nicaragua. He stated that the border 
situations had worsened considerably as a result of the at­
tack by approximately 200 soldiers of the Sandinista Peo­
ple's Anny on an observation post within Honduran terri­
tory, in the course of which two soldiers had been 

2S/PV.2728. pp. 9 and 10. 
3Jbid. p. 12. 
4Ibid .• pp. 3 and 13. 
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captured, three wounded in the battle, and the military 
equipment from the post belonging to the Honduran army 
seized by the Sandinista army. At the same time, a number 
of purely civilian villages had been attacked, and the Gov­
ernment had been so far unable to determine human losses 
and material damage. The speaker pointed out that his 
Government, demonstrating a peaceful and conciliatory 
approach, had made attempts to prevent a worsening of the 
situation through diplomatic means, warning that Hondu­
ran armed forces "would be obliged to carry out their con­
stitutional duty to defend the national territory and sover­
eignty"5 and had called for withdrawal of all Sandinista 
troops from its territory. He said that the Nicaragua pro­
posal to send a United Nations and Contadora Group com­
mission to avoid worsening of the situation had been "ab­
solutely unacceptable", and had left the Honduran 
Government no alternative but to take appropriate and le­
gitimate action, that is, to order the Honduran air force "to 
take all necessary measures to remove the invading sol­
diers" from Honduran territory, using its own resources 
and those supplied at its request by the Government of the 
United States. He assured the Council that all the actions 
had been taken without exceeding the legal limits imposed 
by the United States Government and under precise orders 
of the commander of the armed forces of Honduras to op­
erate strictly within national territory. The speaker in­
fonned the Council that the Pennanent Mission of Hondu­
ras would present it with "many identification cards" left 
behind or taken from members of the Sandinista anny on 
Honduran territory, as well as a document which was an 
instruction to the Nicaraguan army proving the existence 
of a premeditated plan of invasion. Totally rejecting his 
country's responsibility for the incident, the representative 
of Honduras asserted that the Government of Nicaragua 
was violating the principles of international law contained 
in international agreements and in the Charter of the 
United Nations, in particular, in Article 2. He also quoted 
in full the response of the Honduras Foreign Minister to 
the telex of the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Nicaragua 
claiming that Honduran aircraft had attacked the positions 
of the Sandinista People's Army on Nicaraguan territory. 
He affirmed the will of his Government, respectful of its 
commitments under the Charter, to explore the path to 
peace with dignity in Central America. He expressed con­
fidence in the Security Council's good judgement and its 
ability to distinguish lies from the truth.6 

The President of the Security Council, speaking in his 
capacity as the representative of the United States, called 
the reason used by Nicaragua to convene the Council "pat­
ently false and a cynical complaint" and an abuse of the 
Council. He portrayed Nicaragua as an aggressor trying to 
present itself as a victim. In his account of events, he ac­
knowledged that the United States, at the request of the 
President of Honduras, had agreed to transport Honduran 
troops and supplies in nine unarmed United States helicop­
ters to the region, 25 miles away from the conflict. He em­
phasized that the massive Soviet-backed military build-up 
in Nicaragua was a serious threat to the countries in the 
region, which "the Central American democracies had 
sought to counter not by matching force with force but 

51bid., p. 17. 
6Jbid., pp. 13-26. 



Part II 

through negotiation of a comprehensive regional agree­
ment", which the United States had supported. He pointed 
out that the issue before the Council was not one between 
Nicaragua and the United States; the real problem was the 
aggression of Nicaragua against its neighbours and the 
United States was prepared to come to the prompt assist­
ance of the victims. 7 

The representative of Nicaragua questioned the United 
States insistence on attributing the problems of Central 
America solely to Nicaragua and observed that the Secu­
rity Council and the international community were long 
aware that his country had been more than once subjected 
to aggression. She referred to a ruling in that regard by the 
International Court of Justice condemning the United 
States for its policy of aggression. She affirmed that the 
only force in Honduran territory that was not Honduran 
was that of the United States and the counter-revolutionary 
force created, armed and supplied by the United States Ad­
ministration. She questioned why the mechanism of a fact­
finding commission of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, proposed by her Government to the United States 
and Honduras, had not been accepted and reiterated that 
the reason for convening that meeting was to alert the Se­
curity Council to the fabrications and pretexts for wider 
United States involvement in the direct actions against 
Nicaragua. She recalled that the mechanism should be 
found for a solution of the situation within the Contadora 

7S/PV .2728, pp. 26-28. 
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framework and in bilateral relations between the United 
States and Nicaragua. She reiterated the appeal made at a 
meeting with the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
to send a fact-finding mission to the border area, despite 
objections from the Honduran Government, and to send a 
commission to the bombed area of Nicaragua. 8 

The representative of Honduras, exercising the right of 
reply, clarified that his country was unable to accept the 
on-site presence of a United Nations commission as a mat­
ter of"national dignity", unless Nicaragua agreed to with­
draw the Sandinista troops from its territory. He also stated 
that the military base in question was under sovereign ad­
ministration, management and ownership of his country; 
the United States advisers operated in Honduras within the 
framework of friendly relations. He confirmed his coun­
try's readiness to withdraw the military advisers, in the inter­
est of peace in the region, provided that Nicaragua would also 
withdraw its troops. He also denied that Honduras had sought 
to obtain F-15 aircraft and that it had a large number of F-5s. 
The representative presented photocopies of the military 
identification papers of Nicaraguan soldiers who were on 
Honduran territory, and other evidence.9 

The President said that there were no more speakers on 
the list and that the next meeting of the Council would be 
fixed in the course of consultations. 

8Jbid., pp. 28-32. 
9Ibid., pp. 32 and 33. 

31. STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (IN CONNECTION 
WITH HOSTAGE-TAK.ING AND ABDUCTION)1 

Decision: Statement by the President. 

On 28 January 1987, following consultations of the Se­
curity Council, the President was authorized to issue a 
statement on behalf of the Members of the Council. The 
Statement reads as follows: 

1S/l 864 I. 

The members of the Security Council have had occasion in the 
past to draw attention to various acts of hostage-taking and abduc­
tion. In resolution 579 (1985) the Security Council condemned un­
equivocally all such acts and called for the immediate safe release 
of all hostages and abducted persons wherever and by whomever 
they are being held. Conscious of the serious implications of this 
issue, and, in particular, its humanitarian aspects, the members of 
the Council again condemn all acts of hostage-taking and abduc­
tion and demand the immediate and safe release of all hostages 
and abducted persons. 

32. LETTER DATED 10 FEBRUARY 1988 FROM THE PERMANENT OBSERVER OF THE REPUBLIC 
OF KOREA TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY 
COUNCIL 

LETTER DATED 10 FEBRUARY 1988 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF JAPAN TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a note1 dated IO February 1988, the President of the 
Security Council circulated the text of a letter of the same 
date, together with its enclosure, from the Permanent Ob-

1Sll 9488. 

server of the Republic of Korea to the United Nations ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council, requesting 
an urgent meeting of the Council, in accordance with Ar­
ticle 35, paragraph 2, of the Charter of the United Nations, 
to consider the situation arising from the incident in which 
a commercial passenger airliner, Flight 858, of the Repub­
lic of Korea, with 115 people on board, had been destroyed 
by an explosion in mid-air during a regular flight from 
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Baghdad to Seoul on 29 November 1987. The Permanent 
Observer of the Republic of Korea to the United Nations 
had also stated that the findings of the investigation by his 
Government had revealed that the explosion had been 
caused by time bombs that were planted by two North Ko­
rean agents. He had further declared that the Republic of 
Korea accepted, in connection with its request for a meet­
ing of the Security Council, the obligations of a peaceful 
settlement of disputes as stipulated in the Charter; and 
requested, in the same letter, that a representative of his 
Government be invited by the Security Council to partici­
pate in the discussion in accordance with Article 32 of the 
Charter. 

By a letter2 · dated IO February 1988 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the representative of Ja­
pan requested that an urgent meeting of the Council be 
convened to consider the destruction on 29 November 
1987 of the Korean Air Lines passenger aircraft, Flight 
858, which had claimed 115 victims. 

At the 279 lst meeting, on 16 February 1988, prior to the 
adoption of the provisional agenda, the representative of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics stated that his 
delegation held the view that the inclusion of the present 
item in the agenda of the Security Council could well have 
negative consequences for the situation in the Korean pen­
insula, which was already quite tense; and that it wished 
to have that view reflected in the Council's records.3 The 
Council then adopted4 the agenda, which included the let­
ters from the Permanent Observer of the Republic of Korea 
to the United Nations and from the representative of Japan, 
respectively; and considered the item at the 2791st and 
2792nd meetings, held on 16 and 17 February 1988. In the 
course of its deliberations, the Council invited, at his re• 
quest, the representative of Bahrain to participate, without 
vote, in the discussion of the item. 5 The Council also 
extended invitations, at their request, to the Demo• 
cratic People's Republic of Korea and the Republic of 
Korea to participate in the discussion, without the right to 
vote, in accordance with the provisions of Article 32 of the 
Charter. 

Decision of 17 February 1988 (2792nd meeting): adjourn­
ment 

At the 2791st meeting, on 16 February 1988, the Minis­
ter for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Korea recalled 
that a Korean Aircraft had been blown up in mid-air over 
the Andaman Sea off the coast of Burma, while on a flight 
from Baghdad to Seoul via Abu Dhabi, on 29 November 
1987, and that all 115 passengers and crew, including one 
Indian and one Lebanese national, had been killed. He then 
stated that his Government had brought the matter before 
the Security Council for the following reasons: (a) that a 
State-directed act of terrorism had posed a grave threat, not 
only to the safety of international civil aviation, but also 
to international peace and security; (b) that this had not 
been the first terrorist attack by North Korea against the 
Republic of Korea; that the 1983 bombing incident in Ran-

2s119489. 
3S/PV.2791, pp. 2 and 3. 
4Ibid., p. 6. 
5For details, see chap. Ill of the present Supplement. 
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goon, which had been intended to kill the President of the 
Republic of Korea while on a State visit to Burma, had 
claimed the lives of 16 officials, including the Deputy 
Prime Minister, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, the Min­
ister of Commerce and Industry, the Minister of Energy 
and Resources and the Secretary-General to the President; 
and that the official finding of the investigation by the 
Government of Burma had been that "the perpetrators were 
North Koreans acting under instruction of the Government 
of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea" following 
which Burma had withdrawn its recognition of North Ko­
rea and closed the North Korean Embassy in Burma; (c) that 
North Korea not only maintained that its involvement in 
the bombing in Burma and the sabotage against the KAL 
airliner had been concocted, but also argued that the Re­
public of Korea had committed those crimes, thereby dan­
gerously implying that North Korea, which had consis­
tently used international terrorism as an instrument of 
its national policy, might repeat its terrorist acts and that 
his Government hoped to deter North Korea from com• 
mitting such acts in the future by bringing the matter 
before the Security Council; and (d) that the sabotage of 
a civilian airliner had been designed by North Korea as 
part of an attempt to disrupt the forthcoming Olympic 
Games in Seoul. The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Korea referred to the document1 submitted 
to the Council by his Government and said that, while 
that document contained a detailed picture of the inci­
dent, he would only highlight some of the important 
background and the key findings of the investigation. He 
then briefly described, on the one hand, the search ef• 
forts, immediately following the disappearance of Flight 
858, undertaken by his Government and Korean Air 
Lines with the cooperation of the Governments of 
Burma, Thailand, India and other countries; and, on the 
other hand, the investigation which had begun by exam• 
ining the identities of the passengers on board the air­
liner, particularly those that had disembarked at the 
flight's first stopover point in Abu Dhabi. He said that 
the investigation had led to suspicion focusing on two 
Japanese named Shinichi Hachiya and Mayumi Hachiya, 
who had been on board Korean Air Lines Flight 858 
from Baghdad to Abu Dhabi and who, as it had later 
been discovered, had been travelling with forged Japa­
nese passports. He said that the two suspects, while under 
questioning at the airport in Bahrain, had attempted to 
commit suicide by taking cyanide poison and that 
"Shinichi Hachiya" had died within hours, while the young 
woman, "Mayumi Hachiya", had survived. He stated that, 
since both Bahrain and the Republic of Korea were parties 
to the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts 
against the Safety of Civil Aviation and, owing to the 
strong suspicion that the act of terrorism had been commit­
ted by North Korean agents, the Government of Bahrain 
had complied with the request of the Republic of Korea to 
hand over to it the surviving young woman, "Mayumi 
Hachiya", together with the remains of "Shinichi 
Hachiya", and all other evidence. He then recounted 
chronologically, detailing events between 12 and 29 No­
vember 1987, how two special agents of the Intelligence 
Department of the Central Committee of the North Korean 
Workers' Party had travelled from Pyongyang, via Mos­
cow, Budapest, Vienna and Belgrade, to Baghdad, where 
they had boarded Korean Air Lines Flight 858 and from 
which they had disembarked at the Abu Dhabi airport after 
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leaving a time bomb, disguised as a Panasonic radio, and 
liquid explosive in a liquor bottle in the compartment over 
their seats. He said that the two special agents, whose real 
names were Kim Sung-ii, the team leader who committed 
suicide at Bahrain airport, and Kim Sung-hui, the young 
woman who had subsequently willingly confessed and 
helped in the reconstruction of the events, had been as­
sisted at various points in their travel by North Korean 
"guidance officers"; and that they had been disguised as 
a Japanese father and daughter, after their acquisition in 
Austria of two forged Japanese passports with falsified 
exit stamps. He said that his Government had demanded 
on 15 January 1988 that North Korea apologize and pun­
ish those responsible, as well as renounce terrorism as 
an instrument of State policy, but that the North Korean 
response had been an allegation that South Korea itself 
had carried out the bombing of the airliner. He then 
stated that more than 60 Member States of the United 
Nations and a number of international organizations, in­
cluding the International Federation of Airline Pilots As­
sociations, had so far condemned the North Korean act 
of terrorism; and that many countries had imposed sanc­
tions against North Korea, including severance of diplo­
matic ties. He concluded by stressing that his Govern­
ment, despite North Korea's policy of rejection, had 
persistently pursued a policy of direct talks between the 
South and the North on the basis of the principle of na­
tional self-determination. 6 

At the same meeting, the representative of Japan said 
that his Government had requested the convening of the 
Security Council meeting particularly for the following 
reasons: (a) Japan had also been a victim of the incident, 
in that the North Korean agents had posed as Japanese na­
tionals which, if their true identities had not been revealed, 
would have harmed Japan's relations with the Republic of 
Korea· and that the incident must be condemned as an at­
tempt to escalate tension in East Asia and to jeopardize the 
peace and security of the region; and (b) the Government 
of Japan had gathered evidence substantiating the findings 
of the investigation by the Republic of Korea and such ter­
rorist acts were a grave violation of international law 
threatening international peace and security. He recalled 
General Assembly resolutions 40/61 of 9 December 1985 
and 42/ l 59 of 7 December 1987, condemning all forms of 
terrorism as criminal, as well as the measures that had been 
taken by the International Ci vii Aviation Organization 
(ICAO) for the prevention of terrorist acts against civil 
aviation, and said that a State that organized, assisted or 
acquiesced in terrorist acts was not only violating its obli­
gation under international law, but also undermining the 
framework of international cooperation for the prevention 
of terrorism. He stated that the Security Council, whose 
primary responsibility was the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security, must take the initiative to ensure 
that acts of international terrorism were prevented. He fur­
ther recalled the 1987 General Assembly Declaration on 
enhancing the effectiveness of the principle of the non-use 
of force' which, he said, together with General Assembly 

6S/PV.2791, pp. 8-22. 
7General Assembly resolution 42/22 of 18 November 19~7. an­

nex entitled "Declaration on the Enhancement of the Effectiveness 
of the Principle of Refraining from the Threat or Use of Force in 
International Relations". 
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resolution 42/159, underlined the recognition by the inter­
national community that terrorism jeopardized relations 
between States and posed a threat to international peace 
and security. 8 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Demo­
cratic People's Republic of Korea said that the United Na­
tions, particularly the Security Council, should have on its 
agenda the issue of the relaxation of tension and ensuring 
peace and security on the Korean peninsula; but that, re­
grettably, the Council was currently discussing the so­
called KAL incident, a matter which lacked credibility and 
which was far from the purposes of the Security Council. 
He stated that the Democratic People's Republic of Korea 
consistently pursued a policy which placed the highest 
value on the sovereignty and dignity of man; and that his 
Government was not only opposed to all kinds of terrorist 
acts, but that it also had no reason or purpose in destroying 
a South Korean civilian airliner. He then declared that his 
Government had nothing to do with the incident of KAL 
Flight 858 and categorically rejected the findings of the in­
vestigation by the South Korean authorities, contained in 
the document 1 before the Council, as a fabrication. He 
asserted that the KAL incident was "no more than a 
drama written and enacted by the South Korean authori­
ties themselves" aimed at securing a victory in the presi­
dential elections by giving the people a psychological 
shock over an alleged crime by the North. He further as­
serted that it was against that background that "Plan 
Memo- I" and its modified version "Plan Memo-2 ", had 
been devised, complete with operations guidelines and 
action tactics, to blow up the KAL passenger plane on the 
route "Baghdad-Abu Dhabi-Bangkok-Seoul", and to 
blame it on North Korean agents. He further contended that 
Japan had been involved in the drama of the KAL incident 
under the manipulation of the United States; and that the 
Japanese authorities were driving a wedge between the so­
cialist countries and plotting to perpetuate the division of 
Korea, including a clamour about cross-recognition and si­
multaneous admission of the Koreas to membership in the 
United Nations.9 

At the 2992nd meeting, on 17 February 1988, the repre­
sentative of Yugoslavia said that international terrorism 
was a serious threat to cooperation and normal relations 
among States. He stated that the document1 submitted to 
the Council by the Republic of Korea contained the asser­
tions and conclusions of only one side and that the Coun­
cil's debate should not lead to premature conclusions and 
condemnation before all the relevant facts had been estab­
lished. He further stressed that the Council's discussion 
should not result in the exacerbation of the existing con­
tradictions on the Korean peninsula, contrary to the inter­
ests of the Korean people and the efforts aimed at peaceful 
settlement of disputes in the region, to which the Security 
Council intended to contribute. 10 

At the same meeting, the representative of Nepal said 
that his Government had supported the request for a meet­
ing of the Security Council to consider the Korean Air Lines 
incident primarily in defence of the principle that every 
State had the right to bring to the attention of the Security 

8S/PV .279 I, pp. 23-26. 
9Ibid., pp. 32-55. 
1°5/PV.2892, pp. 17 and 18. 
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Council or the General Assembly any situation that it felt 
was likely to endanger the maintenance of international 
peace and security, in accordance with the stipulation con­
tained in Article 34 of the Charter of the United Nations. 
He further said that another important consideration in fa­
vour of inscribing the item on the Council's agenda had 
been that a meeting of the Security Council would give the 
international community an opportunity to be fully and 
authoritatively informed about the incident. He stated that 
his delegation had also supported the initiative of the non­
aligned members of the Council to confine the debate to 
the parties directly concerned, without restricting the right 
of any Member State to participate; and that his delegation 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security 

was gratified that the Council would not be required to take 
any specific action at the end of the debate. 11 

At the same meeting, the President of the Council ob­
served that, while no participant in the discussion had de­
fended the incident involving KAL Flight 858, all those 
that had taken part in the Council's debate had rejected 
attacks on civil aviation and deplored such attacks. He then 
stated that the Security Council would remain seized of the 
matter, and declared the meeting adjourned. 12 

I I Ibid., pp. 49-5 I. 
12Ibid., p. 91. 

33. LETTER DA TED 11 MARCH 1988 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ARGENTINA TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL AND COM­
MUNICATIONS REGARDING THE SITUATION IN THE REGION OF THE FALKLAND ISLANDS 
(ISLAS MALVINAS) 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

Following a series of communications' addressed to the 
Secretary-General concerning the announcement by the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland of 
its intention to undertake military exercises in the Falkland 
Islands {Islas Malvinas) between 7 and 31 March 1988, the 
representative of Argentina, on 11 March 1988, addressed 
a letter2 to the President of the Security Council requesting 
a meeting of the Council to discuss the situation created 
by that decision of the United Kingdom. 

The Council considered3 the matter at its 2800th and 
2801st meetings, held on the morning and afternoon of 17 
March 1988. At the outset of the 2800th meeting, at their 
request, the Council invited to participate in the discussion, 
under rule 37 of the provisional rules of procedure, the rep­
resentatives of Colombia, Costa Rica, Guyana, Mexico, 
Uruguay and Venezuela; in the course of that meeting, the 
Council further invited the representatives of Bolivia and 
Ecuador; and at the outset of the 2801 st meeting, the Coun­
cil invited the representatives of Guatemala and India. At 
the outset of the 2800th meeting, the Council invited under 
rule 39, at his request, the Acting Chainnan of the Special 
Committee on the Situation with regard to the Implemen­
tation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence 
to Colonial Countries and Peoples (Special Committee of 
24). 

At the 2800th meeting, the Minister for External Rela­
tions and Culture of Argentina stated that Argentina was 
not alone in its concern at the decision by the United King-

1S/19500 from the representative of Argentina, dated 12 Febru­
ary 1988; S/19541 from the representative of the United Kingdom; 
S/19559 from the representative of Colombia on behalf of the coun­
tries members of the Group of the Permanent Mechanism for Con• 
sultation and Concerted Political Action (Argentina, Brazil, Co­
lombia, Mexico, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela), dated 29 February 
1988; S/19564 from Argentina, dated 2 March 1988; and S/19579 
from Argentina, dated 4 March 1988. 

2s,19604. 
Yfhe Council included the item in its agenda under the heading 

"Letter dated 11 March 1988 from the Permanent Representative 
of Argentina addressed to the President of the Security Council 
(S/19604)". 

dom to conduct military manoeuvres on the Malvinas Is­
lands: the Organization of American States, the Pennanent 
Mechanism for Consultation and Concerted Political Ac­
tion, composed of eight Latin American countries, and the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries had all expressed 
their concern. The British Government had decided to hold 
military exercises despite Its own support for General As­
sembly resolution 41/11 of 27 October 1986, which de­
clared the South Atlantic a zone of peace and cooperation. 
This was a clear expression of the United Kingdom's de­
termination not to negotiate and not to settle its dispute 
with Argentina over the islands peacefully. 

The United Kingdom had voted against General Assem­
bly resolutions4 calling for a negotiated solution and had 
at the same time built up a demonstration of force in the 
islands. It was only open to negotiations that explicitly left 
aside the pivotal question of sovereignty. The British 
might argue that the two countries should begin with re­
ciprocal confidence-building measures, but how could Ar­
gentina construe the establishment of reciprocal confi­
dence by a country which, at the least explicable moment, 
had decided to carry out military manoeuvres in the dis­
puted area? By contrast, Argentina, since the restoration 
of democracy in 1983, had made evident its detennina­
tion to seek a negotiated solution; all Argentine initia­
tives, actions and behaviour since 1983 had been peaceful 
in nature. 

The British attitude was in itself a threat to international 
peace and security because it disregarded negotiations as 
a basis for the settlement of disputes. The behaviour of the 
permanent members5 of the Council had a direct impact on 
the credibility of the collective security system; if a per­
manent member ignored the Charter what could be ex-

4General Assembly resolutions 37/9 of 4 November 1982, 38/12 
of 16 November 1983, 39/6 of I November 1984, 40/21 of 27 No­
vember 1985, 41/40 of 25 November 1986 and 42/19 of I 7 !'llovem­
ber 1987. 

Sseveral delegations participating in the debate referred to the 
special responsibilities conferred upon a permanent member of the 
Council in conjunction with its unique privileges and advantages, 
including Costa Rica (S/PV .2800, pp. 57-58), Venezuela (ibid., 
p. 47) and Panama (S/PV.2801, pp. 27-31). 
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pected of other countries? The decision by the United 
Kingdom thus played into the hands of those who sought 
to discredit the United Nations. 6 

The representative of the United Kingdom recalled that 
in 1982, while the British and Argentine Governments 
were engaged in discussions about the Falklands, the is­
lands had been suddenly invaded by over 10,000 Argentine 
troops. Subsequently, Argentina had ignored Council reso­
lution 502 ( 1982) which called for the immediate with­
drawal of all Argentine forces. The British Government, in 
consequence, had been obliged to exercise its right to 
self-defence under Article 51 of the Charter and to expel 
the invaders at a distressing cost to life. The United 
Kingdom would be in dereliction of its duty under Arti­
cle 73 7 of the Charter, he claimed, if it did not take the 
necessary steps to safeguard the security of the people 
of the islands and ensure that such a catastrophe could 
not happen again. 

Argentina had made it clear that negotiations could 
only have one outcome: the annexation of the islands by 
Argentina. They did not want negotiations, but talks 
about a handover date. The British Government acknow­
ledged and reciprocated Argentina's assurances of its 
commitment to resolve outstanding differences by 
peaceful means, and it respected and appreciated Presi­
dent Alfonsin' s statements that he did not intend to re­
sort to force. However, as long as Argentina maintained 
its claim to the Falklands, regardless of the wishes of the 
islanders, the United Kingdom must retain the capacity to 
deal with the unexpected. 

Instead of choosing to install a large enough permanent 
garrison to ward off attack, the United Kingdom had opted 
to maintain the smallest possible garrison, with the means 
to reinforce it rapidly. The United Kingdom had made it 
clear that occasional reinforcement exercises would be 
necessary. The current exercise, which involved a small 
number of aircraft and fewer than 1,000 men, could in no 
way be construed as a threat to anyone. Moreover, British 
reinforcement capability had made it possible to halve the 
number of troops on the island, which was surely a con­
tribution to the lowering of tensions rather than the oppo­
site.8 

The representative of Colombia stated that the issue of 
the Malvinas affected all the countries of Latin America, 
which unreservedly supported Argentina's claim to sover­
eignty over the islands. It was an obvious problem of de­
colonization which could have been resolved within the 
framework of the Charter but had, instead, become a hot­
bed of tension and conflict with repercussions throughout 
the region. It was not the size or intensity of the British 
manoeuvres that disturbed Colombia; it was the fact that 
the democratic Government of Argentina, which had made 
clear its intention to protect the interests of the islanders, 
could offer peaceful, bilateral dialogue with an open 
agenda and no preconditions, and be met with the deploy­
ment of force. Such vaunting of power was antithetical to 

6SIPV.2800, pp. 6-15. 
7 Article 73 sets out the obligations of Member States adminis­

trating Non-Self-Governing Territories towards the Territories· in­
habitants. 

8S/PY.2800, pp. 14-20. 
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a climate of negotiations and peace. Colombia supported a 
comprehensive negotiated solution.9 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics expressed his delegation's sympathy with Argen­
tina's request for a meeting of the Council. The Soviet 
Union supported a peaceful settlement of the dispute. 
Moving British forces and arms into the Falklands (Mal­
vinas) in order to test the feasibility of carrying out a large­
scale military operation there, which was the purpose that 
had been stated in London, would not promote a political 
settlement. 10 

The representative of Peru stated, among other things, 
that the British manoeuvres must be viewed in the light of 
the decision by the United Kingdom of 29 October 1986 
to declare a 200-mile zone around the Malvinas Islands 
within which it had set up a so-called interim fishing and 
administrative conservation zone. In the view of Latin 
Americans, sending foreign troops to the region to hold 
military exercises, regardless of their origin or deployment, 
was an unjustified intervention and infringement on the 
unity, security and sovereignty of Latin America. 11 

The Acting Chairman of the Special Committee of 24 
stated that the Malvinas Islands were a Non-Self-Govern­
ing Territory within the meaning of Chapter Xl1 2 of the 
Charter of the United Nations. He recalled that in I 965 the 
General Assembly had recognized the existence of a dis­
pute with respect to sovereignty over the islands. Since 
then, the Assembly had repeatedly urged negotiations to­
wards a peaceful settlement, bearing in mind the provisions 
of the Charter, the objectives of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peo­
ples and the interests of the population of the islands. The 
Assembly had also called upon the Secretary-General to 
conduct a mission of good offices to help the two Govern­
ments to resume negotiations, although conditions had not 
yet permitted the Secretary-General to carry out his man­
date. The Acting Chairman of the Committee stated that an 
increased military presence in the region would worsen 
tensions instead of helping to create the necessary environ­
ment for negotiations towards a peaceful settlement. n 

At the 2801st meeting, the representative ofltaly empha­
sized the close relations maintained by his Government 
with both Argentina and the United Kingdom, and called 
for a negotiated settlement of the dispute. 14 

The representative of the United States of America ex­
pressed his Government's support for General Assembly 
resolution 42/ I 9 requesting negotiations with a view to 

9Ibid., pp. 21-23. Similar sentiments were expressed at the 
2800th meeting by the representatives of Uruguay (pp. 26-27), Bra­
zil (pp. 31-32), Peru (pp. 36-40), Mexico (pp. 48-53), Spain 
(pp. 54-56), Costa Rica (pp. 57-58), Venezuela (pp. 43-48) and 
Ecuador (pp. 61-62); and at the 280 I st meeting by the representa­
tives of Nicaragua (S/PV.2801, pp. 22-26), Panama (pp. 27-31), 
Bolivia (pp. 37-38) and Guatemala (pp. 38-43). 

1°5/PV.2800, pp. 32-36. 
I 1lbid., pp. 38-39. 
12Articles 73 and 74; see note 7 above. 
13S/PY.2800, pp. 41-43. 
14S/PV.2801, pp. 3-5. Similar views were expressed at the 2801st 

meeting by the representatives of Japan (pp. 5-6), Algeria (pp. 6-8), 
Nepal (pp. 8- I I), the Federal Republic of Germany (pp. I I. 13 ), 
Zambia (pp. 13-17), Senegal (pp. 17-18), France (pp. 21-22), Guy­
ana (pp. 31-36), India (pp. 44-45) and Yugoslavia (pp. 46-47). 
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finding a peaceful resolution. The United States had not 
taken a position of the question of sovereignty. Both par­
ties to the dispute were its friends, and both parties had 
made efforts to resolve the dispute, although tensions ob­
viously persisted. The United States believed that a more 
stable basis of mutual trust needed to be established, and 
that the initiation of direct talks could contribute to that 
objective. 1s 

The representative of China stated that Argentina's claim 
to the Malvinas Islands should be respected by the interna­
tional community, and he pointed out that the non-aligned 
movement and the Organization of American States had 
adopted resolutions on a number of occasions that sup­
ported Argentina's position regarding its sovereignty over 
the islands. China was concerned at the situation in the 
South Atlantic caused by the British military exercises in 
the Malvinas and hoped that the two parties would find a 

15Ibid., pp. 18-20. 
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fair and reasonable solution through peaceful negotia­
tions.16 

The representative of Nicaragua stated, among other 
things, that because the Malvinas were a colonial enclave 
its inhabitants were not entitled to self-determination.'7 In 
a similar vein, the representative of Guatemala pointed out, 
inter alia, that both the General Assembly and the Interna­
tional Court of Justice had recognized that the principle of 
territorial integrity had primacy over the principle of self­
determination in cases where colonial occupation had affected 
the territorial sovereignty of independent countries. 18 

Further statements by the representatives of the United 
States, Argentina and the United Kingdom followed, 19 af­
ter which the President declared that the Council had 
concluded the present stage of its discussion on the item 
before it. 

16Ibid., p. 21. 
17Ibid., pp. 22-26. 
18Ibid., pp. 42-43. 
19lbid., p. 48 (United States), pp. 48-53 and 59-61 (Argentina) 

and pp. 54-58 and 61-62 (United Kingdom). 

34. LETTER DATED 17 MARCH 1988 FROM THE CHARGE D'AFFAIRES A.I. OF THE PERMANENT 
MISSION OF NICARAGUA TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
SECURITY COUNCIL 

[NITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter1 dated 17 March I 988 addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, the representative of Nicara­
gua requested a meeting of the Security Council to con­
sider the serious situation created by threats and aggression 
against his country and by the decision of the United States 
Government to send American troops to Honduran terri­
tory. 

At the 2802nd meeting, on 18 March 1988, the Council 
included the letter in the agenda. Following the adoption 
of the agenda, the Council invited, at the same meeting, the 
representatives of Colombia, Costa Rica, Honduras, Nica­
ragua and Peru, and at the 2803rd meeting, the repre­
sentatives of Viet Nam and Zimbabwe, to participate in the 
discussion, without the right to vote, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Charter and rule 37 of the provisional 
rules of procedure of the Council. The item was discussed at 
the 2802nd and 2803rd meetings, on 18 and 22 March 1988. 

At the 2802nd meeting, the representative of Nicaragua 
described the latest crisis resulting from the escalation of 
threats to his country and by the decision of the United 
States Government to send 3,200 troops to Honduran ter­
ritory, which was in line with the United States policy in 
Central America, including financial aid to the Contra 
forces. He also gave an account of a Sandinista People's 
Army military operation that had started on 6 March, in the 
area 5 kilometres from the border with Honduras, intended 
to drive mercenary forces from Nicaraguan territory in an 
action of legitimate self-defence of its sovereignty and ter­
ritorial integrity. The representative said that the President 

1s119638. 

of Nicaragua had contacted the President of Honduras and 
proposed a summit meeting; another meeting had been pro­
posed between the heads of military forces of both coun­
tries and yet another, at the initiative of the President of 
Guatemala, of the Central American Foreign Ministers. 
The Government of Nicaragua had also formally requested 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the Sec­
retary-General of the Organization of American States 
(OAS) to send a mixed technical mission to investigate in 
situ the recent border incidents on Nicaraguan territory, so 
that specific recommendations for the disarmament and 
withdrawal of the mercenary troops could be made. 

Despite all the initiatives, a provocative bombing of 
Nicaraguan border territory by two United States aircraft 
had occurred. All this, the orator commented, was aimed 
at scotching the previously adopted agreements,2 at sabo­
taging the forthcoming ceasefire negotiations, at creating 
the necessary climate for obtaining fresh funds of a 30-to-
33-million-dollar aid package for the Contras in the United 
States Congress; at laying the ground for direct military 
intervention against Nicaragua; and at strengthening the 
United States of America's presence in Central America. 
The speaker concluded his address by appealing to the 
Government of Honduras to live up to the Esquipulas II 
Agreements, and urged the United States Government to 
comply with the ruling of the International Court of Justice 
of 27 June I 986. 

The representative of Honduras repudiated the charges 
and claimed that the territory of his country had been at­
tacked by Nicaragua using artillery and its air force. Nev-

2Esquipulas II Agreements, adopted at the San Jose Summit on 
16 January 1988 (A/42/521). 
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ertheless, the Government of Honduras had refrained from 
complaining to the Security Council because of its com­
mitment to the search for a solution through diplomatic bi­
lateral and regional channels. He rejected the Nicaraguan 
proposal to dispatch a joint United Nations-Organization 
of American States commission to the border area to inves­
tigate the situation, arguing that it would "allow Nicaragua 
to continue to use international forums to cover up its lack 
of compliance with its obligation as a State". He informed 
the Council of the contacts between the President of Hon­
duras and the President of Nicaragua and the President of 
Costa Rica on the matter, and pointed out that his country, 
although determined to act with restraint, would adopt ap­
propriate measures in exercise of its right of self-defence 
under Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations. The 
speaker also informed the Council of the request of the 
President of Honduras to the President of the United States 
to provide effective assistance to his country in the face of 
aggression, in response to which 3,500 United States 
troops were stationed at a Honduran airbase in the central 
part of the country as an act of a preventive strategy. He 
also reported a Honduran air attack, within Honduran ter­
ritory, against a Sandinista military post, which had been 
providing logistical support for the aggressive activities of 
Nicaraguan troops. He asserted that the Nicaraguan Gov­
ernment had provoked the tension in order to free itself 
from complying with the Esquipulas II Agreements,3 that 
it rejected mediation by Cardinal Bravo, that, on the one 
hand, it was calling for negotiations and, on the other, tried 
to destroy its negotiating partners. He suggested that inter­
nal negotiations in Nicaragua would remove the need for 
military attacks. He called upon the Nicaraguan Govern­
ment to cease its aggression against the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of Honduras and to withdraw its troops 
from his country's territory. 4 

The representative of the United States of America con­
veyed his Government's support for the peace agreements 
of the Central American Presidents calling for Nicaragua 
to implement its commitments to democratization, and 
pointed out that the Government of Nicaragua had battered 
the peace process by arresting the leaders of the opposition, 
halting discussions with the resistance, minimizing the me­
diation role of Cardinal Bravo and by the latest military 
incursion into Honduras. Nicaragua, according to the 
speaker, had the largest army in Central America, had de­
liberately violated the sovereignty of Honduras, bombed 
Honduran territory for several days, and deployed 1,500 to 
2,000 troops on Honduran soil. In response to an explicit 
request by the Government of Honduras,5 the President of 
the United States had ordered the deployment of an Infan­
try Brigade Task Force at an airbase far from the area of 
hostilities, which did not constitute a threat to Nicaragua. 
The representative suggested that Nicaragua had increased 
its activities by moving equipment and troops closer to the 
border and by establishing a forward staging area within 
45 miles of the Honduran border as a reaction to a vote in 
the United States Congress ending aid to the Nicaraguan 
resistance, which demonstrated the intention of the Sandin­
istas to solve their civil war by crushing all opposition and 
destroying the resistance. He urged the Government of 

3AJ42/521. 
4S/PV.2802, pp. I 6-25. 
5See S/19643. 
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Nicaragua to cease its aggressive approach and stand by its 
commitments. 6 

The representative of Brazil appealed to the parties di­
rectly involved in the conflict-the United States, Hondu­
ras and Nicaragua-to halt and reverse the military escala­
tion in the region, to show respect for the principles of 
international coexistence, non-intervention and condemna­
tion of recourse to violence enshrined in the Charter of 
the United Nations. He stated that his Government would 
take a favourable view of the acceptance by the Secretary­
General of the request to send a verification mission to the 
area of conflict.7 

The representative of Argentina expressed concern over 
the fact that "foreign troops" had been sent to a country 
in the region and emphasized the need for full respect for 
the principles of non-intervention and self-determination. 
He expressed his country's support of a negotiated solution 
to the conflict envisaged in the Contadora Act and the Es­
quipulas II Agreements. 8 He called upon the Governments 
of Honduras and Nicaragua to lessen the tension in the bor­
der area, to guarantee respect for territorial integrity and 
non-use of their territories as "bases for armed actions 
against other States". 9 

The representative of Costa Rica conveyed the statement 
of the Foreign Minister of his country which called on the 
parties to resort to calm and measured dialogue, observing 
the principles of the Esquipulas II Agreements. He ex­
plained that his country did not consider itself part of the 
problem of Central America, but that it was profoundly af­
fected by the flow of refugees and the uncertainty which 
led to setbacks in economic life. He observed that, while 
the Executive Commission set up by the five Presidents of 
the Central American Republics had been working on the 
implementation of existing agreements and, at the national 
level, efforts had been made to reach a ceasefire agreement, 
the Government of Nicaragua had been attempting to 
achieve the total military defeat of its opponents, and had 
entered the territory of Honduras, which had provoked the 
inevitable reaction by Honduran authorities-their request 
for assistance from the United States. He called for a return 
to the negotiating process and expressed the hope that the 
scheduled meeting of the Executive Commission would 
take place. 

The representative of Peru expressed his Government's 
great concern over the decision by the United States Govern­
ment to send military forces to the territory of Honduras, and 
urged the Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua to take 
the path of direct dialogue to reduce tension and guarantee 
respect for the territorial integrity of each other. 10 

The representative of Nicaragua repudiated the allega­
tions of aggression against Honduras, as his country had 
no claims on its territory. He referred to the testimony 
given to the International Verification and Control Com­
mission founded within the framework of the Esquipulas 
II Agreements that hundreds of Honduran families had 
been removed from their homes owing to the fact that "for­
eign forces were occupying large sectors of territory in the 

6S/PV.2802, pp. 26-30. 
7Ibid., pp. 30-31. 
8A/42/52 I. 
9S/PV.2802, pp. 32-33. 
1°Ibid., pp. 38-40. 
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southern part of the country". He called it "the occupation 
imposed on the Government of Honduras by the United 
States pressure" that should be denounced in the Security 
Council. He noted that the falsity of the accusations lev­
elled by the representatives of Honduras and the United 
States was proved by their refusal to receive a technical 
mission of experts from the United Nations and OAS to 
investigate the incidents. The speaker repeated his call for 
the Government of Honduras to resolve the problem 
through bilateral and regional channels and by agreeing to 
a technical mission by the United Nations which would 
visit both Honduras and Nicaragua. 

At the 2803rd meeting, the representative of Zimbabwe 
reminded the Council that the crisis in Latin America had 
exercised the efforts of the international community for a 
considerable time. The conflict was addressed in General 
Assembly resolutions and the Security Council debates. 
The Movement of Non-Aligned Countries had issued state­
ments and dispatched missions to the region. Trying to 
identify the underlying causes of the problem, the non­
aligned countries found that attributing them to the ideo­
logical confrontation between the opposed Power blocs 
was too simplistic and paternalistic. They considered the 
changes in Central America to be of a socio-economic na­
ture. The solution could be found in recognizing the vi­
brant pulse of the people's quest for freedom to choose 
their political, economic and social systems without out­
side interference. The representative, on behalf of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, favoured authentic 
indigenous initiatives for solving regional problems and 
called for the support of the Contadora process. The obsta­
cles placed in its way had led to the loss of thousands of 
lives, the squandering of billions of dollars of much­
needed resources and the continuation of human suffering. 

The representative went on to say that the Esquipulas II 
Agreements that called for amnesty and dialogue, an im­
mediate ceasefire, a process of democratization and elec­
tions was an assertion of the will of the people of Central 
America to take control of their destiny. The five States of 
the region had committed themselves to prevent the use of 
their territories by destabilizing irregular forces and had re­
quested the suspension of aid to them. The effect of the 
Accords had been profound. All Governments of the region 
had tried to comply with their provisions. Nicaragua had 
moved further than the rest: exiles had been allowed to re­
turn, the borders with Honduras and Costa Rica had been 
reopened, a ceasefire had been promulgated and the readi­
ness to negotiate with the Contras the mechanics of the 
ceasefire had been expressed. The author of the Agree­
ments, the President of Costa Rica, continued to appeal to 
outsiders to stop aid to the insurgents and to give the peace 
plan a chance. The United States Congress had refused to 
renew the aid to the Contras for that year. In those circum­
stances, the information had come that the United States 
was dispatching over 3,000 troops to Honduras because of 
cross-border raids in the region. 

The speaker questioned the explanation by the President 
of the United States that the troops were not there to fight. 
He considered that "sabre rattling" could not serve the 
cause of peace in Central America. The manoeuvres im­
peded the Guatemala Accords, as well as introduced a dan­
gerous new element to an already complex situation. 

He reiterated his support for the peace plan worked out 
between the Central American Governments and appealed 
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to the United States to recall its troops. He also called upon 
the fraternal countries of Nicaragua and Honduras not to 
undermine the peace process. 11 

The representative of Colombia read out the commu­
nique issued on 18 March 1988 by the members of the 
Contadora Group and the Support Group. The commu­
nique expressed profound concern at the escalation of for­
eign military presence in Honduras; reiterated the need to 
comply with the principles of non-intervention and peace­
ful settlement of disputes; appealed to the Governments of 
Nicaragua and Honduras to reduce tension on their border 
and to guarantee non-use of their territories for aggression 
against another State; reiterated that dialogue and direct ne­
gotiations were the only lawful means of solving the re­
gion's problems; urged the parties to exercise restraint; and 
urged the Secretary-General of the United Nations to ar­
range for the immediate dispatch of an observer mission to 
contribute to the restoration of peace. 

The speaker was pleased that the Secretary-General had 
already proceeded to send the observer mission and that 
the talks had started between the representatives of the 
Government of Nicaragua and the irregular forces. 12 

The representative of Algeria made a statement on behalf 
of the delegations of Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, Yugosla­
via and Zambia. He said that the latest dangerous develop­
ments had taken place while a process of great promise for 
lasting restoration of peace in the region was under way. 
The military escalation marked a disruption of a venture 
which promoted dialogue and negotiation as the exclusive 
means for restoring trust and regional cooperation. That es­
calation had also damaged the results of the efforts of the 
Contadora and Support Groups and the Esquipulas II 
Agreements, a process where the absence of any foreign 
interference was presupposed. He commended the state­
ment of the representative of Colombia suggesting ways of 
de-escalating tension. He welcomed the reassuring steps 
indicating a return to moderation and restraint. 

He considered that, at a time when the great Powers 
realized the need for settlement of regional conflicts, it was 
important for them to promote such settlements in full 
awareness of the elements of which the conflicts were com­
posed, but without artificially introduced dimensions, as 
well as with due respect for all the rights of the peoples 
and sincere encouragement for regional initiatives and for 
the efforts of the United Nations. He trusted that the mis­
sion of inquiry sent by the Secretary-General would be ca­
pable of establishing the facts and help to de-escalate the 
tension. 13 

The representative of Honduras said that he had listened 
carefully to the delegates of the countries members of the 
Contadora Group and the Support Group, as well as to the 
other representatives. He stated that it was the right and the 
duty of every State to provide for its national defence, and 
that exercising that right in case of aggression could not be 
regarded as failing to abide by its international obligations. 
In his opinion, a State using force and violating neighbour­
ing borders to carry out military operations deserved the 
condemnation of the international community. The world 

11S/PV.2803, pp. 6-13. 
121:bid., pp. 13-16. 
l 31bid., pp. 16-20. 
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seemed to be confused, paradoxically expressing concern 
over the results, while omitting reference to the cause. 

The representative considered that his country had been 
the victim of aggression by an enemy with forces seven 
times greater than its own and which had recently received 
nearly 3,000 tons of arms, munitions and equipment. The 
Government of Honduras, in exercising its right to self­
defence, had called upon the United States for immediate 
assistance to ensure the country's security in the face of an 
ongoing act of aggression. He thought that the only con­
cern about foreign military presence in the territory of his 
country should be for the troops of the Sandinista People's 
Army that had invaded Honduras. 

The speaker further emphasized certain aspects of the 
statement made earlier by the Contadora and Support 
Groups, in particular, the appeal for respect of territorial 
integrity, presumably, of Honduras; the respect for the 
principle of non-use of force, meaning the withdrawal of 
Nicaraguan troops from Honduran territory and the areas 
bordering it; reiteration of the principles of peaceful settle­
ment of disputes, appealing to Nicaragua to place itself 
within the framework of the machinery set up by the Cen­
tral American Presidents for overcoming the regional 
crisis; and the statements that dialogue and direct nego­
tiations were the sole, legitimate means to resolve the prob­
lems of the region. 

The representative maintained that peace in Nicaragua 
could not be achieved through the physical elimination of 
armed political opposition. An end to internal conflicts, 
such as the one in Nicaragua, was a necessary condition 
for reaching regional peace. The important elements in that 
direction should be cessation of hostilities, an effective 
ceasefire, and the return of refugees and, as an inevitable 
result, the democratization process. 

The speaker enumerated the actions of his Government, 
such as direct contact with the Government of Nicaragua; 
resort to regional diplomatic channels; avoiding direct con­
frontation with the troops invading Honduras; limiting the 
military response and international assistance to acts of de­
terrence which, according to him, could not jeopardize the 
peace process or aggravate the tense situation in the region. 

With regard to the sending of an observer mission, his 
Government did not believe it necessary, since a mecha­
nism set up by the Central American Presidents, the Ex­
ecutive Committee, already existed. There was no reason 
to renounce the mandate given by the five Presidents to 
their Foreign Ministers. He noted that a meeting of the Ex­
ecutive Committee was being planned where the Central 
Americans themselves would analyse the situation. The 
situation in the border region between Honduras and Nica­
ragua, as well as the report of the respective Commission 
for National Reconciliation, a Nicaraguan proposal regard­
ing verification follow-up, a proposal by Honduras for the 
creation of an international security mechanism along the 
Honduras-Nicaragua-El Salvador border and a report on 
the status of refugees and the homeless were to be consid­
ered at the meeting. He concluded by expressing the hope 
that the Government of Nicaragua would reiterate its com­
mitment to the Esquipulas II Agreements and endeavour to 
achieve international reconciliation. 14 

l4Ibid., pp. 18-2S. 
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The representative of Nicaragua started with express­
ing the deep thanks of her Government to the Secretary­
General for the prompt response to the request to send a 
technical mission to investigate border incidents on Nica­
raguan territory between the Reagan mercenary forces and 
soldiers of the Sandinista People's Army. Following the 
investigation, the mission was supposed to make recom­
mendations on elimination of the causes of such incidents. 
She described the latest events as an artificial crisis created 
by the United States Government to justify sending troops 
to Honduras and thus save its mercenary forces from a 
complete military defeat, set the stage for direct military 
action against Nicaragua and obtain funds to continue its 
war against his country. The troops that were initially de­
clared to be confined to military exercises 120 miles from 
the Nicaraguan border were gradually moved as close as 
15 miles in disregard of the prohibition on the United 
States troops permanently stationed in Honduras to go 
nearer than 20 miles from the Nicaraguan border. The pro­
vocative and intimidating nature of threats, violations of 
airspace and bombing of Nicaraguan territory pointed to 
plans to find a pretext for a direct invasion and a large-scale 
military action. She considered that a commitment that the 
United States troops would go into combat upon the re­
quest of the Government of Honduras was a very serious 
matter, since the decisions on such requests were taken by 
the United States. 

The representative recalled that, after signing the Es­
quipulas II Agreement, the President of Nicaragua, upon 
the request of the President of Honduras, postponed the 
public hearings in Nicaragua's case before the Interna­
tional Court of Justice. Nevertheless, the Government of 
Honduras failed to take action to dismantle the communi­
cation centre, the radio stations and logistic bases main­
tained by the Reagan Administration's mercenary forces. 
Moreover, it continued to make its territory available for 
the launching of military operations against Nicaragua. It 
has also rejected any type of on-site inspections, either by 
the International Verification and Control Commission or 
by a United Nations body. 

The representative announced that, in the face of the re­
peated attacks, the Honduran army's active participation in 
the bombing and acts of aggression prompted by the Gov­
ernment of the United States, as well as the readiness of 
the United States to "honour" any request of the Govern­
ment of Honduras, the Government of Nicaragua had in­
structed their agent at the International Court of Justice to 
resubmit the case against the Republic of Honduras and to 
request that the Court define interim protective measures 
in the case, which concerned border and cross-border mili­
tary actions. She interpreted that decision of his Govern­
ment as determination to seek peaceful solutions to the 
situation threatening international peace, in compliance 
with the Charter of the United Nations and the Bogota Pact. 

She appealed to the Government of Honduras to accept 
the Secretary-General's mission in order to defuse the 
tense situation. According to the speaker, the Reagan Ad­
ministration wished to prevent the settlement of the artifi­
cial situation created between Nicaragua and Honduras 
with the assistance of an impartial commission of experts; 
and wanted to provoke Nicaragua into using military force 
and thus provide the pretext it sought to unleash further 
intervention. She assured the Council that her Government 
was firm in appealing for restraint and was of the view that 
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dialogue was the source of the solution to problems. She 
advocated the Esquipulas Agreements and was currently 
engaged in dialogue with the opposition political parties 
and in direct negotiations with the Contra leadership, 
aimed at achieving a ceasefire, and announced his Govern­
ment's unilateral suspension for 30 days of all offensive 
military operations by the Sandinista People's Anny upon 
agreement on a ceasefire, with the view to the reintegration 
of the irregular forces into the country's political life. 

She considered that the pressure placed by the President 
of the United States on the Congress to approve a package 
of funds to continue his terrorist policies ran counter to the 
peace efforts of his Government and were part of the bel­
ligerent interventionist escalation. She concluded by reaf­
finning his Government's flexibility and readiness for dia­
logue and expressed the hope that the Government of the 
United States would respect the detennination and efforts 
of the Central American leaders to establish lasting 
peace. 15 

The representative of the United States said that facts 
should not be lost sight of when commenting on the San­
dinista incursion into the national territory of Honduras, in 
particular, the Sandinista aggression against its neighbour 
and that the aggression was premeditated. He gave an ac­
count of the Nicaraguan actions, including the indication 
of the forthcoming offensive in the speech of the President 
of Nicaragua, a massive build-up of materiel, assembling 
troops, transporting of large quantities of fuel, reposition­
ing aircraft and creating a command and control centre in 
the region, and finally the crossing into the territory of 
Honduras of an estimated 1,500 to 2,000 Sandinista com­
bat troops. He considered that the overriding strategic goal 
of the offensive was destruction of the Nicaraguan resist­
ance as an effective fighting force. The factors that forced 
the Sandinistas to retreat back into Nicaragua without 
achieving their objective were the forceful reaction of Hon-

1'Jbid., pp. 26-33. 
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duras by launching an air counter-attack against Sandinista 
positions; prompt deployment by the United States of more 
than 3,000 troops in response to a request from the Hon­
duran Government; and the Sandinista underestimation of 
the resistance. 

The representative commented on the Declaration of the 
members of the Contadora and the Support Groups. He 
asked whether the authors had referred solely to the pres­
ence as a result of invitation of the United States troops in 
Honduras, or if they had intended to condemn Nicaraguan 
actions. He noted that not once had the document identified 
and condemned the Sandinista regime as an aggressor who 
bears responsibility for violating the territorial integrity of 
Honduras. 

Finally, the speaker gave his opinion on the Nicaraguan 
request for an observer mission. He had his doubts as to 
what the United Nations fact-finding mission could accom­
plish, since the Central American Governments had taken 
the peace process into their hands. If there was a role for 
an international organization, that would be more ap­
propriately for OAS. It was his understanding that the 
Secretary-General of OAS had decided not to send an ob­
server team. 

In conclusion, he summed up the basic points: the United 
States fully supported the principles of the Guatemala Ac­
cords; stability and peace would return to the region when 
the Nicaraguan Government lived up to the commitments 
it had made in Guatemala; implemented a genuine dialogue 
and initiated a reconciliation process with civic opposition 
and the Nicaraguan resistance; and no longer asserted its 
self-appointed right to subvert the neighbouring democra­
cies. 16 

The President of the Council said that there were no 
more speakers on the list, and that the next meeting would 
be fixed in consultations with the members of the Council. 

16Ibid., pp. 33-38. 

35. THE SITUATION RELATING TO AFGHANISTAN 

Decision of 31 October 1988 (2828th meeting): resolu­
tion 622 ( 1988) 

At its 2828th meeting, on 31 October 1988, in accord­
ance with the understanding reached in the Council's prior 
consultations, the Security Council included the following 
item in its agenda without objection: "The situation relat­
ing to Afghanistan".' 

At the same meeting, the President drew the attention of 
the members of the Council to the text of a draft resolution2 

which had been prepared in the course of the Council's 
consultations. 

The President also drew to the attention of the members 
of the Council the letters dated 14 April and 22 April 19883 

from the Secretary-General addressed to the President of 

1S/PV.2828. 
2S/20250. 
3S/19834 and S/19835, respectively. 

the Security Council and a letter dated 25 April 19884 from 
the President of the Security Council addressed to the 
Secretary-General. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution before the 
Council was put to the vote and was adopted unanimously 
as resolution 622 (1988). 5 The text of the resolution reads 
as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling the letters dated 14 April and 22 April 1988 from the 
Secretary-General to the President of the Security Council concern­
ing the agreements on the settlement of the situation relating to 
Afghanistan, signed at Geneva on 14 April 1988. 

Recalling also the letter dated 25 April 1988 from the President of 
the Security Council to the Secretary-General, 

4S/l9836. 
5S/PV.2828, p. 3. 
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I. Confirms its agreement to the measures envisaged in the Secretary­
General's letters of 14 and 22 April 1988, in particular the arrange­
ment for the temporary dispatch to Afghanistan and Pakistan of mili­
tary officers from existing United Nations operations to assist in the 
mission of good offices; 
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2. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council in­
formed of further developments, in accordance with the Geneva agree­
ments. 

36. LETTER DATED 19 APRIL 1988 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF TUNISIA TO 
THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By a letter• dated 19 April 1988, the representative of 
Tunisia infonned the President of the Council that on Sat­
urday, 16 April, an anned commando had entered a resi­
dence in the suburbs of Tunis and shot down a Tunisian 
citizen, as well as two guards, and assassinated Mr. Khalil 
al-Wazir "Abu Jihad", a member of the Executive Com­
mittee of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). At 
the same time, an Israeli aircraft flying near the Tunisian 
coast had jammed the telecommunications network in the 
area where the attack was carried out. 

Tunisia requested an urgent meeting of the Council to 
consider the situation created by the attack, and invited the 
Council to condemn Israeli terrorism forcefully and to take 
the appropriate steps to avert and prevent the repetition of 
such acts. 

The Council considered the matter at its 2807th to 
2810th meetings, from 21 to 25 April 1988. At the 2807th 
meeting, the President invited, at their request, under rule 
37 of the Council's provisional rules of procedure, the rep­
resentatives of Egypt, Gabon, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, 
the Syrian Arab Republic and Tunisia. The Council also 
invited, at the 2808th meeting, the representatives of Ban­
gladesh, Cuba, Mauritania, Qatar, Turkey, the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, the United Arab Emirates and 
Yemen; at the 2809th meeting, the representatives of Bah­
rain, Greece, the Lao People's Democratic Republic and 
Zimbabwe; and at the 2810th meeting, the representatives 
of the Congo and Djibouti. At the request of Algeria,2 the 
Council further invited, at the 2807th meeting, Mr. Clovis 
Maksoud, Permanent Observer of the League of Arab 
States. 

The President drew the Council's attention to a letter3 

dated 21 April 1988 from the representative of Algeria re­
questing that the Council invite Dr. Nasser Al-Kidwa, Al­
ternate Pennanent Observer of the PLO, in accordance 
with past practice. The President pointed out that the pro­
posal had not been made pursuant to rule 37 or rule 39 of 
the provisional rules of procedure but, if approved, the in­
vitation to participate in the debate would confer on the 
PLO the same rights as those conferred on Member States 
invited under rule 37. 

Regarding the proposed invitation to the PLO, the rep­
resentative of the United States of America reiterated his 
Government's consistent position that the only legal basis 
on which the Council could grant a hearing to persons 
speaking on behalfofnon-govemmental entities was rule 39. 

1S/19798. 
2 S/19815. 
3S/19814. 

The United States requested that the terms of the proposed 
invitation be put to the vote. 4 

The Council voted upon and adopted the proposal, which 
received 10 votes to 1, with four abstentions. 5 

The first speaker at the 2807th meeting was the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Tunisia. He related that, on 16 April 
1988, a group of Israelis equipped with 9-millimetre Uzi 
sub-machine guns had broken into the Tunisian residence 
of Mr. Khalil al-Wazir "Abu Jihad", a member of the Ex­
ecutive Committee of the PLO, had killed a Tunisian gar­
dener and two Palestinian guards, and had shot Mr. Al­
Wazir to death in front of his wife and children. 

At the same time that the assassination had been taking 
place, an aircraft bearing Israeli insignia had been flying 
not far from the Tunisian coast. The aircraft had appeared 
to be a civilian airliner but was actually a military aircraft 
which provided logistical support to the group of terrorists 
by jamming the telecommunications network in the area of 
the attack. 

He offered the following as conclusive evidence of the 
premeditated nature of the operation: (a) the advance in­
filtration of three individuals into Tunisian territory in or­
der to provide logistical support to the terrorist group; {b) 
the rental of vehicles to transport the terrorists, who carried 
false identity papers; (c) the presence at the time of the 
operation of an aircraft flying near the scene of the crime; 
(d) the jamming of telecommunications from the beginning 
to the end of the operation; and (e) the vehicles which were 
left on the beach, and the footprints heading towards the 
sea, showing that the commandos had entered and left Tu­
nisian territory by sea. 

He claimed that statements made by Israeli leaders es­
tablished the Israeli Government's responsibility for the 
operation. Ariel Sharon, commenting on the assassination, 
had said that he had been insisting for years on the need 
to liquidate what he called the "leaders of terrorist organi­
zations". An Israeli military leader had said on Israeli 
anned forces radio that Abu Jihad was one of the four main 
targets of the Israeli intelligence services and had to be cut 
down. Following the attack, Mr. Shamir, head of the Israeli 
Government, had congratulated the terrorists, while Mr. 
Ezer Weizman, Israeli Government Minister and member 
of the Council of Ministers, had criticized the assassination 
in the strongest tenns. 

He cited numerous media stories which indicated that 
the assassination had been planned and implemented by 
Israel, including several as yet unconfirmed reports that 
the decision had been taken by the Israeli Government it­
self. He noted that international media, as well as experts 
on terrorism, had remarked that the operation had been 

4S/PV.2807, pp. 3-4. 
5tbid., p. 4. 



370 

identical to an earlier operation carried out by Israel 
against another Palestinian leader. 

Under the circumstances, he stated, it would require 
blindness and great favouritism to acquit Israel. Tunisia 
condemned terrorism in all its forms, regardless of who 
committed it. In the light of its international responsibili­
ties and moral authority, the Council was duty-bound to 
condemn the political assassination and State terrorism 
practised by Israel, as well as Israel's violation of the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Tunisia. 6 

The representative of the PLO stressed the responsibility 
of the Israeli Government at the highest levels for the at­
tack on Tunisia. In that connection, he argued that the 
United States had a special responsibility because of its 
relationship with Israel and its technical capabilities, 
which enabled it to know in advance of such operations 
and to influence them. He claimed that the biased position 
of the United States deterred the implementation of inter­
national law and made it possible for Israel to continue to 
commit such acts. 

What had happened in Tunisia was an act of State­
sponsored terrorism, he stated, and required a firm stand 
by the Council. The PLO could not understand or accept 
the double standard of some countries that opposed inter­
national terrorism but took a different position when it 
came to terrorist acts carried out by their allies. Failure to 
give due attention to such terrorist acts would lead to more 
serious actions in the world, including the creation of a 
state of chaos in international relations. 

The PLO was convinced that the Israeli act of terrorism 
would have serious consequences in the Middle East, in­
cluding a negative impact on efforts to achieve peace in 
the region. The PLO could not imagine that any party that 
wanted to maintain the minimum credibility necessary for 
its endeavours for peace could fail to participate directly 
in efforts to mitigate the consequences of what had hap­
pened and to punish those responsible. 7 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic, speak­
ing in his capacity as Chairman of the Arab Group, de­
clared that the statement of the Minister for Foreign Af­
fairs of Tunisia left no room for doubt that the 
assassination had been planned and undertaken by the Is­
raeli intelligence service after approval by the Israeli 
Council of Ministers. He recalled that the Council, by its 
resolution 573 ( 1985), had condemned a previous Israeli 
act of aggression against Tunisia and had called upon Is­
rael to refrain from perpetrating such acts or from threat­
ening to do so. The latest Israeli action, committed in de­
fiance of the Council, proved that Israel persisted with 
impunity in its outlaw behaviour and terrorist acts. 

He stated that the assassination of Abu Jihad was more 
than an act of State terrorism; it was a flagrant, premedi­
tated violation of Tunisia's sovereignty and territorial in­
tegrity. The Council, whose role in the maintenance of in­
ternational peace and security had been paralysed owing 
to repeated abuse of the right of veto, must shoulder its 
responsibilities. It must condemn the Israeli act of aggres­
sion against and violation of Tunisia's sovereignty and ter­
ritorial integrity and the assassination of Abu Jihad.8 

6Ibid., pp. 6-16. 
7Ibid., pp. 17-26. 
8lbid., pp. 27-33. 
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The representative of Jordan, addressing the Council on 
behalf of the Organization of the Islamic Conference, also 
stressed the responsibility of the Government of Israel for 
the assassination. He accused the Israeli leadership of hav­
ing a concept of Israeli security whereby Israel alone de­
termined what threatened it and then acted as it saw fit, 
irrespective of international law and practice. It occupied 
Arab lands and acted under arbitrary laws against the own­
ers of those lands; it ejected them and attacked States that 
offered them hospitality, and it carried out military opera­
tions of sabotage and reprisal, all under the cover of self­
defence. 

He stated that the actions committed by Israel contra­
vened the principles of international law, the norms of 
State conduct, and the principles upon which the United 
Nations was founded: especially the principle of the non­
use or threat of use of force against the territorial integrity 
or political independence of other States, as well as the 
principle of the sovereign equality of States and the prin­
ciple of the right of peoples to self-determination. 

He called upon the Council to adopt a resolution reaf­
firming its resolution 573 (1985) and compelling Israel to 
respect its international obligations in keeping with the 
principles of the Charter, and in particular Article 2 (4). 
He also called upon the Secretary-General to keep the mat­
ter under review and to report to the Council on any new 
information and on progress made in the implementation 
of the resolution.9 

At the 2807th meeting, the representative of France af­
firmed his country's condemnation of all acts of violence 
and its support for dialogue and mutual recognition, which 
would pave the way towards negotiations. The assassina­
tion of one of the main Palestinian leaders was a brutal 
blow to the goal of establishing peace on the basis of the 
principles of law and justice, as well as an intolerable at­
tack against Tunisian sovereignty. The Council must ex­
press in the strongest possible terms the international com­
munity's condemnation of the attack and assure Tunisia of 
the United Nations sympathy and active solidarity. 10 

The representative of the United Kingdom of Great Brit­
ain and Northern Ireland declared that the murder of Khalil 
al-Wazir had been a senseless act of terrorism. He indi­
cated that it was not known with certainty who was respon­
sible, nor whether a Government had directed the murder­
ers. 

He stated that the British delegation condemned terror­
ism in all its forms, but found support or sponsorship of 
murder by Governments doubly repugnant. Murder of a 
political adversary indicated a refusal to listen to his argu­
ments and to meet them in kind, as well as a rejection of 
the only processes that could lead to a resolution of the 
problems of Palestine. He further stated that Tunisia, 
which had a history of participation in United Nations 
peacekeeping and of contributions to the Council and had 
been generous in its hospitality to victims of other con­
flicts, deserved better than repeated assaults upon its secu­
rity. 11 

The representative of Senegal pointed out, among other 
things, that it would be difficult to halt the cycle of vio-

9Ibid., pp. 36-46. 
10stPV.2807, pp. 46-47. 
11Ibid., pp. 47-50. 



Part II 

lence in the Middle East in the absence of a solution to the 
Israeli-Arab conflict, and stated that the cause of peace was 
not served by the assassination of political leaders, nor by 
deportations, collective punishments or muzzling the 
press. His country believed in the possibility of a political 
solution to the Middle East conflict within the framework 
of the international peace conference on the Middle East, 
as laid down in many General Assembly resolutions. 12 

At the 2808th meeting, on 22 April 1988, the repre­
sentative of Italy noted that world media had unanimously 
pointed to Israel's involvement in the killing of Khalil al­
Wazir, while Israel had neither confinned nor denied its 
involvement. On principle, Italy was averse to attributing 
responsibility when the facts were not unequivocally as­
certained. Were the origin of this occurrence to be con-

12rbid., pp. 53-55. 
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firmed, it would be extremely grave, for the slaughter ap­
peared not to be the deed ofa terrorist group, but ofa State. 
Moreover, the attack had infringed on the rights of a 
friendly nation that was known for its moderation. 

He pointed out that this episode disrupted efforts being 
made by the United States Secretary of State, as well as by 
the Soviet Foreign Minister in his visit to the area. The 
effect had been to weaken the peace process, raising the 
question of whether this had actually been the goal. Yet 
there was no alternative to a negotiated solution to the 
Middle East conflict on the basis of resolution 242 ( I 967), 
and ways and means must be found to hold an international 
conference under the auspices of the Security Council at 
which all interested parties would be represented, includ­
ing the PL0.13 

l35;py 2808, pp. 3-6. 

37. STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL 
(IN CONNECTION WITH THE INCIDENT OF 20 JUNE l 988) 

Decision of 24 June I 988: Statement of the President 

By a letter dated 22 June 1988 addressed to the Secretary­
General, 1 the Penn anent Representative of Botswana to the 
United Nations transmitted a press release issued by his 
Government regarding attacks by South Africa on the ter­
ritory of Botswana. It was followed on 23 June 1988 by a 
letter2 summarizing the charges made against two mem­
bers of the South African Commando Unit. 

After consultations, the following statement3 was issued 
by the President of the Security Council on 24 June 1988 
on behalf of its members: 

Members of the Security Council have learnt with a profound sense 
of shock and indignation of South Africa's latest attacks on the terri­
tory of Botswana in flagrant violation of the sovereignty, inde­
pendence and territorial integrity of that country carried out by the 
commandos of that regime on the night of20 June 1988 which resulted 
in the injury of three unarmed Botswana policemen who were going 
about their normal duties near the capital city of Gaborone. 

Members of the Security Council further express their grave con­
cern at South Africa's total disregard of the resolutions of the Security 
Council, in particular Security Council resolution S68 ( 1985) by which 
the Security Council, inter alia, strongly condemned South Africa's 
attack on Botswana as an act of aggression against that country and a 
gross violation of its territorial integrity and national sovereignty. 

Members of the Council are also deeply disturbed by the explosion 
of a bomb in Gaborone West which destroyed a vehicle and damaged 
a house belonging to a Botswana national on the morning of 21 June 
1988. They noted that the Government of Botswana, after a thorough 

1A/43/4 I 8-S/ 19952. 
2A/43/422-S/l 9958. 
3s119959. 

investigation, had reached the conclusion that the two incidents were 
related. 

They strongly condemn these aggressive acts, provocation and har­
assment perpetrated by South Africa against the defenceless and 
peace-loving nation of Botswana in violation of international law. 

They reiterate their call to the South African Government to refrain 
from any further such aggressive acts and destabilization against Bot­
swana and other front-line and neighbouring States as such acts can 
only aggravate tensions in southern Africa. 

They further reiterate the fact that peaceful change in southern Af­
rica can only be brought about by the total eradication of apartheid 
which is the root cause of tension and conflict in both South Africa 
and the region as a whole. 

By a letter dated 24 June 19884 addressed to the Secretary­
General, the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent Mis­
sion of South Africa to the United Nations forwarded the 
text of a message (annex I) dated 22 June 1988 from the 
South African Government addressed to the Government of 
Botswana and the text of a press release (annex II) dated 21 
June 1988 issued by the South African Defence Force in Pre­
toria. The letter also contained a list of the military equipment 
that had been supposedly channelled through Botswana in 
the past six months, for use by terrorists inside South Africa. 

By a letter dated 28 June 19885 addressed to the Secre­
tary-General, the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Permanent 
Mission of South Africa to the United Nations argued that 
the situation had not been reflected correctly and gave his 
account of the facts. 

4S/19960. 
5S/19968. 
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38. LETTER DATED S JULY 1988 FROM THE ACTING PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 
ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

On 4 July 1988, the representative of the Islamic Repub­
lic of Iran transmitted a letter' from the Iranian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs informing the Secretary-General that, 
on 3 July 1988, the United States had shot down an Iranian 
civilian airliner over international waters, killing all 290 
people on board. The following day, the Iranian repre­
sentative addressed a letter2 to the President of the Security 
Council requesting a meeting of the Council to consider 
the matter. 

Decision of 20 July 1988 (2821 st meeting): resolution 
616 (1988) 

The Council considered the matter at its 2818th to 
2821st meetings, from 14 to 20 July 1988. At its 2818th 
meeting, the Council invited, at their request and in accord­
ance with rule 37 of the provisional rules of procedure, the 
representatives of India, the Islamic Republic of Iran, the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Pakistan and the Syrian Arab Re­
public. The Council subsequently invited, at the 2819th 
meeting, the representatives of Cuba, Gab?n and the 
United Arab Emirates; and at the 2820th meeting, the rep­
resentatives of Nicaragua and Romania. 

The first speaker at the 2818th meeting was the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran,3 who 
noted that some might wonder why the Islamic Republic 
of Iran chose to take part in the Council's deliberations 
when it had always criticized and opposed the Council in 
the past. He explained that, despite the series of irre~po~­
sible, partial and unjust positions taken by the Council, his 
Government had been moved by the effect of the recent 
tragedy on public opinion to bring the current matter to the 
Council, for the sake of humanity and to safeguard inter­
national law. 

He recounted that, on 3 July 1988, an Iranian civil air­
liner on a scheduled flight from Bandar-Abbas to Dubai 
had been shot down by two surface-to-air missiles from a 
United States naval ship. The plane, when shot down, had 
been at the centre of an internationally established and 
published airway, over Iranian territorial wat~r, and_ i~ an 
area outside the declared war zone. The Iranian Minister 
read a transcript of communications between the pilot and 
the ground which, he stated, showed full respect ~or th~ 
appropriate civilian code during all phases of the flight; 1t 
also provided the exact altitude and coordinates of the air­
craft, as well as its ascent. 

United States political and military leaders had offered 
four reasons which, added to an earlier involvement of the 
same United States ship and its helicopters with Iranian 
patrol boats, were supposed t~ justify shooting down ~he 
plane in self-defence: (a) the aircraft had been descending 
towards the American warship; (b) it had been off course; 

1S/19979. 
2S/19981. 
3The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran 

spoke in Persian; an English text was provided by the Iranian dele­
gation. 

(c) it had not been transmitting appropriate signals; and 
(d) it had not responded to warnings. 

The Foreign Minister of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
claimed that each of those arguments could be refuted: 
(a) according to The Washington Post of 5 July 1988, an­
other ship in the region had reported that the Iranian air­
craft had been ascending before it was hit; (b) The Wash­
ington Post of 6 July 1988 reported that American leaders 
had admitted that their story on the plane's deviation from 
its corridor was a fabrication; (c) The New York Times of 
6 July 1988 reported that Pentagon officials had admitted 
that it was possible that the military signal allegedly picked 
up from the aircraft had come from another plane; and 
(d) all available evidence, including the transcripts read 
earlier, showed that the pilot had not received any warning, 
and moreover, there was no reason that the airliner should 
have been monitoring the emergency civilian frequency on 
which the warning supposedly had been transmitted. 

American officials had also claimed that the shooting 
down of the airliner had occurred in the course of hostili­
ties initiated by Iranian patrol boats. In fact, he stated, it 
was the American forces which had initiated hostilities 
against Iranian patrol boats operating within Iranian terri­
torial waters. 

He argued that attempts by the United States to justify 
its action as self-defence flew in the face of international 
law, particularly Article 5 l of the Charter, which provided 
that only a State which is subjected to an anned attack may 
resort to force to defend itself. Pre-emptive measures could 
not be justified as acts of self-defence, particularly in the 
case of a civilian airliner which did not even have the po­
tential to launch an attack. The Council must reject that 
argument, not only because of the evidence, but also out 
of respect for Article 51 and out of concern for the freedom 
of civil aviation, since to do otherwise would open the door 
for others to resort to the same justification in similar in­
cidents. 

Contrary to Article 51, the rules of engagement pre­
scribed by the United States to its forces in the Gulf called 
for taking so-called defensive measures against "hostile" 
targets before being attacked. Given the broad authoriza­
tion granted to United States officers in the Gulf and the 
volatile situation caused by their presence there, a tragedy 
such as that which had occurred was inevitable, as Ameri­
can political and military leaders had known. Similar inci­
dents could occur much more often in future, especially if 
one believed the United States arguments; for if the most 
sophisticated United States warship had mistaken a civil 
airliner for a fighter jet, less-sophisticated warships could 
be expected to make even more extreme mistakes. 

The Foreign Minister further stated that the United 
States presence in the Gulf was contrary to its declared 
neutrality. Universally accepted principles of customary 
international law recognized a belligerent State's right to 
search and visit ships belonging to a neutral State, and 
obliged a neutral State not to act in a manner considered 
to be siding with one of the belligerent parties. Despite the 
declared objective of the United States presence in the 
Gulf, the United States policy actually aimed at allowing 
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one side to the conflict to carry out attacks against mer­
chant shipping while preventing the other party from tak­
ing legitimate action to defend its vital interests. 

He stated that the United States naval presence also vio­
lated respect for the sovereignty, political independence 
and territorial integrity, and sovereign equality of States, 
under Articles I and 2. More than once, in contravention 
of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, 
United States ships had entered Iranian territorial waters 
and had warned planes to remain 10 miles distant from 
United States warships near or even in Iranian territorial 
seas. Furthennore, United States planes had often violated 
Iranian airspace to warn the Islamic Republic of Iran's 
planes to change course. 

The Foreign Minister of the Islamic Republic oflran fur­
ther claimed that the United States action against the civil­
ian airliner violated the principle of the non-use of force 
in international relations embodied in Article 2 (4). It was, 
moreover, an example of aggression as stipulated in Arti­
cle 3 (b) of the Definition of Aggression adopted by the 
Assembly in 1974,4 under which the use of armed force by 
a State against the territorial integrity of another State is 
an act of aggression. Paragraph 4 of the same resolution 
provided that the Council should take account of the Defi­
nition in accordance with the Charter. 

The United States action also violated the 1944 Chicago 
Convention, which guarantees the security of international 
civil aviation, the safety and regularity of flights and the 
safety of passengers and crew. Article 44 of the Conven­
tion, among other things, emphasized the importance of 
enhancing flight safety as well as facilitating international 
aviation. Annex II of the Convention underlined the im­
perative of safeguarding the safety of international civil 
aviation and the absolute prohibition of recourse to force 
against it. An additional amendment, article 3 (bis), in the 
fonn of a separate protocol, stipulated that States must re­
frain from the use of weapons against civil aircraft in 
flight, and, in case of interception, the lives of persons on 
board and the safety of the aircraft must not be endangered. 

The reaction of the international community to such in­
cidents had established a strong precedent, according to 
which the United States action was a criminal act and a 
violation of the rules and principles of international law. 

The Iranian Foreign Minister declared that the Council 
should compel the United States and other foreign forces 
to leave the Persian Gulf, and that anything less would be 
an evasion of its responsibilities. He recalled a proposal 
for regional security submitted by the Islamic Republic of 
Iran in May 1986, based on the principle that security in 
the Gulf region depended on mutual understanding be­
tween the countries of the region and should be achieved 
by those countries without foreign interference. He further 
recalled that the Islamic Republic of Iran had responded 
positively to proposals for the prevention of acts of hostil­
ity in the Gulf made by the Secretary-General and others. 
Such efforts should be continued independently of the 
Secretary-General's efforts to achieve the implementation 
of his plan. 

4General Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX) of 14 December 
1974, annex. 
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The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran suggested that the current deliberations might show 
whether the Council could fulfil its responsibility under the 
Charter free from and regardless of the influence of a 
super-Power. He expressed doubt as to whether the Coun­
cil was prepared to deal objectively with the matter, and 
noted that the Council had never investigated United States 
actions. He declared that the Council must pronounce itself 
on this occasion in the clearest, most unequivocal tenns 
and warned that if the Council and other international bod­
ies failed to respond adequately, the price would be an 
ever-increasing threat to civil air traffic everywhere. 5 

The following speaker was the Vice-President of the 
United States, who claimed that the critical issue confront­
ing the Council was the continuing refusal of the Govern­
ment of the Islamic Republic of Iran to comply with reso­
lution 598 ( 1987), to negotiate an end to the war with Iraq 
and to cease its acts of aggression against neutral shipping 
in the Gulf. His Government respected the Islamic Repub­
lic of Iran's right to air its grievances, but it could not have 
it both ways, simultaneously complaining to the Council 
and defying it. 

He accused the Islamic Republic oflran of sowing mines 
and attacking non-belligerent merchant ships in the Gulf, 
in violation of international law and of the Charter, and in 
contradiction to the Islamic Republic of Iran's claim of 
support for freedom of navigation. Noting that the Gulf re­
gion was of vital importance to the United States and to 
the economy of the world, he stated that American and 
European forces were present with the support of the States 
of the area in order to help ensure the unimpeded flow of 
oil and to keep neutral commerce moving. That was their 
legal right. The United States was detennined to keep the 
Persian Gulf open and would not alter its course. 

Regarding the destruction of the the Iranian airliner, he 
allowed that many of the circumstances surrounding the 
matter remained unclear and noted that his country's mili­
tary investigation was under way. The United States would 
cooperate with any investigation conducted by the Interna­
tional Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), and hoped that 
the Islamic Republic of Iran would do the same, because 
it wanted all the facts brought to light as quickly as possi­
ble. 

He declared that the United States had never wilfully 
acted to endanger innocent civilians, nor would it ever do 
so. The Iranian allegation that the attack on the airliner had 
been premeditated was offensive and absurd. The United 
States ship had clearly acted in self-defence: infonnation 
available to the captain had indicated that a military air­
craft was approaching his ship with hostile intentions and, 
after seven unanswered warnings, he had acted in accord­
ance with his primary duty to protect his ship and the lives 
of his crew. 

The accident had occurred against a backdrop of re­
peated unprovoked and unlawful Iranian attacks against 
United States merchant shipping and armed forces, in the 
midst of a naval attack initiated by Iranian vessels against 
a neutral vessel, and subsequently against the United 
States warship when it had come to the aid of the neutral 
vessel. It had been irresponsible of the Iranian authorities 
to allow a civilian aircraft to proceed on a path over a war-

5S/PV.2818, pp. 6-48. 
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ship engaged in active battle. The Islamic Republic of Iran 
could prevent such tragedies in the future by keeping air­
liners away from combat, by ceasing its attacks against in­
nocent ships and, best of all, by accepting peace. 

The United States shared in the grief of the families of 
the victims and had decided to provide a voluntary, ex gra­
tia compensation to the families of those who had died. 
This offer was made strictly as a humanitarian gesture, not 
as a matter of legal obligation, and measures would be 
taken to ensure that the money went to the families of the 
victims, not to the Iranian Government. 

While remaining neutral in the war, the United States 
would continue to defend its interests and to support its 
friends in the Gulf. Until the implementation of resolution 
598 ( 1987) allowed the United States to return to the mod­
est presence that it had maintained, with the support of the 
Gulf States, for more than 40 years, it would do whatever 
was required to maintain freedom of navigation and to pro­
tect its forces/' 

At the 2819th meeting, on 15 July 1988, the represen­
tative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North­
ern Ireland stated, among other things, that the Council 
would not have had to consider the current matter if re­
solution 598 ( 1987) had been complied with; but instead, 
the fighting continued and, contrary to international law, 
merchant shipping was frequently attacked. The United 
Kingdom, like other members of the Council, exercised its 
right to protect its shipping from attack. While the role of 
British forces was strictly non-confrontational, the United 
Kingdom considered it entirely appropriate for such forces 
to exercise the right to self-protection confirmed by Article 
51 of the Charter. 7 

The representative of Nepal stated that his Govern­
ment's sense of outrage over the incident had been some­
what muted by the growing perception that the aircraft had 
been shot down as a result of mistaken identity, rather than 
as a premeditated act of punishment or provocation. It took 
note of the prompt United States acknowledgement of re­
sponsibility and expression of regret, and the decision to 
offer compensation to the families of the victims on an ex 
gratia basis, but it would have preferred to see an unquali­
fied apology and the granting of full compensation to the 
Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran and to the 
members of the bereaved families. 

In order for the Council to take an appropriate decision 
to prevent a recurrence of this kind of incident and to en­
sure respect for the international norms protecting civil 
aviation, it must have all the facts before it; therefore, Ne­
pal fully supported the ICAO Council's decision to con­
duct an inquiry following the request of the Islamic Re­
public of Iran, and noted with satisfaction that the United 
States had agreed to cooperate with such an inquiry. 

The delegation of Nepal was convinced that the full im­
plementation of resolution 598 ( 1987) was the only viable 
avenue to the restoration of peace and normality in the 
Gulf, and urged all concerned to cooperate with the Secretary­
General in his efforts in that direction.• 

The representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics questioned how the destruction of a passenger 
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airliner thousands of kilometres from the borders of the 
Power that shot it down could be considered self-defence, 
and noted that competent Western sources had expressed 
doubts over the technical data cited. He asserted that re­
sponsibility for the incident lay wholly with the United 
States Command and that what had happened was a direct 
corollary of the United States increased military presence 
in the Gulf. In order to reduce tension, the United States 
fleet must withdraw immediately. Security in the waterway 
could be dealt with by replacing all warships of non-littoral 
States with naval forces under the United Nations flag. 

The delegation of the Soviet Union supported the efforts 
of the Secretary-General for the implementation of resolu­
tion 598 ( I 987). It considered that the Council must duly 
respond to the Islamic Republic of Iran's appeal in con­
nection with the crash of the Iranian airliner, that it must 
properly assess the incident and that it must take measures 
to bring about the immediate normalization of the situa­
tion. 9 

The representative of France remarked that the interna­
tional community must better understand the circum­
stances of the tragedy so that it could draw the proper con­
clusions and see to it that such occurrences were not 
repeated. A process of inquiry was under way in ICAO, 
but France remained open to any proposal that might be 
brought before the Council. 

The war was at the root of the many clashes between 
naval and air forces. Freedom and security of navigation 
were threatened in the Gulf, and many countries had had 
to take special measures. He noted that it had been a year 
since the Council had adopted resolution 598 ( 1987), and 
asserted that the United Nations must reaffirm with par­
ticular gravity its determination to secure a just and lasting 
peace settlement. 10 

The representative of China declared that the United 
States Government had unshirkable responsibility for the 
incident under consideration. China shared the view ex­
pressed by the Secretary-General in his statement that the 
question of responsibility should not be ignored if a repe­
tition of such a tragedy was to be avoided. China favoured 
an investigation into the incident by the relevant interna­
tional bodies to establish the facts and take measures to 
guarantee the safety of international civil aviation. 

The Government of China remained opposed to big­
Power military involvement in the Gulf region and called 
for their withdrawal. Such involvement only further com­
plicated the situation and could exacerbate the conflict, as 
proved by the latest developments. Gulf affairs should be 
handled by the Gulf countries themselves through consul­
tations. The Government of China appealed to the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq to cooperate with the Secretary­
General and the Council in order to reach a settlement of 
their conflict on the basis of resolution 598 ( 1987). 11 

The representative of the United Arab Emirates denied 
any possible justification for making a civil airliner a mili­
tary target, and concluded that the United States bore full 
responsibility for the tragedy. Noting that some of the war­
ships in the area had interfered with the airspace used by 
United Arab Emirates civil airlines and had come close to 

9Ibid., pp. I 6-21. 
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I 1tbid., pp. 28-31. 



Part II 

causing several air incidents, he declared that countries 
whose navies were interfering with international aviation 
would be responsible for any future consequences of such 
interference, particularly since some airliners did not have 
the equipment necessary to receive warning messages 
from warships. 

He stated that, although the airliner tragedy was unjusti­
fied, it could not be denied that the Persian Gulf had been 
in recent years subjected to tension and insecurity, particu­
larly because of mining of the waterway and attacks on 
neutral shipping. He concluded that both the tension in the 
Gulf and the presence of foreign military and naval forces 
there were connected with the continuation of the Iran-Iraq 
war and stated that, without a peaceful end to the war, his 
delegation could not conceive of any possible lessening of 
tensions in the Gulf. 12 

At the outset of the 2820th meeting, the President drew 
the Council's attention to a letter13 from the representative 
of the Islamic Republic of Iran dated 18 July 1988 which 
stated, inter a/ia, that, because of the importance the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran attached to saving human lives and 
establishing justice, peace and security, it had decided to 
accept Security Council resolution 598 (1987). 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya welcomed the acceptance by the Islamic 
Republic of Iran of resolution 598 ( 1987) and expressed 
hopes for the success of the Secretary-General's efforts to­
wards establishing peace and security among the countries 
of the region. He stated, among other things, that foreign 
naval fleets in the Arabian Gulf and Mediterranean directly 
threatened the security, independence and sovereignty of 
the countries of the region, jeopardized civil aviation and 
navigation, and were the main reason for the escalation of 
tension and destabilization of peace in the area. 

The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya demanded the withdrawal 
of all foreign fleets from the Arabian Gulf and Mediterra­
nean and called upon the Council to assume its full respon­
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and se­
curity in the area. The Council should not stand idle before 
provocative acts that would lead to the escalation of ten­
sion and expansion of war, but should take all measures 
that would lead to the immediate withdrawal of foreign 
troops from the area. 14 

At the 2821 st meeting, the Council had before it a draft 
resolution 15 that had been prepared in consultations. 

Prior to the vote on the draft resolution, the represen­
tative of the Islamic Republic of Iran stated that the state­
ments in the Council had shown that a better explanation 
was required for the destruction of a civilian airliner and 
its 290 passengers than the American Administration had 
provided. Under the circumstances, a responsible Govern­
ment ought to (a) apologize to the families of the victims 
and to the peoples and Governments concerned; (b) accept 
full responsibility for its action and offer reparation on the 
basis of its legal and moral liability; and (c) reassess and 

12lbid., pp. 56-58. 
13sI20020. 
14s/PV .2820, pp. 16-20. Similar views, in various forms, were 

expressed at the 2820th meeting by the representatives of the Syr­
ian Arab Republic (pp. 18-22), India (pp. 23-25), Cuba (pp. 26-28), 
Romania (pp. 28-31) and Nicaragua (pp. 32-37). 

1Sst20038, adopted without change as resolution 616 (1988). 
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revise policies which had led to the incident. The United 
States Government had done none of these. 

The Islamic Republic of Iran believed that the United 
States aimed to fan the fire of conflict in the Gulf. The 
United States had purposely ignored the fact that the Is­
lamic Republic of Iran had not started the war in the Gulf 
and stood to gain the most from the restoration of peace. 

He noted that the draft resolution before the Council 
failed to condemn the culprit and was peculiarly lacking 
in emphasis on the Islamic Republic of Iran's right to re­
dress and full reparation under international law, which 
was essential to a position of principle by the Council. The 
Islamic Republic of Iran had no illusions about the deci­
sion-making process in the Council, and thus its expecta­
tions with regard to the degree of justice to be reflected in 
the Council's decision were limited. Nonetheless, it had 
chosen to resort to the Council, guided by the principle of 
upholding the norms of civilized behaviour, which pre­
cluded the shooting down of civilian airliners. 

The Islamic Republic of Iran was ready to comply with 
the draft resolution notwithstanding its problems. It wel­
comed the Council's decision to stress the obligation of all 
parties to observe the rules of international law concerning 
the safety of civil aviation, particularly those of the an­
nexes to the Chicago Convention, and looked forward to 
cooperating with the ICAO fact-finding investigation. The 
Islamic Republic of Iran hoped that the other parties con­
cerned, especially the United States, would comply with 
the draft resolution so as to restore safety to civil aviation 
and freedom of navigation to commercial shipping in the 
Gulf. Now that the Islamic Republic of Iran had removed 
the last excuse for impeding the efforts of the Secretary­
General to bring peace and security to the Gulf and the 
entire region, it was high time that all States concerned 
adopted policies conducive to achieving a permanent, just 
and honourable solution to the war. To that end, the Islamic 
Republic of Iran accepted the proposal of the Secretary­
General, was ready to receive his technical team, and was 
prepared to extend its fullest cooperation to the Secretary­
General's efforts. 16 

The representative of the United Kingdom remarked 
briefly that earlier draft texts had referred to freedom of 
navigation in the Gulf, and he reaftlrmed the importance 
his Government attached to freedom of navigation in in­
ternational waters. 17 

The Council proceeded to vote upon the draft resolution, 
which was adopted unanimously as resolution 616 (1988). 

The resolution reads as follows: 
The Security Council, 

Having considered the letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Acting Per• 
manent Representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran addressed to 
the President of the Security Council, 

Having heard the statement of the representative of the Islamic Re­
public of Iran, Minister for Foreign Affairs Ali Akbar Velay•ti, and 
the statement of the representative of the United States of America, 
Vice-President George Bush, 

Deeply distressed that a civil aircraft of Iran Air-scheduled inter­
national flight 6S S-was destroyed in flight over the Strait of Hormuz 
by a missile fired from the United States warship USS Vincennes, 

16s/PV.282l, pp. 2-10. 
17lbid., pp. 9-10. 
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Stressing the need for a full explanation of the facts of the incident 
based upon impartial investigation, 

Gravely disturbed at the increasing exacerbation of tension in the 
Gulf region, 

I. Expresses its deep distress at the downing of an Iranian civil 
aircraft by a missile fired from a United States warship and profound 
regret over the tragic loss of innocent lives; 

2. Expresses its sincere condolences to the families of the victims 
of the tragic incident and to the peoples and Governments of their 
countries of origin; 

3. Welcomes the decision of the International Civil Aviation Or­
ganization, in response to the request of the Islamic Republic of Iran, 
"to institute an immediate fact-finding investigation to determine all 
relevant facts and technical aspects of the chain of events relating to 
the flight and destruction of the aircraft" and welcomes the an• 
nouncements by the United States of America and by the Islamic Re­
public of Iran of their decisions to cooperate with the International 
Civil Aviation Organization investigation; 

4. Urges all parties to the Convention on International Civil Avia­
tion, signed at Chicago in 1944, to observe to the fullest extent, in all 
circumstances, the international rules and practices concerning the 
safety of civil aviation, in particular those of the annexes to that Con• 
vention, in order to prevent the recurrence of incidents of the same 
nature; 

S. Stresses the need for a full and rapid implementation of its reso­
lution 598 (1987) of 20 July 1987, as the only basis for a comprehen­
sive, just, honourable and durable settlement of the conflict between 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, and reaffirms its support to the 
efforts of the Secretary-General to implement that resolution, commit­
ting itself to work with him in the development of his implementation 
plan. 

Following the vote, the representative of the United 
States observed that the Islamic Republic of Iran's formal 
acceptance of resolution 598 (1987), coupled with Iraq's 
recent reaffirmation of its long-standing agreement to ac­
cept that resolution, laid the basis for an urgent and con­
certed effort towards its implementation. The United 
States welcomed the Secretary-General's announcement of 
his intention to send a team to the area for urgent talks with 
the parties. 

Chapter VIII. Maintenance ofinternational peace and 11ecvrity 

The resolution just adopted did not in any way change 
the context or scope of current international law on free 
navigation or on the rights of belligerents or neutrals. The 
United States and five allied countries had expanded the 
Western naval presence in the Gulf, in accordance with in­
ternational law, in order to ensure the right of neutral ship­
ping to free navigation. He declared that the legitimacy of 
the Western naval presence was not subject to question, 
and the United States would maintain its Gulf policy. 

The United States had expressed its regret over the loss 
of life and had conveyed its condolences to relatives of the 
victims. It had offered to pay ex gratia compensation to the 
families of the victims as a humanitarian gesture, but it did 
not apologize for the action of its warship, which had been 
taken in justifiable self-defence in the context of unpro­
voked attacks from Iranian forces. 

The United States endorsed the actions taken by the 
Council of ICAO to investigate the incident, and looked 
forward to cooperating in that investigation and in the ef­
forts that the President of the ICAO Council and the ICAO 
Secretary-General would be undertaking to improve civil 
aviation safety and to study possible improvements in 
ICAO Standards and Recommended Practices. In that con­
text, the United States had supported the resolution just 
adopted, in the belief that it put the events of 3 July in 
proper perspective, and in the hope that it would remind 
the international community that it could not permit the 
conflict in the Gulf to continue. 11 

The representative of the Soviet Union stated, inter a/ia, 
that the majority of delegations had accurately assessed 
what had occurred in the Gulf and favoured measures to 
normalize the situation and ensure security in the region, 
as was reflected, to some extent, in the resolution just 
adopted. 19 

IBJbid., pp. I I-IS. 
19Ibid., p. 16. 

39. THE SITUATION CONCERNING WESTERN SAHARA 

Decision of 20 September 1988 (2826th meeting): resolu­
tion 621 (1988) 

At the 2826th meeting, on 20 September 1988, the item 
was included in the agenda. The President indicated that 
the Security Council was meeting in accordance with the 
understanding reached in the Council's prior consultations. 

The Secretary-General of the United Nations made a 
statement in which he informed the Council that the King­
dom of Morocco and the Frente Popular para la Liberaci6n 
de Saguia el-Hamra y de Rio de Oro had, on 30 August 
1988, in Geneva, given their agreement to proposals for a 
peaceful settlement by the Chainnan of the Organization 
of African Unity (OAU) and himself within the framework 
of the mission of good offices. Those proposals were 
aimed at the promotion ofa definitive solution of the ques­
tion of Western Sahara in accordance with General Assem­
bly resolution I 514 (XV) under the mandate conferred 
upon the Secretary-General by General Assembly resolu• 
tion 40/50. The proposals called for providing a framework 
for the conclusion of a ceasefire and to establish conditions 

for the organization of a credible referendum that would 
make it possible for the people of Western Sahara to exer­
cise their inalienable right to self-determination. The ref­
erendum would be monitored by the United Nations in co­
operation with OAU under the guidance of a Special 
Representative of the Secretary-General. The speaker out­
lined the plan for the period of preparation of and conduct 
of the referendum, as well as for the transition period. He 
requested Security Council authorization to appoint a 
Special Representative for Western Sahara and proposed 
that he should return to the Council at a subsequent stage 
for adoption of further necessary measures. 1 

At the same meeting, the President put to the vote a draft 
resolution; it was adopted unanimously as resolution 621 
(1988). 

The resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

IS/PV.2826, pp. 6-8. 
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Having heard a report by the Secretary-General of the United Na­
tions on his mission of good offices, pursued jointly with the current 
Chairman of the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the 
Organization of African Unity, in conformity with General Assembly 
resolution 40/50 of 2 December 1985, with a view to settling the ques­
tion of Wes tern Sahara, 

Taking note of the agreement in principle given by the Kingdom of 
Morocco and the Frente Popular para la Liberaci6n de Saguia el­
Hamra y de Rio de Oro on 30 August 1988 to the joint proposals of 
the Secretary-General and the current Chairman of the Organization 
of African Unity, 
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Anxious to support these efforts with a view to the holding of a 
referendum for self-determination of the people of Western Sahara, 
organized and supervised by the United Nations in cooperation with 
the Organization of African Unity, 

I. Decides to authorize the Secretary-General to appoint a special 
representative for Western Sahara; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to it as soon as pos• 
sible a report on the holding of a referendum for self-determination 
of the people of Western Sahara and on ways and means to ensure the 
organization and supervision of such a referendum by the United Na­
tions in cooperation with the Organization of African Unity. 

40. LETTER DATED 17 DECEMBER 1988 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ANGOLA 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE SECRET ARY-GENERAL 

LETTER DATED 17 DECEMBER 1988 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF CUBA TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL 

INITIAL PROCEEDINGS 

By identical letters' dated I 7 December 1988 addressed 
to the Secretary-General, the representatives of Angola 
and Cuba, respectively, infonned the Secretary-General 
that, taking into account the fact that South Africa had for­
mally undertaken to accept the implementation of Security 
Council resolution 435 (1978) with effect from l April 
1989, it was the intention of their two Governments to 
sign, on 22 December 1988, an agreement providing for 
the redeployment northwards and the withdrawal of Cuban 
troops from the territory of Angola, in accordance with a 
timetable agreed between the two countries, and for veri­
fication by the United Nations of the implementation of 
the relevant provisions of the agreement. Accordingly, the 
representatives of Angola and Cuba, respectively, re­
quested the Secretary-General to take the necessary steps 
to recommend to the Security Council that a group of 
United Nations military observers be fielded to carry out 
this mandate, in accordance with the agreements which 
representatives of the two countries had already reached 
with the Secretariat. 

On 17 December 1988, the Secretary-General submitted 
a report2 to the Security Council in order to help the Coun­
cil to consider how it might respond to the request in the 
identical letters from Angola and Cuba about how such an 
observer mission might be carried out, if the Security 
Council decided to accept the request of the two Govern­
ments. The Secretary-General recommended that, if the 
Council decided to accede to the request of Angola and 
Cuba, an observer group should have the mandate of veri­
fying the redeployment northwards and the phased and to­
tal withdrawal of Cuban troops from the territory of An­
gola, in accordance with the timetable agreed between 
Angola and Cuba. The Secretary-General further stated 
that the duration of the mission's mandate would be ap­
proximately 3 1 months; and that the observer group, which 
would be known as the United Nations Angola Verifica­
tion Mission (UNA VEM), would be under the command 

1S/20336 (letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent 
Representative of Angola to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General) and S/20337 (letter dated 17 December 1988 
from the Permanent Representative of Cuba to the United Nations 
addressed to the Secretary-General). 

2s120338. 

of the United Nations, vested in the Secretary-General, un­
der the authority of the Security Council. 

Decision of 20 December 1988 (2834th meeting): resolu­
tion 626 ( 1988) 

At its 2834th meeting, on 20 December 1988, the Secu­
rity Council included in its agenda the item entitled "Letter 
dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Angola to the United Nations addressed to the 
Secretary-General; 

"Letter dated 17 December 1988 from the Permanent 
Representative of Cuba to the United Nations addressed to 
the Secretary-General". 3 

The Council considered the item at the same meeting. 

The President drew the attention of the members of the 
Council to the text of a draft resolution4 that had been pre­
pared in the course of the Council's consultations. 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was voted upon 
and adopted unanimously as resolution 626 (1988). 5 The 
resolution reads as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Noting the decision of Angola and Cuba to conclude a bilateral 
agreement on 22 December 1988 for the redeployment to the north 
and the staged and total withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola, 
according to the agreed timetable, 

Considering the request submitted to the Secretary-General by An• 
gola and Cuba in letters dated 17 December 1988, 

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General dated 17 De­
cember 1988, 

I. Approves the report of the Secretary-General and the recom­
mendations therein; 

2. Decides to establish under its authority a United Nations An• 
gola Verification Mission and requests the Secretary-General to take 
the necessary steps to this effect in accordance with his aforemen­
tioned report; 

3. Also decides that the Mission shall be established for a period 
of thirty-one months; 

4. Further decides that the arrangements for the establishment of 
the Mission shall enter into force as soon as the tripartite agreement 

3For adoption of the agenda, see S/PV .2834, p. 2. 
4S/20339, subsequently adopted as resolution 626 ( 1988). 
5For the vote, see S/PV.2834, pp. 2 and 3. 
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between Angola, Cuba and South Africa, on the one hand, and the 
bilateral agreement between Angola and Cuba, on the other, are 
signed; 

S. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Coun­
cil immediately after the signature of the agreements referred to in 
paragraph 4 and to keep the Council fully informed of further devel­
opments. 

Decision of 23 December 1988: exchange of letters be­
tween the Secretary-General and the President of the 
Security Council 

On 22 December 1988, the Secretary-General submitted 
a report6 in pursuance of Security Council resolution 626 
(l 988), stating that the agreements 7 referred to in para­
graph 4 of that resolution had been signed by the parties 

68/20347. 
7S/2034S (letter dated 22 December 1988 from Cuba addressed 

to the President of the Security Council, transmitting the bilateral 
agreement, signed on the same date, between the Governments of 
Angola and Cuba). 

Chapter VIIl. Maintenance ori11ternational peace and security 

concerned at United Nations Headquarters on the same 
date, and that, accordingly, the arrangements for the estab­
lishment of the United Nations Angola Verification Mis­
sion (UNA VEM) had entered into force. 

By a letter' dated 23 December 1988 addressed to the 
President of the Security Council, the Secretary-General 
sought the consent of the Council to his proposal for the 
composition of UNA VEM and to his intention to appoint 
Brigadier-General Pericles Ferreira Gomes as Chief Mili­
tary Observer of UNA VEM. 

By a letter9 dated 23 December 1988 addressed to the 
Secretary-General, the President of the Security Council 
informed the Secretary-General of the Council's agree­
ment with his proposals concerning the composition of 
UNAVEM and the appointment of Brigadier-General Peri­
cles Ferreira Gomes as Chief Military Observer of 
UNAVEM. 

8s120Js 1. 
9s1203s2. 
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Chapter IX 

DECISIONS IN THE EXERCISE OF OTHER FUNCTIONS AND POWERS 



NOTE 

Decisions of the Security Council relative to recommendations to the General Assem­
bly regarding the admission of new Members have been dealt with in chapter VII, and 
the decisions on questions considered under the Council's responsibility for the main­
tenance of international peace and security in chapter VIII. During the period under 
review, the Council took no decisions in the exercise of other functions and powers 
under the Charter. 1 

NOTE 

1With the exception of decisions concerning the relations of the Council with other organs of 
the United Nations, arising from Articles 12, 93, para. 2, and 97 of the Charter. For these decisions, 
see chap. VI of the present Supplement. 
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CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER VI OF THE CHARTER 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter contains material selected on the cri­
terion of the occurrence of discussion in the Security 
Council regarding Articles 33 to 38 of Chapter VI of the 
Charter. Thus, chapter X does not cover all the activities 
of the Council in the pacific settlement of disputes, since 
the debates preceding the major decisions of the Council 
in this field have dealt almost exclusively with the actual 
issues before the Council and the relative merits of meas­
ures proposed without discussion of their relation to the 
provisions of the Charter. 

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, listing of 
the decisions of the Council in the pacific settlement of 
disputes is set out under the appropriate subheadings in the 
analytical table of measures adopted by the Council con­
tained in chapter VIII, part I, of the present Supplement. 

The case histories on each question in this chapter are 
narrow in focus and thus must be examined in the context 
of the respective proceedings presented in chapter VIII, 
part II, of the present Supplement. 

CHAPTER VI OF THE CHARTER: PACIFIC 
SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES 

"Article 33 

"l. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of 
which is likely to endanger the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a solution 
by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitra­
tion, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or ar­
rangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice. 

"2. The Security Council shall, when it deems neces­
sary, call upon the parties to settle their dispute by such 
means. 

"Article 34 

"The Security Council may investigate any dispute, or 
any situation which might lead to international friction or 
give rise to a dispute, in order to determine whether the 
continuance of the dispute or situation is likely to endanger 
the maintenance of international peace and security. 

"Article 35 

"1. Any Member of the United Nations may bring any 
dispute, or any situation of the nature referred to in Article 
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34, to the attention of the Security Council or of the Gen­
eral Assembly. 

"2. A State which is not a Member of the United Na­
tions may bring to the attention of the Security Council or 
of the General Assembly any dispute to which it is a party 
if it accepts in advance, for the purposes of the dispute, the 
obligations of pacific settlement provided in the present 
Charter. 

"3. The proceedings of the General Assembly in re­
spect of matters brought to its attention under this Article 
will be subject to the provisions of Articles 11 and 12. 

"Article 36 

"l. The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute 
of the nature referred to in Article 33 or of a situation of 
like nature, recommend appropriate procedures or methods 
of adjustment. 

"2. The Security Council should take into considera­
tion any procedures for the settlement of the dispute which 
have already been adopted by the parties. 

"3. In making recommendations under this Article the 
Security Council should also take into consideration that 
legal disputes should as a general rule be referred by the 
parties to the International Court of Justice in accordance 
with the provisions of the Statute of the Court. 

"Article 3 7 

"l . Should the parties to a dispute of the nature referred 
to in Article 33 fail to settle it by the means indicated in 
that Article, they shall refer it to the Security Council. 

"2. If the Security Council deems that the continu­
ance of the dispute is in fact likely to endanger the main­
tenance of international peace and security, it shall de­
cide whether to take action under Article 36 or to 
recommend such terms of settlement as it may consider 
appropriate. 

"Article 38 

"Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 33 to 
37, the Security Council may, if all the parties to any dis­
pute so request, make recommendations to the parties with 
a view to a pacific settlement of the dispute." 
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Part I 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 33 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

The full range of the actions taken by the Council in con­
nection with the provisions of Article 33, during the period 
under review, is reflected in the various decisions of the 
Council entered under "Measures for settlement" and 
"Provisions bearing on specific issues relating to the set­
tlement" in the analytical table of measures of chapter VIII 
of the present Supplement. Those actions and measures, to 
the extent that they indicate recourse to the Article by the 
Council itself, as well as the discharge by the parties of 
their own obligation under that Article, underline the sig­
nificance of Article 33 in the pacific settlement of disputes. 

During the period under review, there was one instance 
in which the communication submitting a dispute to the 
Council contained no references to prior efforts at peaceful 
settlement. However, immediately before that submission, 
there was a communication setting forth the considerations 
of the Government concerned with regard to the process of 
negotiations which was being promoted by the Contadora 
Group of States. 1 

In another instance, a communication submitted a situ­
ation with respect to which the Council was requested to 
convene immediately and to "take appropriate and urgent 
action to stop the repeated threat of use of force, as well 
as the imminent resort to armed attack .. .''.2 The opening 
statement during the initial phase of the Council's consid­
eration of the situation that was submitted by that commu­
nication explicitly explained that the request for the meet­
ing of the Council underscored the belief that all disputes 
between States should be settled by the peaceful means 
which had been envisaged in Chapter VI of the Charter­
namely negotiation, inquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbi­
tration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or ar­
rangements, or other means of their own choice-and not by 
resort to the threat or use of force. It was further stressed that 
the -situation called for immediate action by the Security 
Council under Articles 33 and 34 of the Charter.3 

A third communication submitting a dispute to the Coun­
cil contained references to the effect that the dispute, which 
threatened international peace and security, had been the 
subject of the Judgment of the International Court of Jus­
tice of 27 June 1986.4 Finally, during the period under re­
view, a fourth communication was submitted to the Coun­
cil, explicitly under Article 94 of the Charter, pertaining to 
non-compliance with the Judgment of the International 
Court of Justice dated 27 June 1986 concerning military and 
paramilitary activities in and against Nicaragua.5 

1See, respectively, the letters dated 5 and 6 December 1985 from 
Nicaragua (S/17674 and S/17671, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.­
Dec. /985). 

2See the letter dated 12 April 1986 from Malta (S/17982, OR, 
4 I st yr., Suppl. for April-June 1986). 

1For the text of the relevant statement, sec S/PV.2672: Malta. 
4See the letter dated 22 July 1986 from Nicaragua ( S/ 18230, OR, 

41st yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. /986). For the Judgment of the In­
ternational Court of Justice, sec letter dated 11 July 1986 from 
Nicaragua (S/18221, annex, ibid.). 

5Sec the letter dated 17 October 1986 from Nicaragua (S/18415, 
OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /986). 

Several other communications that reached the Council 
with regard to disputes and situations that either were to 
be examined by the Council for the first time or whose con­
sideration was to be resumed, also contained references to 
various ea(lier efforts to settle the conflicts peacefully: 
such communications were received in connection with the 
complaints by Chad;6 in connection with the situation in 
Cyprus; 7 in connection with the complaint by Angola 
against South Africa;8 in connection with the situation 
between Iran and Iraq;9 in connection with the situation 
in Namibia; 10 in connection with the question concern­
ing the situation in the region of the Falkland Islands 
([slas Malvinas); 11 in connection with the complaints by 

6Scc the letters dated 25 and 28 January 1985 from Chad; and 
the letter dated 28 January l 985 from the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
(S/16906, S/16911 and S/16912, respectively, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. 
for Jan.-March /985); letter dated 2 January 1987 from the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya and letter dated 19 February 1987 from Chad, re­
spectively (S/18554 and S/18712, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.­
March 1987). 

7See the letter dated 3 May 1985 from Cyprus (S/17150, OR, 
40th yr., Suppl. for April-June I 985); letter dated 17 May 1985 
from Turkey (S/ 17198, ibid.); letters dated 17 and 21 January I 986, 
respectively, from Cyprus and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub­
lics (S/17743 and S/17752 and Corr. l, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.­
March 1986); letter dated 22 June I 988 from Cyprus (S/19953, OR, 
43rd yr., Suppl. for April-June /988); report of the Secretary­
General dated 30 November 1988 (S/20310 and Add. I, ibid., Suppl. 
for Oct.-Nov. /988); and statement by the President of the Council 
(S/20330, Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 43rd 
yr.8 1988). 

See the letter dated 20 November 1985 from Angola (S/17645, 
annex, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985). 

9Scc the letters dated 25 February 1986 from the Islamic Repub­
lic of Iran (S/17864, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1986); 
letter dated 5 March 1986 from Iraq (S/17897, ibid.); letter dated 
28 July 1986 from Iraq (S/18243, ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1986); 
letter dated 24 August 1986 from Iraq (ibid.); letters dated 17 and 
20 July and 7 August 1988 from the Islamic Republic of Iran 
(S/20020, S/20041 and S/20094, OR 43rd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 
I 988); letters dated 18 July and 2 August 1988 from Iraq 
(S/20023 and S/20082, ibid.); letter dated IO August I 988 from 
Greece ( on behalf of the European Community) (S/20 I 07, ibid.); 
letter dated 24 August 1988 from Paraguay (S/20148, ibid.); let­
ter dated 25 August 1988 from the USSR (S/20153, ibid.); and 
letter dated 17 October 1988 from the five permanent members 
of the Security Council (S/20224, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
/988). 

10see the reports of the Secretary-General of 6 September 1985 
(S/17442, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1985) and of 31 
March 1987 (S/18767, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 
I 987); letter dated 12 June I 986 from the Secretary-General to 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of South Africa (S/18150, OR, 
41st yr., Suppl. for April-June /986); letter dated 24 June 1986 
from the Philippines (S/18179, ibid.); letter dated 23 July 1986 
from India (S/18235, ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1986); letter 
dated 28 July 1986 from South Africa (S/18241, ibid.); and letter 
dated S June 1987 from the President of the United Nations 
Council for Namibia (S/18901, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for April­
June /987). 

11 sec the letter dated 12 February 1988 from Argentina (S/19500, 
OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March I 988); letter dated 25 February 
1988 from the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire­
land (Sil 9541, ibid.); letter dated 29 February 1988 from Colombia 
(S/19559, ibid.); letters dated 2 and 4 March 1988 from Argentina 
(S/19564 and S/19579, ibid.); and letter dated 16 March 1988 from 
Zimbabwe (S/19649, ibid.). 
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Nicaragua; 12 in connection with the situation in the Middle 
East including the occupied Arab territories; 13 and in con­
nection with the situation relating to Afghanistan. 14 

References to prior efforts at peaceful settlement were 
made during opening statements in the initial phase of 
the Council's consideration of the letter dated 28 Janu­
ary 1985 from the representative of Chad, is the letter 
dated 6 May 1985 from the representative of Nicara­
gua, 16 the situation in Namibia, 17 the Middle East prob­
lem including the Palestinian question, 18 the letter dated 
6 December 1985 from the representative of Nicara­
gua, 19 the letter dated 22 July 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Nicaragua,2° the letter dated 17 October 
1986 from the representative of Nicaragua, 21 the letter 
dated 13 November 1986 from the representative of Chad,22 
the situation in Cyprus,23 the situation between Iran and 
Iraq,24 the letter dated 11 March 1988 from the repre­
sentative of Argentina regarding the question concern­
ing the situation in the region of the Falkland Islands 
(Islas Malvinas),2s the letter dated 17 March 1988 from 

12See the letters dated I 5 June and 5 December 1985 from Nica­
ragua (S/17277, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1985 and 
S/17674, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985); letters both dated 21 
March 1988 from Nicaragua (S/19660 and S/19666, OR, 43rd yr., 
Suppl. for Jan. -March 1988); and letter dated 21 March 1988 from 
the member countries of the Contadora Group and the Support 
Group (S/19663, ibid.). 

13See the letter dated 5 April 1988 from Mongolia (S/19742, OR, 
43rd yr., Suppl. for April-June 1988); letter dated 5 April 1988 
from the Nordic States (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and 
Sweden) (S/19754, ibid.); letter dated 13 April 1988 from the Act­
ing Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 
Rights of the Palestinian People (S/19769, ibid.); and letter dated 
14 April 1988 from Japan (S/19779, ibid.). 

14Sec the letters dated 15 and 30 November I 988 from Afghani­
stan (S/20270 and S/20305, OR. 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1988); and letters dated 22 November and 31 December 1988 from 
Greece (on behalf of the European Community) (S/20286 and 
S/20365, ibid.). 

15S/PV.2567: Chad and Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. 
16S/PV.2577: Nicaragua; S/PV.2578: Peru, United States and 

Mexico. 
17S/PV.2583: India, Peru, United Republic of Tanzania, Egypt, 

South Africa, Nigeria and South-West Africa People's Organization 
(SWAPO); S/PV.2624: India, Mauritius, South Africa; S/PV.2755: 
Madagascar, Mr. Gurirab (SW APO). Sec also further report of the 
Secretary-General dated 27 October 1987 (SI 19234, OR, 42nd yr., 
Suf/t for Oct.-Dec. 1987). 

S/PV.2618: India, United States (President), PLO and Egypt. 
19S/PV.2633: Nicaragua, United States; S/PV.2634: India, Peru 

and Mexico. 
2°5/PV.2700: Nicaragua, El Salvador; S/PV.2701: United States, 

India and Democratic Y cmen. 
21 S/PV.2715: Nicaragua; S/PV.2716: United States, India, Peru, 

lraQ, Mexico and Argentina. 
22S/PV .2721: Chad, Congo, Zaire, France, United States and 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. 
2Jsee the statement by the President of the Council on behalf of 

its members (S/PV.2607. Sec also S/17486. OR, 40th yr., Suppl. 
for July-Sept. 1985). 

245/PV.2663: Mr. Chedli Klibli (Secretary-General of the League 
of Arab States), Iraq and Yemen; S/PV.2664: Jordan, Saudi Ara­
bia, Kuwait, Tunisia and Oman; S/PV.2709: the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations; Mr. Chedli Klibli (Secretary-General of the 
League of Arab States), Iraq and Egypt; S/PV.2710: Senegal, Zam­
bia and Oman. See also report of the Secretary-General (S/18480, 
OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986); and presidential statement 
(S/PV.2730). 

25S/PV.2800: Argentina, United Kingdom, Colombia, Uruguay, 
Brazil and Mexico. 
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the representative ofNicaragua26 and the situation relating 
to Afghanistan. 27 

In exercise of its responsibility to bring about the 
peaceful settlement of a dispute or situation, the Council 
may adopt decisions which refer, explicitly or implicitly, 
to Article 33. The one case history entered in this part 
of the present chapter covers proceedings in the Council 
that have some bearing on such exercise by the Council 
to bring about pacific settlement of a dispute or situ­
ation. 

During the period under review, none of the resolu­
tions or decisions adopted by the Council contained ex­
plicit references to Article 33, but a number of them con­
tained provisions emphasizing to the parties the urgency 
of finding a peaceful settlement to their conflict, 28 call­
ing upon the parties to resume the dialogue they had 
been holding with a view to reaching accords favourable 
for normalizing their relations and regional detente,29 or to 
submit immediately all aspects of their conflict to media­
tion or to any other means of peaceful settlement of dis­
putes,30 stressing to the parties concerned the urgent need 
to reach a just, durable and peaceful settlement of their 
conflict,31 or expressing concern that certain practices by a 
party to a situation had adverse consequences for the 
search for a peaceful resolution. 32 In connection with the 
situation in the Middle East, the Council called upon the 
parties on a number of occasions to implement immedi­
ately resolution 338 (1973), in which the Council had de­
cided that, concurrently with the ceasefire, negotiations 
should start under appropriate auspices aimed at estab­
lishing a just and durable peace.33 

On one occasion, in connection with the situation in Cy­
prus, the Council heard an oral report from the Secretary­
General following which the Council called upon all the 
parties to make a special effort in cooperation with the 
Secretary-General to reach an early agreement.34 On a 
number of occasions, also in connection with the situation 
in Cyprus, the Council requested the Secretary-General to 
continue his mission of good offices.3s Ultimately, the Coun­
cil supported the effort that had been launched on 24 Au­
gust 1988 by the Secretary-General in the context of the 
mission of good offices in Cyprus, welcomed the readiness 

26S/PV.2802: Nicaragua, Honduras, United States, Brazil, Argen­
tina Costa Rica and Peru. 

27S ee the letters dated 14 and 22 April from the Secretary­
General to the President of the Security Council and the letter dated 
25 April 1988 from the President of the Security Council to the 
Secretary-General, respectively (S/19834, S/19835 and S/19836, 
OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for April-June 1988). 

28Presidcntial statement issued on 5 March 1985 in connection 
with the situation between Iran and Iraq (S/17004). 

29R.esolution 562 ( I 985), in connection with the letter dated 6 
May 1985 from the representative of Nicaragua. 

3llR.csolutions 582 ( I 986), 588 ( 1986), 598 (I 987) and presiden­
tial statement (S/18538) read out at the 2730th mtg., held on 22 
December 1986, in connection with the situation between Iran and 
Ira~. 

3 Resolution 605 ( 1987), in connection with the situation in the 
occupied Arab territories. 

32Rcsolutions 560 (1985), 610 (1988) and 615 (1988), in connec­
tion with the question of South Africa. 

33Resolutions 563 (1985), 576 (1985), 584 (1986), 590 (1986), 
596 ( 1987), 603 ( 1987), 613 ( 1988) and 624 ( 1988). 

34Sce presidential statement (S/17483) read out at the 2607th 
mtA·• on 20 September 1985. 

Resolutions 565 ( 1985), 578 ( 1985), 585 ( 1986), 593 ( 1986), 
597 ( 1987), 604 ( 1987), 614 ( 1988) and 625 ( 1988). 
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of the two parties to seek a negotiated settlement of all as­
pects of the Cyprus problem by I June 1989 and called 
upon all the parties for full cooperation with the Secretary­
General in ensuring the success of the process then under 
way.J6 

In connection with the situation relating to Afghanistan, 
the Secretary-General, by a letter dated 14 April 1988 ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council,37 in­
formed the members of the Council that the Governments 
of Afghanistan and Pakistan had concluded, on the same 
date, a set of agreements which together constituted a set­
tlement bringing to a successful conclusion several years 
of difficult negotiations. The Secretary-General further 
stated that, while the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America had been designated as 
guarantors to the effect of which they had made a formal 
declaration, all the instruments constituting the settlement 
of the situation relating to Afghanistan would enter into 
force on 15 May 1988. 

On the occasion of the tenth anniversary of the adoption 
of resolution 435 ( l 978), containing the plan for the inde­
pendence of Namibia through free and fair elections under 
the supervision and control of the United Nations, the Se­
curity Council noted developments in efforts by a number 
of parties to find a peaceful solution to the conflict in 
south-western Africa that were reflected in the joint state­
ment31 of 8 August 1988 by the Governments of Angola, 
Cuba, South Africa and the United States. The Council 
urged the parties to display the necessary political will to 
translate the commitments they had made into reality in 
order to bring about a peaceful settlement of the Namibian 
question and peace and stability in the region. 39 

There were implicit references to Article 33 contained 
in a number of draft resolutions that were considered by 
the Council but were either not put to the vote or voted 
upon and not adopted: 

(a) During the Council's consideration of the com­
plaint by Angola against South Africa at the 2614th meet­
ing, on 4 October 1985, the representative of South Africa 
submitted a draft resolution40 by which the Council would 
have requested the various factions within Angola to settle 
their differences through a process of peaceful negotiation 
and in a spirit of national reconciliation. The draft resolu­
tion was not put to the vote; 

(b) When the Council resumed its consideration of the 
situation in the Middle East at the 2641st meeting, on 13 
January 1986, the representative of Jordan submitted and 
subsequently revised a draft resolution41 by which the 
Council, inter a/ia, would have demanded that Israel desist 

361>residential statement (S/20330) read out at the 2833rd mtg., 
held on IS December 1988. 

37s119834, OR, 43rd yr., S"ppl. for April-June I 988. See also 
letters dated 22 and 25 April 1988 exchanged, respectively, be­
tween the Secretary-General and the President of the Security 
Council (S/19835 and S/19836, ibid.); and resolution 622 (1988) of 
31 October 1988. 

38s/20l09, annex OR, 43rd yr., S"ppl. for J"ly-Sept. /988. 
39Presidential statement (S/20208) read out at the 2827th mtg., 

held on 29 September 1988. 
40sll 7S22, OR, 40th yr., S"ppl. for Oct.-Dec. /985. For the pro­

cedural requirements which must be met in order for such proposals 
or draft resolutions to be put to a vote, see chapter I, under rule 38 
of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Council. 

41S/I 7730/Rev.2, OR, 4/st yr., S"ppl. for Jan.-March /986. 

from its practices and measures against the civilian popu­
lation in southern Lebanon, which were impeding the res­
toration of normal conditions in the area and threatening 
the reconciliation efforts towards restoring peace and se­
curity in the whole country. The revised draft resolution 
was voted upon and not adopted owing to the negative vote 
of a permanent member of the Council;42 

(c) During the Council's consideration of the letter 
dated 12 April 1986 from the representative of Malta re­
garding the " ... threat of use of force, as well as the im­
minent resort to armed attack in the central Mediterra­
nean", at the 2763rd meeting, on 14 April 1986, the 
representative of Malta submitted a draft resolution.43 Un­
der operative paragraph 4 of the draft resolution, the Coun­
cil would have entrusted the Secretary-General to take im­
mediate appropriate action with the parties concerned to 
ensure that only the peaceful means which had been envis­
aged by the Charter of the United Nations were utilized to 
reconcile any differences between them. The draft resolu­
tion was not put to a vote; 

(d) At the 2674th to 2680th, 2682nd and 2683rd meet­
ings, between 15 and 24 April 1986, the Council consid­
ered the letters, each respectively dated 15 April 1986, 
from the representatives of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Burkina Faso, the Syrian Arab Republic and Oman, re­
garding the attack on Tripoli and Benghazi by the United 
States forces. 44 In the course of those considerations, at the 
2680th meeting, on 18 April 1986, a draft resolution, 45 sub­
sequently revised, was submitted by the representatives of 
the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago and 
the United Arab Emirates. Under operative paragraph 4 of 
the revised draft resolution, the Council would have called 
upon all parties to refrain from resorting to force, to exer­
cise restraint in the critical situation and to resolve the dif­
ferences by peaceful means in keeping with the Charter. 
The revised draft resolution was voted upon and not 
adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent member 
of the Council;46 

( e) In the course of the Council's consideration of the 
situation in southern Africa at the 2685th meeting, on 23 
May 1986, the representatives of the Congo, Ghana, Mada­
gascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates 
submitted a draft resolution, 47 subsequently revised, by 
which the Council would have imposed, under Chapter VII 
of the Charter of the United Nations, selective economic 
and other sanctions, bearing in mind, inter a/ia, that South 
Africa had ignored numerous calls by the international 
community to effect peaceful change in South Africa. The 
draft resolution, as orally revised, was voted upon and not 
adopted owing to the negative vote ofa permanent member 
of the Council;48 

(j) During the Council's consideration of the letter 
dated 22 July 1986 from the representative of Nicaragua 

42For the vote, see S/PV .2642. 
435/17984, OR, 41st yr., S"pp/. for April-J"ne 1986. 
44see also letter dated 14 April 1986 from the representative of 

the United States (S/17990, ibid.). 
45sfl8016/Rev.l, ibid. 
46for the vote on the revised draft resolution (9 votes in favour 

to S against, with I abstention), see S/PV .2682. 
47S/l8087/Rev.l, OR, 41st yr., S"pp/. for April-June /986 (see, 

in fiarticular, thirteenth preambular paragraph). 
8For the vote on the revised resolution (12 votes in favour to 2 

against, with I abstention), see S/PV.2686. 
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regarding the dispute between the United States of Amer­
ica and Nicaragua, which had been the subject of the Judg­
ment of the International Court of Justice of 27 June 
1986,49 a five-Power draft resolution50 was submitted at the 
2703rd meeting, on 31 July 1986. Under the draft resolu­
tion, the Council would have expressed awareness that, 
according to the Charter of the United Nations, the Inter­
national Court of Justice was the principal judicial organ 
of the United Nations and that each Member undertook to 
comply with the decision of the Court in any case to which 
it was a party; recalled all the relevant principles of the 
Charter, particularly the obligation of States to settle their 
disputes exclusively by peaceful means; reaffirmed the 
role of the International Court of Justice as the principal 
judicial organ of the United Nations and a means for the 
peaceful resolution of disputes in the interest of interna­
tional peace and security; and made an urgent and solemn 
call for full compliance with the Judgment of the Interna­
tional Court of Justice of 27 June 1986 in the case of Mili­
tary and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua. 
The draft resolution was voted upon and not adopted ow­
ing to a negative vote by a permanent member of the Coun­
cil;s1 

(g) In connection with the letter dated 17 October 1986 
from the representative of Nicaragua regarding a request 
for a meeting of the Security Council, in accordance with 
the provisions of Article 94 of the Charter, to consider the 
non-compliance with the Judgment of the International 
Court of Justice dated 27 June 1986 concerning military 
and paramilitary activities in and against Nicaragua, a five­
Power draft resolution 52 was submitted to the Council at 
its 2718th meeting, on 28 October 1986. Under the pream­
bular part of the draft resolution, the Council would have 
expressed awareness that, under the Charter of the United 
Nations, the International Court of Justice was the princi­
pal judicial organ of the United Nations and that each 
Member undertook to comply with the decision of the 
Court in any case to which it was a party; and considered 
that Article 36, paragraph 6, of the Statute of the Court 
provided that "in the event of a dispute as to whether the 
Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall be settled by the 
decision of the Court". Under operative paragraph l of the 
draft resolution, the Council would have urgently called 
for full and immediate compliance with the Judgment of 
the International Court of Justice of 27 June 1986 in the 
case of Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against 
Nicaragua in conformity with the relevant provisions of 
the Charter of the United Nations. The draft resolution was 
voted upon and not adopted owing to the negative vote of 
a permanent member of the Council;53 

49Letter dated 11 July 1986 from Nicaragua transmitting the text 
of the Judgment of the International Court of Justice dated 27 June 
1986 in the case Military and Paramilitary Actil1ities in and against 
Nicaragua (S/18221, OR, 41 st yr .. Suppl. for July-Sept. I 986); for 
the letter dated 22 July 1986 from Nicaragua, see S/18230, ibid. 

50stl8250 (draft resolution submitted by the Congo, Ghana, 
Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates), 
ibid. 

51For the vote on the draft resolution ( 11 votes in favour to I 
against, with 3 abstentions), see S/PV.2704. 

52S/18428 (draft resolution submitted by the Congo, Ghana, 
Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates), 
OR 41st yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986. 

5lfor the vote on the draft resolution ( 11 votes in favour to I 
against, with 3 abstentions), sec S/PV .27 I 8. 
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(h) When the Council resumed its consideration of the 
situation in the occupied Arab territories, in connection 
with the report of the Secretary-General dated 21 January 
l 988s4 in accordance with resolution 605 (1987), the rep­
resentatives of Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, Yugo­
slavia and Zambia submitted a draft resolution55 at the 
2790th meeting on 1 February 1988. Under operative para­
graphs 7 and 8 of the draft resolution, the Council would 
have affirmed the urgent need to achieve, under the aus­
pices of the United Nations, a comprehensive,just and last­
ing settlement of the Arab/Israeli conflict; and requested 
the Secretary-General to continue his endeavours to pro­
mote such a settlement. The draft resolution was voted 
upon and not adopted owing to the negative vote of a per­
manent member of the Council. 56 

There were a few occasions whereby Article 33 was ex­
plicitly referred to during the deliberations of the Council. 
In one instance, in the course of the Council's deliberations 
in connection with the letter dated 6 May 1985 from the 
representative of Nicaragua, Chapter VI of the Charter was 
invoked with sufficiently clear indication that the refer­
ence was to Article 33. It was emphasized that, in the 
search for genuine solutions to problems, the constant 
norm in Member States ought to be scrupulous respect for 
the principles of law and the practice of diplomatic nego­
tiation. Further, economic coercion was incompatible with 
the objectives of the process initiated by Contadora and 
that, despite the aggressive designs still standing in the 
way of the Contadora peacemaking efforts in Central 
America, all States were called upon once again to respond 
effectively to the diplomatic action that they had under­
taken and the countries concerned were invited to resume 
the dialogue that had been interrupted. 57 

Article 33 was further invoked to emphasize, on the one 
hand, the obligations of the parties under the Charter pro­
vision to seek a peaceful solution. On the other hand, the 
Charter provision was invoked also to emphasize the duty 
of the Council to urge the parties to abide by the Charter 
and by the procedures for a peaceful settlement as set out 
by the Council itself under Article 36 of the Charter.51 In 
connection with the letter dated 12 April 1986 from the 
representative of Malta, Chapter VI of the Charter was in­
voked to underline that the request for a meeting of the 
Council had been made with the conviction that all dis­
putes between States should be settled by the peaceful 
means of the Charter, namely, negotiation, enquiry, media­
tion, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to 
regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful 
means of their own choice. In the same context, it was em­
phasized that "the grave and dangerous situation" which 
had arisen in the central Mediterranean called for immedi­
ate action by the Security Council under Articles 33 and 
34 of the Charter. 59 

54stl9443, OR, 43rd yr., SMppl. for Jan.-March /988. 
55stl 9466, ibid. 
56For the vote on the draft resolution (14 votes in favour to I 

against, with no abstentions), sec S/PV .2790. 
S7For the text of the relevant statement, see S/PV .2578: Mexico, 

pp. 41 and 42. 
51For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2665: Mo­

rocco, pp. 12 and 13; and S/PV.2713: Morocco, pp. 21-23. 
59for the texts of the relevant statement, see S/PV .2672: Malta, 

pp. 3 and 4. 



390 Chapter X. Consideration of the provisions of Chapter VI of the Charter 

During the Council's deliberations in connection with 
the letters each respectively dated 15 April 1986 from the 
representatives of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Burkina 
Faso, the Syrian Arab Republic and Oman, concerning the 
attack on Benghazi and Tripoli by United States forces, 
Article 33 was invoked to demonstrate and signify that the 
action had been taken at a time when the Security Council 
was discussing the possibility of preventing the use of 
force and resolving the problem through peaceful settle­
ment in accordance with the provisions of Articles 33 and 
34 of the Charter. Moreover, Article 33 was also invoked 
to underline that resort to the use of force had taken place 
without exhausting the provisions, arrangements and 
guidelines for the peaceful settlement of disputes set forth 
in Article 33 as well as in the Declaration on Principles 
of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and 
Cooperation among States.60 It was further emphasized 
that the world faced a bleak future if use of force should 
be substituted for settlement of international disputes by 
peaceful negotiation. Without insisting upon any spe­
cific provision, the Council should seek guidance and 
objectivity in the provisions of Articles 33, 34, 35 and 
36 of the Charter, which, together with the above­
mentioned General Assembly Declaration and the Assem­
bly resolution on measures against terrorism,61 provided 
sufficient legal framework and principles for dealing with 
inter-State disputes. It was further emphasized that the me­
diation and conciliation offices of the Secretary-General, 
to which immediate resort could be made, were also avail­
able.62 

In the course of the Council's deliberations regarding the 
letter dated 27 June I 986 from the representative of Nica­
ragua concerning the situation in Central America, Article 
33 was invoked twice to underscore two aspects of the sig­
nificance of the Charter provision. The first referred to the 
settlement of disputes by resort to regional agencies or ar­
rangements, since they better understood the circum­
stances and causes of a given conflict. In that context, 
it was stressed that the Contadora Group as a regional 
group of Central America had shouldered a special re­
sponsibility and that, by communicating with the parties 
including the United States and in cooperation with the 
Support Group, it had succeeded in formulating the Pan­
ama message of 7 June 1986, which reiterated ten prin­
ciples and nine forms of action that must be realized if 
peace, democracy and security were to be secured in 
Central America. The second aspect of the significance 
of Article 33 was that it also called for the settlement of 
disputes by peaceful means and set forth the means and 
machinery to that end in such a way that unilateral action 
outside the framework of those means and machinery­
most importantly, the Security Council-constituted a 
breach of the Charter.63 

During the Council's consideration of the letter dated 22 
July 1986 from the representative of Nicaragua, concern­
ing the dispute between the United States of America and 
Nicaragua, which had been the subject of the Judgment of 

60aeneral Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), annex. 
61General Assembly resolution 40/61 of 9 December 1985. 
62For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2678: 

Czechoslovakia, pp. 12-14; and S/PV.2680: Ghana, pp. 33-38. 
63For the text of the relevant statement, see S/PV .2697: United 

Arab Emirates, p. 37. 

the International Court of Justice of27 June 1986,64 Article 
33, paragraph I, of the Charter was quoted in its entirety 
as the primary principle for the pacific settlement of dis­
putes contained in Chapter VI of the Charter. It was then 
emphasized that, based on that principle and on the rele­
vant articles of the Statute of the International Court of Jus­
tice, Nicaragua had submitted to the Court its complaint 
against the United States of America for the violation of 
the relevant rules of international law. It was further stated 
that the International Court of Justice, which was the organ 
with the mandate to settle the disputes that had been sub­
mitted to it according to the rules of law, had acted upon 
the complaint, following which the role of the Security 
Council should be to work towards gaining the acceptance 
of the Court's judgment by the party concerned in order to 
spare the Central American region any further escalation 
of tension and to ensure the establishment of conditions of 
peace and stability in that region.65 

The Council's deliberation in connection with the letter 
dated 17 October 1986 from the representative of Nicara­
gua, regarding the non-compliance with the Judgment of 
the International Court of Justice dated 27 June 1986, 
was characterized as one involving the following four fun­
damental principles of overriding importance: (a) The 
Court's decision clearly stated that customary international 
law, including the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, prohibited intervention in the affairs of other 
States; (b) the second principle related to the right of all 
States to decide freely their own political, economic and 
social systems, including their international relations, 
free from outside interference, subversion, coercion or 
threats; (c) in accordance with the Charter, the Interna­
tional Court of Justice was the principal judicial organ 
of the United Nations and under Article 94, each Mem­
ber had undertaken to comply with the Court's decision 
in any case to which it was a party; and (d) the obliga­
tion of the parties to any dispute, the continuation of 
which was likely to endanger the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security was to seek a solution by peaceful 
means. Paragraphs 290 and 291 of the Court's judgment66 
emphasized that the fourth principle was enshrined in 
Article 33 of the Charter, which indicated a number of 
peaceful means which were available to the parties. The 
Court's decision, it was stressed, also referred to the need 
to cooperate with the Contadora efforts in seeking a de­
finitive and lasting peace in Central America, in accord­
ance with the principle of customary international law that 
prescribed the peaceful settlement of international disputes.67 

There have been other instances of what might be 
considered implicit references to Article 33 in the 
proceedings of the Council. Article 33 was implicitly 
touched upon during the Council's deliberations in con­
nection with the letter dated 28 January 1985 from the 
representative of Chad,61 the situation in the Middle 

64for the text of the Judgment of the International Court of Jus­
tice dated 27 June 1986 in the case Military and Paramilitary Activi­
ties in and against Nicaragua (Nicaragua vs. United States of Amer­
ic~i..see S/18221, annex, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. /986. 

'ror the text of the relevant statement, see S/PV .2701: Demo-
cratic Yemen, pp. 24-26. 

66sec note 64 above. 
67For the text of the relevant statement, sec S/PV.2716: Iraq, pp. 26-28. 
68For the text of the relevant statement, see S/PV .2567: Libyan 

Arab Jamahiriya, p. 26. 
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East, 69 the letter dated 6 May 1985 from the representative 
ofNicaragua,70 the situation in Cyprus,71 the complaint by 
Angola against South Africa,72 the question of South Af­
rica, 73 the situation in the occupied Arab territories, 74 the 
situation in southern Africa,75 the situation between Iran 
and Iraq, 76 the letters dated 25 March I 986 from the rep­
resentatives of Malta and the USSR, respectively and letter 
dated 26 March 1986 from the representative of Iraq, 77 the 
letter dated 27 June 1986 from the representative ofNica­
ragua,78 the letter dated 13 November 1986 from the rep­
resentative of Chad, 79 the letter dated 11 March 1988 
from the representative of Argentina regarding the ques­
tion concerning the situation in the region of the Falk-

69For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2568: Leba­
non, pp. 7 and 8; Israel, p. 32; S/PV .2570: India, p. 27; United 
Kingdom, p. 41; Denmark, p. 43; United States, pp. 49 and 50; 
S/PV.2573: Senegal, p. 38; S/PV.2575: United Kingdom, pp. 13-
19; S/PV.2605: Mr. Maksoud (Arab League), p. 11; Denmark, pp. 
84 and 85; S/PV.2646: Ghana, p. 27; USSR, p. 17; S/PV.2647: In­
dia, pp. 34-36; Sudan, p. 52; S/PV .2650: Australia, p. 31; 
S/PV.2699: United Kingdom, p. 8; S/PV.2777: Israel, p. 6; 
S/PV.2785: Jordan, p. 21; Federal Republic of Germany, pp. 22-30; 
S/PV .2787: Kuwait, p. 31; Algeria, p. 36; Argentina, p. 48; China, 
p. 52; Israel, p. 71; Sudan, p. 81; Malaysia, p. 86; S/PV.2790: In­
donesia, p. 12; India, p. 17; United States, p. 41; S/PV.2804: Al­
geria, p. 12; Jordan, p. 47; Senegal, p. 48; Zambia, p. 56; India, p. 
67; United States, p. 91; Israel, pp. 64 and 65; S/PV.2806: Mr. An­
sae (Organization of the Islamic Conference), p. 18; China, p. 37; 
USSR, p. 43; France, p. 8; Italy, p. 53; and United States, p. 56. 

71lfor the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2577: Nica­
ragua, pp. 27-36; S/PV .2578: United States, p. 32; Mexico, pp. 
37-41; China, p. 44; Australia, p. 63; and Algeria, p. 86. 

71Throughout the period under review the need for a negotiated 
settlement was stressed and the Secretary-General was requested 
to continue his mission of good offices in connection with the 
adoption of resolutions 565 (1985), 578 (1985), 585 (1986), 593 
(1986), 597 (1987), 604 (1987), 614 (1988) and 625 (1988). On 
two occasions, the President of the Council made statements on 
behalf of the members of the Council noting the Secretary-Gen­
eral 's assessment that a settlement in accordance with the prin­
ciples of the Charter was in sight and welcoming the readiness 
of the parties to seek a negotiated settlement; see, respectively 
S/PV.2607 (20 September 1985) and S/PV.2833 (IS December 
1988). 

721-·or the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV.2596: Aus­
tralia, p. 47; S/PV .2597: South Africa, pp. 22 and 23; France, pp. 
7 and 8; and S/PV.2612: South Africa, p. 13. 

73For the texts of relevant statements, see S/PV .2600: United 
Kingdom, pp. 12 and 13; S/PV.2796: France, p. 7; and S/PV.2797: 
United Kingdom, p. 6. 

74For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2646: 
Ghana, p. 27; S/PV.2647: India, p. 36; Sudan, p. 52; S/PV.2649: 
Afghanistan, p. I 2; Yugoslavia, p. 14; S/PV .2804: Algeria, pp. 11 
and 12; Saudi Arabia, p. 28; Jordan, p. 47; Zambia, pp. 56 and 57; 
Israel, p. 63; India, p. 67; S/PV .2805: Nepal, pp. 26 and 27; Tuni­
sia, pp. 48-50; S/PV.2806: Italy, p. 53; Federal Republic of Ger­
many, p. 41; United States, p. 56; and Bangladesh, pp. 34 and 35. 

75For the texts of relevant statements, see S/PV .2652: South Af­
rica, pp. 49-51; S/PV .2657: Australia, p. 19; S/PV .2662: United 
States, pp. 38-40; S/PV.2684: Zambia, pp. 17 and 18; South Africa, 
pp. 23-25; and S/PV .2686: United Kingdom; and France, p. 7. 

76For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2666: United 
Arab Emirates, p. 12; Thailand, pp. 16-19; United Kingdom, pp. 
19 and 20; and China, pp. 29-30. 

77For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV.2669: Ku­
wait, p. 12; and S/PV.2670: China, p. 26. 

7BFor the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2696: China, 
p. 12; El Salvador, p. 21; Czechoslovakia, p. SI; Nicaragua, p. 72; 
and S/PV.2697: Madagascar, p. 18; and France, p. 26. 

79For the text of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2721: Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 28-36; USSR, p. 41; Chad, p. 8; Congo, pp. 
11-13; and Zaire, p. 18. 
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land Islands (Islas Malvinas)10 and the letter dated 17 
March 1988 from the representative ofNicaragua.81 

CASE I 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

(In connection with three draft resolutions each drawn 
up during consultations among the members of the Coun­
cil, voted upon and adopted, respectively, on 24 February 
and 8 October 1986 and 20 July 1987) 

The Council resumed its deliberations in connection 
with the situation between Iran and Iraq at the request of 
the Committee of Seven of the Council of the League of 
Arab States12 to consider the "disturbing developments" 
regarding the conflict between the two parties and to take 
practical measures to put an end to the war and to solve 
the conflict by peaceful means, in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations and international law. Dur­
ing the discussions, the members of the Council and other 
participants were unanimous in their expression of concern 
at the escalation of the conflict and in emphasizing the 
need for both parties to cooperate with the Secretary­
General in his efforts to end the war and to resolve the 
problems by peaceful means through a process of compre­
hensive negotiations in accordance with the Charter. Sev­
eral speakers welcomed the readiness on the part of Iraq 
to settle the conflict through negotiated means in conform­
ity with the Council decisions and the principles of the 
Charter. On the other hand, it was asserted that the other 
party, the Islamic Republic oflran, was primarily responsible 
for the continuation of the conflict by rejecting all the medi­
ating efforts of the international community and that the 
Council must urge the Islamic Republic of Iran to abide by 
the procedures for a peaceful settlement in accordance with 
the obligations it had entered under the Charter, including 
Articles 33 and 36.13 

At the 2666th meeting, on 24 February I 986, a draft 
resolution which had been prepared in the course of prior 
consultations among the members of the Council was 
voted upon and adopted unanimously as resolution 582 
(1986).14 The resolution reads, in part, as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling the provisions of the Charter and in particular the obliga­
tion of all Member States to settle their international disputes by 

Bllfor the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2800: Ar­
gentina, pp. 7-11; United Kingdom, pp. 18-20; Colombia, pp. 21 
and 22; and S/PV.2801: Zambia, pp. 13-17; Senegal, pp. 17 and 
18j China, p. 21; Yugoslavia, pp. 46-47; and Argentina, p. 52. 

1For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2802: Nica­
ra,ua, pp. 12-14; and S/PV.2803: Zimbabwe, pp. 6-13. 

2Letter dated 12 February 1986 from the representative of Iraq 
(S/17821, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-Ma,-ch 1986). 

13For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2663: Mr. 
Chedli-Klibli (Secretary-General of the League of Arab States), 
pp. 7-17; Iraq, pp. 18-21 and 36; Yemen, pp. 38-42; S/PV .2664: 
Jordan, pp. 7-14; Saudi Arabia, pp. 20-23; Kuwait, pp. 26-31; Tu­
nisia, pp. 35-38; Oman, p. 43; S/PV .2665: Morocco, pp. 11-13; 
Bahrain, pp. 16-22; Egypt, pp. 26-28; Mr. Terzi (PLO), pp. 33-36; 
S/PV.2666: United Arab Emirates, pp. 10-12; Thailand. pp. 16-18, 
United Kingdom, pp. 20-22; USSR, pp. 23-26; United States, pp. 
27 and 28; China, pp. 28 and 29; Australia, p. 32; Madagascar, pp. 
35-37; and France, p. 38. 

84t'or the vote on the draft resolution (S/ 17859), see S/PV .2666, 
pp. 39-40. 
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peaceful means in such a manner that international peace and security 
and justice arc not endangered, 

Taking note of the efforts of mediation pursued by the Secretary. 
General, 

I. Deplores the initial acts which gave rise to the conflict between 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq and deplores the continuation of 
the con f1i ct; 

S. Calls upon both parties to submit immediately all aspects of the 
conflict to mediation or to any other means of peaceful settlement of 
disputes; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his ongoing efforts, 
to assist the parties to give effect to this resolution and to keep the 
Council informed; 

By a letter" dated 25 February 1986, the representative 
of the Islamic Republic of Iran transmitted to the Secre­
tary-General his Government's response to the adoption of 
resolution 582 (1986). It was asserted that the Security 
Council had finally come to realize the fact that in order 
to tackle the whole matter of the war, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Charter, the Council should consider 
the initial aggression by Iraq; but that the absence of a 
clear-cut position on the part of the Council showed that it 
did not yet possess the necessary political will for such a 
measure. Further, despite the imbalances, resolution 582 
(1986) was a positive step towards the condemnation oflraq 
as the aggressor and a just conclusion to the war. While it 
referred to the need for peaceful settlement of disputes, the 
resolution nevertheless failed to mention Iraq's violation of 
the principle by resorting to aggression against the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and that omission was a discrepancy which 
constituted the major defect of the resolution. 

The Council resumed its deliberations at the request of 
seven Member States16 claiming that there was an immi­
nent threat of military attack by the Islamic Republic of 
Iran against Iraq, which confirmed the determination of the 
Government of the Islamic Republic to continue the war 
despite resolution 582 (1986), by which the Council had 
called for the termination of the conflict and its settlement 
by peaceful means in accordance with the provisions of the 
Charter. They thus requested the Council to consider the 
grave situation and to adopt measures to ensure the imple­
mentation of resolution 582 (1986). During the Council's 
deliberations, it was repeatedly stressed that the escalation 
in attacks on commercial vessels from third countries and 
the declared intention of the Islamic Republic of Iran to 
launch another major offensive to bring the conflict to a 
military conclusion, despite the provisions of paragraph 5 
of resolution 582 (1986) calling on both parties to submit 
all aspects of the conflict to mediation. had given renewed 
urgency to the situation. Emphasizing that the continuing 
war between Iran and Iraq was becoming a serious threat 
to international peace and security, the Security Council 
was called upon to discharge its responsibility under the 
Charter and to ensure the implementation of the provisions 
of Article 2, paragraph 3, and those contained in Chapter 
VI, particularly Articles 33, 36 and 37, which not only de-

B5s117864, annex, OR, 4/st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March /986. 
861...etter dated 30 September 1986 from the representatives of 

Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia and Yemen 
(S/18372, OR, 4/st yr .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /986). 

manded that States resolve their disputes by peaceful 
means, but also provided various means for the peaceful 
settlement of disputes. 87 

At the 2713th meeting, on 8 October 1986, a draft reso­
lution, which had been prepared in prior consultations 
among the members of the Council was voted upon and 
adopted unanimously as resolution 588 (1986).88 The fifth, 
sixth and seventh preambular paragraphs and paragraphs I 
and 2 of the resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and 
in particular the obligation of all Member States to settle their inter­
national disputes by peaceful means in such a maMer that interna­
tional peace and security and justice are not endangered, 

Recalling further that, under the Charter, Member States have con­
ferred on the Security Council primary responsibility for the 1Dainte­
nance of international peace and security and to this end have agreed 
to accept the role of the Security Council in the settlement of disputes, 

Commending the efforts of the Secretary-General in the search for 
a peaceful settlement of the conflict, 

I. Calls upon the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq to implement 
fully and without delay resolution 582 (1986) adopted unanimously 
on 24 February 1986; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to intensify his efforts with the 
parties to give effect to the above-mentioned resolution and to report 
to the Council no later than 30 November 1986; 

At the 2730th meeting, on 22 December 1986, the Coun­
cil considered the report of the Secretary-General19 and, at 
the same meeting, the President made a statement90 on be­
half of the members of the Council reiterating their call for 
the implementation of resolutions 5 82 ( 1986) and 588 
( 1986) and for the resolution of the prolonged conflict by 
peaceful means. The members of the Council emphasized 
once again the obligation of Member States to settle their 
disputes by peaceful means and, in that context, to coop­
erate with the Security Council. They further urged the 
Secretary-General to continue with his efforts and called 
upon the parties to cooperate with him. 

At the 2750th meeting,91 on 20 July 1987, the Council 
had before it a draft resolution that had been prepared in 
the course of prior consultations among its members. 
Speaking before and after the vote, the members of the 
Council noted that the draft text was based on resolution 
582 (1986); that, as a culmination of intensive consult­
ations among the five permanent members at the initiative 

B7f or the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2709: the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, pp. 7 and 8; Mr. Chedli• 
Klibli (Secretary-General of the League of Arab States), pp. 11 and 
12; Iraq, pp. 17-23; Egypt, pp. 27-29; S/PV.2710: Senegal, pp. 7-
12; Zambia, p. 14; Oman, pp. 21-26; PLO, pp. 31 and 32; Argen• 
tina, p. 36; Jordan, pp. 41-43; S/PV.2711: Saudi Arabia, pp. 8-12; 
Kuwait, pp. 17-22; German Democratic Republic, pp. 25 and 26; 
Cuba, pp. 28 and 29; Mexico, p. 33; S/PV.2712: USSR, pp. 12-13; 
Australia, pp. 16 and 17; China, p. 18; Tunisia, pp. 33-36; 
S/PV.2713: Venezuela, pp. 6 and 7; Yemen, pp. 13-17; Morocco, 
pp. 20-23; Uruguay, pp. 32 and 33; France, pp. 38 and 39; United 
Kin_gdom, pp. 42 and 43; and United States, pp. 44-46. 

111for the vote on the draft resolution (S/18383), see S/PV.2713, 
p. 47. 

19st18480, OR, 4/st yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /986. 
90stl8538, OR, 4/:st yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­

ritf Council, /986; see also S/PV.2730. 
1Seven members of the Council, including four permanent mem­

bers, were represented at the level of Foreign Minister and one 
member at the level of Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
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of the Secretary-General, it expressly fell under the terms 
of Chapter VII of the Charter calling for mandatory action 
in a balanced and even-handed manner; and that it was 
aimed at strengthening the roles of the Council and the 
Secretary-General by providing an unprecedented frame­
work for mediation and a peaceful settlement of the con­
flict through negotiation in accordance with the principles 
of the Charter and international law .92 

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was voted upon 
and unanimously adopted as resolution 598 ( I 987). 93 The 
eighth and tenth preambular paragraphs and paragraphs I 
and 4 of the resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, and 
in particular the obligation of all Member States to settle their inter­
national disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that interna• 
tional peace and security and justice are not endangered, 

Acting under Articles 39 and 40 of the Charter, 

I. Demands that, as a first step towards a negotiated settlement, the 
Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq observe an immediate ceasefire, dis­
continue all military actions on land, at sea and in the air, and withdraw 
all forces to the internationally recognized boundaries without delay; 

4. Calls upon Iran and Iraq to cooperate with the Secretary• 
General in implementing this resolution and in mediation efforts to 
achieve a comprehensive, just and honourable settlement, acceptable 
to both sides, of all outstanding issues in accordance with the princi­
ples contained in the Charter of the United Nations; 

At the 2779th meeting, on 24 December 1987, the Presi­
dent made a statement,94 on behalf of the members of the 
Council, noting the assessment of the Secretary-General 

92For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV.2750: 
China, pp. 7-9; United Arab Emirates, p. 12; United Kingdom, pp. 
15-17, United States, pp. 19-23; Federal Republic of Germany, pp. 
28-29; Italy, pp. 31-34; Ghana, pp. 40 and 41; Argentina, p. 47; 
Congo, pp. 51 and 52; Venezuela, p. 57; the President (France), 
pp. 60 and 61; the Secretary-General, pp. 62-64; and USSR, pp. 
67-76. 

93For the vote on the draft resolution (S/18983), see S/PV.2750, 
pp. 61 and 62. 

94s/19382, OR, 42nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Se­
curity Council, I 987; see also S/PV .2779. 
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concerning the implementation of resolution S98 ( 1987) 
and expressing their grave concern over the slow pace and 
lack of real progress. 

At the 2823rd meeting, on 8 August 1988, the Secretary­
General stated95 that, as a result of the intensive diplomatic 
activity in exercise of the mandate he had been given by 
the Council, he had been assured by the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and Iraq that they would observe a ceasefire in the 
context of the full implementation of resolution S98 (1987) 
starting at 0300 (GMT) on 20 August 1988 and that the 
two parties had also agreed to the deployment of United 
Nations observers as of the time and date of the ceasefire. 

At the same meeting, the President of the Council made 
a statement,96 on behalf of the members of the Council, 
endorsing the announcement that the ceasefire demanded 
by resolution 598 ( 1987) was scheduled to come into effect 
on 20 August 1988 and that direct talks under the Secre­
tary-General's auspices between the two parties were 
scheduled to begin on 25 August 1988; and also reaffirm­
ing the Council's full support for the continuing efforts of 
the Secretary-General towards the implementation of S98 
( 1987) as an integral whole. 

On 28 September 1988 the Foreign Ministers of the five 
permanent members of the Security Council held a meet­
ing with the Secretary-General, following which they is­
sued a joint statement.97 The Ministers declared that they 
placed particular emphasis on efforts to resolve regional 
conflicts in accordance with the principles of the Charter 
and noted with satisfaction the improvement in interna­
tional relations at the global level and the general trend 
towards dialogue and the peaceful settlement of disputes. 
They further welcomed the ceasefire and the start of direct 
talks between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq under 
the auspices of the Secretary-General in order to secure 
full implementation of Security Council resolution 598 
{ 1987). 

9Ss!20095, OR, 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Se­
curity Council, 1988; see also S/PV.2823. 

96s/20096, ibid. 
97S/20224, annex (letter dated 11 October 1988 from the repre­

sentatives of the five permanent members of the Council: China, 
France, USSR, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire­
land and United States of America), OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.• 
Dec. /988. 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 34 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review there were three in­
stances of explicit references to Article 34 in the proposals 
and the debates of the Security Council. 

Resolutions adopted by the Council in connection with 
five agenda items and one draft resolution which was not 
adopted implicitly invoked the provisions of Article 34.98 

93-rhere were several incidental implicit references to Article 34 
which are not reflected in this chapter. 

The five case histories included in this part relate to the 
function of investigation by the Council as envisaged in 
Article 34. First, in connection with the situation between 
Iran and Iraq, the Council encouraged the Secretary-Gen­
eral to carry out promptly investigations in response to al­
legations concerning the possible use of chemical and bac­
teriological or toxic weapons. Secondly, in connection 
with the situation in the Middle East, the Council ex­
pressed appreciation to the Secretary-General for his im­
mediate dispatch of a mission to carry out an examination 
of the measures enabling the United Nations Interim Force 
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in Lebanon (UNIFIL) to carry out its mandate under reso­
lution 425 ( 1978). Thirdly, in connection with the com­
plaint by Angola against South Africa, the Council decided 
to appoint and send immediately to Angola a commission 
of investigation to evaluate the damage resulting from the 
invasion by South African forces and requested the Com­
mission to report urgently on its evaluation of the damage 
from South African aggression, including the latest bomb­
ings. Fourthly, in connection with the letter dated I 7 June 
1985 from Botswana, the Council requested the Secretary­
General to send a mission to visit Botswana to assess the 
damage caused by South Africa's aggression and ex­
pressed appreciation to the Secretary-General for having 
arranged to send a mission to Botswana and endorsed the 
report of the mission. And fifthly, in connection with the 
complaint by Lesotho against South Africa, the Council re­
quested the Secretary-General to establish an appropriate 
presence composed of one or two civilians in Maseru, and 
to keep him informed of developments affecting the terri­
torial integrity of Lesotho. 

In connection with the United Nations for a better world 
and the responsibility of the Security Council in maintain­
ing international peace and security, the representative of 
Thailand stated that one of the steps the Council could take 
to enhance its ability to maintain international peace and se­
curity was provided in Article 34, which authorized the Se­
curity Council to investigate any dispute or any situation 
which could lead to international friction or give rise to a dis­
pute.99 The representative of India, in connection with the 
same item, stated that India placed considerable emphasis on 
the Council's role in preventive diplomacy and that measures 
such as informal attempts on a regular basis to control crisis 
situations and the dispatch of fact-finding missions and pri­
vate meetings with parties concerned were worth considering. 100 

The representative of the United States of America maintained, 
in connection with the same item, that the Security Council 
required greater and more systematic involvement at early 
stages of developing conflicts, wider capacities for fact­
finding, observation and good offices to make Security Coun­
cil work for peaceful solutions as effective as possible. 101 

In connection with the complaint by Lesotho against 
South Africa, the representative of Senegal, speaking on 
behalfofthe Organization of African Unity (OAU), called 
for a mission of enquiry to be sent to Lesotho to assess the 
damage resulting from the act of aggression and to evaluate 
the cost in human casualties. 102 In connection with the same 
item, the representative of Peru stated that in its discharge of 
political responsibilities the Council needed to investigate the 
origin of weapons that made it possible for South Africa to 
continue its internal and external aggression. 103 

In connection with the letter104 dated 12 April 1986 from 
Malta regarding the threat of use of force, as well as the im­
minent resort to anned attack in the central Mediterranean, the 
representative of Malta called for immediate action by the Se­
curity Council under Articles 33 and 34 of the Charter of the 
United Nations. 105 However, the draft resolution, 106 which 

CWS/PV.2608, p. 41. 
10°lbid., p. 67. 
I011bid., p. I I 7. 
102S/PV.2639, p. 4. 
103Ibid., p. 27. 
104S/17982, OR. 41st yr., Suppl. for April-June 1986. 
105S/PV.2672, p. 4. 
1065/17984, OR, 41 st yr., Suppl. for April-June l 986. 

was not put to the vote, did not contain provisions which 
might be considered as falling under Article 34. 

In connection with the letters107 each dated 15 April 1986, 
respectively, from representatives of the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya, Burkina Faso, the Syrian Arab Republic and Oman, 
the representative of Australia pointed out that the Security 
Council had wide powers under Chapter VI of the Charter, 
particularly Articles 33, paragraph 2, Article 34 and Article 
36, paragraph I, to assume its responsibilities and avoid 
further tensions in the central Mediterranean. 108 

On a number of occasions in 1985, the Secretary-General 
dispatched inspection teams to investigate allegations by 
one or both parties regarding military "attacks" on civilian 
populations. All investigation missions were followed by 
reports 109 by the Secretary-General transmitted to the 
Council and, in some cases, the President on behalf of the 
members of the Security Council issued statements110 urg­
ing both parties to exercise restraint and continue to honour 
their undertaking of June 1984 not to attack civilian tar­
gets. In February 1985, in connection with the situation be­
tween Iran and Iraq, the Secretary-General dispatched in­
spection teams to investigate allegations by one or both 
parties regarding the situation of prisoners of war. All in­
vestigations were followed by reports of the Secretary­
General transmitted to the Council, and in some cases the 
President, on behalf of the members of the Security Coun­
cil, issued statements urging both parties to abide by the 
Geneva Convention with regard to the treatment of prison­
ers ofwar. 111 In April 1985, the Secretary-General was re­
quested by the President of the Security Council to exam­
ine the feasibility of establishing arrangements to conduct 
a prompt investigation of any further allegations of the use 
of chemical weapons. 112 However, in spite of allegations 
made by the Islamic Republic of Iran and subsequently re­
jected by Iraq, a new investigation at that stage was not 
considered to be warranted. 113 In February I 986, while re­
iterating its allegations of Iraq's use of chemical weapons, 
the Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran requested 
the dispatch of an investigation mission to the area. 114 

While members expressed their support for the Secretary­
General's approach, they urged that he dispatch an inves­
tigation mission at the earliest opportunity. Immediately 
upon the adoption by the Council of resolution 582 (1986), 
the Secretary-General gave instructions for the missions to 
assemble in Vienna and to proceed without further delay 
to the Islamic Republic of Iran. The specialists submitted 
a joint report to the Secretary-General on 7 March 1986. 
On 12 March, the Secretary-General submitted his report 115 

•07S/17991, S/17992, S/17993 and S/17994, ibid. 
1088/PV.2676, p. 21. 
109sti6897, S/16920, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1985. 
11 Opresidential statement dated 5 March 1985 (S/17004, ibid.). 
111S/16962, ibid. 
11 2F' or the first time, the Islamic Republic of Iran, in a letter dated 

3 November 1983 to the Secretary-General (S/16128), alleged that 
chemical weapons were being used by Iraq. The Secretary-General, 
in light of the spirit of humanitarian concern, requested four emi­
nent specialists to undertake a fact-finding visit to the Islamic Re­
public of Iran between 13 March and 19 March 1984. The Secre­
tary-General, in a note, transmitted the report of the specialists 
(S/16433). 

1135/17911, OR, 41st yr., Supplement for Jan.-March 1986. 
11 4S/l 7822, S/17829, S/17833, S/17835, S/17836 and S/17843, 

ibid. 
tl55/J791 land Add.I, ibid. 
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to the Security Council. By a note dated 8 May 1987,1 16 

the Secretary-General transmitted the report of another 
mission dispatched under his authority to investigate alle­
gations of the use of chemical weapons in the conflict be­
tween Iran and Iraq. The President, on behalf of the members 
of the Security Council, issued a statement117 expressing dis­
may at the repeated use of chemical weapons against Iranian 
forces by Iraqi forces, in open violation of the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925. On 25 April 1988, the Secretary-General further sub­
mitted to the Council another report 118 of the mission dispatched 
under his authority to investigate allegations of the use of 
chemical weapons in the conflict between Iran and Iraq. On 
9 May 1988, the Security Council considered the report and 
unanimously adopted resolution 612 (1988) 119 (see case l) 
by which it condemned vigorously the continued use of 
chemical weapons in the conflict between Iran and Iraq as 
contrary to the obligations under the Geneva Protocol. 

During the Council's deliberations in connection with 
the situation in the Middle East, a draft resolution submit­
ted by Lebanon would have implicitly invoked the provi­
sions of Article 34. Under the draft resolution, 120 the Coun­
cil would have requested the Secretary-General to establish 
a fact-finding mission and to report to the Council on the 
Israeli practices and measures in southern Lebanon, the west­
ern Bekaa and the Rashaya district. At the 2573rd meeting, 
held on 12 March 1985, the draft resolution was voted 
upon and not adopted, owing to the negative vote of a per­
manent member of the Council. 121 

In connection with the situation in southern Africa, the 
representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya recalled the 
report of the Commission of Investigation established by 
Security Council resolution 571 (1985) which contained an 
assessment of the material and human damages caused by 
South African forces against Angola. 122 In connection with 
the same item, the representative of Australia also recalled 
his delegation's participation in the Security Council's 
Commission of Inquiry into Angola, which had given them 
first-hand experience of South Africa's actions towards its 
neighbours. 123 

In connection with the complaint of Angola against South 
Africa, the representative of South Africa asked why the 
Council could not decide to send a fact-finding mission to An­
gola to establish the facts for itself. 124 The representative of the 
United States, in connection with the same item, referred to 
South Africa's proposal and stated that it would perhaps have 
been worthwhile to consider dispatching a fact-finding com­
mission to investigate thoroughly the Angolan charge. 125 

During the Council's consideration of the letter dated 9 
December 1986 from Nicaragua, 126 the representative of 

1165118852 and Corr. I, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for April-June 1987. 
117Stl8863, ibid. 
118s/19823 and Corr. l, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for April-June 

/988. 
119for the vote on the draft resolution (S/19869), see S/PV .2812. 
12as,11000. 
121For 1he vole on 1he draft resolution, see S/PY.2573, p. 83. For 

the detailed procedural history, see chap. VIII, part II, sect. 2, of 
the J1_resent Supplement. 

l~~/PV.2657, p. 17. 
123stPV .2657. p. 21. 
124s/PV .2691, p. 26. 
125see S/PV .2693, United States, p. 48. For the detailed proce­

dural history with regard to draft resolution S/18163, see chap. 
VIII, part II, sect. 2, of the present Supplement; see also chap. I, 
under rule 38. 

l26stl8513, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986. 
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Nicaragua stated that he had suggested to the Secretary­
General that even though the Government of Honduras had 
rejected the Nicaraguan proposal that a United Nations 
fact-finding committee be sent to the border area between 
Honduras and Nicaragua, perhaps a commission could be 
sent to the bombed areas to corroborate the facts presented 
by Nicaragua. 127 On the other hand, the representative of Hon­
duras stated that at the time his country was unable to accept 
the on-site presence of a United Nations commission.121 

In connection with the situation in the occupied Arab ter­
ritories, several delegations proposed that the Security 
Council send a fact-finding mission to investigate the situ­
ation in the occupied Arab territories. 129 In one instance, 
in connection with the same agenda item, in resolution 605 
( 1987), paragraph 6, the Council requested the Secretary­
General to examine the situation then prevailing in the oc­
cupied Arab territories by all means available to him and 
to report to the Council within a specified period, including 
recommendations on ways and means for ensuring the 
safety and protection of the civilians under occupation. 130 

In connection with the letters both dated 10 February 
1988 from the observer of the Republic of Korea 131 and 
from the representative of Japan, 132 concerning the blow­
ing up of a Korean Air liner over the Andaman Sea off the 
coast of Burma, on 29 November 1987, a number of the 
participants in the Council's discussion stated that an op­
portunity given to the International Civil Aviation Organi­
zation (ICAO) or another independent organization to es­
tablish the exact cause of the incident would serve the 
Security Council better. 133 

During the Council's consideration of the letter dated 17 
March 1988 from Nicaragua, the representative ofNicara­
gua stated that his Government had formally requested the 
Secretary-General and the Organization of American 
States (OAS) to send as speedily as possible a mixed tech­
nical mission to investigate the border incidents that had 
occurred in the Bocay sector on Nicaraguan territory. 134 

However, the representative of Honduras stated that his 
Government did not consider that the establishment of 
such a commission was necessary. 135 The representative of 
Brazil maintained that his Government would take a fa­
vourable view of the request to send a verification mission 
to the area of conflict. 136 

During the Council's consideration of the letter137 dated 
5 July 1988 from the representative of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran, a number of delegations stated that they were open 
to any proposals for investigation and also noted the 

ms;pv .212s, pp. 3 I-32. 
128lbid., p. 32. 
129stPV.2774, pp. 12, 68; S/PV.2775, pp. 27, 53 and 71. 
13C>rhe Secretary-General dispatched a mission in order to exam­

ine on the spot the situation in the occupied territories and to ex­
plore ways and means that he could consider recommending to the 
Security Council to ensure the safety and protection of the Pales­
tinian population of the territories and submitted a report (S/19443) 
dated 21 January 1988. See also chap. V of the present Supplement. 

IJIS/19488, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988. 
132st 19489, ibid. 
133stPV.2791: Federal Republic of Germany, p. 63; S/PV.2792: 

France, p. 11; United Kingdom, p. 13; Bahrain, pp. 40-46; Zambia, 
pp. 53 and 54. 

134stPV.2802: Nicaragua, p. 11. 
135lbid., p. 18. 
136ibid., p. 31. 
137Stl9991, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1988. 
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process of investigation that was already under way by 
ICA0.131 

Security Council resolution 616 ( 1988), adopted in con­
nection with the letter dated 5 July 1988 from the repre­
sentative of the Islamic Republic of Iran, constituted an 
instance whereby the Security Council welcomed the de­
cision of the International Civil Aviation Organiz.ation, in 
response to the request of the Islamic Republic, "to insti­
tute an immediate fact-finding investigation to determine 
all relevant facts and technical aspects of the chain of 
events relating to the flight and destruction of the aircraft" 
and further welcomed the announcements by the United 
States of America and by the Islamic Republic of Iran of 
the decisions to cooperate with the ICAO investigation. 139 

CASE 2 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

(In connection with draft resolutions prepared in the 
course of the Council's consultations and adopted, respec­
tively, on 20 July 1987, 9 May and 26 August 1988) 

At its 2750th meeting, on 20 July 1987, a draft resolution 
that had been prepared in the course of consultations 
among the members of the Council was voted upon and 
adopted unanimously as resolution 598 ( I 987). 140 

Paragraphs 2, 6 and 8 of the resolution read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

2. Requests the Secretary-General to dispatch a team of United 
Nations observers to verify, confirm and supervise the ceasefire and 
withdrawal and further requests the Secretary-General to make the 
necessary arrangements in consultation with the parties and to submit 
a report thereon to the Security Council; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to explore, in consultation with 
Iran and Iraq, the question of entrusting an impartial body with inquir­
ing into responsibility for the conflict and to report to the Council as 
soon as possible; 

8. Further requests the Secretary-General to examine, in consult­
ation with Iran and Iraq and with other States of the region, measures 
to enhance the security and stability of the region; 

At its 2812th meeting, on 9 May 1988, the Council consid­
ered the report141 of the mission dispatched by the Secretary­
General to investigate allegations of the use of chemical 
weapons in the conflict between Iran and Iraq and adopted 
resolution 612 (1988). The resolution read in part as follows: 

The Security Council. 

Having considered the report of 25 April 1988 of the mission dis­
patched by the Secretary-General to investigate allegations of the use 
of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic Republic of 
Iran and Iraq, 

3. Expects both sides to refrain from the future use of chemical 
weapons in accordance with their obligations under the Geneva Pro­
tocol; 

138see S/PV.2819. 
139see paragraph 3 of resolution 616 (1988), OR, 43rd yr .. Reso­

lutions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 988. 
14°For the vote on the draft resolution (S/18983), see S/PV.2750, 

p. 61. For the detailed procedural history, see chap. VIII, part II, 
sect. 3, of the present Supplement. 

141S/I 9823, OR, 43rd yr., Supplement for April. May and June 
J 988. 

4. Calls upon all States to continue to apply or to establish strict 
control of the export to the parties to the conflict of chemical products 
serving for the production of chemical weapons; 

At the 2825th meeting, on 26 August 1988, a draft 
resolution submitted by the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, Japan and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland was voted upon and adopted unanimously 
as resolution 620 (1988). 142 

The resolution reads in part as follows: 
The Security Council. 

Recalling its resolution 612 ( 1988) of 9 May I 988, 

Having considered the reports of 20 and 25 July and of 2 and 19 
August 1988 143 of the missions dispatched by the Secretary-General 
to investigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons in the con­
flict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq. 

Deeply dismayed by the missions' conclusions that there had been 
continued use of chemical weapons in the conflict between the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and Iraq and that such use against Iranians has be­
come more intense and frequent, 

l. Condemns resolutely the use of chemical weapons in the con­
flict between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq, in violation of 
obligations under the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and in defi­
ance of its resolution 612 ( 1988); 

2. Encourages the Secretary-General to carry out promptly inves­
tigations in response to allegations brought to his attention by any 
Member State concerning the possible use of chemical and bacterio­
logical (biological) or toxic weapons that may constitute a violation 
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol or other relevant rules of customary in­
ternational law, in order to ascertain the facts of the matter, and to 
report the results; 

3. Calls upon all States to continue to apply, to establish or to 
strengthen strict control of the export of chemical products serving for 
the production of chemical weapons, in particular to parties to a con­
flict, when it is established or when there is substantial reason to be­
lieve that they have used chemical weapons in violation of interna­
tional obligations; 

4. Decides to consider immediately, taking into account the inves­
tigations of the Secretary-General, appropriate and effective measures 
in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations. should there be 
any future use of chemical weapons in violation of international law, 
wherever and by whomever committed. 

CASE 3 

The situation in the Middle East 

(In connection with a statement made on 5 September 
1986 by the President of the Council on behalf of its mem­
bers) 

At its 2705th meeting, on 5 September 1986, the Council 
heard a statement made by the Secretary-General in which 
he informed the members that, as a result of a series of 
serious incidents in the area of deployment in southern 
Lebanon of UNIFIL, he had decided to send to the region 
a mission of inquiry to consider, together with the Govern­
ment of Lebanon, measures to be taken to ensure that the 
Force was able to carry out effectively, in the required se­
cured conditions, the mandate entrusted to it by the Secu­
rity Council in its resolution 425 (1978). 

t42for the vote on the draft resolution (S/20151), see S/PV.2825. 
143si20060 and Add. I, S/20063 and Add. I and S/20134, OR. 

4 I st yr .. Suppl. for July-Sept. J 986. 
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Following the Secretary-General's statement, the Presi­
dent made a statement on behalf of the members of the 
Council (S/18320). The statement reads in part as follows: 

The memben of the Security Council express their appreciation to 
the Secretary-General for his immediate dispatch of a mission led by 
the Under-Secretary-General which is to carry out, in consultation 
with the Lebanese Government, an in depth examination of the meas­
ures to be taken to enable the Force to carry out its mandate, as laid 
down in Council resolution 425 (1978), effectively in the necessary 
conditions of security. 

The Secretary-General submitted a special report'" 
dated 18 September 1986 on the United Nations Interim 
Force in Lebanon in which he described the conditions un­
der which UNIFIL was operating and the security measures 
already talcen and set out his observations on the future of 
the Force. 

CASE4 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

(In connection with a draft resolution submitted by Burk­
ina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and 
Tobago, voted upon and adopted on 20 September 1985) 

During the Council's consideration of the complaint by 
Angola against South Africa, the representative of Angola 
stated that the South African forces had launched an attack 
on Angola on 17 September 1985. At the 2607th meeting, 
on 20 September 1985, the Security Council unanimously 
adopted, as orally revised, a draft resolution submitted by 
Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trini­
dad and Tobago, as resolution 571 (1985).145 

Paragraph 7 of the resolution reads as follows: 

T1te Security Collncil, 

7. D«u:ks to appoint and send immediately to Angola a commis­
sion of investigation, comprising three members of the Security Coun­
cil, in order to evaluate the damage resulting from the invasion by 
South African forces and to report to the Council not later than I 5 
November 1985; 

At its 2617th meeting, on 7 October 1985, the Security 
Council unanimously adopted resolution 574 ( 1985). 146 

The resolution reads in part as follows: 
T1te Security Council. 

7. Requests the Security Co1mcil Commission of Investigation es­
tablished in pursuance of resolution 571 (1985), consisting of Austra­
lia, Egypt and Peru, to report urgently on its evaluation of the damage 
resulting from South African aagrcssion, including the latest bomb­
ings; 

In a note1• 7 dated IS November 1985, the President of 
the Council stated that the Chairman of the Security Coun­
cil Commission of Investigation established under resolu­
tion 571 (1985) had informed him that the Commission 
was still in the process of finalizing its report and that it 
had requested an extension of the date of submission of its 

144$/18348, ibid. 
145for the vote on the draft resolution (S/17481), sec S/PV.2607, 

pp. 52-55. For the detailed procedural history, see chap. VIII, part 
II, sect. 8, of the present Supplement. 

1"'For the vote on the draft resolution (S/17531), sec S/PV.2617, 
p. 49. For detailed procedural history, sec chap. VIII, part II, sect. 
8, of the present Supplement. 

1•47S/17635, OR. 40th yr .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985. 
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report until 22 November 1985. The President further 
stated that, after informal consultations on the matter, it 
had been found that no member of the Council had any 
objection to the request. 

At its 2631 st meeting, on 6 December 1985, the Security 
Council considered the report141 of the Commission of In­
vestigation. At the same meeting, a draft resolution sub­
mitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru 
and Trinidad and Tobago was voted upon and unanimously 
adopted as resolution S 77 (1985).149 The resolution reads 
in part as follows: 

T1te Security Collncil, 

1. Demands that South Africa pay full and adequate compensation 
to the People's Republic of Angola for the damage to life and property 
resulting from the acts of aggression; 

8. Requests Member States and international organizations ur­
gently to extend material and other forms of assistance to the People's 
Republic of Angola in order to facilitate the immediate reconstruction 
of its economic infrastructure; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor developments in this 
situation and report to the Security Council as necessary, but no later 
than 30 June 1986, on the implementation of the present resolution 
and, in particular, of paragraphs 7 and 8 thereof; 

CASES 

Letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Permanent Repre­
sentative of Botswana to the United Nations addressed 
to the President of the Security Council 

(In connection with a draft resolution submitted by Burk­
ina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and 
Tobago, voted upon and adopted on 21 June 1985) 

During the Council's consideration of the serious situ­
ation arising as a result of South Africa's military attack 
on the capital of Botswana, Gaborone, at the 2599th meet­
ing, on 21 June 1985, a six-Power draft resolution was 
adopted unanimously as resolution 568 (1985). 150 The reso­
lution reads in part as follows: 

The Security Collncil. 

8. Requests the Secretary-General to send a mission to visit Bo­
tswana for the purpose of: 

(a) Assessing the damage caused by South Africa's unprovoked 
and premeditated acts of aggression; 

(b) Proposing measures to strengthen Botswana's capacity to re­
ceive and provide assistance to South African refugees; 

(c) Determining the consequent level of assistance required by 
Botswana and to repon thereon to the Security Council; 

9. Requests all States and relevant agencies and organizations of 
the United Nations system urgently to extend all necessary assistance 
to Botswana; 

10. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor developments re­
lated to this question and to report to the Security Council as the situ­
ation demands; 

14'5/17648, ibid. 
149For the vote on the draft resolution (S/17667) see S/PV.2631, 

pp. 31-32. For detailed procedural history, see chap. VIII, pan II, 
sect. 8, of the present Supplement. 

15°For the vote on the draft resolution (S/17291), sec S/PV.2599. 
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The Security Council considered the Secretary-Gen­
eral' s report"' at its 2609th meeting, on 30 September 
1985, held in response to a request contained in a letter 
dated 26 September 1985 from the representative of Bo­
tswana. At the same meeting, a draft resolution submitted 
by Botswana, Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, 
Peru and Trinidad and Tobago was voted upon and adopted 
as resolution 572 ( 1985). 152 The resolution reads in part as 
follows: 

The Security Council, 

2 Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for having 
arranged to send a mission to Botswana to assess the damage caused 
by South Africa• s unprovoked and premeditated acts of aggression and 
for proposing measures to strengthen Botswana's capacity to receive 
and provide assistance to South African refugees as well as for deter­
mining the level of assistance required by Botswana to cope with the 
situation resulting from the attack; 

3. Endorses the report of the mission to Botswana under resolution 
568 (1985); 

4. Demands that South Africa pay full and adequate compensation 
to Botswana for the loss of Ii fe and damage to property resulting from 
its act of aggression; 

S. Requests Member States, international organi7.ations and finan­
cial institutions to assist Botswana in the fields identified in the report 
of the mission to Botswana; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to give the matter of assistance 
to Botswana his continued attention and to keep the Security Council 
infonned; 

151S/l74S3, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 198$. 
152For the vote on the draft resolution (S/17503), see S/PV.2609. 

CASE 6 

Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 

(In connection with a draft resolution submitted by Burk­
ina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and 
Tobago, voted upon and adopted on 30 December 1985) 

During the consideration of the complaint by Lesotho 
against South Africa, which had suffered armed aggression 
by South Africa on 19 December 1985, a draft resolution 
submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, 
Peru and Trinidad and Tobago was voted upon and unan­
imously adopted as resolution 580 ( 1985).153 Paragraphs 9 
and IO of the resolution read as follows: 

TM Security Co1111cil, 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to establish, in consultation 
with the Government of Lesotho, an appropriate presence comprising 
one or two civilians in Maseru, for the purpose of keeping him in­
formed of any development affecting the territorial integrity of Leso­
tho; 

10. Further requests the Secretary-General, through appropriate 
means, to monitor the implementation of the present resolution and 
the prevailing situation and to report to the Security Council as the 
situation demands; 

1531:or the vote on the draft resolution (S/ 1770 I), see S/PV .2639. 

Part III 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 35 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review, 39 questions involving 
the maintenance of international peace and security were 
brought to the attention of the Security Council. In one 
case, a request for a meeting was submitted by a non- mem­
ber State. In all other cases, the requests under Article 35 
were submitted by Members of the United Nations. The 
relevant data regarding the submission of these questions 
are summarized in the tabulation. 

Article 35, paragraph 2, was explicitly invoked in one 
communication from a non-member State; 154 one letter of 
submission explicitly invoked Article 94 of the Charter. 155 

During the debates in the Security Council, Article 35 was 
explicitly cited four times in the course of the deliberations 
of the Council. 156 

154See the letter dated 10 February 1988 from the Republic of 
Korea (S/19488, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988). 

1 SSSee the letter dated 17 October 1986 from Nicaragua, request­
ing an emergency meeting of the Security Council to consider the 
non-compliance with the judgment of the International Court of 
Justice (S/18415, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986). 

156SIPV.2617: Angola, p. SS; S/PV.2636: Madagascar, p. 6; 
S/PV.2677: Madagascar, p. 16; S/PV.2680: Ghana, p. 38. 

The Council continued to consider, at the request of the 
parties or other Members of the United Nations, questions 
that had been included in its agenda prior to the period un­
der review: the situation in the Middle East, the situation 
between Iran and Iraq, the question of South Africa, the 
situation in Namibia, the situation in Cyprus, complaint by 
Angola against South Africa, complaint by Lesotho against 
South Africa, the situation in the occupied Arab territories, 
the situation concerning Western Sahara, letter dated 20 
February 1961 from the representative of Liberia addressed 
to the President of the Security Council, and the Middle 
East problem including the Palestinian question. 

SUBMISSIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

Members of the United Nations generally submitted 
questions to the Security Council by means of communi­
cations to the President of the Council. In two instances, 
communications were addressed to the Secretary-Gen­
eral.157 During the period under review, Article 35 was not 

157See the letter dated 17 December 1988 from Angola and the 
letter dated 17 December 1988 from Cuba (S/20336 and S/20337, 
OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1988). 
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explicitly cited by Member States as the basis of such sub­
missions. 

One question was submitted as a dispute. 158 In 22 in­
stances questions were described as situations. 159 In 12 
cases the letter of submission contained terms similar to 
those of Article 39.160 

In connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, 
the Council was requested to discuss the report of the mis­
sion dispatched by the Secretary-General to inquire into the 
situation of prisoners of war in the Islamic Republic of Iran 
and the Republic oflraq; to discuss the grave situation aris­
ing from the Iranian aggression and to take serious practical 
and speedy measures to put an end to the war and to solve the 
conflict by peaceful means; and to adopt measures to ensure 
the implementation of Security Council resolution 582 
( 1986), concerning the further acute escalation of the con­
flict. 

With regard to the situation in the Middle East, the 
Council was requested to consider the situation of UNIFIL, 
in the light of the Secretary-General's report; the situation 
in and around the refugee camps in Beirut; the continuing 
acts of aggression and practices of the Israeli occupying 
forces in southern Lebanon, the Western Bekaa and the 
Rashaya district; the continued escalation of violence in­
volving the civilian population in and around Beirut, af­
fecting the safety and security of the Palestinians in the 
refugee camps; the aggression against Lebanon, which had 
assumed the proportions ofan invasion of the southern part 
of the country; and the aggression against Lebanese terri­
tory by Israeli naval, air and land forces on 9 December 
1988. 

In connection with the question of South Africa, the 
Council was requested to consider the serious situation in 
South Africa resulting from the murder of defenceless Af­
rican demonstrators; the concern at the continuance and 
worsening of the human suffering which the apartheid sys­
tem caused in South Africa; the serious situation on the 
occasion of the commemoration of the tenth anniversary of 
the Soweto massacres; the question of the death sentences 
passed by the regime of South Africa, as well as the deci­
sion of the Pretoria Supreme Court to reject the appeal; and 
the question of the death sentence passed by the regime in 
the light of the intention of South African authorities to 
implement that decision. 

In connection with communications from Chad, the 
Council was requested to resume consideration of the com­
plaint against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya made by the 
Government of Chad on 2 August 1983; to consider the 
serious situation prevailing in the country; and to consider 
the serious situation prevailing in the northern part of Chad 
occupied by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. 

In connection with the communications161 from Nicara­
gua, the Council was requested to convene for the purpose 

15'See tabulation, section A. 
1591bid., section B. 
16°Ibid., section C. 
161Letter dated 6 May 1985 (S/17156, OR, 40th yr .• Suppl. for 

April~une 1985); letter dated 6 December 1985 (S/17671. OR. 40th 
yr .• Suppl.for Oct.-Dec. 1985); letter dated 27 June 1986 (S/18178, 
OR, 4 l st yr., Suppl. for Apri/~une l 986); letter dated 22 July 1986 
(S/18230, OR, 4/styr., Suppl.for July-Sept. 1986); letter dated 17 Oc­
tober 1986 (S/ 18414, OR, 41 st yr., Suppl. for Oct. -Dec. l 986); letter 
dated 9 December 1986 (S/18513, ibid.); letter dated 17 March 1988 
(S/19638, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988). 
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of considering the extremely serious situation which the 
Central American region was facing at that time; to con­
sider an extremely serious situation created by the escala­
tion of acts of aggression, the repeated threats and new acts 
of provocation directed against Nicaragua by the United 
States Government; to convene an emergency meeting, in 
accordance with the provisions of Article 94 of the Charter, 
to consider the non-compliance with the judgment of the 
International Court of Justice; to convene a meeting ur­
gently and immediately, in order to consider the serious 
situation created by the escalation of threats and aggression 
against Nicaragua and by the decision by the United States 
Government to send American troops to Honduran terri­
tory; and for the purpose of considering the serious inci­
dents occurring in the Central American region which en­
dangered international peace and security. 

In connection with the situation in Namibia, the Council 
was requested to consider further, following the decision 
of the Extraordinary Ministerial Meeting of the Coordinat­
ing Bureau of Non-Aligned Countries to call for an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council, the question of Namibia 
and to give effect to its own resolutions in that regard, in 
particular resolution 435 (1978). 

In connection with the complaint by Angola against 
South Africa, the Council was requested to deal with the 
situation, in view of the threat to regional and international 
peace and security represented by the continuous acts of 
aggression and violence perpetuated by the armed forces 
of South Africa, resulting in violation of the territorial in­
tegrity and national sovereignty of Angola; to deal with the 
situation, in view of the armed invasion perpetrated against 
Angola and the threat it posed to regional and international 
peace and security; to deal with the situation, in view of 
the acts of aggression and threats to regional and interna­
tional peace and security by the armed forces of South Af­
rica, resulting in the violation of the territorial integrity and 
national sovereignty of Angola; and to convene urgently 
for the purpose of considering the renewed acts of aggres­
sion by South Africa against Angola. 

In connection with the letter dated 17 June 1985 from 
Botswana, the Council was requested to consider the situ­
ation that had arisen as a result of South Africa's military 
attack on the capital of the country, Gaborone. 

In connection with the situation in the occupied Arab 
territories, the Council was requested to consider Israeli 
practices against the civilian population; to consider the se­
rious threat to international peace and security resulting 
from Israeli acts of profanation committed against the 
sanctuary of Haran al-Quds (Jerusalem); to consider the 
situation in the Israeli-occupied Palestinian and other Arab 
territories, including Jerusalem; to consider and adopt the 
report of the Secretary-General pursuant to Security Coun­
cil resolution 60S ( 1987); to consider the situation resulting 
from Israel's aggression and take steps as were required by 
the situation; and to condemn the deliberate act of aggres­
sion in the strongest terms, to require fair and full compen­
sation for all the damage and to take measures to prevent 
such acts from recurring. 

In connection with the Middle East problem including 
the Palestinian question, the Council was requested, on be­
half of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries and fol­
lowing the decision of the Conference of Foreign Minis­
ters, to convene urgently. 
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In connection with the letter dated 16 December 1985 
from the United States, the Council was requested to con­
sider the important matter of hostage-taking, in view of the 
serious situation created by those acts. 

In connection with the complaint by Lesotho against 
South Africa, the Council was requested to deal with the 
grave situation created by an unprovoked armed aggres­
sion against Lesotho by South Africa. 

In connection with the situation in southern Africa, the 
Council was requested to convene an urgent meeting to 
consider the situation and South Africa's aggression 
against Botswana, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 

In connection with the letters dated, respectively, 25 and 
26 March 1986 from Malta, the USSR and Iraq, as well as 
with the letter dated 12 April 1986 from Malta, the Council 
was requested to convene an urgent meeting to discuss the 
grave situation which had arisen in the central Mediterra­
nean and to consider what action could be taken to reduce 
tension and restore peace and stability in the region; to 
consider the question of the United States aggression 
against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya; and to consider and 
take action to stop repeated threats of use of force, as well 
as imminent resort to armed attacks in the central Mediter­
ranean. 

In connection with the letter dated 4 February 1986 from 
the Syrian Arab Republic, the Council was requested to 
consider the Israeli act of air piracy carried out against a 
private Libyan civilian aircraft flying in international air­
space and carrying an official Syrian delegation. 

In connection with the letters each respectively dated 15 
April 1986 from the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Burkina 
Faso, the Syrian Arab Republic and Oman, the Council 
was called upon to consider and adopt urgent and effective 
measures with regard to the attack on Tripoli and Benghazi 
by United States forces. 

By the letter dated 10 February 1988 from Japan, the 
Security Council was also to consider the destruction on 
November 1987 of the Korean Airlines passenger aircraft, 
flight 858, which claimed 115 victims. 

In connection with the letter dated 1 1 March 1988 from 
Argentina, the Council was requested to consider the situ­
ation created in the South Atlantic by the United Kingdom 
Government's decision to conduct military manoeuvres in 
the region of the Falkland Islands (Islas Malvinas) . 

In connection with the letter dated 19 April 1988 from 
Tunisia, the Council was requested to consider the situ­
ation created by the Israeli attack on the territorial integrity 
and sovereignty of Tunisia; and invited to condemn Israeli 
terrorism and to take appropriate steps to avert and prevent 
the repetition of such acts. Further, the attention of the 
Council was drawn to the nature of those deplorable acts, 
which portended other attacks unless the Council took se­
rious measures to counter such acts. 

In connection with the letter dated 5 July 1988 from the 
Islamic Republic of Iran, the Council was asked to con­
sider the massacre of 290 innocent civilian passengers of 
Iran Air flight 655 by the naval forces of the United States. 

By identical letters each, respectively, dated 17 Decem­
ber 1988 from Angola and from Cuba, the Secretary-Gen­
eral was informed of the intention to sign an agreement 
between the two countries and was requested to take nec­
essary steps to recommend to the Council that a United 

Nations observer group be set up in order to carry out the 
verification of the agreement. 162 

SUBMISSIONS BY STATES NOT MEMBERS OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

During the period under review, the observer for the Re­
public of Korea to the United Nations requested that an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council be called, in ac­
cordance with Article 35, paragraph 2, of the Charter, to 
consider a serious situation arising from the explosion of 
Korean Air flight 858. 163 

SUBMISSIONS BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OR ITS 
SUBSIDIARY ORGANS 164 

In connection with the question of South Africa, the 
Council was requested to conclude its consideration of the 
recommendations of its Committee established by resolu­
tion 421 (l 977), with a view to blocking the existing loop­
holes in the arms embargo so as to render it more effective, 
and prohibiting, in particular, all forms of cooperation and 
collaboration with the racist regime of South Africa in the 
nuclear field. On another occasion, the Council was re­
quested to consider immediate action under Chapter VII of 
the Charter with a view to applying comprehensive and 
mandatory sanctions against South Africa, with a call upon 
Governments which were opposed to the application of 
such sanctions to cease their opposition. 165 

In connection with the situation in the Middle East, the 
General Assembly requested the Council to consider the 
situation in the occupied Palestinian territory, taking into 
account the recommendations contained in the report of 
the Secretary-General. Finally, the Council was requested 
by the General Assembly to consider measures needed to 
convene the International Peace Conference on the Middle 
East, including the establishment of a preparatory commit­
tee for that purpose. 166 

SUBMISSION BY A SUBSIDIARY ORGAN OF 
THE SECURITY COUNCIL 

On one occasion, the Chairman of the Security Council 
Committee established by resolution 421 ( 1977) transmit­
ted to the Council the text of a draft resolution recom­
mended by the Committee. 167 

PROCEDURAL CONSEQUENCES OF SUBMISSIONS 
UNDER ARTICLE 35 

Communications submitting questions for consideration 
by the Council were dealt with in accordance with rules 6 
and 9 of the provisional rules of procedure; material relat­
ing to the application of these rules is contained in chapter 

162see the letters both dated 17 December 1988 from Angola and 
Cuba (S/20336 and S/20337, OR, 43rd yr .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
/98lf.). 

163Scc the letter dated IO February 1988 from the Republic of 
Korea (S/19488, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988). See 
also section E of the tabulation, below. 

164for recommendations made by the General Assembly in the 
form of resolutions, sec chap. VI. part I, of the present Supple­
ment. 

165see tabulation, entry 36. 
166sec tabulation, entry 3 7. 
16'oraft resolution S/18474, adopted at the 2723rd meeting, held 

on 28 November 1986, by consensus as resolution 591 (1986). 
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11, parts II and III, of the present Supplement. In a few 
cases the Council did not take up the questions or commu­
nications for a discussion.J68 

On one occasion, in connection with the letters both 
dated IO February I 988, respectively, from the observer 
for the Republic of Korea and from the representative of 
Japan, one delegation stated that his Government did not 
consider it useful to include in the agenda of the Security 

168For the submissions from Member States, see section B of the 
tabulation. 
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Council the question submitted to it, and that they wanted 
their position to be reflected in the records of the Security 
Council. 169 In other cases, the Council did not consider 
whether or not to accept the designation of any of the new 
questions submitted for its consideration for the first 
time. Nor was any question raised as to the appropriate 
designation for a question included in the agenda at an ear­
lier date. 

169For the text of the relevant statement, S/PV .2791: USSR. For 
more details, see chap. II, part III, case I, of the present Supple­
ment. 



I. Letter dated 22 July 1986 
(S/18230) 

Qw-

2. Letter dated 28 January I 98S 
(S/16911) 

Letter dated 25 January 1985 
(S/16906) 

3. The situation between Iran 
and Iraq 

(a) Letter dated 24 February 
1985 (S/16980) 

TABULATION OF QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL, 1985-1988 

Section A. Questions submitted by Memben as disputes 

S,,t,,,,;11ttd 

by 

Anick• ilnotr.d 
ar balafor 
$110,,/3$i(Jlf 

AcllOft ,,,,_,s,,d of 
tlw S.amty C-,/ 

Nicaragua United States Requesting the convening of a meet­
ing of the Security Council on 29 
July I 986, for the purpose of con­
sidering the dispute between the 
United States and Nicaragua, 
which was the subject of the judg­
ment of the International Court of 
Justice 

Chad 

Chad 

Section B. Questions submitted by Members as situations 

-· ,nvo/W!d 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

Iraq 

Anicles in110latd 
ar balls/or 
•lntissim 

Ac,_ r,qwmd of 
t1w S.amty C0111tCII 

Requesting that the Security Council 
convene as a matter of urgency in 
order to consider the serious situ­
ation prevailing in the country 

Informing of the illegal occupation 
by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya of 
Chadian territory which consti­
tutes an act of aggression and a 
constant threat to peace and secu­
rity in the subregion; and request­
ing the convening of the Security 
Council to resume consideration 
of the complaint against the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya made by the 
Government of Chad on 2 August 
1983 (S/ 15902) 

Requesting that a meeting of the Se­
curity Council be convened during 
the first week of March 1985 to 
discuss the report of the mission 
dispatched by the Secretary-Gen­
eral (S/16962) to inquire into the 
situation of prisoners of war in the 
Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq 

2700th-2704th meetings, 29-
31 July 1988 

Mullngs 

2567th meeting, JO January 
1985 

2569th meeting, 4 March 
1985 
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(b) Letter dated 12 February 
1986 (S/17821) 

(c) Letter dated 30 September 
1986 (S/18372) 

(d) Letter dated 7 March 1988 
(S/19S89) 

4. The situation in the Middle 
Emt 

(a) Letter elated 4 September 
1986 (S/18318) 

( b) Special report of the Secre­
tary-General on UNIFIL 
(S/18348) 
Letter dared 18 September 
1986 (S/18353) 

(c) Letter dared 3 April 1987 
(S/18781) 

5. The question of South Africa 

(a) LcUcr dated 28 February 
198S (S/16991) 

(b) Letter dated 24 July 1985 
(S/17351) 

Letter dated 25 July 1985 
(S/17356) 

Iraq 

Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, 
Morocco, Saudi Arabia, 
Tunisia, Yemen 

USSR 

France 

France 

Egypt, Iraq 

Egypt 

France 

Mali 

Iran, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Morocco, Tunisia, 
Yemen, League of Arab States 

Islamic Republic of lr111 

Islamic Republic of lr111, Iraq 

Lebanon 

Lebanon 

Lebanon (Beirut) 

South Africa 

South Africa 

South Africa 

Transmitting a letter from the States 
members of the Committee of 
Seven of the Council of the 
League of Arab States, requesting 
an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to discuss the grave situ­
ation arising from the Iranian q­
gression and to take serious prac­
tical and speedy measures to put 
an end to the war and to solve the 
conflict by peaceful means 

Requesting that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
to consider the grave situation be­
tween Iran and Iraq and to adopt 
measures to ensure the implemen­
tation of Security Council resolu­
tion 582 (1986) 

Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council in connection 
with the further acute escalation of 
the conflict between Iran and Iraq 

Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
situation of UNIFIL 

Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
situation of UNIFIL in the light of 
the Secretary-General's report 

Requesting an immediate meeting of 
the Security Council to consider 
the situation in and around the 
refugee camps in Beirut 

Requesting, as Chainnan of the 
Group of African States, the con­
vening of an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
serious situation in South Africa 
resulting from the murder of de­
fenceless African demonstrators 

Requesting that the Security Council 
be convened immediately to con· 
sider the continuance and worsen­
ing of the human suffering caused 
by the apartheid system in South 
Africa 

Requesting, as Chairman of the 
Group of African States, that an 
urgent meeting of the Security 
Council be convened to consider 
the situation in South Africa 

2663rd-2666th meetings, 
1986 

2709th-2713th meetings, 3, 
6-8 October 1986 

2705th meeting, 5 Septem­
ber 1986 

2706th-2708th meetings, 19, 
22, 23 September 1986 

No meeting 

2571 st, 2577th meetings, 8, 
12 March 1985 

2600th-2602nd meetings, 25, 
26 July 1985 
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(c) Letter dated JO June 1986 
(S/18146) 

(a) Letter dated 24 November 
1986 (S/18474) 

(e) Letter dated JO February 
1987 (S/18688) 

(/) Letter dated 2 March 1988 
(S/19567) 

Letter dated 2 March 1988 
(S/19568) 

(g) Letter dated 15 March 1988 
(S/19624) 

(h) Letter dated 16 June 1988 
(S/19939) 

(i) Letter dated 23 November 
I 988 (S/20289) 

s.1,,,,,,,,J 
by 

Zaire, on behalf of African 
States of the United Na­
tions 

Chairman of Security Coun-
cil Committee established 
under resolution 421 
(1977) 

Egypt 

Sierra Leone 

Zambia 

Zambia 

Zambia 

Zambia 

S1a~s 
1trvolwd 

South Africa 

South Africa 

South Africa 

An,c/es ,rvr,-,d 
ar barufor 
sulnuss,an 

Actmn rrqwsttd of 
1M Sl"-vr1ty Co11nc1I 

Requesting that the Security Council 
convene as a matter of urgency to 
consider the serious situation in 
South Africa on the occasion of 
the commemoration of the tenth 
anniversary of the Soweto massa­
cres 

Transmitting the text of a draft reso­
lution recommended by the Com­
mittee for the implementation of 
the arms embargo on South Africa 

Requesting, on behalf of African 
States, that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
to consider the situation in South 
Africa 

Requesting, as Chairman of the 
Group of African States, an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council to 
consider the question of South Af­
rica, on Thursday. 3 March 1988 

Requesting that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
to consider the item entitled "The 
question of South Africa" 

Requesting that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
to consider the item entitled "The 
question of South Africa", regard­
ing the question of the death sen­
tences passed by the regime of 
South Africa 

Requesting that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
under the item entitled "The ques­
tion of South Africa", to consider 
the question of the death sentences 
passed by the regime of South Af­
rica, as well as the decision of the 
Pretoria Supreme Court lo reject 
the appeal 

Requesting that the Security Council 
convene urgently under the item 
entitled "The question of South 
Africa" to consider the question of 
the death sentences passed by the 
regime in the light of the intention 
of the South African authorities to 
implement it 

2690th meeting, 13 June 1986 

2723rd meeting, 28 Novem­
ber 1986 

2732nd-2738th meetings, 
I 7-20 February 1986 

2799th meeting, 16 March 
1988 

2817th meeting, 17 June 
1988 

2830th meeting, 23 Novem­
ber 1988 
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"II 
6. Letter dated 6 May 1985 Nicaragua Requesting an urgent meeting of the 2577lh-2580th meetings, • 

(S/171S6) Security Council to consider the 8-10 May l98S 
:l 

extremely serious situation which != 
the Central American region is 
fKing n 

0 

7. The situation in Namibia • 
(a) Letter dated 23 May 1985 India On behalf of the Movement of Non- 2S83rd-2S90th, 2592nd, I: • (S/17213) Aligned Countries, requested that 2593rd-2595lh meetings, .. • 

Mozambique the Security Counc;il convene to 10-19 June 1985 l:t. 
0 

Letter dated 23 May 1985 consider further the situation in • 0 

(S/17222) Namibia following the decision ... .. 
of the Extraordinary Ministerial .. • 

Further report of the Secre- Meeting of the Coordinaling Bu- ,, 
tary-Ocncral concerning the rcau of Non-Aligned Countries on 3 

the question of Namibia, held Ill -< 
implementation of Security 1: 
Council resolutions 435 

New Delhi from 19 to 21 April 
1985, which called for an urgent • 

(1978) and 439 (1978) -meeting of the Security Council to 0 ... 
resume consideration of the qucs- • 
tion of Namibia and to give effect :l 

II' 
to its own resolutions in that n::- Ir 
gard, in particul• resolution 43S w 
(1978) 

UI 
0 

(b) Letter dated 11 November India Namibia Requesting. pursuant to a decision of 2624dl-2626dl, 2628dl, 2629111 
... 
Ir 

1985 (S/17618) the Conference of Ministers for meetings, 13-I 5 Novem- • 
FORign Affairs of Non-Aligned ber 198S n .. 
Countries (S/17610), an urgent • 
meeting of the Security Council to i 
resume its considcrlllion of the 

.. 
situation in Namibia 

Letter dated 11 November Mauritius Namibia Requesting, as Chairman of the 
1985 (S/17619) Group of African States, an urgent 

meeting of the Security Council on 
the question of Namibia 

(c) Letter dated 25 March 1987 Gabon Namibia Requesting, on behalf of the Group 2740th-2747th meetings, 
(S/18765) of African States, that an urgent 6-9 April 1987 

meeting of the Security Council be 
convened to consider the situation 
in Namibia 

Letter dated 31 March 1987 Zimbabwe Namibia Requesting, on behalf of the Group 
(S/18769) of African States, that an urgent 

meeting of the Security Counc:iJ be 
convened to consider the question 
of Namibia 

(d) Letter dated 23 October 1987 Madagascar Namibia Requesting, on behalf of the Group 2755th-2759th meetings, 
(S/19230) of Afric:an States, thlll III urgent 28-30 October 1987 

meeting uf the Security Council be 
convened to consider the situation 
in Namibia 

Letter dated 27 October 1987 Zimbabwe Namibia Requesting the convening of III iqert 
(S/19235) meeting of the Security Council to 

consider the question of Namibia 
(e) Letter dated 27 September Zambia Requesting that the Security Council 2827th meeting, 29 Sep-

1988 (Sn0203) be convened to consider the situ- tcmber 1988 
ation in Namibia g 

YI 



Anicks ,r110lied 
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s.,,_,,,,d s-, as basis for Action r<q•u••d of 
Qr,,111on by 1nvolw,d sllbffission tltt S,n,rity Cot0teil ,..,,,,,,, 

8. Complaint by Angola against 
South Africa 

(a) Letter dated 13 June 1985 Angola South Africa Requesting urgently the convening 2596th, 2597th meetings, 
(S/17267) of a meeting of the Council, in 

view of the threat to regional and 
20 June 1985 

international peace and security 
represented by the continuous acts 
of aggression and violence per-
petuated by the racist armed forces 
of South Africa, resulting in viola-
tion of the territorial integrity and 
national sovereignty of Angola 

(b) Letter dated 19 September Angola South Africa Requesting urgently, in view of the 2606th, 2607th meetings, 
1985 (S/17474) armed invasion perpetrated by the 

armed forces of South Africa 
20 September 1985 

against Angola and the threat it 
poses to regional and international 
peace and security, that a meeting 
of the Security Council be con-
vened 

(c) Letter dated I October 1985 Angola South Africa Requesting urgently, pursuant to the 2612th. 2614th. 2616th. 
(S/17510) acts of aggression and threats to 2617th meetings, 3, 4, 7 I") 

II' 
regional and international peace October 1985 • 
and security by the armed forces '?. .. 
of South Africa, resulting in the ., 
violation of the territorial integrity ~ 
and national sovereignty of An-

I") 
gola, that a meeting of the Security 0 

Council be convened II .. 
(d) Letter dated 12 June 1986 Angola South Africa Requesting that a meeting of the Sc- 2691 st-2693rd meetings, 15: .. 

(S/18148) curity Council be convened in con- 16-18 June 1986 ii .. 
nection with the South African c!i' 
aggression against Angola, espe- II 

0 
cially in the light of the recent and ... .. 
continuing acts of terrorism and II' .. 
violation of the sovereignty and "Cl 
territorial integrity of Angola by 

., 
0 

the South African regime <I! 
11· 

(e) Letter dated 22 December Congo, Ghana, Zambia Pursuant to paragraph 7 of resolution 
g· 
II 

1987 (S/19377) 602 (1987), requesting that the .. 
0 

Council meet urgently to consider ... 
t") 

Report of the Secretary- the report of the Secretary-General II' 
(S/19359) • General in pursuance of "Cl .. 

Security Council resolution .. .. 
602 ( 1987) (S/19359) ::: 

9. Letter dated 17 June 1985 Botswana South Africa Requesting an urgent meeting of the 2598th, 2599th meetings, 0 ... 
(S/17279) Security Council for the purpose 21 June 1985 .. 

II' 
of considering the situation arising .. 
as a result of South Africa's mili- I") 

II' 
tary attack on the capital of the • :l country, Gaborone, on 14 June .. 
1985 

., 



10. The situation in the occupied 
Arab territories 

(a) Letter dated 11 September 
1985 {S/17456) 

(b) Letter dated 16 January 1986 
(S/17740) 

Letter dated 16 January 1986 
(S/17741) 

(c) Letter dated 4 December 
1986 (S/1850 I) 

(d) Letter dated 11 December 
1987 {S/19333) 

(e) Letter dated 4 January 1988 
(S/19402) 

(j) Letter dated 29 March 1988 
(S/19700) 

11. Letter dated 26 September 
1985 (S/17497) 

Qatar 

Morocco 

United Arab Emirates 

Zimbabwe 

Democratic Yemen 

Jordan 

Tunisia 

Botswana 

Israel 

Israel 

Israel 

Israel 

Requesting, as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, an immedi­
ate meeting of the Security Coun­
cil to consider Israeli practices 
against the civilian population in 
the Palestinian occupied territories 

Drawing attention, as Chairman of 
the Organization of the Islamic 
Conference, to the serious threat to 
international peace and security 
resulting from Israeli acts of profa­
nation committed recently against 
the sanctuary of Haran al-Quds 
(Jerusalem) and requesting the 
convening of an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council to consider 
the situation 

Calling attention, as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, to the grave 
situation created in al-Quds by Is­
raeli actions violating the sanctity 
of the Haram al-Sharif 

Requesting, as Chairman of the Co• 
ordinating Bureau of the Move­
ment of Non-Aligned Countries, 
an immediate meeting of the Secu­
rity Council to consider the situ­
ation in the Israeli-occupied Pales­
tinian and other Arab territories, 
includmg Jerusalem 

Requesting, as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, an immedi­
ate meeting of the Security Coun­
cil to address the situation in the 
occupied Palestinian and other 
Arab territories 

Requesting, as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, an immedi­
ate meeting of the Security Coun­
cil to address the situation in the 
occupied Palestinian and other 
Arab territories 

Requesting, as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council to 
discuss the situation in the occu­
pied Arab territories 

Requesting that a meeting of the Se­
curity Council be convened to con• 
sider and adopt the repon of the 
Secretary-General pursuant to the 
Security Council resolution 568 
(1985) (S/17453) 

2604th, 2605th meetings, 12, 
13 September 198S 

2643rd-2650th meetings, 
21-30 January 1986 

2724th-2727th meetings, 5, 
8 December 1986 

2770th, 2772nd-2777th meet­
ings, 11-22 December 
1987 

2780th meeting, 5 January 
1988 

2904th-2806th meetings, 30 
March, 14, IS April 1988 

2609th meeting, 30 Sep• 
tember 1985 
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12. The Middle East problem in­
cluding the Palestinian Ques­
tion 

Letter dated 30 September 
I 98S (S/17S07) 

13. Letter dated 6 December 
l98S (S/17671) 

14. Letter dated 16 December 
1985 (S/17685) 

IS. Complaint by Lesotho 
against South Africa 

(a) Letter elated 23 December 
1985 (S/17692) 

16. The situation in southern 
Africa 
Letter dated 29 Janimy 1986 
(S/17770) 

17. Letter dated 25 March 1986 
(S/17940) 

India 

Nicaragua 

United States 

Lesotho 

Sudan 

Malta 

USSR 

A,ricles lm!o•d 
m blllisfer Acaon n""'MIII of 
1"',,,,;aion 11w s..,.,,,,y c-;1 

Requesting, on behalf of the Move-
ment of Non-Aligned Countries 
and following the decision of the 
Conference of Foreign Ministers, 
an urgent convening of the Secu-
rity Council 

United States Requesting the convening of an 
urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to consider an extremely 
serious situation created by the es-
calation of acts of aggression, the 
repeated threats and the new acts 
of provocation directed against 
Nicaragua by the United States 
Government 

Requesting, in view of the serious 
situation created by acts of hos-
tagc-taking and abduction, a meet-
ing to consider that important mat-
ter 

South Africa Requesting that a mcctina of the Sc-
curity Council be convened, pref-
erably on the morning of 30 De-
cember 1985, to deal with the 
grave situation created by an 
unprovoked armed aggression 
against Lesotho by South Africa 

Requesting, on behalf of Afran 
States at the United Nations, that 
an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council be convened to consider 
the situation in southern Africa 

Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to discuss the 
grave situation which has arisen in 
the cenlral Mediterranean and to 
consider what action could be 
taken lo reduce tension and restore 
peace and stability in the region 

Requesting that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
to consider the situation in the 
southern Mediterranean 

& --~· 
2618th-2622nd mcc:tings, 9-

II October 1985 

2633rd, 2634th, 2636th meet-
ings, 10-12 December 
1985 

2637th meeting, 18 Decem-
ber 1985 

t"l .. 
2638th, 2639th meetings, i 30 December 1985 .. 

~ 

t"l 
0 • • It .. ;a -•• 26S2nd, 26S41h, 2656th, • • 2662nd meetings, 5-13 ... 
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2668th-267lst meetings, 26- • • 
31 March 1986 .. • • 
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Letter dated 26 March 1986 
(S/17946) 

18. Letter dated 17 October 1986 
(S/18414) 

19. Letter dated 13 November 
1986 (S/18456) 

20. Letter dated 11 March 1988 

21. Letter dated I 7 March 1988 
(S/19638) 

22. Letter dated 19 April 1988 
(S/19798) 

23. Letter dated 17 December 
1988 (S/20336) 
Letter dated I 7 December 
1988 (S/2033 7) 

Iraq 

Nicaragua 

Chad 

Argentina 

Nicaragua 

Tunisia 

Angola 

Cuba 

United States 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

94 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

United Kingdom 

United States, Honduras 

Requesting. as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, the conven­
ing of an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
question of the United States ag­
gression against the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya 

Requesting an emergency meeting of 
the Security Council, in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 94 of 
the Charter, to consider the non­
compliance with the judgment of 
the International Court of Justice 

Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
serious situation prevailing in the 
northern part of Chad occupied by 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

Requesting a meeting of the Security 
Council to consider the situation 
created in the South Atlantic by 
the Umted Kingdom Govern­
ment's decision to conduct mili­
tary manoeuvres in the Malvinas 
Islands from 7 to 31 March 1988 

Requesting that a meeting of the Se­
curity Council be convened ur­
gently and immediately, in order 
to consider the serious situation 
created by the escalation of threats 
and aggression against Nicaragua 
and by the decision by the United 
States Government to send Ameri­
can troops to Honduras tcnitory 

Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
situation created by the Israeli at­
tack on the territorial integrity and 
sovereignty of Tunisia; inviting 
the Security Council to condemn 
Israeli terrorism and to take appro­
priate steps to avert and prevent 
the repetition of such acts; draw­
ing the attention of the Security 
Council to the nature of these de­
plorable acts. which portend other 
attacks unless the Security Coun­
cil takes serious measures to 
counter Israeli terrorism 

Informing the Secretary-General of 
the intention to sign an agreement 
between the two countries and re­
questing him lo take the necessary 
steps to recommend to the Secu­
rity Council that a United Nations 
military observer group be set up 
in order to carry out the verifica­
tion of the agreement 

27 I 5th-2718th meetings, 21, 
22, 27, 38 October 1986 

2721st meeting, 18 Novem­
ber 1986 

2800th, 280 I st meeting, 17 
March 1988 

2802nd, 2803rd meetings, 
18-22 March 1988 

2807th-28 I 0th meetings, 21 • 
25 April 1988 

2834th meeting, 20 De­
cember 1988 

.,, 
• ., .. -!= 



Section C. Questions submitted by Memben as threats to the peace, breaches of the peace or acts of aggression 

A,rick1 ..,,_d s-.- S-s a, ba,isfor Action nqwsMd of 
Qt,tstialr by -,.,,I Jllbtrm/on tit, S...rity COMCil 

24. The situation in the Middle 
East (sec also entry 4 above) 

(a) Letter dated 2S February Lebanon Israel Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
198S (S/16983) Security Council to consider the 

continuing acts of aggression and 
abusive practices of the Israeli oc-
cupying forces in southern Lcba-
non, the Western Bckaa and the 
Rashaya district 

(b) Letter dated 30 May 1985 Egypt Lebanon Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
(S/17228) Security Council on the continued 

escalation of violence involving 
the civilian population in and 
around Beirut, affecting the safety 
and security of the Palestinians in 
the refugee camps 

(c) Letter dated 6 January 1986 Lebanon Israel Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
(S/17717) Security Council to consider the 

continuing acts of aggression and 
abusive practices of lhc Israeli oc-
cupying forces in southern Lebanon 

(d) Letter dated 7 January 1988 Lebanon Israel Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
(S/19415) Security Council to consider the 

continuing acts of aggression and 
abusive practices of the Israeli oc-
cupying forces in Lebanon 

(e) Letter dated S May 1988 Lebanon Israel Requesting that the Security Council 
(S/19861) convene urgently to consider the 

Israeli aggression against Lcba-
non, which has assumed lhc pro-
portions of an invasion of the 
southern part of the country 

if) Letter dated 9 December Lebanon Israel Requesting the convening of an 
1988 (S/20318) urgent meeting of the Security 

Council to consider the aggression 
against Lc.,_sc territory by Is-
racli naval, air and land forces on 
9 December 1988 

2S. Complaint by Angola against 
SNh Africa (sec also CIIII')' 8 
above) 

(a) Letter dated 19 November Angola South Africa Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
1987 (S/19278) Security Council in connection 

with the South African aggression 
against Angola 

Letter dated 20 November Zimbabwe South Africa Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
1987 (S/19286) Security Council for the purpose 

of considering the renewed acts of 
aggression by South Africa against 
Angola 

,.,,,,. 

2S68th, 2S70th, 2S72nd, 
2573rd meetings, 28 Feb• 
ruary, 7, II, 12 March 
1985 

2582nd meeting, 31 May 
1985 

2640lh-2642nd meetings, 13. 
17 January 1986 

2782nd.2784th meetings, IS· 
18 January 1988 

2811th, 2813th, 2814th meet-
ings, 6, 9, 10 May 1988 

2832nd meeting, 14 De-
cember 1988 

2763rd-2767th meetings 

• .. 
0 

n .. 
• "! .. .. 
?" 
n 
0 • • I: .. 
;z .. g· 
• 
0 ... 
Ir .. 

"Cl 

cl .,e .. 
g· 
• • 0 ... 
("') .. • "Cl ;-.. 
~ 
0 ... .. .. .. 
n .. • :l .. .. 



26. The situation in the occupied 
Arab territories ( sec also en­
try I O above) 

(a) Letter dated 16 Janulll)' 1986 
(S/17740) 

27. Letter dated I October 1985 
(S/17509) 

28. The situation in southern 
Africa 
Letter dated 21 May 1986 
(S/18072) 

29. Letter dated 4 February 1986 
(S/17787) 

30. Letk:r dated 12 April 1986 
(S/17982) 

3 I. Letter dated IS April 1986 
(S/17991) 

Morocco Israel 

Tunisia Israel 

Senegal South Africa, Botswana, Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Syrian Arab Republic Israel, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

Malta 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya United States 

Drawing attention, as Chairrnan of 
the Organization of the Islamic 
Conference, to the serious threat to 
international peace and security 
resulting from Israeli acts of profa­
nation committed recently against 
the sanctulll)' of Haran al-Quds 
(Jerusalem) and requesting the 
convening of an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council to consider 
the situation 

Requesting an immediate meeting of 
the Security Council to consider 
the situation resulting from Is­
rael's aggression and take steps as 
required by the situation to con­
demn the deliberate act of aggres­
sion in the strongest terms, to re­
quire fair and full compensation 
for all the damage and to take 
measures to prevent such acts 
from recurring 

Requesting, on instructions from the 
President and current Chairman of 
the Organization of African Unity, 
the convening of an urgent meet­
ing of the Security Council to con­
sider South Africa's aggression 
against Botswana, Zambia and 
Zimbabwe 

Requesting the Security Council to 
summon an immedille meeting to 
consider the Israeli act of air pi­
racy carried out this morning 
against a private Libyan civilian 
aircraft flying in international air­
space and carrying an official Syr­
ian delegation 

Requesting an immediate convening 
of the Security Council to consider 
and take action to stop repeated 
threats of use of force, as well as 
imminent resort to armed attack in 
the central Mediterranean 

Requesting the immediate convening 
of the Security Council to consider 
and adopt urgent and effective 
measures against the armed ag­
gression staged by the United 
States against the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya 

2643rd-2650th meetings, 21-
30 Janulll)' 1986 

2610th, 2611th, 2613th, 
2615th meetings, 2-4 Oc­
tober 1985 

2684th-2686th meetings, 
22, 23 May 1986 

2651st, 2653rd, 2655th meet­
ings, 4-6 February 1986 

2672nd, 2673rd meetings, 
12 April 1986 

2674dl-~ 2682nd, 2683rd 
ma:tings, 15-18, 21, 24 
April 1986 
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Letter dated 15 April 1986 
(S/17992) 

Letter dated 15 April 1986 
(S/17993) 

Letter dated 15 April 1986 
(S/17994) 

32. Letter dated 27 June 1986 
(S/18187) 

33. Letter dated 9 December 1986 
(S/18513) 

34. Letter dated 5 July 1988 
(S/19981) 

Letter dated IO February 1988 
(S/19489) 

S11bm,11~d 
hy 

Burkina Faso 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Oman 

Nicaragua 

Nicaragua 

Islamic Republic of Iran 

Japan 

Slain 
mvolwd 

United States 

United States 

Article, irnvird 
a< ba,·,s for 
subm,:r,KJn 

Ac/Ion uq"est~d of 
1M Stcuruy Co"nc,I 

Requesting, following the attack by 
the United States forces on Tripoli 
and Benghazi, that the Security 
Council be convened immediately 
to consider and take appropriate 
and urgent measures with regard 
to the situation 

Requesting an immediate meeting of 
the Security Council to consider 
and take appropriate and urgent 
actions with regard to new United 
States aggression against the Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya 

With reference to the urgent requests 
submitted by the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya and the Syrian Arab 
Republic for the convening of an 
immediate meeting of the Security 
Council to consider the question of 
United States aggression against 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, re­
questing, as Chairman of the 
Group of Arab States, the conven­
ing of an immediate meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
question 

Requesting an emergency meeting of 
the Security Council to consider 
the escalation of the United States 
Government's policy of aggres­
sion against Nicaragua, which 
threatens international peace and 
security 

Requesting that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
immediately to consider the seri­
ous incidents occurring in the 
Central American region which 
endanger international peace and 
security 

Requesting an urgent meeting of the 
Security Council to consider the 
ma.~sacre of the 290 innocent civil­
ian passengers of Iran Air flight 
655 by the naval forces of the 
United States 

Requesting that an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be convened 
to consider the destruction on 29 
November 1987 of the Korean 
Airlines passenger aircraft, flight 
858. which claimed 115 victims 

Mut,ngJ 

2694th-2698th meetings, 
1-3 July 1986 

2728th meeting, 10 Decem­
ber 1986 

2818th-2821st meetings, 14-
20 July 1988 
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** Section D. Questions submitted by States not Members as disputes 

Section E. Questions submitted by States not Members as threats to the peace, breaches of the peace or acts of aggression 

3 5. Letter dated 1 0 February 
1988 (S/19488) 

Qwst,on 

36. The question of South Africa 
( sec also entry 5 above) 

(a) Resolution 41/55 B, 3 De­
cember 1986 

(b) Resolution 43/50 C, 5 De­
cember 1988 

SMbm,tl~d 
by 

Republic of Korea (observer) 

Stain 
mvolwd 

An,cles rrvoad 
mbamfor 
,ntbmiJSion 

35(2) 

,frlmn rrqwnttd of 
1M 5-rcvrlly Cor.nc1/ 

Requesting than an urgent meeting of 
the Security Council be called to 
consider the serious situation aris­
ing from the destruction by an ex­
plosion of a commercial passenger 
airline of the Republic of Korea 

Section F. Questions submitted by the General Assembly or its subsidiary organs 

S11b•1tkd 
by 

General Assembly 

General Assembly 

South Africa 

South Africa 

An,cles rrvoad 
ar bamfor 
,,;,,,.11.'lion 

Chapter VII 

Act,<N'I' rrqwsl«l of 
tlw S11e11rlty C011nC1J 

Requesting the Security Council to 
conclude expeditiously its consid­
eration of the recommendations 
of its Committee established by 
resolution 421(1977) concerning 
the question of South Africa 
(S/14179), with a view to block­
ing the existing loopholes in the 
anns embargo so as to render it 
more effective and prohibiting, in 
particular, all forms of cooperation 
and collaboration with South Af­
rica in the nuclear field 

Urgently requesting the Security 
Council to consider immediate ac­
tion under Chapter VII of the 
Charter with a view to applying 
comprehensive and mandatory 
sanctions against South Africa and 
calling upon those Governments 
which arc opposed to the applica­
tion of comprehensive and manda­
tory sanctions to reassess their 
policies and cease their opposition 
to the application of such sanc­
tions by the Security Council 

2791st, 2792nd meetings, 
16, 17 February 1988 

Note by the Secretary­
General (S/18665) draw­
ing attention to paragraph 
9 of General Assembly 
resolution 41/55 B 

Note by the Secretary­
General (S/20483) draw­
ing attention to paragraphs 
4 and 5 ofGcneral Assem­
bly resolution 43/50 C 
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3 7. The situation in the Middle 
East ( see also entries 4 and 
24 above) 

(a) Resolution 43/57 I, 6 De­
cember 1988 

(b) Resolution 43/58 A, 6 De­
cember 1988 

(c) Resolution 43/176. \ 5 De­
cember 1988 

General Assembly 

General Assembly 

General Assembly 

Stat~s 
IIIWJ/\llfd 

Israel 

A111e/e., mvolted 
a, bamjor 
IWIIISSKJII 

Action r"fflOltd of 
,,_, Stcrmty /'ounctl 

Urging the Security Council to con­
sider the current situation in the 
occupied Palestinian territory, tak· 
ing into account the recommenda­
tions contained in the report of the 
Secretary-General (S/19443) 

Urging the Security Council to con­
sider the current situation in the 
Palestinian territory occupied by 
Israel since 1967, taking into 
account the recommendations 
contained in the reports of the 
Secretary-General (S/19443 and 
A/43/806), and with a view to se­
curing international protection for 
the defenceless Palestinian people 
until the withdrawal of Israel, the 
occupying Power. from the occu­
pied Palestinian temtory 

Requesting the Security Council to 
consider measures needed to con­
vene the I ntemational Peace Con­
ference on the Middle East, in­
cluding the establishment of a 
preparatory committee, and to 
consider guarantees for security 
measures agreed upon by the Con­
ference for all States in the region 

**Section G. Questions submitted by the Secretary-General 

Rtfer,ncr 

Note by the Secretary­
General (S/20436) draw­
ing attention to paragraph 
3 of General Assembly 
resolution 43/57 I 

Note by the Secretary­
General (S/2043 7) draw­
ing attention to para­
graphs 12 and 13 of 
General Assembly reso­
lution 43/58 A 

Note by the Secretary­
General (S/20490) draw­
ing attention to paragraph 
5 of General Assembly 
resolution 43/176 

.... -.... 



Part IV. Consideration ortbe provisions of Articles 36-38 and ofCbapter VI ia general 415 

Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 36-38 AND OF CHAPTER VI IN GENERAL 

NOTE 

This part deals with any discussion in the Security Coun­
cil regarding the Council's responsibility for the settlement 
of a particular dispute or situation in the light of the pro­
visions of Chapter VI of the Charter. 170 It also covers 
instances in which Articles 36, 37 and 38 or Chapter VI 
were invoked or where proceedings of the Council had 
a bearing on the interpretation of those provisions. 

During the period under review, there was no sub­
stantive evidence of the constitutional discussion relat­
ing to the interpretation of the provisions of Chapter VI 
of the Charter. For the most part, debates preceding the 
Council's decisions in this field continued to deal 
mainly with the actual issues before the Council and the 
relative merits of the proposed measures without discus­
sion of their relations to the provisions of the Charter. 
The provisions of Articles 36, 37 and 38 were not ex­
plicitly invoked in the texts of any decisions of the Se­
curity Council during this period. However, there were 
both explicit and implicit references to these provisions 
in the discussions in the Council and in the communica­
tions submitted to it. 171 For the most part, when Articles 
36, 37 and 38 and Chapter VI as a whole were cited it 
was, as in preceding periods, to recall or affirm the prin­
ciples embodied therein. 

A number of the Council's decisions implicitly invoked 
the principles or called for steps and measures using lan­
guage similar to that of the provisions of Chapter VI. 172 In 
one instance, in connection with the complaint by Lesotho 
against South Africa, the Council in resolution 580 (1985) 
called upon the South African Government to resort to 
peaceful means in resolving international problems in ac­
cordance with the Charter. 173 

In the instances indicated below, the discussion in the 
Council might be viewed as having touched upon the in­
terpretation of the provisions of Chapter VI. 

170for general criteria for entries in this part, see Repertoire of 
the Practice of the Security Council, 1946-1951, pp. 296 and 410. 

171For explicit references to Article 36, in connection with the 
situation between Iran and Iraq, see S/PV.2665: Morocco; and 
S/PV.2663: Secretary-General of the Arab League; in connection 
with the letter dated 6 December 1985 from the representative of 
Nicaragua, see S/PV.2636: Madagascar; in connection with the let­
ter dated 15 April 1986 from the representative of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, see S/PV.2676: Austria; S/PV.2679: Venezuela; 
S/PV.2680: Ghana; S/PV.2682: Venezuela; in connection with the 
letter dated 17 October 1986 from the representative of Nicaragua, 
see S/PV.2715: Nicaragua. For explicit references to Article 37, in 
connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, see 
S/PV.2663: Secretary-General of the Arab League; for explicit ref­
erences to Article 38, in connection with the letter dated 6 Decem­
ber 1985 from the representative of Nicaragua, see S/PV .2636: 
Madagascar. 

172See relevant parts of chap. VIII, part I, of the present Supplement: 
Ana7.1ical table of measures adopted by the Security Council. 

17 Resolution 580 (1985), Resolutions and Decisions of the Se­
curity Council, 40th year, /985. 

During the Council's consideration of the letters from 
Nicaragua17' concerning the situation in the Central Ameri­
can region, nearly all the participants expressed their sup­
port for the use of diplomatic means, negotiations and 
peaceful settlement through the efforts of the Contadora 
Group. On one of those occasions, in connection with the 
letter dated 17 October 1986 from the representative of 
Nicaragua, the provisions of Chapter VI were invoked, 
both explicitly and implicitly, wherein a number of the par­
ticipants in the Council's discussion stated that the Nica­
raguan complaint to the International Court of Justice was 
in accordance with Chapter VI and Article 33 of the Char­
ter of the United Nations. 11s 

In the course of the Council's deliberations in connection 
with the situation in the occupied Arab territories, several 
speakers expressed support for peaceful negotiations and 
called for the convening of a peace conference on the Mid­
dle East with the participation of all parties concerned, in 
order to achieve a lasting and just peace in the region. 176 

On two occasions, during the Council's deliberations re­
garding the problems of the central Mediterranean region, 
the representative of Malta called upon the parties to settle 
their differences in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter VI in order to achieve a just and lasting solution. 177 

With reference to the letter dated 11 March 1988 from 
Argentina, Panama called upon the Security Council to act 
without delay in keeping with the principles envisaged in 
Chapter VI of the Charter. 171 

In connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, 
while several participants in the deliberations of the Coun­
cil called upon the parties to abide by the Charter and by 
the procedures for peaceful settlement, there was also a call 
by one participant upon the Security Council to implement 
the provisions of Chapter VI concerning the peaceful set­
tlement of disputes. 179 

174See letters dated 6 May 1985 (S/17156, OR, 40th yr., Sllf)p/. 
for April-June /985); 6 December 1985 (S/17671, OR, 40th yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985); 27 June 1986 (S/18187, OR, 4/st yr., 
Suppl. for April-June 1986); 17 October 1986 (S/18415, OR, 4/sl 
yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /986); 9 December 1986 (S/18Sl3, OR, 
41st yr., Suppl.for Oct.-Dec. 1986); and 17 March 1988 (S/19638, 
OR, 43rdyr., Suppl.jorJan.-March 1988). See also: chap. VIII, part 
II, sects. 6, 15, 26, 27, 28, 30 and 34, of the present Sllf)plement. 

175F or the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2716: N ica­
ragua, India, Peru, Iraq (explicit), Mexico, Yugoslavia, Argentina; 
S/PV.2717: Venezuela, Bulgaria, Ghana; S/PV.2718: Spain, Congo, 
Guatemala, Democratic Yemen (explicit), and Islamic Republic of 
Iran. 

1768/PV.2770: PLO, Mr. Sam, Chairman, Committee on the Ex­
ercise of Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People; S/PV.2777: 
Japan, Israel; S/PV.2786: Morocco, Egypt, Nepal; S/PV.2787: 
USSR, Yugoslavia, Argentina, China, Zambia, Malaysia, Kuwait; 
S/PV.2789: Zimbabwe. 

177S/PV.2668 and 2672: Malta. 
1785/PV .280 I: Panama. 
179SIPV.2663: Iraq; S/PV.266S: Morocco; S/PV.2709: Iraq, Mr. 

Klibi (Secretary-General of the Arab League), Egypt; S/PV.2710: 
Senegal, Zambia, Oman; S/PV.271 I: Saudi Arabia, Bangladesh, 
Kuwait, Mexico; S/PV.2712: Australia, Madagascar; S/PV.2713: 
Venezuela, Morocco, Peru and the President (United Arab Emir­
ates). 



416 Cllapter X. Couideration of the provlslom of Chapter VI of the Charter 

With reference to the letter dated 19 April 1988 from 
Tunisia, concerning its complaint against Israel, a number 
of participants in the Council's discussion advocated dia­
logue and negotiations between the parties, and settlement 
of disputes by peaceful means. 180 

In connection with the question of South Africa, the rep­
resentative of the United Kingdom recalled the statement 
by the President of the Security Council and reiterated his 
country's preference for a peaceful and just settlement of 
the question of South Africa. 181 

In connection with the Council's discussion on the 
agenda item entitled "United Nations for better world and 
the responsibility of the Security Council in maintaining 
international peace and security", nearly all the partici­
pants expressed their support to the Charter provisions for 
the peaceful settlement of disputes. 112 

The principles enunciated in Article 36 and its reference 
to the role of the International Court of Justice were a sub­
ject of deliberation in the Security Council in connection 
with a draft resolution that was voted upon and not adopted, 
owing to a negative vote of a permanent member of the 
Council. m 

In connection with the situation in Cyprus, where the 
Council was called upon to ensure the implementation of 
the earlier decisions on peaceful settlement, language simi­
lar to that of Article 36 was employed.114 

The terms pertinent to the principles of Article 36 were 
used in the text of the letter from Cuba, which stated that 
the tripartite agreement between Cuba, Angola and South 
Africa contained elements for the achievement of peace in 
the region. 115 

18°$/PV.2807: France, Senegal; S/PV.2808: USSR, Japan, Ar­
gentina, Italy; S/PV.2809: Federal Republic of Germany, Mozam­
bi1ue, Laos; S/PV.2810: Sudan. 

81S/PV.2690: United Kingdom, and S/18157, OR, 41st yr., S11p­
plemen1 for April-June l 986. 

182S/PV.2608: Ukraine, Thailand, Madagascar, India and Den­
mark. 

183For the text of the draft resolution, see S/18250, OR, 41st yr., 
Suppl. July-Sept. 1986. For the vote on the draft resolution, see 
S/PV.2704. For the texts of relevant statements, see S/PV.2700: 
Nicaragua, El Salvador; S/PV.2701: Democratic Yemen; S/PV.2702: 
Cuba, Viet Nam, Lao People's Democratic Republic, USSR; 
S/PV.2703: Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, United Republic ofTanzania, 
Ukrainian SSR, Zimbabwe; S/PV.2704: Congo, Honduras, Mada­
gascar, Venezuela, United Kingdom and United States. See also 
the letters respectively dated 11 and 18 July 1986 from Nicaragua 
and United States (S/18221 and S/18227, ibid.). 

184See chap. VIII of the present Supplement, under the same 
heading, for more details and references. 

185Letter dated 22 December 1988 from Cuba (S/20345, OR, 43rd 
yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1988). See also note ISS above. 

The obligations of Member States under the Charter, in­
cluding Articles 33 and 36 on the peaceful settlement of 
disputes, were explicitly mentioned in connection with the 
situation between Iran and Iraq. The Security Council was 
also called upon by a group of States to implement urgently 
the provisions of the Charter, in particular Articles 36 and 
37 of Chapter VI and Chapter VII. •86 

In other instances where Article 36 was explicitly cited, 
the Council was called upon to discharge its responsibili­
ties by recommending appropriate procedures and methods 
for the peaceful settlement of a conflict, in accordance with 
the provisions of that Article of the Charter. 117 

In cases dealing with continuing disputes which might 
be deemed to fall under the provisions of Article 37, the 
Council was asked to take appropriate actions or to recom­
mend the appropriate terms of settlement. In that context, 
Article 37 of the Charter was explicitly invoked in connec­
tion with the situation between Iran and Iraq. 181 

Resolutions adopted by the Security Council during the 
period under review, as well as draft resolutions that were 
considered by the Council but not put to a vote or were 
voted upon and not adopted, contained provisions that 
might be interpreted as falling within the framework of 
measures of pacific settlement. In this respect, special at­
tention should be drawn to part I of the present chapter 
since the material contained in it deals with the interpreta­
tion and application of the basic instruments of peaceful 
settlement of disputes as stipulated under Article 33 of the 
Charter. Furthermore, the appropriate headings in the ana­
lytical table of measures adopted by the Security Council 
contained in part I of chapter VIII of the present Supple­
ment, as well as the materials in the other parts of chapter 
X, should be consulted as a guide to the relevant decisions 
of the Council. For the discussions bearing on procedural 
aspects relevant to the pacific settlement of disputes under 
chapter VI of the Charter as a whole and Article 36, the 
relevant parts of chapters VIII and X of the present Sup­
plement should be consulted. Reference should also be 
made to various parts of chapter XI for situations submitted 
to the Council as threats to the peace, breaches of the peace 
or acts of aggression. 

••6see note 171 above. 
ll7Ibjd. 
118Ibid. 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

The present chapter presents the decisions of the Secu­
rity Council that either constitute explicit applications or 
might be considered as implicit applications of the provi­
sions of Chapter VII of the Charter. 1 

CHAPTER VII OF THE CHARTER 

Action with respect to threats to the peace, breaches 
of the peace and acts of aggression 

"Article 39 

"The Security Council shall determine the existence of 
any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of ag­
gression and shall make recommendations, or decide what 
measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 
42, to maintain or restore international peace and security. 

"Article 40 

"In order to prevent an aggravation of the situation, the 
Security Council may, before making the recommenda­
tions or deciding upon the measures provided for in Article 
39, call upon the parties concerned to comply with such 
provisional measures as it deems necessary or desirable. 
Such provisional measures shall be without prejudice to 
the rights, claims, or position of the parties concerned. The 
Security Council shall duly take account of failure to com­
ply with such provisional measures. 

"Article 41 

"The Security Council may decide what measures not 
involving the use of armed force are to be employed to 
give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the Mem­
bers of the United Nations to apply such measures. These 
may include complete or partial interruption of economic 
relations and ofrail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and 
other means of communication, and the severance of dip­
lomatic relations. 

"Article 42 

"Should the Security Council consider that measures 
provided for in Article 41 would be inadequate or have 
proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by air, 
sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or re­
store international peace and security. Such action may in­
clude demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by 
air, sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations. 

"Article 43 

"l. All Members of the United Nations, in order to 
contribute to the maintenance of international peace and 
security, undertake to make available to the Security Coun­
cil, on its call and in accordance with a special agreement 

1Up to Supplement /964-/965, chapter XI dealt with instances in 
which proposals placed before the Council evoked discussions re­
garding the application of Chapter VII of the Charter. The change 
was introduced in Supplement /966-/968. 
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or agreements, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, in­
cluding rights of passage, necessary for the purpose of 
maintaining international peace and security. 

"2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the 
numbers and types of forces, their degree of readiness and 
general location, and the nature of the facilities and assist­
ance to be provided. 

"3. The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated 
as soon as possible on the initiative of the Security Coun­
cil. They shall be concluded between the Security Council 
and Members or between the Security Council and groups 
of Members and shall be subject to ratification by the sig­
natory States in accordance with their respective constitu­
tional processes. 

"Article 44 

"When the Security Council has decided to use force it 
shall, before calling upon a Member not represented on it 
to provide armed forces in fulfilment of the obligations as­
sumed under Article 43, invite that Member, if the Member 
so desires, to participate in the decisions of the Security 
Council concerning the employment of contingents of that 
Member's armed forces. 

"Article 45 

"In order to enable the United Nations to take urgent 
military measures, Members shall hold immediately avail­
able national air force contingents for combined interna­
tional enforcement action. The strength and degree of 
readiness of these contingents and plans for their combined 
action shall be determined within the limits laid down in 
the special agreement or agreements referred to in Article 
43, by the Security Council with the assistance of the Mili­
tary Staff Committee. 

"Article 46 

"Plans for the application of armed force shall be made 
by the Security Council with the assistance of the Military 
Staff Committee. 

"Article 47 

"1. There shall be established a Military Staff Commit­
tee to advise and assist the Security Council on all ques­
tions relating to the Security Council's military require­
ments for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, the employment and command of forces placed 
at its disposal, the regulation of armaments, and possible 
d isarrnament. 

"2. The Military Staff Committee shall consist of the 
Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members of the Security 
Council or their representatives. Any Member of the 
United Nations not permanently represented on the Com­
mittee shall be invited by the Committee to be associated 
with it when the efficient discharge of the Committee's re­
sponsibilities requires the participation of that Member in 
its work. 
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"3. The Military Staff Committee shall be responsible 
under the Security Council for the strategic direction of any 
anned forces placed at the disposal of the Security Council. 
Questions relating to the command of such forces shall be 
worked out subsequently. 

"4. The Military Staff Committee, with the authoriza­
tion of the Security Council and after consultation with ap­
propriate regional agencies, may establish regional sub­
committees. 

"Article 48 

"l. The action required to carry out the decisions of the 
Security Council for the maintenance of international 
peace and security shall be taken by all the Members of the 
United Nations or by some of them, as the Security Council 
may determine. 

"2. Such decisions shall be carried out by the Members 
of the United Nations directly and through their action in 
the appropriate international agencies of which they are 
members. 

"Article 49 

"The Members of the United Nations shall join in af­
fording mutual assistance in carrying out the measures de­
cided upon by the Security Council. 

"Article 50 

"If preventive or enforcement measures against any 
State are taken by the Security Council, any other State, 
whether a Member of the United Nations or not, which 
finds itself confronted with special economic problems 
arising from the carrying out of those measures shall have 
the right to consult the Security Council with regard to a 
solution of those problems. 

"Article 51 

"Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inher­
ent right of individual or collective self-defence if an 
armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Na­
tions, until the Security Council has taken measures nec­
essary to maintain international peace and security. 
Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this right 
of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Se­
curity Council and shall not in any way affect the author­
ity and responsibility of the Security Council under the 
present Charter to take at any time such action as it 
deems necessary in order to maintain or restore interna­
tional peace and security." 

Part I 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 39-42 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

Owing to the frequently interconnected nature of the pro­
ceedings of the Council involving, especially, Articles 39 
and 41, Articles 39 to 42 are again considered together, 
rather than separately. 

During the period under review, the Council took one 
decision in which Article 39 was explicitly invoked to­
gether with Article 40: 

Resolution 598 (1987) of 20 July 1987, ninth and tenth 
preambular paragraph:2 

Determining that there exists a breach of the peace as regards the 
conflict between Iran and Iraq, 

Acting under Articles 39 and 40 of the Charter, 

The Council took a number of decisions which contained 
provisions that might be considered to be similar to the lan­
guage of Article 39. These are briefly listed as follows: 

Resolution 581 (1986) of 13 February 1986, third pream­
bular paragraph:3 

Gravely concerned at the tension and instability created by the hos­
tile policies and aggression of the apartheid regime throughout south­
ern Africa and the mounting threat they pose to the security of the 
region and its wider implications for international peace and security, 

At the 2690th meeting, on 13 June 1986, the President 
of the Security Council made a statement on behalf of the 
Council, the first paragraph of which read as follows: 

The members of the Security Council, on the occasion of the obser­
vance of the tenth anniversary of the wanton killings perpetrated by 
the apartheid regime in South Africa against the African people in 

2In connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq. 
3In connection with the situation in southern Africa. 

Soweto, wish to recall Cowicil resolution 392 (1976) which strongly 
condemned the South African Government for its resort to massive 
violence against and killings of the African people including school­
children and students and others opposing racial discrimination. They 
are convinced that a repetition of such tragic events would aggravate 
the already serious threat that the situation in South Africa poses to 
the security of the region and could have wider implications for inter­
national peace and security. 

Resolution 602 ( 1987) of 25 November 1987, seventh 
preambular paragraph:4 

Gravely concerned also that the pursuance of these acts of aggres­
sion against Angola constitutes a serious threat to international peace 
and security. 

The Council considered a number of draft resolutions 
containing implicit references to Article 39, which, how­
ever, either were not voted upon or failed of adoption. The 
drafts read as follows: 

S/17633, tenth preambular paragraph and paragraph 1 
(2629th mtg., 15 November 1985):5 

Gravely concerned at the further aggravation of the already tense 
situation and instability created by the repeated and systematic acts of 
aggression and occupation perpetrated by the apartheid regime over a 
period of several years throughout southern Africa, which constitutes 
a serious threat to the peace of the region as well as to international 
peace and security, 

41n connection with the complaint by Angola against South Af­
rica. 

5S/17633, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985: draft resolu­
tion submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt., India, Madagascar, Peru 
and Trinidad and Tobago in connection with the situation in Na­
mibia failed to be adopted owing to the negative votes of two per­
manent members. 
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Determines (a) that the persistent refusal of South Africa to 
comply with Security Council and General Assembly resolutions on 
Namibia constitutes a serious threat to international peace and secu­
rity; 

S/l 7769/Rev. I, paragraph 2 (2650th mtg., 30 January 
1986):6 

Affirms that such acts constitute a serious obstruction to achieving 
a comprehensive. Just and lasting peace in the Middle East, the failure 
of which could also endanger international peace and security; 

S/17984, second preambular paragraph (2673rd mtg., 14 
April 1986):7 

Considering that the use of force constitutes a threat to international 
peace and security, 

S/18087/Rev. 1, paragraph 6 (a) (2686th mtg., 23 May 
1986): 8 

Acting in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the 
United Nations 

(a) Determines that the policies and acts of the racist regime of 
South Africa constitute a threat to international peace and security; 

S/18785, paragraph 7 (a) and (b) (2747th mtg., 9 April 
1987):9 

Determines that: 

(a) South Africa's continued illegal occupation of Namibia con• 
stitutes a breach of international peace and security in violation of the 
Charter of the United Nations; 

(b) The persistent refusal by racist South Africa to comply with 
Security Council and General Assembly resolutions and decisions on 
Namibia, and its violation thereof, constitutes a serious threat to in­
ternational peace and security; 

During the period under review, Article 39 was explic­
itly invoked four times in communications received by the 
United Nations, 10 and in numerous cases communications 
received by the United Nations employed language similar 
to that of Article 39. 11 

6stl7769/Rev.l, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1986: draft 
resolution submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad 
and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates in connection with the 
situation in the occupied Arab territories failed to be adopted owing 
to the negative vote of a permanent member. 

7S/17984, OR. 41 st yr .. Suppl. for April-June l 986, draft resolu­
tion submitted by Malta in connection with the letter dated 12 April 
1986 from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of the permanent Mission of 
Malta to the United Nations. 

8S/18087/Rev.1, OR, 41 st yr., Suppl. for April-June l 986, revised 
draft resolution submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trini­
dad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates in connection with 
the situation in southern Africa failed of adoption owing to the 
neiative votes of two permanent members. 

S/18785, OR, 42nd yr .. Suppl. for April-June I 987, pp.6-7: draft 
resolution submitted by Argentina, the Congo, Ghana, the United 
Arab Emirates and Zambia in connection with the situation in Na• 
mibia failed to be adopted owing to the negative votes of two per­
manent members. 

10s/17849. OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1986, regarding 
the situation between Iran and Iraq; S/19031, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. 
for July-Sept. I 987, regarding the situation between Iran and Iraq, 
S/19083 and Add. I, ibid., regarding the situation between Iran and 
Iraq; and S/19167, ibid., regarding the situation between Iran and 
Iral 

1 In connection with the question of South Africa, the letter dated 
17 June 1985 from the representative of Botswana, the situation in 
the Middle East, the situation in the occupied Arab territories, the 
complaint by Angola against South Africa, the letters dated 10 Feb­
ruary 1988 from the observer of the Republic of Korea and from 
the representative of Japan, and the situation relating to Afghani­
stan 

---------- ----

There were a number of explicit references to Article 39 
during the consideration of several agenda items in the 
Council. 12 Furthermore, many statements contained what 
might be interpreted as implicit references to the Article, 
usually in the form of an appeal to the Council to recognize 
a particular situation as a threat to international peace and 
security and to weigh the adoption of appropriate measures 
under the Charter. 13 

During the period under consideration, the Council took 
one decision in which Article 40 was explicitly invoked 
together with Article 39: 

Resolution 598 (1987) of 20 July 1987, ninth and tenth 
preambular paragraphs and paragraph 1: 

Determining that there exists a breach of the peace as regards the 
conflict between Iran and Iraq, 

Acting under Articles 39 and 40 of the Charter, 

I. Demands that, as a first step towards a negotiated settlement, 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq observe an immediate ceasefire, 
discontinue all military actions on land, at sea and in the air, and with­
draw all forces to the internationally recognized boundaries without 
delay; 

The question whether there were any resolutions or other 
decisions containing implicit references to Article 40 can­
not be answered in the affirmative because the action taken 
by the Council and the accompanying proceedings did not 
make clear whether the Council was actually considering 
basing its decision on the provisions of that Article. More­
over, there was no constitutional discussion regarding the 
Article, but merely occasional references to it or an invoca­
tion of its language in order to support a specific demand re­
lating to the question under consideration. 

Those decisions and statements that might be interpreted 
as implicit references to Article 40 are briefly summarized 
below. Special attention is given to those decisions that 
might be considered to be of the nature of provisional 
measures to prevent the aggravation of the situation. Such 
provisional measures included: (a) demands that the inde­
pendence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of countries 
must be respected; 14 (b) calls for all concerned parties to 
respect the rights of civilians and to refrain from acts of 
violence against them and to take measures to alleviate 
their suffering; 15 (c) demands for the strict observance of 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925, according to which the use 

12In connection with the complaint by Angola against South Af­
rica, S/PV.2612: Nigeria, pp. 18-19; S/PV.2616: United Arab Emir­
ates, p. 47; in connection with the situation in Namibia, S/PV .2629: 
Trinidad and Tobago, p. 17; S/PV.2746: Uganda, p. 61; in connec­
tion with the situation in south em Africa, S/PV .2686: Madagascar, 
p. 12; in connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, 
S/PV.2750: United Kingdom, p. 16. 

13Such statements occurred especially in connection with ques­
tions involving the occupied Arab territories and the situation in 
the Middle East, but also in discussions in"olving developments in 
southern Africa, the situation between Iran and Iraq, the letter dated 
6 Ma) I 985 from the representative of Nicaragua and the letter 
dated 27 June I 986 from the representative of Nicaragua. 

14Statement of the President (S/17215) of 24 May 1985, para. 3, 
and resolution 564 (1985), para. 2, in connection with the situation 
in the Middle East; statement of the President (S/17932) of 21 
March 1986, para. 5, statement of the President (S/18538} of 22 
December 1986, para. 2. statement of the President (S/18863) of 14 
May 1987, para. 6, in connection with the situation between Iran 
and Iraq. 

15Resolution 564 (1985), paras. I and 3, in connection with the 
situation in the Middle East. 
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in war of chemical weapons is prohibited; 16 (d) calls on all 
States to implement fully the anns embargo imposed 
against South Africa in resolution 418 (1977); 17 (e) calls 
for payment of full and adequate compensation for the ef­
fects of acts of aggression; 1' (/) calls for parties to normal­
ize their relations and to employ established channels of 
communication in matters of mutual concern;19 (g) calls 
for an end to military presences not accepted by the proper 
authorities;20 (h) calls for relevant parties to exercise re­
straint, to avoid violent acts and to contribute towards the 
establishment of peace;21 (i) calls to all States to exert pres­
sure on South Africa to desist from perpetrating acts of 
aggression against neighbouring States;22 (j) calls on par­
ties to submit conflicts to mediation or other means of set­
tlement of disputes;23 (k) calls for the respect for the right 
of free navigation and commerce;2• ({) calls for the imme­
diate lifting of states of emergency;25 (m) calls for a cease­
fire;26 (n) calls upon Member States to cooperate with the 
Security Council, the Secretary-General or the United Na­
tions;27 (o) calls to States to continue to apply or to estab­
lish strict control of the export of chemical products used 
in the production of chemical weapons to the parties to the 
Iran-Iraq conflict.28 

The Council also called upon certain Member States to 
take a number of specific measures. Thus, South Africa 
was called upon to release all political prisoners and de­
tainees, including Nelson Mandela and other black leaders, 
and to withdraw the charges of "high treason" instituted 
against United Democratic Front officials;29 to lift the state 
of emergency in the thirty-six districts in which it had been 

16statement of the President (S/ 17130) of 25 April 1985, state• 
ment of the President (S/17932) of2I March 1986, statement of the 
President (S/18863) of 14 May 1987, para. 3; resolution 612 (1988), 
para. 3, in connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, reso­
lution 612 ( 1988), para. 4, and resolution 620 (I 988), para. 3, called 
upon States to establish or continue strict control of the export to 
the parties to the conflict of chemical products used in the manu• 
facture of chemical weapons. 

17Resolution 571 (1985), para. 4, and resolution 574 (1985), para. 
5, in connection with the complaint by Angola against South Af­
rica; resolution 591 ( 1986 ), paras. 2, 3, 7, 8 and 9, in connection 
with the question of South Africa. 

18Resolution 571 (1985), para. 6, and resolution 577 ( 1985), para. 
7, in connection with the complaint by Angola against South Africa. 

19Resolution 580 (1985), para. 3, in connection with the com­
plaint by Lesotho against South Africa. 

2°R.esolution 587 ( 1986), para. 7, statement of the President 
(S/18439) of 31 October 1986, para. 7, in connection with the situ• 
ation in the Middle East. 

21Resolution 582 ( 1986), para. 7, in connection with the situation 
between Iran and Iraq; resolution 592 (1986), para. 5, resolution 
605 (1987), para. 4, in connection with the situation in the occupied 
Arab territories. 

22Resolution 581 (1986), para. 5, in connection with the situation 
in southern Africa. 

23Resolution 582 ( 1986), para. 5, in connection with the situation 
between Iran and Iraq. 

24statement of the President (S/18538) of 22 December 1986, 
para. 2, in connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq. 

25Statement of the President (S/18157) of 13 June 1986, para. 2, 
in connection with the question of South Africa. 

26statement of the President (S/18691) of 13 February 1987, para. 
2. in connection with the situation in the Middle East. 

27Statement of the President (S/18863) of 14 May 1987, para. 7, 
in connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq; resolution 
602 ( 1987), para. 6, in connection with the complaint by Angola 
against South Africa. 

211Resolution 612 (1988), para. 4, resolution 620 (1988), para. 3, 
in connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq. 

29Resolution 560 (I 985), paras. 3 and 4, and resolution 569 
( 1985), para. 4, in connection with the question of South Africa. 

imposed;10 to rescind the actions taken in Namibia, the 
government of which the Council declared null and void, 
and to cooperate in and facilitate the implementation of the 
relevant resolutions;31 to unconditionally withdraw all its 
occupation forces from the territory of Angola, cease all 
acts of aggression against that State and scrupulously re­
spect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Peo­
ple's Republic of Angola,32 and to pay full compensation 
to the People's Republic of Angola for damages resulting 
from acts of aggression.33 The Council also demanded the 
unconditional cessation of all acts of aggression by South 
Africa against Botswana,3• and also demanded that South 
Africa pay full compensation to Botswana for the loss of 
life and damage to property resulting from its acts of ag­
gression.35 Similarly, South Africa was called upon to pay 
full and adequate compensation to the Kingdom of Lesotho 
for the damage and loss of life resulting from acts of ag­
gression, as well as to resort to peaceful means in resolving 
international problems in accordance with the Charter, to 
live up to its commitment not to destabilize neighbouring 
countries nor to allow its territory to be used as a spr;ing­
board for attacks against neighbouring countries and to 
take meaningful steps towards the dismantling of apart­
heid. 36 

The Council demanded that Israel refrain from threaten­
ing or perpetrating acts of aggression such as the air raid 
on Tunis of l October 1985.37 

In 1986, the Council demanded that South Africa imme­
diately eradicate apartheid as the necessary step towards 
the establishment of a non-racial democratic society; to 
that end the Council further demanded: (a) the dismantling 
of the bantustan structures as well as the cessation of up­
rooting, relocation and denationalization of the indigenous 
African people; (b) the abrogation of the bans and restric­
tions on political organizations, parties, individuals and 
news media opposed to apartheid; (c) the unimpeded return 
of all the exiles. The resolution furthennore demanded that 
the racist regime of South Africa put an end to the violence 
against and repression of the black people and other oppo­
nents of apartheid, unconditionally release all persons im­
prisoned, detained or restricted for their opposition to 
apartheid and lift the state of emergency. n 

In 1986 and 1987, both the Islamic Republic of Iran and 
Iraq were called upon to observe an immediate ceasefire 
and cessation of hostilities on land, at sea and in the air 
and to withdraw their forces to the internationally rec­
ognized boundaries without delay while submitting all 

3°Resolution 569 (1985), para. 3, in connection with the question 
of South Africa. 

31Resolution 566 (1985), paras. 3, 4, 5 and 12, in connection with 
the situation in Namibia. 

32Resolution 567 (1985), para. 3, resolution 571 (1985), para. 3, 
resolution 574 (1985), para. 3, and resolution 577 (1985), para. 4, 
in connection with the complaint by Angola against South Africa. 

33Resolution 571 (1985), para. 6, resolution 577 (1985), para. 7, 
in connection with the complaint by Angola against South Africa. 

34Resolution 568 (1985), para. 3, in connection with the letter 
dated 17 June 1985 from the representative of Botswana. 

35R.esolution 568 (1985 ), para. 5, in connection with the letter 
dated 17 June 1985 from the representative of Botswana. 

36Resolution 580 (1985), paras. 2, 6, 7 and 8, in connection with 
the complaint by Lesotho against South Africa. 

37Resolution 573 (1985), para. 2, in connection with the letter 
dated 1 October 1985 from the representative of Tunisia. 

38Resolution 581 (1986), paras. 7 and 8, in connection with the 
situation in Southern Africa. 
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aspects of the conflict to mediation or to any other means 
of peaceful settlement of disputes. 39 

In 1987, the Council again called upon South Africa to 
end apartheid and to free all political prisoners and de­
tainees; the South African authorities were also called 
upon to revoke the decree of IO April 1987, which prohib­
ited nearly all forms of protest against detention without 
trial, and which the Council considered as being contrary 
to fundamental human rights as envisaged in the Charter 
as well as being based on the state of emergency imposed 
in June 1986, the lifting of which had already been called 
for by the members of the Council;40 to put an immediate 
end to the repression of the Namibian people and to all 
illegal acts against neighbouring States, as well as to com­
ply fully with resolutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978) and 
to put an end to its illegal occupation and administration 
ofNamibia;41 again to cease immediately its acts ofaggres­
sion against Angola and unconditionally withdraw all its 
forces from Angolan territory as well as respect the sover­
eignty and territorial integrity of Angola.42 The Council 
called upon Israel to respect the rights of civilians in the 
occupied territory by scrupulously abiding by the Geneva 
Convention of 12 August 1949 relative to the Protection 
of Civilian Persons in Time of War.43 

In 1988, the Council repeatedly called upon South Af­
rica to stay the execution and commute the death sentences 
imposed on the Sharpeville Six.44 

A number of Council resolutions contained warnings 
that, in the event of failure to comply with the terms of 
those resolutions, the Council would meet again and con­
sider further steps. Those warnings, which might be con­
sidered as falling under the last provision of Article 40, 
were expressed in various ways. Frequently, the Council 
warned that it would consider taking adequate and effec­
tive measures if its calls were not heeded.45 

During the period under review, the Council did not 
adopt any resolutions containing explicit references to Ar­
ticle 41. Nor did any constitutional discussions develop re­
garding the application of these provisions. 

During the period under review, the Council adopted 
three resolutions that contained implicit references to Ar­
ticle 41, concerning related developments in South Africa. 
Resolutions 571 (1985) and 574 (1985) were adopted in 
connection with complaints by Angola about persistent 
South African attacks and continued military occupation 
of parts of Angola; the resolutions called upon all States 
to fully implement the arms embargo imposed against 

39R.esolution 582 (1986), paras. 3 and 5, resolution 598 (1987). 
paras. I and 4, in connection with the situation between Iran and 
lra_q. 

4l1Statement of the President (S/18808) of 16 April 1987, in con­
nection with the question of South Africa. 

41Statement of the President (S/19068) of 21 August 1987, in 
connection with the situation in Namibia. 

42Resolution 602 ( 1987), para. 4, in connection with the com­
plaint by Angola against South Africa. 

43Resolution 605 (1987), para. 3, in connection with the situation 
in the occupied Arab territories. 

44Resolution 610 (1988), para. I, and resolution 615 ( 1988), para. 
1, in connection with the question of South Africa. 

4SResolution 566 ( 1985), para. 13, in connection with the situ­
ation in Namibia; resolution 574 (1985), para. 8, in connection with 
the complaint by Angola against South Africa; resolution 598 
(1987), para. 10, and resolution 620 (1988), para. 4, in connection 
with the situation between Iran and Iraq. 

South Africa in resolution 418 (1977).46 Similarly, the 
Council adopted resolution 591 ( 1986), which addressed 
the problem of implementing the mandatory arms embargo 
enacted against South Africa in resolution 418 ( 1977) and 
reaffirmed that resolution. Resolution 591 ( 1986) further 
requested all States to refrain from importing arms, ammu­
nition of all types and military vehicles produced in South 
Africa and requested all States, including States not Mem­
bers of the United Nations, to act strictly in accordance 
with its provisions.47 

During the period under review, the Council considered 
several draft resolutions that contained explicit invocations 
of Article 41. All of these draft resolutions were either not 
voted on or failed of adoption. 

When the Council resumed consideration of the situation 
in Namibia, at its 2624th to 2626th, 2628th and 2629th 
meetings, from 13 to 15 November 1985, two draft reso­
lutions•• were submitted calling for the Council to act un­
der both Chapter VII and, specifically, Article 41 of the 
Charter, and to impose on South Africa mandatory selec­
tive sanctions. The first draft resolution (S/17631) was not 
put to a vote, while the second (S/17633) was voted upon 
at the 2629th meeting and failed of adoption owing to the 
negative vote of two permanent members of the Council.49 

The Council further considered the situation in Namibia at 
its 2740th to 2747th meetings, from 6 to 9 April 1987, 
where a draft resolution50 was submitted calling for the 
Council to act under both Chapter VII and Article 41 of 
the Charter in order to impose comprehensive mandatory 
sanctions on South Africa. The draft resolution was put to 
a vote at the 2747th meeting and failed of adoption owing 
to the negative vote of two permanent members of the 
Council.51 

When the Council was convened in February 1987 to 
consider the question of South Africa, a draft resolution52 

was submitted calling for the Council to act under Chapter 
VII and Article 41 of the Charter and to impose selective 
mandatory sanctions against South Africa. Following ex­
tensive debate on the issue at the 2732nd to 2737th meetings, 

'6R_esolution 571 (1985) of 20 September 1985, adopted unani­
mously at the 2607th meeting, following a separate vote on opera­
tive paragraph 5, in connection with the complaint by Angola 
against South Africa: the eighth preambular paragraph and para­
graph 4 focused on the sanctions against South Africa; resolution 
574 (I 985) of 7 October 1985, adopted unanimously at the 26 I 7th 
meeting, following a separate vote on paragraph 6, in connection 
with the complaint by Angola against South Africa: the sixth 
preambular paragraph and paragraph 5 focused on the sanctions 
against South Africa. 

4'Resolution 591 (1986) of 28 November 1986, adopted by con­
sensus at the 2723rd meeting, in connection with the question of 
South Africa. 

48s/17631, S/17633, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec /985. 
Both draft resolutions were sponsored by Burkina Faso, Egypt, In­
dia, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago and both called 
for, inter alia, mandatory sanctions, including: (a) economic sane• 
tions; (b) an oil embargo; and (c) an arms embargo. 

49Draft resolution S/17631 was not put to a vote. Draft resolution 
S/17633 received 12 votes in favour, 2 against and 1 abstention. 

S<>oraft resolution S/18785, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for April-June 
/987, was sponsored by Argentina, the Congo, Ghana, the United 
Arab Emirates and Zambia, and called, inter alia, for comprehen• 
sive and mandatory sanctions. 

51Draft resolution S/18785 received 9 votes in favour, 3 against 
and 3 abstentions. 

52S/I 8705, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March I 987. The draft 
was sponsored by Argentina, the Congo, Ghana. the United Arab 
Emirates and Zambia. 
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the proposal was voted upon at the 2738th meeting and 
failed of adoption owing to the negative vote of two per­
manent members of the Council. 53 

During the subsequent examination of the question of 
South Africa, at its 2793rd to 2797th meetings from 3 to 8 
March 1988, the Council was faced with another draft reso­
lution'• which explicitly mentioned both Chapter VII and 
Article 41 and called for the imposition of mandatory sanc­
tions against South Africa. This proposal was voted upon 
at the 2797th meeting and failed to be adopted owing to 
the negative votes of two pennanent members of the Coun­
cil.,, 

During the period under review, Article 41 was explic­
itly referred to in the Council in connection with the com­
plaint by Angola against South Africa,56 the situation in 
Namibia,57 the situation in southern Africa51 and the ques­
tion of South Africa. 59 In some instances, Article 41 was 
mentioned in tandem with Chapter VII of the Charter, 
where it is included. On many occasions, however, Council 
members explicitly invoked only Chapter VII of the Char­
ter when they specifically referred to the application of 
sanctions. Although in these cases Article 41 was not ex­
plicitly mentioned, it was nevertheless the centrally rele­
vant article from the explicitly mentioned Chapter VII, 
and, in most cases, took the same fonn as those statements 
which invoked Article 4 I explicitly. Chapter VII, in its 
specific provisions regarding the imposition of sanctions, 
was explicitly referred to in connection with the situation 
in Namibia,60 the question of South Africa, 61 the situation 
in the occupied Arab territories62 and the complaint by An­
gola against South Africa.63 In connection with these and 
other issues, representatives made frequent implicit refer­
ences to Article 41 suggesting economic sanctions and 
other mandatory measures. 

Article 42 was not invoked in any decision of the Coun­
cil, nor was there any constitutional discussion regarding 
the Article. But on several occasions Article 42 was in­
voked explicitly in Council discussions, usually with sug­
gestions for the use of force by the Organization.6• 

53The draft resolution received 10 votes to 3, with 2 abstentions. 
54S/19585, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988. The draft 

resolution was sponsored by Algeria, Argentina, Nepal, Senegal, 
Yugoslavia and Zambia and called for, inter a/ia, the imposition of 
selected mandatory sanctions against South Africa the effective­
ness of which were to be reviewed by the Council after a 12-month 
period. 

5Sorhe draft resolution received 10 votes in favour, 2 against and 
3 abstentions. 

56S/PV.2617: Ghana, p. 27. 
57S/PV.2629: Trinidad and Tobago, p. 17. 
51S/PV.2686: Madagascar, p. 12. 
59s/PV.2737: Kenya, p. 4; and S/PV.2738: Venezuela, p. 42. 
WS/PV.2583: India, p. 16; South West Africa People's Organi-

zation (SWAPO), pp. 77-78; S/PV.2588: USSR, p. 31; Syrian Arab 
Republic, pp. 51 and 54; S/PV.2589: Kenya, p. 52; and S/PV.2740: 
SW APO, p. 42. 

61 S/PV.2602: German Democratic Republic, p. 28; S/PV.2734: 
Morocco, pp. 46-47; S/PV.2735: Ukrainian SSR, pp. 7-9; S/PV.27~3: 
African National Congress (ANC), p. 21; S/PV.2794: Bulgaria, 
pp. 44-46; S/PV.2795: India, p. 27; and S/PV.2796: Zimbabwe, p. 28. 

62 S/PV.2644: Syrian Arab Republic, p. 37; S/PV.2724: Zim­
babwe, p. 12; and S/PV.2775: Viet Nam, p. 27. 

63 S/PV.2765: Argentina, p. 23. 
64In connection with the complaint by Angola against South Af­

rica, S/PV.2612: Nigeria, p. 22; and S/PV.2617: Ghana, p. 27; in 
connection with the situation in Namibia, S/PV.2629: Trinidad and 
Tobago, p. 17; and in connection with the question of South Africa, 
S/PV.2737: Kenya, p. 4. 

CASE 1 

The question of South Africa 

(In connection with a draft resolution (S/17354/Rev. l) 
sponsored by Denmark and France, voted upon and 
adopted as resolution 569 (1985); and the proposed 
amendment (S/17363) to the above-mentioned draft 
resolution, sponsored by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, 
Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago, voted upon 
and not adopted owing to the negative vote of two per­
manent members of the Council) 

Following the imposition of a state of emergency in 36 
districts of South Africa on 22 July 1985 and in view of 
the increased suffering endured by the people of South Af­
rica as a result of the system of apartheid, the repre­
sentatives of Denmark and France urged States Members 
of the Organization to take certain measures against the Re­
public of South Africa as specified in draft resolution 
S/17354.65 While saying that the international community 
expected a reaction from the Council that was both finn 
and realistic, the representative of France also pointed out 
that the text of the draft resolution under consideration 
(S/17354) might not meet every Council member's own 
concerns. The representative of France went on to say that 
his delegation was seeking a unanimous stand on the part 
of the international community regarding a tragic situation. 
Many of those who had participated in the Council's de­
bate supported the draft resolution as far as it went but felt 
that, in search of a consensus, it was not severe enough to 
produce the desired effect.66 Several participants in the de­
bate called for the adoption of mandatory sanctions against 
South Africa under Chapter VIl.67 

Several other delegations were of the view that sanctions 
would not promote the end of apartheid and appealed for 
continued negotiations in lieu of measures they considered 
would have a damaging effect on the population of South 
Africa without achieving the desired end.61 

At the 2600th meeting, on 25 July 1985, the repre­
sentative of Denmark said that his country strongly be­
lieved that the situation in South Africa constituted a seri­
ous threat to international peace and security and that the 
Government of South Africa was guilty of breaching the 
peace in violation of the provisions of the Charter. Pending 
mandatory sanctions under Chapter VII, it was important 
that the Council cooperate quickly and, in a spirit of com­
promise, reach agreement on measures against South Af­
rica which would increase international pressure in an ef­
fective way.69 At the same meeting, the representative of 
the United States, in addition to voicing his Government's 
opinion that the total political and economic isolation of 

65 S/PV.2600: France, pp. 8-10. 
66For relevant statements, see S/PV.2600: Australia, pp. 24-25; 

China, p. 28; Egypt, p. 63; Burkina Faso, pp. 76-77; S/PV.2601: 
Madagascar, pp. 12-13; S/PV.2602: Zaire, pp. 13-15. 

67For relevant statements see S/PV.2600: USSR, p. 32; Mali 
(speaking on behalf of the Group of African States), p. 57; India 
(speaking on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries) 
(not Chapter VII explicit), p. 67; Burkina Faso, p. 73; Cuba, p. 81; 
Kenya, p. 87 (not Chapter VII explicit); S/PV.2601: Trinidad and 
Tobago, pp. 8-10; S/PV.2602: Syrian Arab Republic, pp. 17 and 21 
(not Chapter VII explicit); Ethiopia, p. 32; Yugoslavia, p. 38; 
Ukrainian SSR, p. 41. 

6'For relevant statements see S/PV .2600: United Kingdom, 
p. 13; United States, pp. 17-20. 

69Ibid., Denmark, p. 16. 
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South Africa would not produce the desired result, further 
stated that his delegation was not convinced that certain 
elements of the draft resolution under consideration were 
suitable means of discouraging apartheid. He singled out 
the draft resolution's call for suspension of new invest­
ments, stating that it would only disrupt the functioning of 
an economy that had become increasingly open to blacks, 
giving them growing power to eliminate apartheid.70 At the 
same meeting, the Chairman of the Special Committee 
against Apartheid pointed out that apartheid was not 
merely an issue of equal employment opportunities offered 
by companies supported by the labours of blacks whose 
working and living conditions demeaned the value and 
meaning of human dignity.71 

At the 2602nd meeting, on 26 July 1985, the French 
delegation submitted a revised draft resolution 
(S/ 173 54/Rev. I) which broadly took into account sugges­
tions made by other participants in the debate. Before the 
revised draft resolution (S/17354/Rev.1) was voted upon, 
the President drew attention to an amendment (S/17363) to 
the draft resolution submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, In­
dia, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago. The pro­
posed amendment, to be inserted after operative paragraph 
5 of the revised draft resolution, warned South Africa that 
failure to eliminate apartheid would compel the Council to 
meet at a later date in order to consider other measures un­
der the Charter, including Chapter VII, that would bring 
additional pressure to ensure South Africa's compliance. 
At the same meeting the amendment was put to the vote 
and failed of adoption owing to the negative vote of two 
pennanent members of the Council.72 After the vote on the 
amendment and before the vote on draft resolution 

7°Ibid., United States, pp. 19-20. 
71Ibid., Chainnan oftbe Special Committee on Apartheid, p. 53. 
72The amendment (S/17363) received 12 votes in favour and 2 

against, with l abstention. 

S/17354/Rev.1, the representative of the United Kingdom 
stated that most of the draft resolution before the Council 
was generally in accord with the policy of his Government; 
however, his delegation could not endorse operative para­
graph 6 in particular, because it felt that the sale of South 
African krugerrands was not a major issue. The repre­
sentative of the United Kingdom went on to say that his 
delegation could not vote for the proposed draft resolution 
and would vote against the amendment which the Council 
had just voted upon because it did not believe that meas­
ures under Chapter VII would prove an effective way of 
achieving internal change in South Africa. 

At the 2602nd meeting, on 26 July 1985, the Council 
voted on the revised draft resolution (S/ 17354/Rev .1 ), 
which received I 3 votes in favour, none against and 2 ab­
stentions, and was thus adopted as resolution 569 (1985). 
After the vote, the representative of France expressed his 
country's pleasure at the adoption of the draft resolution 
which it had submitted with the co-sponsorship of Denmark 
after taking into account in great measure the comments made 
by the non-aligned members of the Council. He went on to 
state, however, that his country believed that the provisions 
of Chapter VII of the Charter did not apply to the question 
which the Council had before it; hence his delegation had ab­
stained in the vote on draft amendment S/17363. 

The representative of Burkina Faso expressed, on the one 
hand, his appreciation of the efforts of the sponsors of the 
draft resolution to take account of certain concerns of the 
States members of the Movement of Non-Aligned Coun­
tries. On the other hand, however, he expressed his regret 
that the resolution just adopted suffered from a fundamen­
tal omission in that it contained no reference to measures 
under Chapter VII of the Charter, which his delegation felt 
the Council should impose against South Africa. The rep­
resentative of Burkina Faso further stated that the omission 
could have been overcome through the inclusion of amend­
ment S/17363, which was identical to the text of Security 
Council resolution 566 (1985), adopted only weeks before. 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 43-47 OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review, the Council did not adopt any resolutions 
referring to Articles 43-47 of the Charter. Nor was there any constitutional discus­
sion about these articles. 

Part III 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLES 48-Sl OF THE CHARTER 

NOTE 

During the period under review, the Council adopted 
three resolutions which contained implicit references to 
Articles 49 and SO. These resolutions involved the question 
of assistance to Botswana73 and Lesotho,74 Member States 
that had suffered losses and damage as a result of their hu­
manitarian support of South African refugees as well as 

their adherence to a Council resolution against South Af­
rica. 

73sec resolution 568 (1985) of 21 June 1985, adopted unani­
mously at the 2599th meeting, especially paragraphs 5, 6 and 8; 
and resolution 572 (1985) of 30 September 1985, adopted unani­
mously at the 2609th meeting, especially paragraph 5. 

74See resolution 580 (1985) of30 December 1985, adopted unan­
imously at the 2639th meeting, especially paragraphs 4 and 5. 
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In the course of deliberations in the Council, various is­
sues occasioned pertinent arguments relating to the inter­
pretation of the principle embodied in Article 50. 

I~ an annex to a letter sent by the representative of South 
Africa to the Secretary-General, the South African Minis­
ter of Foreign Affairs warned the Secretary-General that 
Security Council resolution 569 (1985), which called, inter 
a_lia, for voluntary economic sanctions against South Af­
rica, was dangerous and irresponsible since it could have 
damaging effects on the economies of South Africa's 
neighbouring States. If sanctions such as the suspension of 
new investment were imposed, South Africa would be un­
able to give loans and financial aid to neighbouring States. 
S~ctions would also ~eopardize the employment opportu­
nities for many expatriate workers who sent remittances to 
neighbouring States.75 

The argument that economic sanctions should not be im­
posed against South Africa because they would hurt black 
South Africans and other front-line States more than they 
would harm Pretoria was voiced occasionally in the course of 
the Council's debates concerning the various agenda items 
relating to southern Africa.76 This argument was often coun­
tered by statements emphasizing that the black populations 
and their authentic leaders in the region had themselves called 
for the imposition of sanctions and were ready to submit to 
the sacrifices which their imposition would entail. 

During the consideration of the situation in Namibia, the 
representative of Zambia observed that the front-line States 
were not "starry-eyed" concerning the impact of economic 
sanctions against South Africa. The front-line States had 
thoroughly examined the indirect impact those measures 
would have on their own economies and welfare. Despite 
the economic repercussions against the front-line States, 
the leaders of those States were fully aware of their inter­
nati~nal responsibility and had called strongly for compre­
hensive mandatory economic sanctions against South Af­
rica. 77 At the 2741st meeting, on 6 April 1987, the 
representative of Venezuela observed that general binding 
s~~tions against ~outh Africa had been demanded by the 
victims of apartheid and by the front-line States. His coun­
try wished to ask the Council once again whether the time 
had not come, within the context of Article 50 of the Char­
ter and as an exercise in preventive diplomacy, to hear the 
views of the countries of the subregion on the adverse ef­
fects that a policy of sanctions against South Africa might 
have on their respective economies.71 

In connection with the situation in southern Africa, the 
representative of Nicaragua stated that the argument used 
for not imposing sanctions on South Africa, namely, that 
the people would be hurt the most, was a clumsy manoeu­
vre and an excuse to continue support for the Pretoria re­
gime. He questioned how much the South African and Na­
mibian peoples had actually benefited from economic 
opportunities provided by the racist minority. 79 At the 
2~86th meeting, on 23 May 1986, the representative of 
Zimbabwe observed that South Africa had been systemati­
cally implementing its own policy of political and eco-

75S/l 7426, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. /985. 
76For relevant statements, see S/PV.2737: Federal Republic of 

Germany, p. 20; S/PV.2797: United States, pp. 18-19, both in con­
nection with the question of South Africa. 

77S/PV.2624: Zambia, p. 61. 
7'S/PV .2741: Venezuela, pp. 28-30. 
79S/PV.2656: Nicaragua, pp. 44-45. 

nomic sanctions against its neighbours in a regular and re­
~orseles~ fas~ion.~0 Evidence of Pretoria's policy of sanc­
tions aga~st its ne1~bours_ could be found in a paper by a 
South African foreign pohcy consultant entitled "Some 
strategic implications of regional economic relationships 
for South Africa". Some of the techniques contained in the 
paper_ which ~e ~soci~ted with South Africa's policy of 
sanctions agamst its neighbours included: its use of its rail­
wars and harbours to squeeze, pressure or strangulate any 
of its land-locked neighbours by imposing surcharges or 
announcing restrictions on the amount of goods to be ex­
porte~ through South Africa; limiting or banning the im­
portati~n of labour from its neighbours; and curbing or 
regulatmg the amount of such goods as petroleum which 
might pass to neighbouring States. Since South Africa was 
already using the weapon of sanctions against the front-line 
S~ates, he could not understand why some Western coun­
u:ies attempted to argue that sanctions against South Af­
rica: (a) were morally wrong, (b) would hurt the wrong 
people, (c) would not be effective and (d) would hurt 
neighbouring States. The representative of Zimbabwe em­
phasized that the people of South Africa and the front-line 
States were alre~dy being hurt and that they knew, further­
more, that sanctions were effective as evidenced by the re­
sults of the sanctions employed by the South African Gov­
ernment.11 

In connection with the question of South Africa the rep­
resentative of Zimbabwe, responding to a statem~nt made 
earlier in the debate by the representative of South Africa, 
~ailed t~e question of the suffering in neighbouring States, 
1f sanctions were to be imposed, a "non-starter", since 
those countries had already made it clear that they did not 
want anyone to use their vulnerability as an excuse not to 
impose sanctions. He observed that those countries were 
already suffering and it would make their suffering toler­
able if they knew there was "light at the end of the tunnel". 
The people of his own country, Zimbabwe, had endured 
United Nations comprehensive mandatory sanctions for 
nearly 15 years and he assured the Council that the black 
Zimbabweans had accepted the deprivations of sanctions 
as a small price to pay in order to achieve their liberation.12 
At th~ 2737th meeting, on 20 February 1987, the repre­
sentative of the USSR stated that in the governmental cir­
cles of various Western countries "much play" had been 
made of the question of the possible negative consequences 
of mandatory sanctions for the populations of South Africa 
and neighbouring African States. This had led to a situation 
that could only be described as "paradoxical". African 
countries had demanded the introduction of sanctions and 
yet they were being told: "We are against sanctions be­
cause we are concerned about you. " 13 

In the_course of the debate in the Council, the arguments 
contendmg that sanctions would inflict grave economic 

•<>see also S/PV.2652, pp. 29-30, where the representative of 
Zambia remarked: '.'The fBC:t is ~at South ~frica itself has imposed 
some _form of Sllf!Ctlon~ against its e~onom1cally weak neighbours;" 
and, ID connection with the question of South Africa, see also 
S'f~-2733: Nicar~gua, p. 18; and S/PV.2738: Uganda, p. 18. 

S/P_Y.2686: Zimbabwe, pp. 91-95; for further relevant state­
ments ID connection with the situation in southern Africa, see 
S/PV.2652: Zambia, p. 28; and S/PV.2684: Zambia, pp. 18-20. 

82S/PV.2734: Zimbabwe, p. 26. 
13S/PV.2737: USSR, pp. 37-38. For further relevant statements 

see S/PV.2738: Uganda, pp. 17-18; Guyana, p. 28; Togo, p. 37; and 
Ghana, p. 58. 
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damage on the front-line States as well as on black South 
Africans were frequently countered through statements 
recommending an augmentation in economic aid to those 
areas in order to reduce their dependence on South Africa. 

During the Council's consideration of the question of 
South Africa, the representative of Yugoslavia argued 
that theories deeming sanctions ineffective and counter­
productive were unacceptable. In the interest of human 
rights, justice and lasting peace, even the neighbouring 
countries had advocated sanctions although they would be 
hurt by them. The Movement of Non-Aligned Countries 
had initiated a number of concrete actions to strengthen its 
expressions of solidarity with and support for the peoples 
of southern Africa. Those actions included working to 
bring about the imposition of sanctions against South Af­
rica, on the one hand, and mobilizing to render assistance 
to the front-line States, on the other, thereby reducing 
their dependence on South Africa. To that end, the Action 
for Resisting Invasion, Colonialism and Apartheid (AFRICA) 
fund had been established at the Summit Conference of 
Non-Aligned Countries in Harare. Furthennore, at a high­
level meeting in New Delhi, the members of the committee 
of the Fund had appealed to the entire international com­
munity to contribute to the Fund and assist the front-line 
States and the liberation movements of the peoples of 
South Africa and Namibia.84 

At the same meeting, the representative of Nicaragua 
stated that the international community needed to urgently 
expand its bilateral economic cooperation with the front­
line States as well as with the Southern African Development 
Coordination Conference (SADCC). He further stressed that 
the international community should, at the same time, lend 
its full support to the Solidarity Fund for Southern Africa, 
established by the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, 
as a concrete step in the struggle against apartheid. 85 

At the 2738th meeting, on 20 February 1987, the repre­
sentative of Venezuela stated that the argument that impos­
ing sanctions would primarily affect the non-white popu­
lation of South Africa and neighbouring countries had 
undoubtedly bee11 the most controversial point raised in the 
debate. Statements made by authorized representatives of 
the majority in South Africa and neighbouring countries 
made it clear that they were "perfectly well aware" of the 
risk that sanctions against South Africa posed for them and 
they were nevertheless ready to pay the price. He drew at­
tention to the provision of Article 50 of the Charter of the 
United Nations and read the Article aloud. He remarked 
that, in the light of Article 50, it appeared best to embark 
upon a consideration of the necessary measures to limit, as 
far as possible, the ill-effects that those sanctions might 
have on the victims of oppression and on the victims of the 
continued aggression of the South African Government. 86 

During the period under review, one resolution87 adopted 
by the Council contained an explicit reference to Article 

84S/PV.2733: Yugoslavia, pp. 11-12. 
85Jbid.: Nicaragua, p. 19. 
16S/PV.2738: Venezuela, pp. 42-43. For further relevant state­

ments, see S/PV.2734: India, p. 5; S/PV.2736: France, pp. 6-7; 
S/PV.2738: Uganda, p. 18; Guyana, p. 28; Togo, p. 36; S/PV.2796: 
Somalia, pp. 13-15. 

87Resolution 574 ( 1985), para. 4, adopted unanimously at the 
2617th meeting after a separate vote on operative paragraph 6, in 
connection with the complaint by Angola against South Africa. 

51. The Council also adopted several resolutions11 which, 
although making no explicit mention of Article 51, never­
theless requested Member States to extend all necessary as­
sistance to the People's Republic of Angola in order to 
strengthen its defence capabilities in the face of South Af­
rica's escalating acts of aggression and the occupation of parts 
of Angolan territory by South African military forces. 

In the course of deliberations in the Council, various is­
sues occasioned pertinent arguments relating to the inter­
pretation of the principle of self-defence. 

During the consideration of the situation in the Middle 
East, Israel claimed that its duty to protect the lives and 
security of its citizens, coupled with the inability of the 
Government of Lebanon to prevent the use of its territory 
for attacks against Israel, had led to Israeli retaliatory at­
tacks against concentrations of PLO terrorists in Lebanon 
in the exercise of the inherent right of self-defence. Israel 
further claimed that continued terrorist activity had hin­
dered a pennanent Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon. 89 

Other representatives challenged Israel's argument ofself­
defence, denying that so-called pre-emptive actions could 
be justified by any interpretation of Article 5 l.90 Israel 
countered by stating that the draft resolution then before 
the Council (S/17000), were it to be adopted, would not 
stop Israel from defending its men, women and children 
against attack. 91 Many representatives argued that what Is­
rael deemed terrorist attacks against withdrawing Israeli 
forces were instead themselves acts of self-defence which 
were an inevitable result of the Israeli invasion and occu­
pation of Lebanon and were therefore justified under Arti­
cle 51 of the Charter. 92 

In connection with the question of South Africa, the 
Chainnan of the Special Committee against Apartheid 
stated that the people of South Africa had no choice but to 
intensify their armed resistance in view of the Pretoria re­
gime's mounting reign of terror. The Special Committee 
wished to reaffinn that the South African people and their 
liberation movements had the right to utilize all the means 
at their disposal, including armed struggle, necessary for 
the dismantling of apartheid.93 

88Resolution 571 ( 1985), para. 5, adopted unanimously at the 
2607th meeting following a separate vote on operative paragraph 5, 
and resolution 577 (1985), paragraph 6, adopted unanimously at the 
2631 st meeting following a separate vote on operative paragraph 6. 

89S/PV.2568: Israel, p. 36; S/PV.2573: Israel, pp. 54-56; 
S/PV.2708: Israel, p. 8; and S/PV.2832: Israel, pp. 18-20. 

9°5/PV.2570: Yugoslavia, p. 21; S/PV.2572: Mr. Maksoud. Per­
manent Observer of the League of Arab States, pp. 27-30; Mada­
gascar, p. 67; S/PV.2573: Indonesia, pp. 8-9; Syrian Arab Republic, 
pp. 71-72. See also the letter dated 3 May 1988 from the repre­
sentative of Lebanon to the Secretary-General, which categorically 
rejected Israel's argument for the invasion of Lebanon in the name 
of self-defence and recalled that it was the same argument Israel 
used in 1978 and 1982 (S/19860, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for April­
June 1988). 

91S/PV.2573: Israel, p. 58. 
92See S/PV.2568: Qatar, p. 21; Israel, p. 33; S/PV.2570: USSR, 

p. 32; Islamic Republic of Iran, p. 62; S/PV.2572: Mr. Maksoud, 
Permanent Observer of the League of Arab States, pp. 21-22; United 
Arab Emirates, p. 82; Mr. Terzi, PLO, p. 102, who claims right of 
self-defence has also been legitimized by the General Assembly; and 
S/PV.2573: Indonesia, p. 8; Syrian Arab Republic, p. 62. 

93S/PV.2732: Mr. Garba, Chairman, Special Committee against 
Apartheid, p. 14. For similar arguments which also implicitly refer 
to Article 51, see the following statements: S/PV.2602: Syrian 
Arab Republic, p. 16; S/PV.2732: Egypt, pp. 6-7; S/PV.2735: 
Ukrainian SSR, p. 6; S/PV.2736: Mr. Makhanda, representative of 
the Pan Africanist Congress of Azania (PAC), p. 53. 
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During the Council's consideration of the situation in 
Namibia, the representative of South Africa argued that it 
was an established principle of international law that a 
State might not permit or encourage on its territory activi­
ties for the purpose of carrying out acts of violence on the 
territory of another State. It was equally well established 
that a State had a right to take appropriate steps to protect 
its own security and territorial integrity against such acts. 
These principles explained why South Africa had repeat­
edly urged the Angolan Government not to permit such ac­
tivities in its territory and why South Africa had no alter­
native but to take such action as it considered appropriate 
for the protection of its people from such acts ofviolence.94 

The representative of Cuba argued, on the other hand, that 
his country's presence in Angola was not connected with 
Namibia. Cuban combatants went to Angola, at the request 
of the Angolan Government and people, to fight "against 
the racist army and other acts of aggression aimed at 
smothering the newborn People's Republic of Angola."95 

The representative of Angola emphasized that the Council, 
by its resolution 539 (1983), had rejected all South African 
attempts to link the independence of Namibia with extra­
neous matters such as the withdrawal of Cuban forces from 
Angola, whose presence was fully in keeping with Article 
51 of the Charter.96 Several other speakers, explicitly in­
voking Article 51, reiterated the argument that the presence 
of Cuban troops in Angola fell within the competence of 
Angola and should not be linked with the implementation 
of resolution 435 (l 978).97 The representative of Malaysia 
noted that, on the one hand, members of the United Nations 
reserved the inherent right of self-defence and, on the 
other, that Namibia's struggle for independence and self­
determination was recognized as legitimate by the United 
Nations. Therefore, SW APO should not be denied the right 
"to conduct its struggle by all means possible" until the 
Council demonstrated the will and means to carry out the 
plan for peaceful settlement embodied in resolution 435 
(1978). 9' 

In connection with the situation in Cyprus,99 Mr. Koray, 
representative of the Turkish Cypriots, stated that Turkish 
forces were stationed within the territory of the Turkish 
Republic of Northern Cyprus in accordance with Turkey's 
commitment to the security and well-being of the Turkish 
Cypriot people, who faced increasingly hostile Greek and 
Greek Cypriot forces who were constantly expanding their 
offensive capability. This position was reiterated by the 
representative of Turkey, who wished to clarify his posi­
tion on the Turkish presence in Northern Cyprus by stating 
that the Turkish forces sent to Cyprus in 1974 to prevent 
Greece's annexation of Cyprus by force had remained 
there, in part, to safeguard the security of the Turkish Cyp­
riots until a negotiated solution was achieved. The repre­
sentative of Cyprus, on the other hand, rejected the argu-

94S/PV.2583: South Africa, pp. 101-102. 
9~S/PV.2584: Cuba, p. 21. 
96S/PV.2586: Angola, p. 42. 
97S/PV.2625: Cuba, p. 43; S/PV.2626: USSR, p. 31; S/PV.2741: 

Angola, pp. 59-61; S/PV.2742: Mozambique, p. 46; S/PV.2757: 
Mozambique, p. 72. 

98S/PV .2588: Malaysia, pp. 18-20. 
99For references to Article 51, see S/PV .2749: Mr. Koray (Turk­

ish Cypriots), p. 33; Turkey, pp. 46-47; Cyprus, pp. 53-55; 
S/PV .2771: Cyprus, p. 26; Turkey, pp. 54-55; S/PV.2816: Mr. 
Koray, p. 27; and Turkey, pp. 44-45. 

ment that his country could not build up its defences 
against the clear and present dangers which emanated from 
continuing Turkish aggression. The right to self-defence 
and the protection of the sovereignty, independence and 
territorial integrity of a country was in accordance with the 
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and the 
general principles of international law. 

During the Council's consideration of the complaint by 
Angola against South Africa, several delegations reminded 
Council members that resolution 546 ( 1984) had already 
affirmed Angola's right to take all measures necessary to 
defend its sovereignty and territorial integrity under the 
Charter; other representatives remarked that that right 
should be reaffirmed. 100 

The representative of South Africa argued that the An­
golan Government was providing facilities for thousands 
of ANC terrorists on its territory as well as actively arming 
them and preparing them for the perpetration of acts ofter­
rorism against South Africans. It was an established prin­
ciple that a State might not permit activities on its territory 
for the purpose of carrying out acts of violence on the ter­
ritory of another State, and therefore South Africa would 
take whatever action was necessary and appropriate to de­
fend itself. 101 

Several representatives contested this argument, noting 
that such a justification, based on the theory of so-called 
preventive action, was unacceptable in the framework of 
international law. The representative of Madagascar ob­
served that, because of its vagueness and subjective nature, 
the theory of preventive action would permit any State to 
consider as dangerous to its security any action taken by 
its victim, even if that action were in keeping with inter­
nationally accepted norms. This was the antithesis of the 
right of self-defence as recognized by Article 51 of the 
Charter. 102 That opinion was reiterated by the Chairman of 
the Special Committee against Apartheid when he com­
mented upon the South African regime's use of the con­
cepts of "hot pursuit" and pre-emptive action to justify 
what he called "its latest act of aggression". He said that 
the right of self-defence was governed by Article 51 of the 
Charter, which could in no way be invoked by South Africa 
since there had been no threat to South African territory. 
South Africa had, on the contrary, repeatedly been the 
source of aggression and destabilization against its neigh­
bours and therefore the question of self-defence or hot pur­
suit could not arise in the case then being considered. Fur­
thermore, the South African presence in Angola had been 
declared illegal, had been repeatedly condemned by the Se­
curity Council and was an infringement of international 
law.103 

The representative of the United Arab Emirates claimed 
that international law and jurisprudence provided that two 
fundamental conditions must be met in exercising the right 
of self-defence: (a) urgent need, and (b) the proportionality 
of force used in response to the danger posed. Those con-

100for references to Article 51, see S/PV.2596: India, p. 21; and 
S/PV.2597: Sao Tome and Principe, pp. 29-30; S/PV.2616: Trini­
dad and Tobago, p. 22; Madagascar, p. 26. 

101S/PV.2597: South Africa, pp. 25-26. 
1o2s/PV.2606: Madagascar, p.31. 
103Ibid., Mr. Garba, Chairman, Special Committee against Apart­

heid, pp. 58-59. 
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ditions were not present in the case of the acts of aggres­
sion perpetrated by South Africa against "small, peace­
loving" Angola, which posed no danger whatsoever to a 
strong State which possessed military arsenals as large as 
South Africa's. The right of self-defence could not be in­
voked to justify an act of aggression which fell under arti­
cle 3 of the Definition of Aggression as contained in the 
annex to General Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX) of 14 
December 1974. 104 

The representative of Angola emphasized that, in light 
of the situation then prevailing, his country might be left 
with no option except recourse to Article 51 of the Charter, 
which included the right to seek broader assistance in the 
face of South Africa's persistent aggression. 105 This posi­
tion was supported in a number of statements by other rep­
resentatives.106 Several other representatives, however, did 
not interpret the Council's calls to provide Angola with as­
sistance in strengthening its defence capacity in the face of 
South African aggression as an endorsement for the inter­
vention of foreign combat troops. 107 

During the Council's consideration of the letter dated 1 
October 1985 from the representative of Tunisia, the rep­
resentative of the PLO questioned the validity of Israel's 
claim that its raid on Tunisian territory was an act of self­
defence in response to Palestinian terrorist attacks against 
Israel which had emanated from Tunisia. He suggested that 
Israel's occupation of Arab and Palestinian territories, and 
the concomitant deprivation of the residents' basic rights 
under the Charter of the United Nations, were themselves 
acts of State terrorism which legitimized Palestinian resist­
ance as a means of self-defence. 108 

At the same meeting, the representative of Kuwait 
pointed out that Israel's justification of its action in the 
name of self-defence made no reference to the aggression 
against Tunisia's sovereignty. 109 

The representative of Israel responded to the assertion 
that his country's raid was an unprovoked attack on a coun­
try not at war with Israel by saying that every State had the 
responsibility to prevent anned attacks from occurring on 
its territory. Israel could never accept the notion that the 
bases and headquarters of "terrorist killers" should enjoy 
immunity anywhere, and at all times. Sovereignty could 
not be separated from its responsibilities, the chief of 
which was preventing a sovereign territory from being 
used as a launching ground for acts of aggression against 
another country. When a country abdicated that fundamen­
tal responsibility, either deliberately or through neglect, it 
risked taking upon itself the consequences of such a dere­
liction of duty. The representative explicitly argued that 
"the interest of a State in exercising protection over its na­
tionals may take precedence over territorial sovereignty". 
Article 51 of the Charter said this quite clearly, and he em-

1°'4$/PV.2616: United Arab Emirates, pp. 46-47. 
I05g/PV.2606: Angola, pp. 14-15; S/PV.2612: Angola, p. 6. 
lO<iS/PV.2596: United Republic of Tanzania, pp. 29-30; 

S/PV.2597: Trinidad and Tobago, p. 68; S/PV.2693: Ghana, p. 29; 
S/PV.2765: Bulgaria, p. 26. 

107For relevant statements, see S/PV.26 I 7: United Kingdom, 
p. 52; S/PV.2631: United States, p. 34; S/PV.2693: United States 
of America, p. 53. 

1085/PV.261O: Mr. Kaddoumi, PLO, p. 36. 
109fbid.: Kuwait, p. 16. 

phasized his point by quoting the following part of that 
Charter Article: "Nothing in the present Charter shall im­
pair the inherent right of individual or collective self­
defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the 
United Nations. " 110 

The representative of Tunisia challenged the interpreta­
tion of Article 51 provided by the representative of Israel 
by claiming it was wrong to attach to an Article of the 
Charter a meaning diametrically opposed to that which it 
undoubtedly had. As a point of fact, Article 5 I gave a 
Member of the United Nations the inherent right of self­
defence in the precise case where an "armed attack" had 
transpired against it. He disputed the assertion that Tunisia 
had conducted an anned attack against Israel and cited the 
balance of power currently existing in the region as evi­
dence of the unlikelihood of such a scenario. On the con­
trary, the only armed attack that had occurred was the one 
officially claimed by the Israeli Government. Tunisia had 
no other means of retaliation against that armed attack ex­
cept for those provided in the Charter within the frame­
work of the right of self-defence. 111 

The representative of Madagascar charged that over the 
years Israel had, in the name of self-defence, constantly 
resorted to "occupation, oppression, repression, threats, 
pre-emptive attacks and reprisals". Israel's concept of self­
defence was very far from the one established in interna­
tional law. His delegation found it difficult to find any suf­
ficient justification for Israel's anned aggression, and 
further claimed that it was a "specious argument" to assert 
that Tunisia, because it harboured PLO headquarters, bore 
responsibility for all hostile acts against Israel even if they 
were carried out by individuals and responsibility for them 
was not claimed by the PLO. 112 Several other speakers also 
contested Israel's argument for the right to strike in pre­
emptive self-defence regardless of the question of sover­
eignty.1 n The representative of the United States, however, 
stated that his country recognized and strongly supported 
the principle that a State subjected to continuing terrorist 
attacks might respond with the appropriate use of force to 
defend itself against further attacks. This was an aspect of 
the inherent right of self-defence recognized in the Charter 
of the United Nations and it was the collective responsibil­
ity of each State to ensure that terrorism received no sanc­
tuary and that those who practiced it had no immunity from 
the responses which their actions warranted. 114 

After the Council had adopted resolution 573 (l 985) by 
a vote of 14 in favour to none against, with 1 abstention, 
the Foreign Minister of Tunisia stated that the Council's 
decision had given his country hope that the principles of 
law and justice would triumph over the illegitimate and un­
warranted use of force; in bringing the matter under con­
sideration to the Council's attention, Tunisia believed that 
it had fully exercised its right to self-defence against an 
aggressor that had violated its sovereignty and territorial 
integrity. 115 

ll('SJPV.2611: Israel, pp. 23-26. 
I 11S/PV.2615: Tunisia, p. 82. 
112S/PV.2613: Madagascar, pp. 8-11. 
11 3For relevant statements, see S/PV.2615: Bangladesh, pp. 53-

56; Mr. Ma1csoud, Pennanent Observer of the League of Arab 
States, pp. 102-103. 

11 4S/PV.26 I 5: United States, p. 112. 
115S/PV .2615: Tunisia, p. 113. 
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In connection with the letter dated 4 February 1986 from waging war under what it called the theory of self-defence. 
the representative of the Syrian Arab Republic, the Syrian Israel had no right to tell the Council when it was acting 
representative stated that the interception and forced land- i~ self-defence and when it was not; Israel could not sur-
ing of a civilian Libyan aircraft by two Israeli fighter vive, occupy, expand and annex Jerusalem and the Golan 
planes in international airspace was an act of air piracy Heights other than by justifying its deeds under the pretext 
which threatened international peace and security. He of self-defence. !he representative of Israel was attempting 
called upon the Council to prevent a repetition of such an to pass a new international law based on suspicion and 
action and added that, on previous occasions, the Council probability. He emphasized that every Arab in the world 
had unanimously adopted resolutions condemning acts of was detennined to liberate the occupied Arab territories· 
air piracy. Resolution 337 (l 973) was cited as an exam- hence, according to the Israeli interpretation of interna: 
Pie.' 16 • 11 b ~1ona aw, every Ara was a terrorist. Therefore by invok-

The representative of Israel claimed that his country had mg the theory described earlier in the meeting by the Israeli 
reason to believe that the aeroplane that had been inter- representative, Israel had assumed the right to stop any 
cepted was carrying terrorists on board who had been at a Arab and make itself into the guardian and interceptor of 
meeting in Tripoli where clear declarations had been made Arab aircraft because it suspected every Arab of being a 
about continuing terrorist attacks against Israel. According freedom fighter or terrorist. The Syrian representative fur-
to the Declaration on Principles of International Law con- ther asserted that Israel could not be both judge and a party 
cerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation among States to the conflict in defiance of the will of the Security Coun-
in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations (Gen- cil. 119 

era! Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), annex): At ~e 2653rd meeting, on 5 February 1986, the repre-
Every State has the duty to refrain from organizing, instigating, as- sentative oflsrael further explained his position by arguing 

sisting or participating in acts of civil strife or terrorist acts in another that international terrorism, including attacks on civil avia-
State or acquiescing in organized activities within its territory directed tion, represented the emergence of a new kind of war that 
towards the commission of such acts. . . could not have been foreseen in the period 1945-1965. In-

The representative questioned whether the members of temational law nevertheless provided a stipulation able to 
the Council expected Israel "to sit idly by" and "wait to counteract this type of war, which could be found in the 
absorb the attack" while knowing both that a terrorist con- "paramountcy" or "predominance" of self-defence. In de-
ference was occurring and that Israel had suffered recent tailing further aspects of what he described as a new type 
terrorist attacks. It made no difference whether Israel was of war, the representative of Israel claimed that a Govern-
right or, as in the present case, not right in assuming there ment could use its own embassies "as a machine-gun post 
were terrorists on board the Libyan aeroplane because to massacre passers-by" and then proceed to claim diplo-
other speakers considered it wrong to have any interception matic immunity, or would use its territory for terrorist 
of civil aviation under any circumstances. Israel found training camps which launched attacks against various 
such limitations of international law, and such inhibiting countries and then claim the immunity of sovereignty over 
of the "essential concept of self-defence", never to be ap- those camps. He described this "new phenomena" as con-
plicable in practice and especially out of date given the na- sisting of: (a) the emergence of terrorist States giving the 
ture of current terrorist practices. The representative of ls- terrorist groups they sponsored support and shelter, and {b) 
rael noted that classic international law allowed a country the fact that those States hid behind their construction and 
to stop ships in international waters if pirates were believed i~terpretati~n of various immunities given under entirely 
to be harboured on board. He read the following relevant different circumstances and for entirely different opera-
passage from Bowett: tions. States which fell into those categories forfeited their 

diplomatic immunity and were also subject to a re­
sponse.120 It is clear, as the case of the Marianna Flora shows, that the right 

may be exercised against acts of piratical aggression if the circum­
stances arc such as to reasonably warrant the apprehension of real dan­
ger by the State. The fact that the ship subsequently proves innocent 
of piratical character would seem to be irrelevant if the initial suspi­
cion is well founded.117 

With regard to the absolute limits on self-defence, the 
representative of Israel asserted that a nation attacked by 
terrorists was permitted to use force to prevent or pre-empt 
future attacks; it was unrealistic to argue that international 
law prohibited capturing terrorists in international waters 
or international airspace. He concluded by stating his belief 
that even those who did not fully accept the fundamental 
concept of self-defence as it needed to be construed in the 
a_ge of terrorism would be prepared to accept that the sanc­
tity of human Jives preceded the sanctity of airspace} 11 

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic, exercis­
ing his right of reply, contended that Israel had a record of 

1165/PV.2651: Syrian Arab Republic, pp. 8-11. 
117See D. W. Bowett, The Law of the Sea (New York Oceana 

Publications, 1967). ' 
1185/PV .2651: Israel, pp. 16-20. 

A number of other speakers disputed Israel's interpreta­
tion _of international law vis-a-vis self-defence, claiming 
that 1t set a dangerous precedent in which any Government 
in the world could intercept flights conveying those it con­
sidered its antagonists. 121 The representative of the United 
States, while noting his opposition to Israel's action against 
the Libyan aircraft, nevertheless found the draft resolution 
then before the Council (S/ 17796/Rev. l) unacceptable be­
cause it failed to sufficiently address the issue of terrorism. 
The United States opposed the interception of civil aircraft 
as a general principle and his country was prepared to vote 
for a draft resolution that expressed that basic principle. 
However, exceptional circumstances might arise which 
could justify an interception of civilian aircraft and the 
United States strongly supported the principle that a State 

119lbid., Syrian Arab Republic, pp. 26-31. 
12°5/PV.2653: Israel, pp. 31-33. 
121For relevant statements, see S/PV.2655: United Arab Emir­

ates, pp. 11-12; Ghana. pp. 26-27; Algeria, pp. 34-35; Bulgaria, p. 
37; Iraq, pp. 56-57; and Congo, p. 82. 
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whose territory or citizens were subjected to continuing 
terrorist attacks might respond with appropriate use of 
force to defend itself against future attacks. The United 
States representative concluded by saying that any State 
taking such action was obliged to meet a high burden of 
proof by demonstrating that the decision was justified on 
the basis of the strongest and clearest evidence that terror­
ists were aboard, adding that he deplored the action taken 
by Israel because it had failed to demonstrate that its action 
met the rigorous and necessary standard. 122 

During the Council's consideration of the situation in 
southern Africa, the representative of South Africa stated 
that the actions taken by his Government against what he 
termed "ANC bases" in Zimbabwe, Botswana and Zambia 
were necessary for the defence and security of the South 
African people and for the elimination of terrorist elements 
who were intent on sowing death and destruction in his 
country and the entire region. 123 Many speakers disputed 
South Africa's claim to the right of self-defence under the 
circumstances, by questioning the potential threat posed to 
South Africa by the sites targeted 124 and by regarding South 
Africa's attempts to cite Article 51 as justification for 
anned attacks across international boundaries as specious 
argwnents which constituted attempts to revise the Charter 
outside the framework of the United Nations. m 

In connection with the letter dated 15 April 1986 from 
Charge d'affaires a.i. of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, the 
representative of the United States declared that on 14 
April 1986 his country had exercised its inherent right of 
self-defence, recognized in Article 51 of the Charter, when 
United States military forces had "executed a series of 
carefully planned air strikes against terrorist-related targets 
in Libya". The United States had acted in self-defence only 
after other protracted efforts to deter the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya from ongoing attacks against the United States 
in violation of the Charter had failed. Citing "direct, pre­
cise and irrefutable evidence" which demonstrated Libyan 
responsibility for a bombing in West Berlin on 5 April 
1986 and alluding to "clear evidence" that the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya was planning multiple attacks in the fu. 
ture, the United States was compelled to exercise its right 
of self-defence. 126 

Other representatives were also of the opinion that, in 
consideration of conclusive evidence of Libyan involve­
ment in recent terrorist acts and of their planning for fur. 
ther such acts, the military action of 14 April 1986 was 
justified under the inherent right of self-defence as reaf­
firmed in Article 51 of the Charter. 127 

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya ques­
tioned the legitimacy of some members' position regarding 
both the invocation of Article 51 in general and the neces­
sary compliance with the stipulation in that Article which 
called upon members to immediately report to the Council 

122S/PV.2655: United States, pp. 112-113. 
123S/PV.2684: South Africa, pp. 27-28. 
124For relevant statement, see S/PV .2686: Zimbabwe, p. 86. 
125For relevant statements, see S/PV.2686: Madagascar, p. 11; 

USSR, pp. 26-27; Islamic Republic of Iran, p. 71; United Arab 
Emirates, p. 81; Trinidad and Tobago, pp. 101-102; and Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya. pp. 116-117. 

126S/PV.2674: United States, pp. 13-17. 
127For relevant statements, see S/PV.2679: United Kingdom, 

p. 27; S/PV.2683: United States, p. 44. 

all measures taken in exercise of the right of self­
defence.121 

The representative of Algeria was of the view that Arti­
cle 51 set exact limits on the exceptions to the prohibition 
of the use of force effected by the exercise of the legitimate 
right of self-defence. Article 51 could not be invoked in 
the absence of an act of aggression, and the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya had committed no such act in the case under 
consideration. The representative of Algeria was also of 
the opinion that Article 51 of the Charter provided for the 
suspension of the right of self-defence in a particular situ­
ation if and while the Security Council was seized of that 
same situation. He therefore reasoned, in the light of this 
interpretation of Article 51 and considering one of the 
parties involved was a permanent member of the Coun­
cil, that the United States had a duty to do nothing that 
could have hindered the efforts of the Council while it 
was still considering the situation in the central Mediter­
ranean.'29 

The representative of Qatar concurred with Algeria in 
viewing Article 51 as an exception to the general rule 
against the threat or use of force set forth in Article 2, para­
graph 4. As an exception, he contended, the inherent right 
of self-defence should be interpreted narrowly rather than 
broadly in order to prevent violations of the general rule in 
the name of the legitimate recourse to the right of self-de­
fence. For the use of force in self-defence to be legitimate 
under Article 51, it must be preceded by an armed attack 
against the State attempting to justify its use of force on 
the basis of that Article. He quoted a passage from a work 
by an American jurist to reinforce his position that there 
was no attack in the sense intended by Article 51 unless 
"military forces cross an international boundary in visible, 
massive and sustained form. "no The representative of 
Qatar went on to describe a second condition which he con­
sidered necessary in order for the right to use force in the 
name of self-defence under Article 51 to be legitimate, 
namely, that the acts of self-defence must take place di­
rectly following armed aggression and before the cessation 
of military operations by the forces of the aggressor State. 
The right of self-defence had been recognized in order to 
rebuff aggression and to prevent the aggressor from carry­
ing out its objectives; therefore if such aggression ceased 
there would no longer be a pretext for using force on the 
grounds of self-defence. The use of force in the name of 
self-defence after the initial aggression had ceased 
amounted to mere retaliation designed to teach the aggres­
sor a lesson or geared towards other purposes irrelevant to 
self-defence in its strict legal sense. He disputed the United 
States' position that the military engagement that had tran­
spired on 15 April 1986 was a pre-emptive action carried 
out in self-defence in order to prevent the occurrence of 
further incidents. The concept of "pre-emptive self-defence" 
did not exist in international law, since armed aggression 
had to precede acts of self-defence. In reinforcing his ar­
gument, he cited the testimony of the representative of the 
United Kingdom, who had categorically rejected pre-emp­
tive self-defence when speaking on behalf of the Euro­
pean Economic Community (EEC) during the thirty-sixth 

11'S/PV .2674: Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 8-10. 
1195/PV.2676: Algeria, pp. 4-.5. 
13°R.ichard A. Falk, comp., Crimes of War (New York, Random 
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session of the General Assembly. 131 The representative of 
Qatar asserted that the "true meaning" of self-defence had 
been defined over 140 years ago by the then Secretary of 
State of the United States, Mr. Daniel Webster. He quoted 
Webster's definition as follows: 

A necessity of self-defence, instant, overwhelming, leaving no 
choice of means and no moment for deliberation 

and then questioned whether or not that definition was ap­
plicable to the United States' military operations against 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya of 15 April 1986. Experts in 
international law had recognized that combating terrorist 
acts never justified the use of force in violation of Article 
2, paragrpah 4, of the Charter and did not fall under the 
provisions of Article 51. He referred to several studies pub­
lished in a journal of international law to reinforce his po­
sition. m 

Several other delegations were also of the opinion that 
the military engagement under consideration did not meet 
the conditions necessary to justify it on the grounds of self­
defence under Article 51 of the Charter. m 

One speaker observed that, since coming into effect, the 
Charter had not yet been interpreted as permitting pre-emp­
ti ve attack or reprisal as a valid substitute for its multilat­
eral procedure, and that in this sense the Charter could be 
said to circumscribe traditional norms of international law 
for obvious, though perhaps overly optimistic, reasons. 134 

In connection with three separate but integrally related 
agenda items, the letters dated 27 June, 22 July and 17 Oc­
tober 1986 from the representative of Nicaragua, some 
speakers claimed that several countries neighbouring Nica­
ragua had requested assistance as a result of Nicaraguan 
aggression and the threat posed by Nicaraguan armed 
forces. They contended that the United States had re­
sponded to that call. 135 Other speakers contested the legal­
ity of the argument made for the right to "collective self­
defence" as it had been employed in justifying United 
States acts of aggression against Nicaragua. In support of 
that position, many references were made to the decision 
of the International Court of Justice of 27 June 1986 
(S/18221 ). 136 

131A/36/PV.53, p. 33. 
132S/PV.2677: Qatar, pp. 4-8. 
133For relevant statements, see S/PV.2677: Madagascar, p. 12, 

Viet Nam, p. 36; S/PV.2678: Afghanistan, p. 6, Czechoslovakia, 
p. 13, Islamic Republic oflran, p. 21, Sudan, pp. 28-31; S/PV.2679: 
Bangladesh, p. 12; S/PV.2680: Congo, p. 27, Ghana, p. 32, Nica­
ra~ua, p. 48; S/PV.2682: Uganda, p. 16, 

34$/PV.2682: Thailand, p. 41. 
135For relevant statements, see S/PV.2694: United States, p. 28 

in connection with the letter dated 27 June 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Nicaragua; S/PV.2700: El Salvador, p. 27, in connec­
tion with letter dated 22 July I 986 from the representative of Nica­
ra~ua. 

36For relevant statements, see S/PV.2694: Nicaragua, pp. 13-15; 
S/PV.2695: German Democratic Republic, p. 5, Viet Nam, p. 8, 
USSR, p. 13; S/PV.2696: Nicaragua, p. 71; S/PV.2697: Madagas­
car, p. 21, Congo, p. 32; S/PV.2698: Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 
19-21 in connection with the letter dated 27 June 1986 from the 
representative of Nicaragua; S/PV.2700: Nicaragua, pp. 8-10; 
S/PV.2701: Czechoslovakia, p. 31, Syrian Arab Republic, p. 36; 
S/PV.2703: Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, p. 13, in connection with the 
letter dated 22 July 1986 from the representative of Nicaragua; 
S/PV.2715: Nicaragua, p. 6, S/PV.2718: Syrian Arab Republic, 
p. 26, in connection with the letter dated 17 October 1986 from the 
representative of Nicaragua. 

During the Council's consideration of the letter dated 5 
July 1988 from the representative of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran, it was emphasized that, according to Article 51 of 
the Charter, acts of self-defence could be initiated only in 
response to prior armed attack and that pre-emptive meas­
ures before the occurrence of such an armed attack could 
not be justified as acts of self-defence. 137 One speaker con­
tended that the Security Council had an obligation to reject 
the self-defence arguments put forth by some repre­
sentatives in the case then being considered not only out 
of respect for Article 51 of the Charter but also because 
they set a dangerous precedent which could endanger the 
freedom of civil aviation by allowing others to use the 
same justification in similar incidents. 138 Another speaker 
reiterated that the USS Vincennes had legitimately acted in 
self-defence when, in the course of responding to the dis­
tress call of a neutral vessel which was under attack, the 
Vincennes itself had come under attack. Only after it had 
issued seven warnings, all unanswered, did the Vincennes 
shoot down an Iranian aircraft which approached it while 
it was engaged in active battle. 139 

Explicit references to article 51 occurred during other 
proceedings without giving rise to further discussions. 140 

Article 51 was also invoked in communications in con­
nection with the situation between Iran and Iraq; 141 the 

137For relevant statements, see S/PV.2818: Islamic Republic of 
lran1,,PP· 36-40; S/PV.2819: USSR, p. 18. 

13-:s/PV.2818: Islamic Republic of Iran, p. 37. 
139sfPV.2818: United States, p. 56. 
14oSee S/PV.2605: Syrian Arab Republic, pp. 103-105, in con­

nection with the situation in the Arab occupied territories; 
S/PV.2684: United States, p. 49, in connection with the situ­
ation in southern Africa; S/PV .2668: United States, pp. 21-22; 
S/PV.2669: United Kingdom, p. 36; S/PV.2671: Democratic 
Yemen, p. 7, in connection with the letters dated 2S March 1986 
from the representatives of Malta and the USSR and the letter dated 
26 March 1986 from the representative of Iraq; S/PV.2673: United 
States, pp. 13-1 S, in connection with the letter dated 12 April 1986 
from the Charge d'affaires a.i. of Malta; S/PV.2721: Chad, p. 3, 
Zaire, pp. 17-18, France, p. 22 and United States, pp. 24-25, in 
connection with the letter dated 13 November 1986 from the rep­
resentative of Chad; S/PV.2800: United Kingdom, p. 16, in con­
nection with the letter dated 11 March 1988 from the representative 
of Argentina; S/PV.2802: Honduras, p. 18 in connection with the 
letter dated 17 March 1988 from the representative of Nicaragua. 

141Letters from Iraq included those dated 20 July 198S (S/174S0, 
OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1985), 13 January 1987 
(S/18591, ibid., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1985), 10 August 1987 
(S/19027, OR. 42ndyr., Suppl.for July-Sept. 1987), 16 March 1988 
(S/19631, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988), 28 March 
I 988 (S/19695, ibid.). Letters from Iran included those dated 19 
February 1986 (S/17849, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 
1986), 9 January 1987 (S/18S73, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.­
March 1987), 14 January 1987 (S/18601, ibid.), 29 February 1988 
(S/19548, OR, 43rd yr .. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1988), 26 August 
1988 (S/20157, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1988). Article 
51 was explicitly invoked four times in communications from the 
United States to the President of the Security Council and from the 
Islamic Republic of Iran to the Secretary-General: Letter dated 22 
September 1987 from the representative of the United States of 
America to the President of the Security Council (S/19149, OR, 
42nd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1987); letter dated 29 September 
1987 from the representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the 
Secretary-General (S/19167, ibid.); letter dated 9 October I 987 
from the representative of the United States of America to the 
President of the Security Council (S/19194, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. 
for Oct.-Dec. 1987); letter dated 20 October 1987 from the Minis­
ter for Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the 
Secretary-General (S/19224, ibid.). 
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situation in Namibia; 142 the complaint by Angola against 
South Africa; 143 the letter dated 6 December 1985 from 
Nicaragua; 144 the situation in the occupied Arab territo­
ries; 145 the situation in southern Africa; 146 the letters dated 
25 March 1996 from the representatives of Malta and the 
USSR and the letter dated 26 March 1996 from the repre­
sentative of Iraq; 147 the letter dated 12 April 1986 from the 

1421..etter dated 18 March 1986 from the representative of Angola 
to the Secretary-General (S/17931, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.­
March 1986). 

143Letter dated 18 March 1986 from the representative of Angola 
to the Secretary-General (S/1793 I. OR, 41st yr .. Suppl. for Jan.­
March 1986); letter dated 18 November 1987 from the President 
of Angola to the Secretary-General (S/19283. OR . ./2nd yr., Suppl. 
for Oct.-Dec. /987). 

144Letter dated 17 January 1986 from the representative of N ica­
ragua to the Secretary-General (S/17746. OR. 41 st yr., Suppl. for 
Jan. -.\larch I 986). 

145Letter dated 9 September 1985 from the representative of Is­
rael to the Secretary-General (S/17448. OR, 40th yr., Supp/. for 
Ju~·-Sept. 1985). 

461..etter dated 18 March 1986 from the representative of Angola 
to the Secretary-General (S/17931. OR, 4 I st yr .. Suppl. for Jan. -
March I 986). 

14'Letter dated 25 March 1996 from the representative of the 
United States to the President of the Security Council (S/17938, 
OR, 4 I st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1986). 

Charge d' affaires a.i. of Malta; 148 the letters dated 15 April 
1986 from the Charge d 'affaires a. i. of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, Burkina Faso, the Syrian Arab Republic and 
the representative of Oman; 149 the letter dated 13 Novem­
ber I 986 from the representative of Chad; 150 the letter 
dated 9 December 1986 from the representative of Nicara­
gua; 151 and the letter dated 5 July 1988 from the repre­
sentative of the Islamic Republic of Iran. 152 

148Letters from the representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
to the Secretary-General included those dated 12 April 1986 
(S/17983, OR, 4/st yr .. Supp/. for April-June 1986) and 14 April 
1986 (S/17986, ibid.). 

1491..etter dated 14 April 1986 from the representative of the 
United States to the President of the Security Council (S/17990, 
OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for April-June 1986); letter dated 16 April 
1986 from the representative of Italy to the President of the Secu­
rit1 Council (S/18007, ibid.). 

5°Letter dated 14 January 1987 from the representative of Chad 
to the President of the Security Council (S/18603, OR, 42nd yr., 
Suf~f· for Jan.-March 1987). 

1Letters from the representative of Honduras included those 
dated 15 December 1986 (S/18524, OR, 4 I st yr .. Suppl.for Oct.­
Dec. 1986) and 16 December 1986 (S/18526, ibid.). 

152Letter dated 6 July 1988 from the representative of the United 
States to the President of the Security Council (S/19989, OR, 43rd 
yr., Supp/. for July-Sept. I 988). 

Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER VII OF THE CHARTER IN GENERAL 

NOTE 

During the period under review, the Council adopted one 
resolution which made explicit reference to Chapter VII. 
In connection with the situation in Namibia, Chapter VII 
was explicitly invoked in resolution 566 ( 1985) of 19 June 
1985 in which the Council, inter alia, warned South Africa 
that its failure to implement the resolution would compel 
the Council to meet again and adopt appropriate measures 
under the Charter, including Chapter VII, to ensure South 
Africa's compliance. 153 

At the 2597th meeting, on 20 June 1985, the Council 
unanimously adopted resolution 567 (1985), in which it 
condemned South Africa for its aggression against Angola 
in the province of Cabinda and the threat such aggression 
posed to international peace and security. The third pream­
bular paragraph and paragraphs I and 3 read as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Gravely concerned at the renewed escalation of unprovoked and 
persistent acts of aggression committed by the racist regime of South 
Africa in violation of the sovereignty. airspace and territorial integrity 
of Angola. as evidenced by the recent military attack in the province 
of Cabinda. 

I. Strongly condemns South Africa for its recent act of aggression 
against the territory of Angola in the Province of Cabinda as well as 
for its renewed intensified, premeditated and unprovoked acts of ag• 
gression, which constitute a flagrant violation of the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of that country and seriously endanger interna­
tional peace and security; 

153see resolution 566 ( 1985), para. 13. 

3. Demands that South Africa should unconditionally withdraw 
forthwith all its occupation forces from the territory of Angola, cease all 
acts of aggression against that State and scrupulously respect the sover­
eignty and territorial integrity of the People ·s Republic of Angola; 

After the vote, the representative of the United Kingdom 
pointed out that his delegation had voted for the draft reso­
lution because it considered that the Council should ex­
press strong condemnation of South Africa's illegal and 
totally unjustifiable act of force in Cabinda. However, al­
though his delegation had voted for it, it did not endorse 
every fonnulation in the draft resolution. His delegation 
considered that neither the third preambular paragraph nor 
paragraphs 1 and 3 fell under the provisions of Chapter VII 
of the Charter or constituted a finding or decision which 
had specific consequences under the Charter. 154 

During the period under review, the Council considered 
several draft resolutions containing explicit references to 
Chapter VII, which, however, failed to be adopted. Such 
draft resolutions were submitted in connection with the 
situation in Namibia. 155 Neither of the drafts gave rise to a 

154For relevant statements, see S/PV.2597: United Kingdom, 
p.72· United States, pp. 74-75. 

15½tt7633, preambular paras. 8, 13 and para. 7, OR. 40th yr., 
Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985. The draft resolution had been submitted 
by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar. Peru and Trinidad and 
Tobago and failed to be adopted owing to the negative votes of two 
permanent members. S/18785, para. 8, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for 
April-June I 98 7. The draft resolution had been submitted by Ar­
gentina, the Congo, Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and Zambia 
and failed to be adopted owing to the negative votes of two perma­
nent members. 
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constitutional discussion, but they were frequently accom­
panied by invocations of Chapter VII or by statements em­
ploying the language of that Chapter. In connection with 
the complaint by Angola against South Africa (draft reso­
lution S/18163), which failed of adoption at the 2693rd 
meeting on 18 June 1986, called for certain selective, man­
datory economic sanctions under the rubric of "relevant 
provisions of the Charter" rather than under an explicit in­
vocation of Chapter VII. As such, the failed draft resolu­
tion may be considered to represent an implicit reference 
to Chapter VII in general, since its primary objective was 
the implementation of sanctions against South Africa. 

On a number of occasions, Chapter VII was explicitly 
invoked in communications circulated as Security Council 
documents in connection with the following agenda items: 
the situation in the Middle East;u6 the situation between 
Iran and Iraq; 157 the question of South Africa;m the situ­
ation in Namibia; 159 the complaint by Angola against South 
Africa; 160 the letter dated 17 June 1985 from the Repre­
sentative of Botswana; 161 the letter dated 1 October 1985 
from the representative of Tunisia; 162 and the situation in 
the occupied Arab territories. 163 

Throughout the period under review, there were many 
explicit references to Chapter VII in the proceedings of the 

156Note verbale dated 10 December 1'986 from the mission of 
Zimbabwe to the Secretary-General on behalf of the Movement of 
Non-Aligned Countries (S/18569, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.· 
March 1987) (with regard to the imposition of sanctions against 
Israel). 

157Letter dated 3 July 1985 from the representative of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran to the Secretary-General (S/17322, OR, 40th yr., 
Suppl. for July-Sept. 1985) (with regard to the possible recourse to 
measures under Chapter VII as a result of alleged arms sales by 
South Africa to Iraq in violation of Council resolution 566 (1985)). 
Letters from the representative of Iraq to the Secretary-General in• 
eluded those dated 14 August 1987 (S/19045, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. 
for July-Sept. I 987) (with regard to the implementation of Council 
resolution 598 ( 1987)), 17 August 1987 (S/19049, ibid.), 29 August 
1987 (S/19083, ibid.) (both regarding the alleged rejection of reso­
lution 598 ( 1987) by the Islamic Republic of Iran). 

158Note vcrbale dated 7 February 1985 from the Permanent Mis­
sion of the Ukrainian SSR addressed to the Secretary-General 
(S/16950, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March /985); note vcrbalc 
dated 13 February 1985 from the Permanent Mission of the USSR 
addressed to the Secretary-General (S/16957, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. 
for Jan.-March /985); notes vcrbalcs dated 14 and 26 February 
1985 from the Permanent Mission of the Byelorussian SSR ad­
dressed to the Secretary-General (S/16966 and S/16986, OR, 40th 
yr .. Suppl. for Jan.-March /985); letters from the representative of 
India to the Secretary-General on behalf of the Movement of Non­
Aligned Countries included those dated 6 March 1985 (S/17009, 
OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March I 985), 27 July 1985 (S/I 7367, 
OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. /985) and 22 May 1986 
(S/18089, OR. 4/st yr., Suppl. for April-June /986); note vcrbalc 
dated 13 March 1985 from the representative of Mongolia ad­
dressed to the Secretary-General (S/17048, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for 
Jan. -March l 985); note verbale dated 2 April I 985 from the rep­
resentative of the German Democratic Republic addressed to the 
Secretary-General (S/17076, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June 
/985); and letter dated 29 July 1985, from the representative of 
Burkina Faso, conveying an annex from the President of ANC ad­
dressed to the President of the Security Council (S/17374, OR, 40th 
yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1985) (regarding the call for the imposi• 
t;on of sanctions under Chapter VII against South Africa). Sec also 
note by the President of the Security Council dated 16 June 1986 
(SI 18160, OR, 4/st yr .. Suppl.for April-June /986) (with regard to 
the Council's adoption of resolution 418 (1977) under Chapter VII 
of the Charter). 

1591..etter dated 19 April 1985 from the representative of India, 
on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, addressed 

Council in connection with the following issues: the situ­
ation in the Middle East; the situation between Iran and 
Iraq; the question of South Africa; the situation in Na­
mibia; letter dated 6 May 1985 from the representative of 
Nicaragua; complaint by Angola against South Africa; let­
ter dated 17 June 1985 from the representative of Bo­
tswana; United Nations for a better world and the respon­
sibility of the Security Council in maintaining international 
peace and security; letter dated l October 1985 from the 
representative of Tunisia; letter dated 6 December 1985 
from the Charge d'affaires of the Permanent Mission of 
Nicaragua; complaint by Lesotho against South Africa; the 
situation in the occupied Arab territories; the situation in 
Southern Africa; letter dated 27 June 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Nicaragua; and letter dated 19 April 1988 from 
the representative of Tunisia. 

to the President of the Security Council (S!I7114, OR, 40th yr., 
Suppl. for April-June 1985); letter dated 30 April 1985 from the 
representative of the USSR addressed to the Secretary-General 
(S/17141, OR, 40th yr .. Suppl. for April-June I 985); letter dated 
10 June 1985 from the representative of Mongolia addressed to the 
Secretary-General (S/17253, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June 
/985); note verbale from the Permanent Mission of the USSR ad• 
dressed to the Secretary-General (S/17410. OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for 
July-Sept. 1985); letter dated 13 August 1986 from the Chairman 
of the Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the Im­
plementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence 
to Colonial Countries and Peoples addressed to the President of the 
Security Council, transmitting the text of a decision on the que~tion 
of Namibia adopted by the Special Committee (S/18272; for the 
text of the decision see A/41/23, Official Records of the General 
Assembly, 4/st Session, Suppl. No. 23, chap. Vlll, para. 13}; letter 
dated 5 June 1987 from the President of the United Nations Council 
for Namibia addressed to the Secretary-General, transmitting the 
text of an appeal issued by the Council (S/18900); letter dated !i 
June 1987 from the President of the United Nations Council for 
Namibia addressed to the Secretary-General transmitting the text 
of the Luanda Declaration and Programme of Action, adopted by 
the Council at its 492nd meeting on 22 May 1987 (S/18901); letter 
dated 13 August 1987 from the Chairman of the Special Committee 
on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the Declara­
tion on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples addressed to the President of the Security Council trans­
mitting the text of a consensus on the question of Namibia 
(S/19052; for the text of the consensus, see A/AC.109/926); letter 
dated 9 August 1988 from the Chairman of the Special Committee 
on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the Dec Iara• 
tion of the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples addressed to the President of the Security Council, trans• 
milling the text of a consensus on the question of Namibia 
(S/20110); letter dated 6 October 1988 from the representative of 
Zimbabwe addressed to the Secretary-General on behalf of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries (S/20227. OR, 43rd fr., 
Suff-1. for Oct. -Dec. 1988). 

l>ll.etter dated I October 1985 from the representative of India, 
on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, addressed 
to the Secretary-General (S/17518, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.­
Dec. I 985); letter dated 12 June I 986 from the representative of 
Ghana addressed lo the President of the Security Council (S/18152, 
OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for April-June 1986). 

161Letter dated 20 June 1985 from the representative of Liberia 
transmitting, in an annex, the text of a letter of the same date from 
the President of ANC addressed to the President of the Security 
Council (S/17290, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June /985). 

1621..ctter dated I October 1985 from the representative of India, 
on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, addressed 
to the Secretary-General (S/17518, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.­
Dec. 1985). 

163Lcttcr from the representative of Kuwait addressed to the 
Secretary-General, transmitting a communique adopted by mem­
bers of the Organization of the Islamic Conference (S/19439, OR, 
43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March I 988). 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

Chapter XII covers the consideration by the Security Council of Articles of the 
Charter not dealt with in the preceding chapters. 1 

Part I 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF 
ARTICLE 1, PARAGRAPH 2, OF THE CHARTER 

Article/, paragraph 2 
"To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal 
rights and self-detennination of peoples, and to take other appropriate measures to 
strengthen universal peace." 

NOTE 

During the period under review, there was no explicit 
reference to Article 1, paragraph 2, of the Charter con­
tained in any of the resolutions adopted by the Security 
Council. However, the significance of the Charter provi­
sion regarding the right of peoples to self-detennination 
was reflected in some of the decisions and deliberations of 
the Council. The principle of self-determination was im­
plicitly invoked in resolutions 560 (1985) of 12 March 
1985, 569 (1985) of 26 July 1985 and 591 (1986) of 28 
November 1986 regarding the question of South Africa; 
resolution 562 ( 1985) of 10 May 1985 regarding the letter 
dated 16 May 1985 from the representative of Nicaragua; 
resolutions 566 (1985) of 19 June l 985 and 60 l ( 1987) of 
30 October 1987 regarding the situation in Namibia; reso­
lution 577 (l 985) of 6 December l 985 in connection with 
a complaint by Angola against South Africa; resolution 581 
( 1986) of 13 February 1986 regarding the situation in south­
ern Africa; resolution 605 (1987) of 22 December 1987 re­
garding the situation in the occupied Arab territories; and 
resolution 621 (1988) of 20 September 1988 in coMection 
with the situation concerning Western Sahara. The Charter 
principle embodied in Article l, paragraph 2, was also im­
plicitly invoked in three statements2 issued by the President 
on behalf of the members of the Council. 

In two of these cases, 3 there were references in the texts 
to General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 Decem­
ber 1960, entitled "Declaration on the Granting of Inde­
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples". In three 
other cases,• the text also contained references to the Uni-

1 For observations on the methods adopted in compilation of the 
chapter, see Repertoire of the Practice of the SeCW'ity Co,mcil, 
/946-1951, introductory note to chap. VIII, part 11; and the arrange­
ment of chaps. X-XII. 

2S/18157 and S/18808 (in connection with the question of South 
Africa), respectively, OR, 41st yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the 
Security Council, 1986, and OR, 42nd yr., Resolutions and Deci­
sions of the Security Council, 1987; and S/19068 (in connection 
with the situation in Namibia), ibid. 

3Resolutions 566 (1985), fifth preambular para. and para. 7; and 
60 I ( 1987), fourth preambular para. 

4 Resolution S9 I ( 1986), seventh preambular para.; resolution 60S 
(1987), second preambular para.; and S/18808 (presidential state­
ment), OR, 42nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council, 1987, third para. 
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versa! Declaration of Human Rights. Furthennore, there 
were three cases' in which the text also included references 
to "universal adult suffrage". Finally, there was one case6 

in which the text contained a reference to "a referendum" 
for self-detennination. 

On one occasion, when the Council adopted resolution 
562 ( 1985), in connection with the letter dated 6 May 1985 
from the representative of Nicaragua, there was what might 
be described as a constitutional discussion or a considera­
tion as to whether the Charter principle was applicable to 
"people" or to "States". A case history pertaining to this 
instance is included below. 

The Council also considered three draft resolutions in­
voking the principle of self-detennination, which were 
voted upon but failed to be adopted: two draft resolutions 
were submitted in connection with the situation in Na­
mibia; 7 and one in connection with the situation in southern 
Africa.• 

'Resolution .S8l (1986), para. 7; S/18157 and S/18808 (presiden­
tial statements), respectively, OR, 41st yr., Resol11tions and Deci­
sions of the Security Council, 1986, and OR, 42nd yr., Resolutions 
and Decisions of the Security Council, 1987. 

6Resolution 621 (1988), third preambular para. 
7S/17633 and S/1878.S, respectively, OR, 40th. yr., Suppl. for 

Oct.-Dec. /985 and OR, 42nd. yr., Suppl.for April-June /987. The 
first draft resolution was submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, 
Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad and Tobago and, at the 2629th 
meeting, failed to be adopted owing to the negative votes of two 
pennanent members. The second draft resolution was submitted 
by Argentina, the Congo, Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and 
Zambia and, at the 2747th meeting, failed to be adopted owing to 
the negative votes of two permanent members. Both draft resolu­
tions recalled General Assembly resolution LSl4 (XV) (fifth 
preambular para.), while the second draft resolution (S/1878.S) fur. 
ther reaffinned the inalienable rights of the people of Namibia to 
self-determination in accordance with the Charter of the United Na­
tions and General Assembly resolution I.Sl4 (XV) (sixth preambu­
lar para.). 

1S/18087/Rev.l, OR, 41st. yr., Suppl.for April-J11ne 1986. This 
draft resolution was submitted by the Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, 
Trinidad and Tobago and the United Arab Emirates and, at the 
2686th meeting, failed to be adopted owing to the negative votes 
of two permanent members. The draft resolution reaffirmed the le­
gitimacy of the struggle of the South African people against apart­
heid in accordance with their inalienable rights as set forth in the 
Charter of the United Nations and in the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights (fifteenth preambular para.). 
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On one occasion, during the Council's deliberations on 
the situation in Cyprus, the discussion was briefly focused 
on the interpretation and application of the Charter princi­
ple of self-determination. On the one hand, it was main­
tained that the Turkish argument that the Turkish Cypriot 
community in the area could exercise separately the right 
to self-determination was untenable, since such an exercise 
would distort the principle of self-determination embodied 
in General Assembly resolution IS 14 (XV), which was 
meant to be exercised by a people as a whole and not on 
the basis of factional, religious, communal or ethnic crite­
ria. Moreover, it was stated, the Turkish Cypriots could 
not exercise such a right on an occupied part of the ter­
ritory of Cyprus, on which they had all along been a mi­
nority of 18 per cent, while the majority of 82 per cent 
had recently been expelled and supplanted by Turks 
from Anatolia and the Turkish military occupying 
forces. It was further held that the "referendum" for a 
new "constitution" of the "Turkish Republic of North­
ern Cyprus" and the so-called presidential elections 
which had been carried out in the occupied territory of 
the Republic on the basis of the notion of a "Turkish 
Cypriot people" constituted a mockery of all democratic 
principles and a contempt of all internationally recog­
nized concepts of human rights. The principle of self-de­
termination could not be interpreted in such a way as to 
impair the unity of the people and the territorial integrity 
of any State. On the other hand, it was argued that the 
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus had come into be­
ing in November 1983 as a manifestation of the right to 
self-determination of the Turkish Cypriot people. Fur­
thermore, it was contended that whatever rights existed 
in south Cyprus for the Greek Cypriots, the same rights 
existed in full in the north for the Turkish Cypriots and 
that, in the absence of a joint federal government, it was 
the inalienable right of the Turkish Cypriot people to be 
represented by the authorities and organs elected freely by 
themselves since they could not be expected to live in a 
political vacuum.9 

In one instance, during the Council's deliberations on the 
question of South Africa, the Preamble of the Charter was 
explicitly invoked and the following part thereof, which 
appears to have a bearing on Article 1, paragraph 2, was 
quoted: ''to reatfmn faith in fundamental human rights, in 
the dignity and worth of the human penon, in the equal 
rights of men and women".10 

On another occasion, also in coMection with the delib­
erations on the question of South Africa, Article 1, para­
graph 3, of the Charter was explicitly invoked in the con­
text of "human rights" and "fundamental freedoms", 
principles embodied in the Charter provision of Article 1, 
paragraph 2. I I 

During the Council's consideration of the letter dated 
11 March 1988 from the Permanent Representative of 
Argentina to the United Nations addressed to the Presi­
dent of the Security Council, concerning the decision by 

'For the texts of relevant statements, see S/PV .2591: Cyprus, 
p. 13; Mr. Koray, p. 38; and Turkey, pp. 44 and 45; and S/PV. 2635: 
Cyprus, p. 18. 

1"S/PV .2600: France, p. 7 
11S/PV.2736: Cuba, pp. 29-30. 

the United Kingdom Government to conduct military ma­
noeuvres in the Falkland Islands (Islas Malvinas), the dis­
cussion appeared to touch upon whether the Charter provi­
sion regarding the self-determination of peoples was 
applicable to the situation of those islands. On the one 
hand, it was argued that the decision to hold military ma­
noeuvres was intended to consolidate a colonial domina­
tion of the Falkland Islands {Islas Malvinas) and that the 
British attitude disregarded negotiations as a basis for the 
settlement of the dispute over sovereignty. There was a re­
iteration of the opposition to the attempts to apply General 
Assembly resolution 1514 (XV) to the problem of the 
Falkland Islands (Islas Malvinas) in a way irrelevant to 
its true purpose and spirit as well as to its interpretation 
in "arbitrary and manipulative" ways. Moreover, it was 
held that the Falkland Islands (Islas Malvinas) were a co­
lonial enclave in foreign territory and that, therefore, the 
inhabitants who were subjects of the Crown did not have 
a legitimate right to self-determination. It was further 
stated that the International Court of Justice and the 
General Assembly had recognized that the principle of 
territorial integrity had primacy over the principle of 
self-determination in cases where colonial occupation 
had affected the territorial sovereignty of independent 
countries. It was also asserted that there could be no 
doubt that Argentina had historical and legal rights to 
claim its sovereignty over the Falkland Islands (Islas 
Malvinas), South Georgia and the South Sandwich Is­
lands and that, therefore, it was imperative that those ter­
ritories be restored to it through negotiations aimed at a 
peaceful and definitive solution. On the other hand, it 
was maintained that the invasion of the Falkland Islands 
(Islas Malvinas) on 2 April 1982 by Argentine troops 
had led to the determination on the part of the Govern­
ment of the United Kingdom that no such catastrophe 
should happen again and that they should indeed be in 
dereliction of their duty under Article 73 of the Charter 
were they not to take the necessary steps to safeguard 
the security of the people of the islands. It was further 
stressed that, as long as the Argentine claim to the Falk­
lands Islands {Islas Malvinas) remained, the United 
Kingdom must retain the capability of dealing with the 
unexpected and the Government of the United Kingdom 
was determined to fulfil its commitments to the people 
of the islands and to uphold their right to choose by 
whomsoever they wished to be governed. While the 
United Kingdom was obliged to do so by the Charter and 
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 
it was held, the call for negotiations on all aspects of the 
islands was a demand for negotiations on sovereignty 
which, the Argentine Government had made plain, could 
have as the only outcome the annexation of the islands 
by Argentina. 12 However, no draft resolution reflecting 
these constitutional arguments was submitted for the 
Council's consideration. 

In a number of cases, Article 1, paragraph 2, or Article 
I as a whole with reference to the principle of self-deter-

12For the texts of relevant statements, see S/PV.2800: Argentina, 
p. 11; United Kingdom, pp. 16-18, S/PV .280 I: Nicaragua, p. 26, 
Guatemala, pp. 42 and 43; Argentina, pp. 5 I and 52; and United 
Kingdom, pp. 56 and 57. 
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mination was invoked without giving rise to a constitu­
tional discussion. 13 

CASE I 

Letter dated 6 May 1985 from the 
representative of Nicaragua 

(In connection with a draft resolution sponsored by Nica­
ragua, voted upon and adopted on l O May 1985, follow­
ing a separate vote on each paragraph) 
In the course of the separate vote on each paragraph of 

the draft resolution 14 submitted by Nicaragua, the eighth 
preambular paragraph and operative paragraphs l and 2 of 
the draft resolution were not adopted. Following the unan­
imous adoption of the draft resolution as a whole and as 
amended, as resolution 562 ( 1985), the representative of 
the United Kingdom stated that his delegation upheld "the 
inalienable right freely to decide on political, economic 
and social systems", as referred to in paragraph l of the 
resolution as adopted. But, he added, his delegation must 
insist that it was a right which belonged to people, not to 

131n connection with the question of South Africa, S/PV .2571: 
Chairman, Special Committee against Apartheid, pp. 22 and 23; 
S/PV .2600: South Africa, pp. 41 and 42; S/PV .2602: Yugoslavia, 
p. 33; S/PV.2690: Zaire, pp . .5 and 6; S/PV.2732: South Africa, 
p. 21; in connection with the situation in the Middle East, includ­
ing the occupied Arab territories, S/PV.2.572: Democratic Yemen, 
p. 48; S/PV.2.573: Syrian Arab Republic, p. 61; S/PV.260.5: Syrian 
Arab Republic, p. 32; Thailand, pp . .54 and .56; S/PV .2646: Egypt, 
p. 17; Mauritania, p. 41; Indonesia, pp. 47 and 48; S/PV.2649: Yu­
goslavia, p. 14; S/PV.2770: Chairman of the Committee on the Ex­
ercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, p. 32; 
S/PV.2787: PLO, p. 98; Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, pp . .58-60; 
S/PV .2790: Czechoslovakia, p. 21; United Kingdom, p. 37; 
S/PV .2806: Mr. Maksoud of the Arab League; in connection with 
the letter dated 6 May 198.5 from Nicaragua, S/PV.2.578: Peru, p. 
11; Brazil, p. 88; in connection with the situation in Namibia, 
S/PV.2.583: Acting President of United Nations Council for Na­
mibia, p. 18; South Africa, pp. 92-93; S/PV.2.587: Panama, p. 48; 
S/PV.2.589: Mr. Ebrahim of PAC, pp. 73-76; S/PV.2600, South Af. 
rica, pp. 41-42; in connection with the situation in southern Africa, 
S/PV .2660: Thailand, p. 41; S/PV .2686: Venezuela, pp. 31-33; in 
connection with the letter dated 27 June 1986 from Nicaragua, 
S/PV .269.5: Syrian Arab Republic, p. 22. 

14s/l 7172, OR, 40th yr., S11ppl. for April.J11ne I 985. For the re­
quest to put the draft resolution to the vote paragraph by paragraph 
and for the results of the votes thereof, sec chap. VIII, part II. un­
der the same heading. 
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States; and that was what was stated in the Charter of the 
United Nations, in both the International Covenants on Hu­
man Rights and the Declaration on Principles of Interna­
tional Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation 
among States in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations. 15 After emphasizing that that was what the fourth 
preambular paragraph of the resolution before the Council 
also said, he cited: (a) the reference in the Charter to "the 
principle of equal rights and self-determination of peo­
ples"; (b) both of the International Covenants which, in 
their common article 1, stated: "All peoples have the right 
of self-determination. By virtue of that right they freely de­
termine their political status and freely pursue their economic, 
social and cultural development"; and (c) the above­
mentioned Declaration on Principles of International Law, 
which similarly held that, " ... all peoples have the right freely 
to determine, without external interference, their political 
status and to pursue their economic, social and cultural devel­
opment". According to that Declaration, he emphasized, all 
States had the duty "to respect this right" and "to promote re­
alization of the principle of equal rights and self-determination 
of peoples". Those basic instruments, as well as General 
Assembly resolution 38/10 of 11 November 1983 concern­
ing the situation in Central America, which was quoted in 
the fourth preambular paragraph of Council resolution 562 
(l 985), made it clear that the right to self-determination 
was one that belonged to peoples and not to States. That 
was a fundamental distinction and the depiction of the 
principle in paragraph l of resolution 562 (1985) was a 
distortion. 16 The resolution reads in part as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Recalling also General Assembly resolution 38/10, which reaffirms 
the inalienable right of all the peoples to decide on their own form of 
government and to choose their own economic, political and social 
system free from all foreign intervention, coercion or limitation, 

I. Reaffirms the sovereignty and inalienable right of Nicaragua 
and other States freely to decide their own political, economic and 
social systems, to develop their international relations according to 
their people's interests free from outside interference, subversion, di­
rect or indirect coercion or threats of any kind; 

1~cncral Assembly resolution 262.5 (XXV), annex. 
16stPV.2580, pp. 128-130. 

Part II 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 2 
OF THE CHARTER 

A. Article 2, paragraph 4 

"All Members shall 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." 

NOTE 

Two resolutions adopted by the Council during the period 
under review contained explicit references to Article 2, para­
graph 4, of the Charter. 17 On many other occasions, the de-

17Rcsolutions 573 (1985), fourth prcambular para.; and 611 
( 1988). fourth prcambular para. 

cisions and deliberations of the Council reflected the sig­
nificance of the principles and obligations contained in this 
provision of the Charter. Five of the resolutions referring 
to Article 2, paragraph 4, 11 used language taken from this 

18Rcsolutions 568 (1985), fourth prcambular para.; 574 (1985), third 
prumbular para.; 580 (1985), third preambular para.; 581 (1986), sec­
ond preambular para.; and 588 (1986), fourth preambular para. 
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Charter provision and 17 resolutions contained other im­
plicit references to it. 19 Fifteen statements of the President 
on behalf of the Council also referred to Article 2, para­
graph 4: five20 used, at least in part, the language of the 
Charter, whereas the other 1021 contained other implicit 
references to the Article. Seven draft resolutions, which 
either failed to be adopted or were not put to the vote, also 
contained references to Article 2, paragraph 4: of these, 
three22 employed the language of the Charter; three23 con­
tained other implicit references to the Charter principle; 
and one2• draft resolution recalled the Definition of Ag­
gression, as contained in General Assembly resolution 
3314 (XXIX) of 14 December 1974. 

In one of the instances indicated above, the Council em­
phasized the principle of the inadmissibility of the acqui­
sition of territory by force and deplored the initial acts 
which gave rise to conflict between two States.25 In an­
other instance, the Council, acting under Articles 39 and 

19Resolutions 561 (1985), para. 2; 564 (1985), para. 2; 567 
(1985), second preambular para. and para. 3; 571 (1985), third 
preambular para. and para. l; 575 (1985), para. 2; 577 (1985), sixth 
preambular para. and para. 4; 582 (1986). sixth preambular para.; 
583 (1986), para. 2; 586 (1986), para. 2; 592 (1986), para. 2; 594 
(1987), para. 2; .599 (1987), para. 2; 598 (1987), para. 1; 602 
(1987), third preambular para. and para. 4; 606 (1987), third pream­
bular para. and para. I; 609 ( I 988), para. 2; and 6 I 7 ( 1988), para. 2. 

2°!;/1721.5, issued on 24 May 1985, regarding the situation in the 
Middle East, OR, 40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Secu­
rity Council, 1985; S/17486, read out at the 2607th meeting, on 20 
September 1985, regarding the situation in Cyprus, ibid.; S/18691 
and S/18756, issued, respectively, on 13 February and 19 March 
1987, regarding the situation in the Middle East, OR, 42nd yr., 
Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 987; and 
SI 19959, issued on 24 June 1988, regarding the incident of 20 June 
1988 ("South Africa's latest attacks on the territory of Botswana"), 
OR, 43nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 
1988. 

21S/17004, S/17036 and S/17130, issued, respectively, on 5 and 
1.5 March and 25 April 1985, regarding the situation between Iran 
and Iraq, OR, 40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council. /985; S/17932 and S/18538, issued, respectively, on 21 
March and 22 December 1986, regarding the situation between Iran 
and Iraq, OR, 41st yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council, 1986; S/18138, issued in June 1986, regarding the situ­
ation in the Middle East, ibid.; S/18610, issued on 16 January 1987, 
regarding the situation between Iran and Iraq, OR, 42nd yr., Reso­
lutions and Decisions of the Security Council, /987; S/19068, is­
sued on 21 August 1987, regarding the situation in Namibia, ibid.; 
S/19626 and S/20096, read out, respectively, at the 2798th and at 
the 2823rd meetings, held on 16 March and 8 August 1988, regard­
ing the situation between Iran and Iraq, OR, 43rd yr., Resolutions 
and Decisions of the Security Council, I 988. 

22tn connection with the letters both dated 25 March 1986 from 
the representatives of Malta and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re­
publics and letter dated 26 March 1986 from the representative of 
Iraq, draft resolution S/17954, second preambular para., OR, 41st 
yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March /986. In connection with the letter dated 
12 April 1986 from the representative of Malta, draft resolution 
S/17984, third preambular para., ibid., Suppl. for April-June /986; 
and in connection with the situation in the Middle East, draft reso­
lution S/19434, operative para. 3, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for Jan.­
March /988. 

23In connection with the situation in the Middle East, draft reso­
lution S/17730/Rev.2, operative para. 3, OR, 4/st yr., Suppl. for 
Jan.-March /986; draft resolution S/19868, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. 
for Jan.-March /988; and in connection with the letter from the 
Syrian Arab Republic, draft resolution SI 17796/Rev. I, operative 
paras. I and 2, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1986. 

24In connection with letters dated 15 April 1986 from the rep­
resentatives of Burkina Faso, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Oman, 
the Syrian Arab Republic and the Sudan, draft resolution 
S/18016/Rev. I, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for April-June 1986. 

2'see resolution 582 ( 1986), sixth preambular para. and para. I. 

40 of the Charter,26 demanded, as a first step towards a 
negotiated settlement, the observance of an immediate 
ceasefire, an end to all military actions and withdrawal of 
all forces to internationally recognized boundaries.27 In a 
number of instances, 28 the Council expressed alann or con­
cern over the continuation of attacks, called for restraint or 
cessation of hostilities, censured the prolongation or esca­
lation of a conflict and called for respect or support for the 
territorial integrity, sovereignty and political independence 
of States. In other paragraphs,29 the Council expressed 
grave concern at threats to perpetrate acts of aggression 
and condemned a State for such threats. In one case,30 the 
Council reaffirmed the legitimacy of the struggle of a peo­
ple against illegal occupation and called upon all States to 
increase moral and material assistance to that people. 

References of the kind indicated above to the provisions 
of Article 2, paragraph 4, were frequent; but only seldom 
did the Council engage in what might be described as a 
constitutional discussion regarding this principle of the 
Charter. On several occasions,31 Article 2, paragraph 4, 
was explicitly invoked in the deliberations of the Council, 
usually without giving rise to a constitutional discussion. 

Article 2, paragraph 4, was also invoked in communica­
tions in connection with the letters dated 15 April 1986 
from the representatives of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 
Burkina Faso, the Syrian Arab Republic and Oman,31 as 

26For the discussion regarding Articles 39 and 40 (Chapter VII 
of the Charter), see chap. XI of the present Supplement. 

2'Resolution 598 (1987), para. I. 
28Resolutions 564 (1985), para. 2; 567 (1985). para. 3; 571 

(1985), para. I; 575 (1985), para. 2; 577 (1985), sixth preambular 
para. and para. 4; 583 (1986), para. 2; 586 (1986), para. 2; 594 
(1987), para. 2; 599 (1987), para. 2; 602 (1987), second and fourth 
preambular paras. and para. 1; 609 (1987), para. 2; and 617 ( 1988), 
para. 2. See also statements by the President of the Security Coun­
cil on behalf of the members of the Council, S/17004, S/17036 and 
S/17130, issued, respectively, on 5 and 15 March and 25 April 
1985, regarding the situation between Iran and Iraq, OR, Resolu­
tions and Decisions of the Security Council 1985; S/17932 and 
S/18538, issued, respectively, on 21 March and 22 December 
1986, OR, Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 
1986; S/19626 and S/20096, issued, respecti\'ely, on 16 March and 
8 August 1988, OR, Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council, I 988. 

29Resolution 581 (1986), tenth preambular para. and para. I. 
3°R.esolution 566 (1985), para. 2. 
311n connection with the letter dated 6 May 1985 from the rep­

resentative of Nicaragua, S/PV.2578: United States of America. p. 
29; in connection with the situation in Namibia, S/PV.2590: Af­
ghanistan, p. 58; in connection with the complaint by Angola 
against South Africa, S/PV .2596: United Republic of Tanzania, p. 
24; Pakistan, p. 44; S/PV.2631: United Kingdom, p 33; in connec­
tion with the letter dated 17 June I 985 from the representative of 
Botswana, S/PV.2599: Swaziland, p. 62; United Kingdom, p. 78; 
in connection with the letter dated I October 1985 from the repre­
sentative of Tunisia, S/PV .2611: Burkina Faso, p. 21; United King­
dom, pp. 39-41; in connection with the situation in the occupied 
Arab territories, S/PV .2786: Italy, pp. 61-62; in connection with 
the situation in Cyprus, S/PV .2635: Cyprus. p. 59; S/PV .2688 Cy­
prus, pp. 9-1 O; S/PV .2771: Cyprus, p. 26; in connection with the 
situation in southern Africa, S/PV.2658: Ghana, pp. 27 and 28; 
S/PV .2686: Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 116 and 117; in connec­
tion with the letters dated 25 March from the representatives of 
Malta and the USSR and the letter dated 26 March 1986 from the 
representative of Iraq, S/PV.2669: Poland, p. 17; United Kingdom. 
p. 36; in connection with the letter dated 27 June 1986 from the 
representative of Nicaragua, S/PV .2697: United Arab Emirates, p. 
36. The implicit references are too numerous to be listed here. 

32s/17990 (letter dated 14 April 1986 from the representative of 
the United States of America), OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for April-June 
1986. 
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well as in connection with the question concerning the situ­
ation in Cyprus;33 and the situation between Iran and lraq.34 

In one instance, in connection with the Council's discus­
sion on the situation in Cyprus, following the adoption of 
resolution 578 (1985),35 by which the Council extended the 
mandate of the United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cy­
prus (UNFICYP), Article 2, paragraph 4, was explicitly re­
ferred to in the exchanges which touched on the Treaty of 
Guarantee. The supremacy of the Charter provision over 
other international agreements, specifically the Treaty of 
Guarantee, was underscored, in those exchanges, by an ex­
plicit invocation of Article 103 of the Charter. 36 On the one 
hand, the representatives of Cyprus and Greece maintained 
that the key to the solution of the Cyprus problem was the 
withdrawal of the Turkish occupation troops and that the 
Council's meeting to renew the mandate ofUNFICYP was 
necessitated by Turkey's failure to withdraw its troops 
from Cyprus. On the other hand, the representative of Tur­
key contended that, as the late Archbishop Makarios had 
said to the Council in 1974,37 Cyprus had been faced with 
"not a Turkish invasion, but a Greek invasion", and what 
had happened in 1974 had been a Turkish "intervention" 
within the framework of the Treaty of Guarantee. The rep­
resentative of Cyprus responded to the contention by stat­
ing that, had the Treaty of Guarantee given such a right of 
"intervention", the Treaty itself would have negated the 
provisions of Article 2, paragraph 4, and that, clearly, Ar­
ticle l 03 of the Charter of the United Nations did not allow 
for such contradiction. 38 

CASE 2 

letter dated J October J 985 from 
the representative of Tunisia 

(In connection with a draft resolution sponsored by Bur­
kina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru and Trinidad 
and Tobago, voted upon and adopted on 4 October 1985) 
During the Council's deliberations regarding the inci-

dent whereby six Israeli military aircraft had dropped five 
bombs in the southern suburbs of Tunis, the discussions 
not only appeared focused on the provisions of Article 2, 
paragraph 4, but also led to frequent emphasis on the ob­
ligations on the part of Member States to observe the Char­
ter principle in all its aspects. To a degree, the discussions 
also seemed to reveal what might be described as some 
tension between the Charter provisions of Article 2, 
paragraph 4, and those of Article 5 l relating to "self­
defence".39 On the one hand, it was held that the Israeli raid 

33s/l 8466 and S/19356 (letters dated, respectively, 29 November 
1986 and 17 December I 987 from the representative of Cyprus), 
OR, 4/sl yr., Suppl. for Oc1.-Dec. 1986 and OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. 
for Oct.-Dec. 1987. 

345/2000 I (letter dated 9 July 1988 from the representative of 
Iraq), OR, 43rd yr .. Suppl. for July-Sept. I 988. 

3:!for an account of the Council's proceedings in connection with 
the adoption of resolution S78 ( 1985), see chap. Vlll, part II, under 
the same heading. 

36For the discussions pertaining to Article 103 of the Charter, see 
part Vll of the present chapter. 

37See, under the same heading, Repertoire, Suppl. for /972-1974, 
chaf,. VIII, part II. 

3 For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV.2635: Cyprus, 
pp. 9- I 3, 57 (second intervention) and S9 (third intervention); 
Greece, pp. 26 and 27, S7 (second intervention); and Turkey, p. 58 
(third intervention). 

39For the discussions pertaining to Article SI of the Charter, see 
chap. XI of the present Supplement. 
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constituted a blatant act of aggression against Tunisia's 
territorial integrity, sovereignty and independence in fla­
grant violation of the rules and norms of international law 
and of the principles of the Charter of the United Na­
tions. More specifically, it was stressed that the commit­
ment to refrain from the use of force against the territorial 
integrity of any State, the failure to settle international dis­
putes by peaceful means and, in particular, the resort to 
arbitrary and disproportionate violence-under any pre­
text, including retaliation-constituted an inadmissible 
failure to abide by Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter. 
On the other hand, it was maintained that, over the past 
year, the PLO headquarters in Tunisia had initiated, 
planned, organized and launched "hundreds of terrorist at­
tacks" against Israel, against Israeli targets outside Israel 
and against Jews everywhere, and that Israel's forces had 
taken special care in targeting the PLO headquarters. With 
reference to the assertion that Israel's action had been an 
attack on a country which was not actively at war with 
Israel, it was argued that every State had a responsibility 
to prevent armed attacks from its territory and that no 
country would tolerate repeated attacks against its citizens 
by terrorists openly headquartered in and launched from 
another country. Moreover, sovereignty could not be sepa­
rated from the responsibilities it entailed and a country 
which abdicated the fundamental responsibility of prevent­
ing a sovereign territory from being used as a launching 
ground for acts of aggression risked taking upon itself all 
the consequences of such dereliction of duty. It was further 
contended that the interest of a State in exercising protec­
tion over its nationals might take precedence over territo­
rial sovereignty under the right to act in self-defence to 
curb armed attacks from other countries, in accordance 
with Article 5 I of the Charter of the United Nations.40 

At the 2615th meeting, on 4 October 1985, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a six­
Power draft resolution, which was voted upon at the same 
meeting and adopted as resolution 573 (1985).41 The reso­
lution reads in part as follows: 

The Security CoU11cil, 

Considering that, in accordance with Article 2, paragraph 4, of the 
Charter of the United Nations, all States Members shall refrain in their 
international relations from the threat or use of force against the ter­
ritorial integrity or political independence of any State, or acting in 
any other manner inconsistent with the purpose of the United Nations, 

Considering that the Israeli Government claimed responsibility for 
the attack as soon as it had been carried out, 

I. Condemns vigorously the act of armed aggression perpetrated 
by Israel against Tunisian territory in flagrant violation of the Charter 
of the United Nations, international law and norms of conduct; 

"°For the texts of relevant statements, see S/17509 (letter dated 
I October I 985 from Tunisia), OR. 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
/985; S/PV.2610: Tunisia, pp. 8-11; India, pp. 23 and 24; 
S/PV .2611: France, p. 7; Denmark, p. 9; China, p. 11; Turkey, 
pp. 13-16; Australia, p. 21; Israel, pp. 22-26; United Kingdom, p. 41; 
Pakistan, p. S7; S/PV.2613: Burkina Faso, p. 21; Trinidad and To­
bago, p. 42; Morocco, pp. 47 and 48; Jordan, pp. 53-56; Israel (sec­
ond intervention), p. 63; S/PV.2615: Yugoslavia, pp. 12 and 13; In­
donesia, p. 26; Nicaragua, p. 31; Bangladesh, pp. S3-S6; Viet Nam, 
p. 68; Tunisia (second intervention), pp. 81 and 82; Israel (third 
intervention), pp. 87 and 88; and the President (United States of 
America), pp. 111 and 112. 

41For the vote on the draft resolution (S/17535), see chap. VIII, 
part 11, under the same heading. 
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2. Demands that Israel refrain from perpetrating such acts of ag­
gression or from threatening to do so; 

3. Urges Member States to take measures to dissuade Israel from 
resorting to such acts against the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of all States; 

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Coun­
cil on the implementation of the present resolution by 30 November 
198 5 at the latest; 

In pursuance of paragraph 5 of resolution 573 (1985), 
the Secretary-General on 29 November 1985 submitted a 
report42 in which he included the replies received from 
Member States. The Government of Israel, in its reply, de­
clared that it rejected all allegations that its action which 
had been directed against PLO headquarters in Tunisia had 
constituted an "act of aggression". Reference was made to 
the 1974 and 1970 General Assembly resolutions, contain­
ing, respectively, the Definition of Aggression and the 
Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning 
Friendly Relations and Cooperation among States in ac­
cordance with the Charter of the United Nations,43 in which 
the Assembly had clearly spelt out that an "act of aggres­
sion" occurred when a country failed to fulfil its "duty to 
refrain from organizing or encouraging the organization of 
irregular forces or armed bands, including mercenaries, for 
incursion into the territory of another State". Furthermore, 
in the said resolutions the Assembly required that a State 
must not acquiesce "in organized activities within its ter­
ritory directed towards the commission of. . . [terrorist} 
acts"; Tunisia, by permitting the PLO to set up an extra­
territorial base for the conduct of its operations, was in di­
rect violation of both resolutions. Israel also contended 
that Security Council resolution 573 ( 1985) distorted both 
the principle of self-defence and the "very concept" of ag­
gression, not only by denying Israel the right to defend it­
self but also by condemning it for having done so; Israel 
therefore viewed the content of the resolution as unaccept­
able and rejected, in particular, the improper use of the 
terms "acts of aggression" and "acts of armed aggression". 

CASE 3 

The situation between Iran and Iraq 

(In connection with a draft resolution prepared as a result 
of consultations among the members of the Council and 
adopted on 24 February 1986) 
The underlying theme for the Council's deliberations at 

the 2663rd to 2666th meetings, held between 18 and 24 
February 1986, was outlined in the letter-44 dated 12 Feb­
ruary 1986 from the representative of Iraq transmitting the 
text of a letter signed by the members of the Committee of 
Seven of the Council of the League of Arab States. The 
Committee of Seven had requested this series of the Coun­
cil's meetings in view of the situation that had arisen fol­
lowing the "new large-scale armed aggression" by the 
Islamic Republic of Iran against the sovereignty and terri-

42s/l 7659/Rev. I (annexes), OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 
1985. 

43Gcncral Assembly resolutions 3314 (XXIX), annex; and 2625 
(XXV), annex. 

44s/l 7821 (annex), OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1986. 
For the Council's proceedings pursuant to this request (2663rd to 
2666th mtgs., between 18 and 24 February 1986), sec chap. Vlll, 
part 1, under the same heading. 

torial integrity of Iraq in the sector east of Basra and the 
sector of the Shatt al-Arab, which had begun on the night 
of 9/10 February 1986. The Committee of Seven had fur­
ther requested the Security Council to discuss those devel­
opments and to take "serious ... measures" to put an end 
to the war and to resolve the conflict by peaceful means in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and in­
ternational law. 

At the 2666th meeting, on 24 February 1986, the draft 
resolution, which had been drawn up during consultations 
of the Council, was voted upon and adopted unanimously 
as resolution 582 (1986).45 The resolution reads in part as 
follows: 

The Security Council, 

Deeply concerned about the prolongation of the conflict between 
the two countries resulting in heavy losses of human lives and con­
siderable material damage and endangering peace and security, 

Recalling the provisions of the Charter and in particular the obliga­
tion of all Member States to settle their international disputes by 
peaceful means in such a manner that international peace and security 
and justice arc not endangered, 

Emphasizing the principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition 
of territory by force, 

l. Deplores the initial acts which gave rise to the conflict between 
the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq and deplores the continuation of 
the conflict; 

2. Also deplores the escalation of the conflict, especially territorial 
incursions, the bombing of purely civilian population centres, attacks 
on neutral shipping or civilian aircraft, the violation of international 
humanitarian law and other laws of armed conflict and, in particular, 
the use of chemical weapons contrary to obligations under the 1925 
Geneva Protocol; 

3. Calls upon the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq to observe an 
immediate ceasefire, a cessation of all hostilities on land, at sea and 
in the air and withdrawal of all forces to the internationally recognized 
boundaries without delay; 

5. Calls upon both parties to submit immediately all aspects of the 
conflict to mediation or to any other means of peaceful settlement of 
disputes; 

As one of the principal parties to the situation which was 
the subject of resolution 582 (1986), the Islamic Republic 
of Iran had hitherto not only declined to participate in the 
Council's discussions on the question but had also disso­
ciated itself from any action that had been taken by the 
Council.46 However, following the adoption of resolution 
582 (1986) on the situation between Iran and Iraq, the Ira­
nian representative transmitted to the Secretary-General 
the statement47 that had been released by the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran. In the 
statement it was stressed that the Security Council had fi­
nally come to realize that in order to resolve the whole 
matter of the war, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Charter of the United Nations, the Security Council should 

4Sfor the vote on the draft resolution (S/17859), sec chap. Vlll, 
part II, under the same heading. 

46for background information on Iran's position, sec Repertoire, 
Suff.'· for 1981-/984, chap. VIII, part II, under the same heading. 

S/17864 and Corr. I (letter dated 25 February 1986 from the 
representative of the Islamic Republic of Iran), OR, 4/ st yr., Suppl. 
for Jan.-March I 986. 
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consider the initial aggression by Iraq. Furthennore, while 
the portion of resolution 582 ( 1986) pertaining to the issue 
of the war and the termination of hostilities was unbal­
anced and inadequate, it was nevertheless a positive step 
towards the condemnation of Iraq as the aggressor and a 
just conclusion to the war. While the resolution referred to 
the need for the peaceful settlement of disputes, it did not 
mention, however, the blatant violation of this principle by 
Iraq and its resort to force through launching a year of ag­
gression against the Islamic Republic of Iran. 

CASE 4 

Letter dated 25 March 1986 from the representative of 
Malta; letter dated 25 March 1986 from the repre­
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; let­
ter dated 26 March l 986 from the representative of Iraq 

(In connection with a draft resolution sponsored by Bul­
garia and the Soviet Union, not voted upon) 
During the deliberations of the Council in connection 

with the situation that resulted from the claims and 
counter-claims involving the Gulf of Sidra in the southern 
Mediterranean, the discussions appeared somewhat fo­
cused, not so much on the interpretation of the Charter 
principle contained in Article 2, paragraph 4, but rather on 
its application. On one side, it was stressed that under Ar­
ticle 2, paragraph 4, Member States had the obligation to 
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use 
of force; and that the safeguarding of any rights under in­
ternational law and practice, including the right of unhin­
dered passage in international waters, could be fully un­
dertaken within the framework of the principles and 
procedures laid down in Chapter VI of the Charter. The 
use of force or threats for the enforcement of claims in dis­
puted waters could not be condoned, particularly so in the 
context of the case before the Council whereby a Member 
State sought to exercise what it considered its rights in in­
ternational waters thousands of miles away from its terri­
tory. It was further emphasized that article 301 of the 
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 1982, 
which embodied the nonn that "States Parties shall refrain 
from any threat or use of force against the territorial integ­
rity or political independence of any State", signified that 
contemporary law of the sea reflected "one of the basic 
prerequisites" of the Charter of the United Nations. On the 
other side, it was held that the claim by the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya to control navigation and overflight in a vast 
area of the Mediterranean Sea had no basis in customary 
practice or international law, and that the Libyan attacks 
against naval units of the United States of America, which 
had been operating in international waters in the Gulf of 
Sidra, had constituted a breach of Libya's obligations un­
der Article 2, paragraph 4, in response to which the United 
States forces had exercised their right of self-defence un­
der Article SI of the Charter.41 In view of the grave chal­
lenge to freedom of navigati~n in int~rnational wat~rs 
which had been posed by the Libyan actions, the Security 
Council should reaffinn the internationally accepted free­
doms of navigation and overflight and condemn the na­
tions that resorted to force to violate those norms. More­
over, the "first shots" had been fired by the Libyans against 

48For the discussions pertaining to Article SI of the Charter 
("self-defence"), see chap. XI of the present Supplement. 
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aircraft operating in international airspace over the high 
seas and the issue before the Council was not the means 
used by the United States to assert the right of freedom of 
navigation on the high seas in the Gulf of Sidra but rather 
the means used by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya to assert 
its illegal claim to exclusive rights in the Gulf of Sidra.49 

At the 2671 st meeting, on 31 March 1986, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft 
resolution50 which had been submitted by Bulgaria and the 
USSR. Under the draft text, which was not put to the vote, 
the Council would have reaffirmed the obligation of all 
States Members of the United Nations to refrain from the 
threat or use of force, in accordance with the Charter, and 
condemned the act of armed aggression against the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, which had constituted a blatant violation 
of the Charter of the United Nations and the nonns of in­
ternational law. 

CASES 

Letters dated l 5 April l 986 from the representatives of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Burkina Faso, the Syrian Arab 
Republic and Oman 

(In connection with a draft resolution sponsored by the 
Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and Tobago, and 
the United Arab Emirates, revised, voted upon and not 
adopted on 21 April I 986) 
During the Council's deliberations in connection with 

the complaints about the air strikes by United States mili­
tary forces against specific targets in Tripoli and Benghazi 
in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, a considerable constitu­
tional discussion arose regarding what might be described 
as a delineation of the distinction or tension between what 
was called the "general rule" as provided by Article 2, 
paragraph 4, and the exception to that-"the inherent right 
of self-defence"-as provided in Article 5 I of the Char­
ter.51 On one side, it was maintained that the general rule 
was the one set forth in Article 2, paragraph 4, which stated 
that all Member States "shall refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force against the territo­
rial integrity or political independence of any State". The 
inherent right of self-defence, as an exception to the gen­
eral rule, must be interpreted "narrowly rather than 
broadly" in order not to permit violations of the general 
rule on the basis of arguments that the use of force was the 
legitimate recourse to the right of self-defence. In the strict 
"legal sense", it was held, the use of force after the cessa­
tion of the aggression was no longer in self-defence but in 
"mere retaliation". Furthennore, in international law, the 
concept of "pre-emptive self-defence" did not exist since 

49For the texts of the relevant statements, sec S/PV .2668: USSR, 
pp. 7 and 8; Malta, pp. 12-14; United States, pp. 18-22; S/PV.2669: 
Poland, pp. 17 and 18; United Kingdom, pp. 32, 36 and 37; 
S/PV .2670: Ukrainian SSR, p. 8; Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 27-
3 I· United States (second intervention), p. 66; USSR (second and 
thi~d interventions), pp. 67, 68 and 74; United Kingdom (scco~d 
and third interventions), pp. 72-74; and S/PV .2671: Democratic 
Yemen, p. 7; Libyan Arab Jamahiriya (second intervention), 
pp. 36 and 38; United States (third intervention), p. 38. 

50for the text of the draft resolution (S/17954), sec OR, 4/st yr., 
Suppl. for Jan. -March I 986. 

"5lfor the discussions pertaining to Article SI of the Charter 
(self-defence), see chap. XI of the present Supplement, under the 
same heading. 
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invocation of such a right could give the pretext for all 
imaginable acts of anned aggression in violation of Article 
2, paragraph 4, of the Charter. In any case, experts in in­
ternational law had recognized that combating so-called 
terrorist acts never justified the use of force in violation of 
Article 2, paragraph 4. 

On the other side, it was contended that, in exercise of 
the inherent right of self-defence recognized in Article 51 
of the Charter, United States military forces had executed 
a series of carefully planned air strikes against terrorist­
related targets in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Those tar­
gets, which were part of that country's military infrastruc­
ture such as command and control systems, intelligence 
communications, logistics and training facilities, were the 
sites that were used to carry out the country's policy of 
international terrorism, including ongoing attacks against 
United States citizens and installations. It was further ar­
gued that the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had not contented 
itself with merely threatening to use force, which in itself 
was a violation of the Charter, but had also followed 
through on those threats. With reference to paragraph 3 of 
the revised draft resolution52 before the Council, it was as­
serted that, while the paragraph began to reflect some 
awareness of the nature of the problem at hand, it did so 
in such general terms that it conveyed no idea of the mag­
nitude of the threat posed by the activities of terrorists in 
general and by Libya's flagrant violations of Article 2, 
paragraph 4, of the Charter in particular. Moreover, the is­
sue before the Council dealt not with the acts of individuals 
or groups, but rather with a State policy to use force by 
clandestine means. While terrorism could be attempted by 
any small group of detennined or fanatical individuals, it 
did not require advanced technology or the resources of a 
large country and it was an even greater danger if it was 
backed by a State, such as the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, in 
flagrant violation of Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter. 
Finally, the principles which the whole international com­
munity had accepted and which ought to be brought to the 
attention of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya were those em­
bodied in General Assembly resolution 40/61 of 9 Decem­
ber 1985,53 calling upon all States "to fulfil their obliga­
tions under international law to refrain from organizing, 
instigating, assisting or participating in terrorist acts in 
other States, or acquiescing in activities within their terri­
tory directed towards the commission of such acts". 54 

At the 2682nd meeting, held on 21 April 1986, the five­
Power revised draft resolution was voted upon and not adopted 
owing to the negative vote of a permanent member. 55 Under 

52For the full text of revised draft resolution S/18016/Rev. I, see 
OR 41 st yr .. Suppl. for April-June I 986. 

53General Assembly resolution 40/61, para. 6. 
54For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2674: Libyan 

Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 7-12; United States, pp. 13-19; S/PV.2675: 
Bulgaria, p. 33; S/PV.2676: Ukrainian SSR, p. 14; Australia, p. 18; 
S/PV.2677: Qatar, pp. S-10; Hungary, p. 32; Viet Nam, p. 36; Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya (second intervention), pp. 50 and 51; 
S/PV.2678: Sudan, pp. 27-31; S/PV.2679: United Kingdom, pp. 14-
16 and 26-31; S/PV.2680: Nicaragua, p. 48; S/PV.2682: United 
States (third intervention). pp. 26-31; Australia {second intervention), 
pp. 33 and 34; S/PV.2683: United States (fourth intervention), pp. 45 
and 46; United Kingdom (second intervention), pp. 56-58. Sec also 
S/17990 (letter dated 14 April 1986 from the representative of the 
United States of America), OR, 4 I st yr., Suppl. for April-June J 986. 

S5For the text of the revised draft resolution (S/18016/Rev. I). see 
note 52. above; for the vote on the revised draft resolution, see 
S/PV.2682, p. 43. See also chap. VIII, under the same heading. 

a preambular paragraph of the revised draft text, the Coun­
cil would have recalled, inter alia, the Definition of Ag­
gression. 56 Under the operative part of the revised draft 
resolution, the Council would have condemned the armed 
attack by the United States of America, condemned all ter­
rorist activities, whether perpetrated by individuals, groups 
or States, and called upon all parties to refrain from resort­
ing to force. 

CASE 6 

Letter dated 5 July 1988 from the representative 
of the Islamic Republic of Iran 

(In connection with a draft resolution prepared in the 
course of the Council's consultations, voted upon and 
adopted on 20 July 1988) 
During the Council's deliberations in connection with 

the incident in which a civilian airliner of Iran Air flight 
655 was destroyed on 3 July 1988 by United States naval 
forces in the area of the Persian Gulf, considerable con­
stitutional discussion arose regarding the interpretation of 
the provisions of Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter. It 
was held that, according to Article 2, paragraph 4, all 
Member States should refrain in their international rela­
tions not only from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any State, 
but also from any measure that might endanger interna­
tional peace and security. Therefore, the destruction oflran 
Air flight 655 and the loss of life of 290 passengers and 
crew aboard the civil airliner in the airspace of the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and in the internationally established Am­
ber 59 airway was a clear violation of the principle ofnon­
use of force in international relations as well as a manifes­
tation of disregard for the inviolability of the territorial 
integrity of a State Member of the United Nations. More­
over, the act of shooting down the civil airliner was a typi­
cal example of aggression, as had been stipulated in article 
3 (b) of the 1974 Definition of Aggression,56 according to 
which the use of armed force by a State against the terri­
torial integrity of another State was considered an act of 
aggression. Paragraph 4 of General Assembly resolution 
3314 (XXIX) provided that the Security Council should 
take account of that Definition in accordance with the 
Charter of the United Nations. Furthermore, the United 
States action was a violation of the 1944 Chicago Conven­
tion57 which guaranteed the safety and regularity of inter­
national civil aviation including the safety of passengers 
and crew. Annex II to the Chicago Convention enjoyed 
universal acceptance as it underlined the imperative of 
safeguarding international civil aviation, particularly the 
"absolute prohibition" of recourse to force against it. Des­
pite the clarity of relevant rules, the Council and the Gen­
eral Assembly of the International Civil Aviation Organi­
zation (ICAO) had further studied the issue and had 
suggested measures to promote the existing rules and regu­
lations in order to prevent any possible misinterpretation 
of the customary international law protecting civil avia­
tion. The result of those efforts by ICAO had been the 
adoption by consensus of an additional amendment in the 
form of a separate protocol at an extraordinary session of 
the General Assembly of ICAO on IO May 1984. Para-

56aeneral Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX). annex. 
5'united Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 15, No. 102. 
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graph I of the "new article" of that Protocol had stated: 
"The contracting States recognize that every State must re­
frain from resorting to the use of weapons against civil air­
craft in flight and that, in case of interception, the lives of 
persons on board and the safety of aircraft must not be en­
dangered." Furthermore, under Article 51, 58 the Charter of 
the United Nations recognized that acts of self-defence 
could be initiated only in response to prior armed attack, 
and not in response to other breaches of international law. 
Pre-emptive measures before the occurrence of an armed 
attack could not be justified as acts of self-defence; such 
measures could rather be considered only as a breach of 
the principle of the non-use of force in international rela­
tions. 59 

At the 2821 st meeting, on 20 July 1988, the draft reso­
lution which had been prepared in the course of the Coun-

58For discussion pertaining to Article 51 of the Charter (self­
defence), see chap. XI of the present Supplement, under the same 
heading. 

59For the text of the relevant statements, see S/PV.2818: Islamic 
Republic of Iran, pp. 32-38. For the counter-arguments, which 
seemed primarily focused on the need to settle the wider conflict in 
the area between the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq on the basis 
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cil's consultations was voted upon and adopted unani­
mously as resolution 616 (1988).60 The resolution reads in 
part as follows: 

The Security Council, 

Deeply distressed that a civil aircraft of Iran Air-scheduled inter­
national flight 655-was destroyed in flight over the Strait of Hormuz 
by a missile fired from the United States warship USS Vincennes, 

4. Urges all parties to the Convention on International Civil A via­
tion, signed at Chicago in 1944, to observe to the fullest extent, in all 
circumstances, the international rules and practices concerning the 
safety of civil aviation, in particular those of the annexes to that Con­
vention, in order to prevent the recurrence of incidents of the same 
nature; 

of a full and rapid implementation of Security Council resolution 
598 ( 1987) of 20 July 1987, see chap. VIII, part II, under the same 
heading. See also part IV of this chapter for the consideration re­
garding implementation of Council resolution 598 ( 1987) (Article 
25 of the Charter). 

6°For the vote on the draft resolution (S/20038), see 2821st mtg. 
(PV), pp. 10 and 11. 

•• B. Article 2, paragraph 5 

C. Article 2, paragraph 6 

"The Organization shall ensure that States which are not Members of the United 
Nations act in accordance with these principles as far as may be necessary for the main­
tenance of international peace and security." 

NOTE 

During the period under review, there was no constitutional discussion that arose 
in connection with Article 2, paragraph 6, of the Charter. In one instance, in connection 
with the question of South Africa, the resolution61 adopted by the Council contained 
provisions that might be construed as implicit reference to the principle in paragraph 6 
of Article 2. The Council also considered one draft resolution,62 in connection with the 
situation in Namibia, which was voted upon but not adopted. The draft resolution ex­
plicitly referred to "the principles stated in Article 2 of the Charter" as a whole, but 
specifically urged States not Members of the United Nations "to act in accordance with 
the provisions" of the draft text. There were no explicit references to the Charter pro­
visions of Article 2, paragraph 6, during the Council's deliberations. 

D. Article 2, paragraph 7 

"Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to 
intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any State 
or shall require the Members to submit such matters to settlement under the present 
Charter; but this principle shall not prejudice the application of enforcement measures 
under Chapter VII." 

61Resolution 591 (1986), para. 12. 
62S/17631, revised and reissued as S/17633, OR, 40th yr .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986. 

NOTE 

During the period under review, none of the resolutions 
adopted by the Council contained an explicit reference to 
Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter. In one instance, how­
ever, in connection with the letter dated 6 May 1985 from 

the representative of Nicaragua, in the resolution63 adopted 
by the Security Council recalled, inter alia: (a) General 

63Resolution 562 (1985), respectively, fourth and sixth preambu­
lar paragraphs. 
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Assembly resolution 38/10 of 11 November 1983, in which 
the Assembly reaffinned the inalienable right of all the 
peoples to decide on their own form of government and to 
choose their own economic, political and social system 
"free from all foreign intervention, coercion or limita­
tion"; and (b) General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV),64 

which proclaimed the principle that no State may use or 
encourage the use of economic, political or any other type 
of measures to coerce another State in order to obtain from 
it "the subordination of the exercise of its sovereign rights 
and to secure from it advantages of any kind". Further­
more, the same resolution of the Council61 contained an­
other implicit reference to the provisions of Article 2, para­
graph 7, where it reaffirmed the sovereignty and 
inalienable rights of States freely to decide their own po­
litical, economic and social systems and to develop their 
international relations "free from outside interference, sub­
version, direct or indirect coercion or threats of any kind". 
The Council also considered two draft resolutions66 which 
contained implicit references to Article 2, paragraph 7, but 
were either not put to the vote or were voted upon and not 
adopted. Under one of the draft resolutions, 67 the Council 
would have, inter alia, regretted the trade embargo and 
other coercive economic measures as "inconsistent with 
the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of 
States" and called for an immediate end to those measures. 

The significance of the Charter provision regarding the 
principle of non-interference in domestic affairs was also 
reflected on a number of occasions in the proceedings of 
the Council. In one instance, after the adoption of Security 
Council resolution 569 ( 1985) and a statement61 by the 
President on behalf of the members of the Council in con­
nection with the question of South Africa, demanding the 
lifting of the state of emergency in the 36 districts in which 
it had been imposed and calling upon the South African 
Government to set free all political prisoners and detainees, 
the principle of non-interference in internal affairs was im­
plicitly invoked by the representative of South Africa in a 
letter69 addressed to the United Nations. In it the South Af­
rican Government rejected both the resolution and the 
statement by the President of the Council as "illegal and 
unacceptable", inasmuch as they violated the principle of 
non-interference in the internal affairs of a Member State, 
as enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations. Further­
more, it was held, the resolution and the presidential state­
ment set a "dangerous precedent" whereby the Council 
purported to prescribe to a sovereign State a particular 
course of domestic action. 

64Gcncral Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), annex, entitled 
"Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning 
Friendly Relations and Cooperation among States in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations". 

65Rcsolution 562 ( 1985), para. I. 
66g/ 17172, in connection with the letter dated 6 May 1985 from 

the representative of Nicaragua, para. I, voted upon but not 
adopted, owing to a negative vote by a permanent member of the 
Council, during a separate vote on each paragraph, OR. 40th yr., 
Suppl. for April-June 1985; and S/17522, in connection with the 
complaint by Angola against South Africa, fourth preambular para. 
and para. 4, not voted upon, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985. See 
also case 7 below. 

67S/17172 (see note 66 above), para. I. See also chap. VIII, part 
II, under the same heading. 

68S/17413; see S/PV.2603. See also OR, 40th yr., Resolutions and 
Decisions of the Security Council, 1985, p. 9. 

69$/17426, OR, 40th yr .. Suppl. for June-August 1985. 

In another instance, also in connection with the Coun­
cil's consideration of the question of South Africa, the 
principle of non-interference in internal matters of States 
was frequently invoked implicitly. On the one hand, it was 
often argued that the Council's meeting to consider the 
subject matter was an abuse of the powers of the Security 
Council, the convening of which had been irregular and in 
contravention of the Charter of the United Nations, which 
"clearly and unambiguously" precluded intervention in the 
domestic affairs of a Member State. On the other hand, 
while it was conceded that under both the Charter of the 
United Nations and the Charter of the Organization of Af­
rican Unity (OAU), as well as international law, no State­
and much less the United Nations-had any right "to in­
terfere or intervene" in the internal affairs of another State 
"except under restricted circumstances", it was maintained 
that apartheid had been rejected and declared "a crime 
against humanity" and therefore any acts of commission 
or omission in the furtherance of apartheid were not and 
could not be an internal matter for South Africa. 70 

During the Council's deliberation on the complaint by An­
gola against South Africa, Article, 2, paragraph 7, was im­
plicitly invoked giving rise to what might be described as a 
constitutional discussion which is included in case 7 below. 

Article 2, paragraph 7, was referred to both explicitly 
and implicitly in a number of other instances during the 
Council's deliberations,71 and in several communications72 

from Member States addressed to the United Nations. 

CASE 7 

Complaint by Angola against South Africa 

(In connection with a draft resolution submitted by South 
Africa, not voted upon) 
In the course of the deliberations of the Council on An­

gola's complaint73 of aggression by South Africa, the rep­
resentative of South Africa contended that the Soviet 
Union and Cuba had expanded their role in the "civil war" 
in Angola by taking advantage of Security Council resolu­
tion 571 (1985),,. particularly paragraph 5 thereof, in 

7°For the texts of the relevant statements, sec S/PV.2571: South 
Africa, p. 62; S/PV.2600: France, p. 7; Australia, p. 21; South Af­
rica, p. 38; Kenya, pp. 86 and 87; and S/PV.27>2: South Africa, 
p. 21; and Angola, p. 24. 

711n connection with the situation in the Middle East, S/PV.2582; 
Lebanon, p. 12; Syrian Arab Republic, p. 36 (e:\plicit); in connec­
tion with the situation in southern Africa, S/PV.2652: Togo, pp. 12 
and 13; Sudan, p. 41; S/PV.2654: Zimbabwe, pp. 16 and 17; 
S/PV.2657: United Republic of Tanzania, pp. 7 and 8; Denmark, 
pp. 28 and 29; S/PV.2658: Algeria, p. 9; Islamic Republic of Iran, 
pp. 41 and 42; and S/PV.2660: Egypt, p. 12; in connection with the 
complaint by Angola against South Africa, S/PV .2691: South Af­
ric~ pp. 22-25; and S/PV.2693: Ghana, p. 31. 

7 S/17656 (letter dated 27 November 1985 from the repre­
sentative of India), OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985; 
S/17779 (letter dated 30 January 1986 from the representative of 
India), OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1986; S/17921 (letter 
dated 14 March 1986 from the representatives of Angola, Cuba and 
the USSR), ibid.; S/1793 I (letter dated 18 March I 986 from the 
representative of Angola), ibid.; S/17975 (letter dated 7 April I 986 
from the representative of Ghana), ibid., Suppl. April-June 1986; 
and S/19240 (letter dated 29 October 1987 from the representative 
of South Africa), OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /987. 

73S/I 7510 (letter dated I October 1985 from the representative of 
Al!&ola), OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985. 

7 4For the Council's proceedings in connection with the adoption 
of resolution 571 ( 1985), see chapter VIII, part II, under the same 
heading. 
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which the Council had requested Member States to extend 
all necessary assistance to the "MPLA regime" in Luanda. 
After suggesting that, if the Council wished to discover 
what support the Uniao Nacional para a Independencia To­
tal de Angola (UNIT A) enjoyed in Angola, the Council 
should send a fact-finding mission to southern Angola, he 
challenged the MPLA Government of the People's Repub­
lic of Angola to hold free elections and to allow the people 
of Angola to determine their future by peaceful means 
rather than by destroying one another in an endless civil 
war which had been instigated by foreign Powers. If the 
MPLA chose to continue the civil war, there was no reason 
why it should be the only party entitled to call on assis­
tance; the United States Congress, by repealing the Clark 
Amendment, had already recognized the admissibility of 
aiding UNIT A. Furthermore, South Africa was committed 
to peace and stability in southern Africa, but this could not 
be achieved while foreign interests dictated developments 
in the subcontinent and while foreign Powers "abused" the 
countries of southern Africa for the furtherance of global 
aims. 75 At the 26 I 4th meeting of the Council, on 4 Octo­
ber 1985, the President of the Council drew the attention 
of the Members to a draft resolution 76 submitted by South 

75s!PV.2612: South Africa, pp. 11·13. 
76s/t 7522, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1985. 
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Africa. Under the fourth preambular paragraph of the draft 
resolution, the Council would have declared itself "con­
scious" of the need and desire of the Angolan people to 
determine their own future free from any foreign interfer­
ence. Under operative paragraph 3, the Council would 
have requested the "various factions" within Angola to set­
tle their differences through peaceful negotiation and in a 
spirit ofnational reconciliation. And, under operative para­
graph 4 of the draft text, the Council would have requested 
Member States to refrain from intervening in the domestic 
affairs of Angola so that self-determination could at last 
be achieved in that country. However, the draft resolution, 
which had been submitted by South Africa under rule 38 
of the provisional rules of procedure of the Security Coun­
cil, was not put to a vote. 77 

On the other hand, it was held, with reference to the 
same draft resolution submitted by South Africa, that the 
Council dealt with issues affecting international peace and 
security, which were brought before it in accordance with 
Articles 34 and 3571 of the Charter, and that domestic and 
national issues were neither the concern of the Security 
Council nor did they involve anyone outside the borders 
of Angola. 79 

77S/PV.2612, p. 16. 
78For the discussion pertaining to Articles 34 and 35 of the Char• 

ter; see chap. X of the present Supplement. 
9s/PV.2617: Angola, pp. 55 and 56. 

Part III 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 24 
OF THE CHARTER 

Article 24 
"I. In order to ensure prompt and effective action by the United Nations, its Mem­

bers confer on the Security Council primary responsibility for the maintenance of inter­
national peace and security, and agree that in carrying out its duties under this respon­
sibility the Security Council acts on their behalf. 

"2. In discharging these duties the Security Council shall act in accordance with 
the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. The specific powers granted to the 
Security Council for the discharge of these duties are laid down in Chapters VI, VII, 
VIII and XII. 

"3. The Security Council shall submit annual and, when necessary, special reports 
to the General Assembly for its consideration." 

NOTE 

During the period under review, none of the resolutions 
adopted by the Council contained an explicit reference to 
Article 24 of the Charter. However, the Charter provision 
by which the Members conferred on the Security Council 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security was reflected in a number of the deci­
sions and on several occasions in the proceedings of the 
Council. On one occasion, in connection with a statement 
made by the President (United Kingdom) on behalf of the 
members of the Council, the deliberations on the item en­
titled "United Nations for a better world and the responsi­
bility of the Security Council in maintaining international 
peace and security" gave rise to what might be viewed as 

considerable constitutional discussion regarding Article 24 
of the Charter, which is included in case history 8 below. 

In connection with the situation in Namibia, the Council 
adopted resolution 566 (l 985) of 19 June 1985, which con­
tained what might be construed as an implicit reference to 
Article 24 in its preambular part.•0 The consideration and 
adoption of that resolution, however, did not give rise to a 
constitutional discussion. 

In another instance, in connection with the situation in 
the Middle East, the Council adopted resolution 587 
( 1986) of 23 September 1986, which contained an implicit 

8°Resolution 566 (1985), ninth preambular para. 
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reference to Article 24 in its preambular part, 11 also with­
out giving rise to a constitutional discussion. 

In a third instance, in connection with the situation be­
tween Iran and Iraq, the Council adopted resolution 588 
( 1986) of 8 October 1986, which contained a distinct, al­
beit implicit, reference to Article 24 in its preambular 
part. 82 However, the consideration and adoption of that 
resolution gave rise to no constitutional discussion. 

In a fourth instance, in connection with the question of 
South Africa, the Council adopted resolution 591 (1986) 
of 28 November 1986, which implicitly referred to Article 
24 in its preambular part.83 However, the consideration and 
adoption of that resolution did not give rise to a constitu­
tional discussion. 

A number of statements84 were made by the President, 
on behalf of the members of the Council, containing im­
plicit references to Article 24. One of these instances was 
occasioned by the fortieth anniversary of the first meeting 
of the Security Council and the inauguration on 1 January 
1986 of the International Year of Peace. Prior to the adop­
tion of the agenda for the 2642nd meeting, 85 on 17 January 
1986, the President stated that the members of the Security 
Council wished to reaffirm their commitment to the Char­
ter of the United Nations, which had conferred upon the 
Council the primary responsibility for the maintenance of 
international peace and security. He further stated that, at 
the first meeting of the Council in London 40 years earlier, 
the members had assumed the special responsibility in the 
conviction that it would prove a new beginning of the con­
tinuing quest for lasting peace and security.16 

During the period under review, there were a number of 
explicit references to Article 24 during the course of the 
deliberations of the Council, but no constitutional discus­
sion ensued in nearly all those instances. 87 

81Resolution 587 (1986), tenth preambular para. 
82Resolution 588 ( 1986), sixth preambular para. 
83Resolution 591 ( 1986), tenth preambular para. 
84In connection with the situation in Namibia: S/17151, OR, 40th 

yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 1985; 
S/19068, OR, 42nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security 
Council. 1987; S/20208, OR, 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions 
of the Security Council, /988; in connection with the United Na­
tions for a better world and the responsibility of the Security Coun­
cil in maintaining international peace and security: S/17501, OR, 
40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, /985 
(see also case 7); in connection with the fortieth anniversary of the 
first meeting of the Security Council and the inauguration on 1 
January 1986 of the International Year of Peace: S/17745, OR, 41st 
yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, /986; and in 
connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq: S/18610, OR, 
42nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, /987. 

85rhe agenda for the 2642nd meeting, held on 17 January 1986, 
was: the situation in the Middle East. 

116for the full text of the presidential statement, see S/17745, OR, 
4 I st yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 986; 
see also note 84 above. 

871n connection with the complaint by Angola against South Af­
rica, see S/PV.2606: Angola, p. 12; S/PV.2765: Zambia, pp. 13 and 
16; in connection with the United Nations for a better world and 
the responsibility of the Security Council in maintaining interna­
tional peace and security, see S/PV .2608: Ukrainian SSR, p. 23; the 
President (United Kingdom), p. 121; in connection with the situ­
ation between Iran and Iraq, see S/PV .2663: Iraq, p. 36; S/PV .2709: 
Iraq, p. 18; in connection with letters dated I 5 April 1986 from, 
respectively, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Burkina Faso, the Syrian 
Arab Republic and Oman, see S/PV.2680: Byelorussian SSR, p. 6; 
in connection with the letter dated 27 June 1986 from Nicaragua, see 
S/PV.2698: Guyana, p. 14; and in connection with the letter dated 11 
March 1988 from Argentina, see S/PV .2800: Costa Rica, p. 58. Im• 
plicit references to Article 24 are too numerous to be listed here. 

During the Council's consideration of the situation be­
tween Iran and Iraq, Article 24 of the Charter was invoked 
implicitly and in a manner that might be considered to have 
given rise to what might be described as a constitutional 
discussion. On the one hand, it was contended by the rep­
resentative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya that, as a result 
of "the stalemate" in the Security Council, many peoples 
and countries including his own were no longer looking to 
the Council as a body capable of accomplishing its task; 
that they had lost confidence in and respect for the Coun­
cil; and that they had lost hope that the Council would play 
its role in maintaining international peace and security. On 
the other hand, the representatives of France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States maintained that the Coun­
cil could not accept a situation in which representatives of 
Member States spoke in a way that contradicted the com­
mitments their Governments fully and freely had under­
taken in adhering to the Charter of the United Nations. The 
representative of the United Kingdom further submitted, 
without pretending that the Council was a court oflaw, that 
a court of law was protected by rules about contempt of 
court; that a parliament was protected by rules about con­
tempt of parliament; and that the Council should build up 
a body of practice which protected it against "contempt of 
Council". As the central body in the eyes of the world deal­
ing with great international issues of peace and security, 
the Council should insist-whatever the political problems 
before it-that the problems should be dealt with in a man­
nerly, orderly and respectful way. 18 

On another occasion, when the Council considered the 
complaint by Angola against South Africa, the repre­
sentative of Ghana, while introducing a draft resolution,19 

stated that the delegations which had participated in the 
debate had all acknowledged that South Africa's aggres­
sive policies could, ifunchecked, undermine the very foun­
dations of the Charter; and that it had also been reaffirmed 
that the Council had a clear obligation to preserve "the 
principle of civilized behaviour'' in international rela­
tions.90 

In one instance, during the Council's deliberations on 
the letter dated 11 March 1988 from the representative of 
Argentina, the observation was made that, in principle, the 
Security Council was not the most appropriate forum for a 
discussion of military exercises per se. 91 

Article 24, paragraph 3, was explicitly referred to in a 
note92 by the President of the Security Council on behalf 
of its members, regarding a decision of the Council to fur­
ther change the format of the Council's annual report to 
the General Assembly. 

88For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV .2665: Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 37 and 38; United States, p. 41; and 
S/PV.2666 (before the adoption of the agenda): France, pp. 2-5; and 
United Kingdom, p. 6. 

89Draft resolution S/19291 sponsored by Argentina, the Congo, 
Ghana, the United Arab Emirates and Zambia, subsequently 
ad!)pted as resolution 602 ( 1987) of 25 November 1987. 

~/PV.2767: Ghana, pp. 24 and 25. 
91S/PV.2801: United States, p. 48. 
92S/16913 (note dated 29 January 1985 by the President of the 

Council on behalf of its members, concerning the format of the an­
nual report of the Council to the General Assembly), OR, 40th yr., 
Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 985. 
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CASE 8 

United Nations for a better world and the responsibility of 
the Security Council in maintaining international peace 
and security 

(In connection with the statement made by the President, 
on behalfofthe members of the Council, on 26 Septem­
ber I 985) 
During the Council's discussion at the commemorative 

meeting93 on the fortieth anniversary of the United Nations, 
all the speakers were unanimous in emphasizing the sig­
nificance of the Council's responsibility in maintaining in­
ternational peace and security, but the reflections on its 
performance over the past four decades appeared diverse 
and embraced a broad range of proposals on ways and 
means of strengthening its effectiveness in fulfilling the 
primary role conferred upon it under Article 24 of the 
Charter. It was recalled from a statement at the Council's 
first meeting in 1946 that the responsibility of the Security 
Council was not to create the conditions for peace--a task 
for other bodies of the United Nations system-but to see 
that peace was kept in fact; this, it was said, remained to 
be the contribution required from the Security Council for 
a better world. All the speakers stressed, in varying de­
grees, that it was essential for the international community 
to have in the Security Council a just, effective and deter­
mined guardian of the peace which it could respect and rely 
upon. On the one hand, it was stated that the strength of 
the Organization depended upon the balance between the 
Security Council and the General Assembly. Furthermore, 
the Security Council was more action-oriented at the be­
hest of the Charter and by virtue of its composition and the 
rules governing its procedures, while the deliberative func­
tion of the General Assembly was "dominated" by the 
principles of universality and equal voting rights; and any 
weakening of the Council endangered that balance and was 
therefore prejudicial to the effectiveness and credibility of 
the Organization. Maintaining international peace and se­
curity was the "first purpose" of the United Nations, and 
the primary responsibility for that was conferred upon the 
Security Council which, through its composition and its 
operating rules, remained the organ best suited for the ex­
ercise of that responsibility. Thus, institutional reforms 
were not the path to take and that what was lacking was 
not the means or tools but rather the political will. 

On the other hand, it was stated that the Charter of the 
United Nations had been conceived in another era and 
those who had drawn up the Charter had made it forward­
looking in order to ensure its dynamism and effectiveness. 
It was therefore in the interest of all nations to be certain 
that the Charter, as the history of nations in movement and 
not "a remnant of history", was capable of transforming 
itself the better to deal with developing concerns. If the 
Security Council had so far been only marginally effective, 

93For the decision to hold a commemorative meeting of the 
Council at the level of Foreign Ministers and for the formulation 
of the agenda for that meeting, see chap. VIII, part II, under the 
same heading. 
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that was because some of its structures were "somewhat 
out of step" with the course of history; and therefore the 
Council could fully discharge its primary responsibility for 
the maintenance of international peace and security only if 
certain of its structures were reformed constructively. One 
such reform was the enlargement of the Council's mem­
bership for the same reasons that had prevailed in 1963 
when Article 23 was amended to increase the membership 
of the Council from 11 to 15. Another area that needed 
review and rectification was the "right to veto", which no 
longer accorded with collective expectations and which, 
conceivably, could be allocated according to "geographi­
cal distribution'' among the members of the Security Coun­
cil. Furthermore, many speakers stressed that, for the 
Council to fulfil its role as the organ entrusted with the 
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international 
peace and security, the Council should: (a) strengthen its 
preventive capacity either through an agreed procedure 
for fact-finding under Article 34 or by authorizing the 
Secretary-General to gather information by all means to 
enable him to exercise his authority under Article 99 of the 
Charter; (b) hold regular periodic meetings under Article 
28, paragraph 2, of the Charter; (c) address itself to the 
crucial issue of the regulation of armaments, in which the 
Council was given a "leading role" under Article 26 of the 
·charter; and (d) ensure implementation of its resolutions 
by means of enforcement measures under Chapter VII of 
the Charter.94 

At the conclusion of the 2608th meeting, held on 26 Sep­
tember 1985 at the level of Foreign Ministers, to celebrate 
the fortieth anniversary of the Organization, the President 
of the Council (United Kingdom) made a statement95 on 
behalf of the members of the Council. The statement reads 
in part as follows: 

The members of the Council were cogniunt of the primary respon­
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and security con­
ferred by the Charter on the Security Council and of the special rights 
and responsibilities of its permanent members. They stressed that a 
collegial approach within the Council was desirable to facilitate con­
sidered and concerted action by the Council as the main instrument 
for international peace. They acknowledged that the high hopes placed 
in the Organization by the international community had not been fully 
met and undertook to fulfil their individual and collective responsibil­
ity for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace with renewed 
dedication and determination. They agreed to employ appropriate 
measures available under the Charter when considering international 
disputes, threats to the peace, breaches of the peace and acts of ag­
gression. They recognized the valuable contribution made on many 
occasions by the United Nations peacekeeping forces. They called 
again upon the entire membership of the United Nations to abide by 
their obligations under the Charter to accept and carry out decisions 
of the Security Council. 

9'1for the text of the relevant statements, see S/PV.2608, pp. 7-
11 (the Secretary-General); pp. 18 and 19 (USSR); pp. 23 and 24 
(Ukrainian SSR); pp. 27, 28 and 32-34 (Trinidad and Tobago); 
pp. 41 and 42 (Thailand); pp. 50-53 (Peru); pp. 58-61 (Madagas• 
car); pp. 65-68 (India); pp. 71-74 (France); pp. 81-86 (Egypt); 
pp. 90-91 (Denmark); pp. 95-97 (China); pp. 104-107 (Burkina 
Faso); p. 112 (Australia); p. 117 (United States); and pp. 121-123 
(President, United Kingdom). 

95For the full text of the presidential statement, see S/17501, OR. 
40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council. 1985. 
Also incorporated in the records of the 2608th mtg., held on 26 Sep­
tember 1985 (see S/PV.2608). See also chap. VIII, part II, under 
the same heading. 
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Part IV 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 25 OF 
THE CHARTER 

Article 25 
"The Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the decisions 

of the Security Council in accordance with the present Charter." 

NOTE 

During the period under review, none of the resolutions adopted by the Council 
explicitly invoked Article 25 of the Charter. However, Article 25 was explicitly referred 
to in two draft resolutions, both of which were voted upon and not adopted.96 

Several resolutions97 and two draft resolutions,91 which were voted upon and not 
adopted, contained paragraphs that might be construed as implicit references to Article 
25. There were also a number of statements99 by the President, on behalf of the members 
of the Council, which contained passages that might be considered as implicit references 
to Article 25, often calling upon parties concerned or upon the entire membership of 
the United Nations to abide by their obligations to accept and carry out decisions of the 
Security Council. 

During the debates in the Council, there were explicit references to Article 25, 
usually in connection with decisions previously taken by the Council. 100 Nevertheless, 
there was no occasion whereby the Council engaged in any constitutional discussion 
concerning Article 25 that went beyond upholding long-established views about its sig­
nificance, interpretation and application. 

96rn connection with the situation in Namibia, draft resolution S/17631, revised and replaced by 
S/17633, twelfth preambular para. and para. 9, OR, 40th yr .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /98j; also in con­
nection with the situation in Namibia, draft resolution Sil 8785, seventeenth preambular para. and 
para. 9, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for April-June /987; both voted upon and not adopted owing to the 
negative vote of a permanent member. 

971n connection with the situation in the Middle East, including the situation in the occupied 
Arab territories, resolutions 563 (1985), para. (a); 564 (1985), para. 4; S76 (1985), para. (a); 584 
(1986), para. (a); 590 (1986), para. (a); 596 (1987), para. (a); 603 (1987), para. (a); 613 (1988), 
para. (a); 624 (1988), para. (a); in connection with the situation in Namibia, resolutions 566 (1985), 
paras. 3, 9 and 12; and 60 I ( 1987), para. I; in connection with the complaint by Angola, resolution 
5 71 ( I 985), para. 4; in connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq, resolutions 588 ( 1986). 
para. l; and 598 (1987), paras. 4 and 5; in connection with the question of South Africa, resolution 
591 (1986), paras. 10, 11 and 12; in connection with the letter dated 19 April 1988 from Tunisia, 
resolution 611 ( I 988), para. 3; and in connection with the letter dated 5 July 1988 from the Islamic 
Republic oflran, resolution 616 (1988), para. 5. 

981n connection with the situation in the Middle East, S/19434, para. 4, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for 
Jan.-March I 988; and S/20322, paras. 4 and 5, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. I 988; both draft resolutions 
voted upon and not adopted owing to a negative vote by a permanent member. 

Win connection with the question of South Africa: S/17413, para. 2, statement dated 21 August 
1985 by the President on behalf of the Council (OR, 40th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Se­
curity Council, J98j); in connection with the agenda item entitled "United Nations for a better world 
and the responsibility of the Security Council in maintaining international peace and security" (for­
tieth anniversary of the United Nations): S/17501, para. 5, statement dated 26 September 1985 by 
the President on behalf of the Council (ibid.); S/17745, para. 2, statement dated 17 January 1986 by 
the President on the occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the first meeting of the Security Council 
and the inauguration on I January 1986 of the International Year of Peace ( OR, 41 st yr .. Resolutions 
and Decisions of the Security Council, I 986); in connection with the situation between Iran and Iraq: 
S/17932, para. 6, statement dated 21 March 1986 by the President on behalf of the Council (ibid.); 
S/18538, para. 2 (ibid.); S/19382, paras. I, 2 and 5, statement dated 24 December 1987 by the Presi­
dent on behalf of the Council (OR, 42nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, 
!987); and S/19626, paras. 4, 7 and 9, statement dated 16 March 1988 by the President on behalf of 
the Council (OR, 43rd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, I 988); and in connec• 
tion with the situation in Namibia: S/19068, para. 6, statement dated 21 August 1987 by the President 
on behalf of the Council (OR, 42nd yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council. 1987); 
and S/20208, statement dated 29 September 1988 by the President on behalf of the Council (OR, 
43rd r!·• Resolutions and Decisions of the Security Council, /988). 

1"'-'In connection with the complaint by Angola against South Africa, S/PV .2606: Angola, p. 12; 
in connection with the letter dated I October 1985 from Tunisia, S/PV .2611: USSR, p. 37; in con• 
nection with the situation in southern Africa, S/PV .2658: Ghana, pp. 29-30; in connection with the 
situation between Iran and Iraq, S/PV.2663: Iraq, pp. 26 and 37; S/PV.2664: Jordan, pp. 8-10; 
S/PV .2666: France, p. 38; in connection with the situation in Namibia, S/PV .2743: Pakistan, p. 71; 
and in connection with the situation in the occupied Arab territories, S/PV .2786: PLO, p. 7 (language 
of Article 25). 
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Article 25 was implicitly invoked in three communications 101 from Member States 
addressed to the United Nations, often in the context of urging or calling upon the Coun­
cil to take appropriate measures under the Charter with a view to ensuring compliance 
with previously adopted resolutions of the Council. 

Part V 

CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER VIII OF 
THE CHARTER 

Article 52 
"1. Nothing in the present Charter precludes the existence of regional arrange­

ments or agencies for dealing with such matters relating to the maintenance of interna­
tional peace and security as are appropriate for regional action, provided that such ar­
rangements or agencies and their activities are consistent with the Purposes and 
Principles of the United Nations. 

"2. The Members of the United Nations entering into such arrangements or con­
stituting such agencies shall make every effort to achieve pacific settlement of local 
disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies before refer­
ring them to the Security Council. 

"3. The Security Council shall encourage the development of pacific settlement 
of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies either 
on the initiative of the States concerned or by reference from the Security Council. 

"4. This Article in no way impairs the application of Articles 34 and 35." 
Article 53 

"1. The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional arrange­
ments or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. But no enforcement action 
shall be taken under regional arrangements or by regional agencies without the authori­
zation of the Security Council, with the exception of measures against any enemy State, 
as defined in paragraph 2 of this Article, provided for pursuant to Article 107 or in 
regional arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive policy on the part of any 
such State, until such time as the Organization may, on request of the Governments 
concerned, be charged with the responsibility for preventing further aggression by such 
a State. 

"2. The term enemy State as used in paragraph 1 of this Article applies to any 
State which during the Second World War has been an enemy of any signatory of the 
present Charter." 

Article 54 
"The Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of activities under­

taken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or by regional agencies for the 
maintenance of international peace and security." 

101S/17009, OR, 40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March /985 (letter from India to the Secretary­
General); S/17114, ibid., Suppl. for April-June 1985 (letter from India to the President of the Coun­
cil); S/1714 I, ibid. (letter from USSR to the Secretary-General); and S/20227, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. 
for Ocr.-Dec. 1988 (letter from Zimbabwe to the Secretary-General) 

NOTE 

451 

In consequence of the obligations placed by the Charter 
upon Members of the United Nations and upon regional 
arrangements or agencies, the attention of the Council was 
drawn during the period from 1985 to 1988 to the follow­
ing communications, which were circulated by the Secretary­
General to the representatives on the Council, but were not 
included in the provisional agenda. 

**A. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE SECRETARY­
GENERAL OF THE ORGANIZA TIOS OF AFRICAS 
USITY 

**B. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE SECRETARY· 
GENERAL OF THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN 
STATES 
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C. COMMUNICATIONS FROM STATES PARTIES TO 
DISPUTES OR SITUATIONS 

(i) Dated 31 May 1985: Argentina, transmitting the 
text of the resolution adopted on 30 May by the 
Pennanent Council of OAS, concerning the situ­
ation in the region of the Falkland Islands (Islas 
Malvinas). 102 

(ii) Dat~d ?O September I 985: Somalia, charging that 
Eth1op1a attacked, by air and land forces, popu­
lated areas of Somalia on 15 and 16 September 
1985 and that Ethiopia would be responsible for 
the consequences that might follow .103 

(iii) Dated 25 September 1985: Ethiopia, rejecting the 
c~arges by Somalia as a baseless manC\k),n to 
divert world attention from its internal civil war· 
a~d pointing out that only adherence to the prin: 
c1ples of the Charter of the United Nations and 
the Charter of the Organization of African Unity 
could enhance international and regional secu­
rity_ 104 

(iv) D~ted 14 February 1986: Chad, charging that the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had committed further 
acts of aggression against Chad, that it had occu­
pied Chadian territory in violation of the Charters 
of OAU and the Charter of the United Nations and 
infonning that Chad had requested the Secretary­
General of OAU to include the question of the 
conflict between Chad and the Libyan Arab Jama­
hiriya in the agenda of the next meeting of the 
OAU Council of Ministers. 105 

(v) Dated 18 February 1986: Chad, describing the war 
situation that the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had im­
posed upon Chad in violation of the resolutions 
and declarations adopted by OAU and the United 
Nati?ns on_ the dispute between Chad and Libya; 
and mf~nnmg that Chad had exercised its right un­
der Article 51, and that the aggression had been 
repelled with military intervention by France 
alongside Chadian forces. 106 

(vi) Dated 13 November 1986: Argentina, transmitting 
the text of a resolution adopted on 11 November 
J 986 by the Pennanent Council of OAS regarding 
the Declaration on fisheries in the south-west At­
lantic issued by the Government of the United 
Kingdom on 29 October 1986. 107 

(vii) Date~ 21 November 1986: the United Kingdom, 
offering an explanation about the nature and extent 
of the declaration of 29 October by the United 
Kingdom regarding the fishery limits to which the 
Falkland Islands were entitled under international 
Jaw.1os 

102511 7233, OR. 40th yr., Suppl. for April-June J 985. 
103s117484, ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. I 985. 
104sll 7495, ibid. 
1055117842, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March I 986. 
106sil7837, ibid. 
107S/18457, ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec., /986; see also letters 

dated 30 October and 3 November 1986 (respectively, S/18438 and 
S/18441) from Argentina, ibid. 

I085;18473. ibid. 

(viii) 

(ix) 

(x) 

(xi) 

Dated 12 November 1987: Chile, asserting that 
!here was no territorial or boundary problem pend­
mg between Bolivia and Chile as claimed by Bo­
livia in the documents of the General Assembly 
(A/42/348 and A/42/662). 109 

Dated 26 November 1987: Bolivia, emphasizing 
that the American and international communities 
were convinced that a serious problem existed be­
tween Bolivia and Chile and that, since 1979, OAS 
had ?een a~opting resolutions reiterating that it 
was m the mterests of the hemisphere to find an 
eq~itable solution which would give Bolivia "sov­
ereign and effective" access to the Pacific 
Ocean. 110 

Dated 27 November 1987: Chad, conveying the 
text of a message dated 25 November 1987 from 
the President of the Republic of Chad addressed 
to the Chainnan of the Ad Hoc Committee of the 
OAU, concerning the dispute between Chad and 
th_e Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and charging that 
Libya had attacked Chad from Sudanese territory 
in violation of the ceasefire arranged under the 
auspices of OAU .111 

Dated 3 December 1987: Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
conveying the text of a letter from the leader of 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya addressed to the 
Chainnan of the OAU Ad Hoc Committee inves­
ti~ati~g the claims made by Chad against Libya, 
reJectmg the allegations as baseless. 112 

D. COMMUNICATIONS FROM OTHER STATES CON­
CERNING MA TIERS BEFORE REGIONAL ORGANI• 
ZATIONS 

(i) Dated 30 January 1985: Malaysia, transmitting the 
text of a statement concerning the situation in 
Kampuchea_ issued on 9 January 1985 by the 
current Chamnan of the Standing Committee of 
ASEAN.1 13 

(ii) Dated 31 January 1985: Italy, transmitting the text 
of th~ Declaration on Kampuchea adopted at the 
Meetmg on European Political Cooperation of the 
European Community, held at Rome on 23 January.114 

(iii) Dated 22 February l 985: Malaysia, transmitting 
the text of the Joint Statement issued on 11 Feb­
ruary by the ASEAN Ministers for Foreign Af­
fairs.• •1 

(iv) Dated 17 July 1985: Philippines, transmitting the 
t~xts _of ~e following documents relating to the 
situation m Kampuchea: (a) the joint statement by 
the ASEAN Ministers for Foreign Affairs issued 
on 8 July; and (b) the ASEAN joint communique 
issued on 9 July 1985.1 16 

109s/l9265, annex, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. /987. 
11°5119308, ibid. 
111S/19305, ibid. 
112s/19317, ibid. 
11 3s/16917, ibid., 40th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March /985. 
114stt 6945, ibid. 
115si!6981, ibid. 
11~a) and (b), respectively, S/17344 and S/17345, ibid., Suppl. 

for June-Aug. I 985. 
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(v) Dated 15 January 1986: United Arab Emirates, 
transmitting the text of a resolution concerning re­
lations between the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and 
the United States of America, adopted on 4 Janu­
ary by the League of Arab States. 117 

(vi) Dated 27 May 1986: Netherlands, transmitting the 
text of a joint statement of the European Commu­
nity concerning the situation in Kampuchea. 113 

(vii) Dated 8 July 1986: Guyana, transmitting the text 
of the Declaration concerning the situation in 
southern Africa adopted on 3 July by the Seventh 
Meeting of Heads of Government of the Caribbean 
Community. 119 

(viii) Dated 8 July 1986: Singapore, transmitting the 
text of the ASEAN joint communique issued on 
24 June concerning the situation in Kampuchea. 120 

(ix) Dated 22 May 1987: Singapore, transmitting the 
text of a statement on the situation in Kampuchea 
issued on 11 May 1987 by the Chairman of the 
ASEAN Standing Committee. 121 

(x) Dated 8 June I 987: Belgium, transmitting the text 
of a statement of 3 June 1987 by the Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of the European Community con­
cerning relations between Mozambique and South 
Africa. 122 

(xi) Dated 15 July 1987: Denmark, transmitting the text 
of a declaration on the situation in and around Af­
ghanistan adopted on 13 July by the Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of the European Community. 123 

(xii) Dated 13 August 1987: Thailand, transmitting the 
texts of excerpts from the Joint Communique of 
the Twentieth Ministerial Meeting of ASEAN, 
held at Singapore on 15 and 16 June 1987, the 
Joint Statement issued on 14 June 1987 by the 
ASEAN Ministers for Foreign Affairs on lndo­
Chinese refugees and the Joint Statement issued 
on 16 June 1987 by the ASEAN Ministers for For­
eign Affairs on the situation in southern Africa. 124 

(xiii) Dated 28 September I 987: Thailand, transmitting 
the text of an explanatory note on the situation 
in Kampuchea, issued on the same date by 
ASEAN. 125 

(xiv) Dated 29 October 1987: United Arab Emirates, 
transmitting the text of a communique concerning 
relations between Kuwait and the Islamic Repub­
lic of Iran, issued on 25 October l 987 by the Min­
isterial Council of the Gulf Cooperation Coun­
ciJ. '26 

(xv) Dated 7 December 1987: Denmark, transmitting 
the text of a declaration on the situation in and 
around Afghanistan, issued by the Heads of State 
and Government of the European Community. 127 

1175/17742, OR. 41 st yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March /986. 
11 8s!I 8110, ibid., Suppl. for April-June 1986. 
11 95118211. ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. I 986. 
12°5118215, ibid. 
1215/18877, OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for April-June 1987. 
122sll 8905, ibid. 
123sil 8980. ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. l 987. 
1245119048. ibid. 
125sil9159. ibid. 
1265119241, ibid .. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. I 987. 
1275/19323. ibid. 

(xvi) Dated 24 December 1987: Thailand, transmitting 
the text of the Manila Declaration of 1987 on the 
situation in Kampuchea, issued on 15 December 
1987 at Manila, at the conclusion of the Meeting 
of the ASEAN Heads of Govemment. 128 

(xvii) Dated 4 August 1988: Brunei Darussalam, trans­
mitting the text of excerpts from the Joint Com­
munique of the Twenty-First Ministerial Meeting 
of ASEAN, concerning the situation in Kam­
puchea.129 

In addition to circulating these communications to the 
representatives on the Council, it has been the practice to 
include a listing of them, under various headings, in the 
annual reports of the Council to the General AssemblyY0 

During the period under review, none of the resolutions 
adopted by the Council, nor the statements by the President 
on behalf of the Council, contained references to the pro­
visions of Chapter VIII of the Charter. However, the sig­
nificance of the provisions of Chapter VIII was reflected 
on a few occasions during the Council's discussions on 
various questions. 

On one occasion, during the Council's deliberations on 
the letter dated 6 May 1985 from the representative of 
Nicaragua, the provisions of Chapter VIII in general were 
implicitly invoked by representatives arguing against or in 
support of the decision by the United States of America to 
impose a trade embargo and other economic measures 
against Nicaragua. On the one hand, it was charged that 
the United States, by adopting internationally coercive 
economic measures, had violated not only the Charter of 
the United Nations but also, inter alia, the Charter of the 
Organization of American States (OAS), article 19 of 
which stated: "No State may use or encourage the use of 
coercive measures of an economic or political character in 
order to force the sovereign will of another State and to 
obtain from it advantages of any kind." 

On the other hand, it was held that Nicaragua's "cam­
paign of subversion and destabilization" in Central Amer­
ica had violated Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter of 
the United Nations, articles 3, 18, 20 and 21 of the revised 
Charter of the Organization of American States, and article 
I of the Rio Treaty. While customary international law did 
not oblige a State to trade with any other State, common 
sense suggested-and international practice confirmed­
that in general a State was free to choose its trading part­
ners. It was further maintained that, while the Charter of 
the United Nations in no way precluded action by individ­
ual States in pursuance of their customary and sovereign 
rights to safeguard their security, the trade embargo by the 
United States against Nicaragua was not only consistent 
with the Charter of the Organization of American States 
but also furthered its purposesY 1 

I28s/19385, ibid. 
129s/20091, OR, 43rd yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. /988. 
130see under part IV of the report of the Security Council to the 

General Assembly, 1984/85 (GAOR, 40th sess., Suppl. No. 2), pp. 96 
and I 15; 1985/86 (GAOR, 41st sess., Suppl. No. 2), pp. 187, 189, 
204 and 225; 1986/87 (GAOR, 42nd sess., Suppl. No. 2), pp. 98, 
108, 110 and 106; 1987/88 (GAOR, 43rd sess., Suppl. No. 2), pp. 134, 
136 152, 155-156 and 173. 

111For the texts of the relevant statements, see S/PV.2577: Nica­
ragua, pp. 26-28; S/PV .2578: Peru, p. 11; United States, pp. 26-31 
and 89 (second intervention); Mexico, pp. 36 and 37; Brazil, p. 88, 
and Nicaragua, pp. 97-101. For the discussion regarding Article 2, 
paragraph 4, see part II, A, above. 
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On a second occasion, when the Council considered the 
situation in the Middle East at the request of the repre­
sentative of Egypt112 concerning the conflict "in and 
around Beirut between . . . the Palestinians and the Leba­
nese", there was an explicit reference to Article 52. Fol­
lowing the adoption of resolution 564 ( 1985)133 at the be­
ginning of the 2582nd meeting, held on 31 May 1985, the 
representative of Lebanon stated that his Government had 
previously made it clear that Lebanon opposed the Secu­
rity Council's dealing with "the situation in and around the 
Palestinian camps", which, he said, were located on Leba­
nese territory. He then enumerated five reasons for his 
Government's objection to the consideration of the ques­
tion by the Council. The fifth reason he gave was that it 
was not useful for the Council to consider internal situ­
ations that were being dealt with on both the regional and 
the internal level; and that, on the contrary, the Council 
must encourage all efforts in keeping with Article 52 of 
the Charter of the United Nations. 134 

On a third occasion, during the Council's deliberations 
on the letter dated 13 November 1986 from the repre­
sentative of Chad, concerning the expansion of the occu­
pied territory of northern Chad following a fresh military 
offensive by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, the provisions 
of Chapter VIII were frequently referred to by nearly all 
the representatives who participated in the discussion. On 
one side, the representative of Chad reaffirmed his Gov­
ernment's readiness to cooperate with the Ad-Hoc Com­
mittee on the Chad-Libya dispute which had been set up 
in 1977 by OAU, but which, he said, had been obstructed 
since its inception by Libya. It was further stressed, by the 
representative of the Congo, that there was a broad con­
sensus in respect of the question of Chad within OAU, the 
foremost institutional body competent to deal with the is­
sue; and that it was time to reaffirm that the OAU Charter, 
to which both Chad and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya ad­
hered, advocated respect for the principles concerning the 

13~·hc letter dated 30 May 1985 from the representative of Egypt, 
addressed to the President of the Council, S/17228, was included 
in the Council's agenda. For the text of the letter, sec OR, 40th yr., 
SufJf for April-June /985. 

3For the adoption of resolution 564 (1985) and the Council's 
general proceedings on the question, sec chap. VIII, part II, under 
the same heading. 

134For the text of the relevant statement, sec S/PV .2582: Leba­
non, p. 12. For the other four reasons given by Lebanon, sec chap. 
VIII, part II, under the same heading. Sec also S/PV .2582, p. 11. 

peaceful settlement of disputes among Member States. 
Moreover, the African charter prescribed, in harmony with 
respect for universal law, recourse in case of conflict to 
negotiation, mediation, conciliation or arbitration. It was 
in that spirit, he said, that the twenty-second summit of 
OAU had urged the continuance of efforts aimed at reac­
tivating the Ad Hoc Committee on the Libyan-Chad con­
flict, since the settlement of the question lent itself"excep­
tionally well" to a regional initiative within the framework 
of OAU. It was therefore urged that the Security Council, 
in conformity with the relevant provisions of the Charter 
of the United Nations, should take due account of that fac­
tor and encourage OAU in its initiatives and efforts aimed 
at enabling Chad to regain peace, national unity and terri­
torial integrity. On the other side, it was maintained that 
the problem of Chad was an internal problem which was 
before OAU which, in tum, had entrusted the President of 
the People's Republic of the Congo with the task of seek­
ing national reconciliation among the contending Chadian 
parties; and that, therefore, while the Security Council 
meeting was groundless, the encouragement given to the 
"Habre group" had been designed only to hamper the en­
deavours of OA U. 135 

In addition to those mentioned above, there were also 
many instances in which the provisions of Chapter VIII 
were invoked, both explicitly and implicitly, in the Coun­
cil's deliberations,136 and in a few communications from 
Member States addressed to the United Nations.117 

13'For the texts of the relevant statements, sec S/PV .2721: Chad, 
p. 8; Congo, pp. 11-13; Zaire, pp. 16-19; United States, p. 23; Lib­
yan Arab Jamahiriya, pp. 28, 31, 33 and 36; and USSR, pp. 41 and 
43. 

1361n connection with the situation in Namibia, S/PV.2587: Po­
land, p. 51; in connection with the complaint by Angola against 
South Africa, S/PV .2596: United Republic of Tanzania, pp. 29-30; 
in connection with the question of South Africa, S/PV .2600: Kenya, 
p. 86; in connection with the agenda item entitled "United Nations 
for a better world and the responsibility of the Security Council in 
maintaining international peace and security", S/PV .2608: Mada­
gascar, p. 61 (explicit); in connection with the letter dated 11 
March 1988 from the representative of Argentina, S/PV .2800: Ar­
gentina, pp. 11 and 12; Uruguay, pp. 24-2S; Peru, pp. 38 and 39; 
Mexico, p. S2; Ecuador, p. 62; and S/PV .2801: Algeria, p. 7; Nepal, 
pp. 8 and 9; China, p. 21; and Guatemala, p. 42. 

137S/l 8554 (letter dated 2 January 1987 from the representative 
of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya), OR, 42nd yr., Suppl. for Jan.­
March /987; S/18603 and S/18619 (letter and note vcrbalc dated, 
respectively, 14 and 16 January 1987 from the representative of 
Chad), ibid. 

**Part VI 
**CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER XII OF 

THE CHARTER 

Part VII 
CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER XVI OF 

THE CHARTER 

Article 102 

"1. Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by any Member 
of the United Nations after the present Charter comes into force shall as soon as possible 
be registered with the Secretariat and published by it. 
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"2. No party to any such treaty or international agreement which has not been 
registered in accordance with the provisions of paragraph I of this Article may invoke 
that treaty or agreement before any organ of the United Nations." 

Article 103 

"In the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of the United 
Nations under the present Charter and their obligations under any other international 
agreement, their obligations under the present Charter shall prevail." 

NOTE 

During the period under review, there were two instances 
in which the principle of Article 103 was explicitly in­
voked, both times in connection with the situation in Cy­
prus. 

At the 2635th meeting, on 12 December 1985, the rep­
resentatives of Greece and Cyprus stressed, the latter with 
explicit reference to Article I 03, that the Treaty of Guar­
antee did not give the right of military intervention in Cy­
prus and that, if the Treaty had given such a right, it would 
have been against the provisions of Article 2, paragraph 4, 
of the Charter, but that such contradiction was prohibited 
under Article 103 .138 

On the second occasion, at the 2771 st meeting of the 
Council, on 14 December 1987, the representative of Cy-

138$/PV.2635: Greece, p. 59 (fourth intervention); Cyprus, p. 59 
(fourth intervention). For Turkey's view, see ibid., p. 58. See also 
part II, A, under Article 2, paragraph 4. 

prus stated that the Turkish allegation that Turkish troops 
had invaded Cyprus and remained there in accordance with 
the Treaty of Guarantee was absurd. He recalled Article 2, 
paragraph 4, which called upon all Member States to re­
frain from the use of force in international relations, and 
stressed that any interpretation to the effect that the Treaty 
of Guarantee had given the right to any guarantor to use 
force would have rendered the Treaty provision contrary 
to Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter and would thus 
have been ipso facto null and void, as was clearly stipu­
lated by Article 103 of the Charter of the United Nations.139 

Other than the two instances mentioned above, Article 
I 03 of the Charter of the United Nations was also referred 
to explicitly in a letter dated 19 November 1986 from 
the representative of Cyprus addressed to the Secretary­
General.140 

l39S/PV.2771: Cyprus, pp. 24-26; for the position of Turkey, see 
ibid., pp. S2-SS. For discussion regarding Article 2, paragraph 4, of 
the Charter, sec part 11, A. 

' 4°8/18466, OR, 41st yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1986; for Turkey's 
response, sec S/18495 (letter dated 3 December 1986 from the rep­
resentative of Turkey), ibid. 

**Part VIII 
**CONSIDERATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER XVII OF THE CHARTER 




