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The weating was called to order at 4.20 p.w,

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted.

LETTER DATED 25 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF MALTA 70 THE UNITED
NATIONS ADDRESSED 10 THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/17940)

LETTER DATED 25 NARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMAMENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS T0 THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE
SEBOURITY COWNCIL (S/17941)

LETTER DATED 26 MARCH 1986 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF IRAQ TO THE UNITED
NATIONS AUDDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENWT OF THE SECURITY QOUNCIL (S/17946)

The PRESIDENT: In accordance with decisions taken by the Council at
previous meetings on this item, I invite the representative of Malta to take a
place at the Council table; I invits the representatives of the Byelorussian Soviet
Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemesn, the German Democratic
A2public, Hungary, India, Kuwait, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mongolia, Poland, the
Syrian Arab Republic, the Ukrainian Soviet Sc~ialist Republic, Viet Nam and
Yugoslaviz to take the places reserved for them at the side of the Council Chamber.

LY

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Agius (Malta) took a place at the

Council tsble; Mr. Maksivov (Byelorussian Soviet Socislist Republic), Mr. Oramas

Oliva (Cuba), M, Cesar (Czechoslovakia), Mr. Al-Ashtal (Demccratic Yemen), Mr. Ott

{Gsrman Democratic Republic), Mr. Endreffy (Hungary), Mr. Krishnan (India),

Mz, Abdulhasen (Kuwalt) Mr. Azzarouk (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya), Mr. Ryamdioo

(Mongoliaj, Mr. Noworyta (Polsnd), Mr. El Fattal (Syrian Arab Republic),

Mr, Oudovenko (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic), Mr. Bui Xuan Nhat (Viet Nam)

and Hr. Golob (Yugosiavisj took the places reserved for tham at the side of the

Couneil Che

S v

Tho PRESIDENT: I shculd like to inform members of the Council thast I
have received latters from the repressntatives of Alger.a, Ethiopia, the Islamic

Republic of Iram and the lac Peuple’s Democratic Republic in which they raquest to
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{The President)
be invited to participate in the discussion of the item on the Council's agenda.
In conformity with the usual practice and with the consent of the Councili, I
proposs to invite the representatives of Algeria, Ethiopia, the islamic Republic of
Iran and the Lao People's Dcnoctatic Republic to take part in the discussion,
without the right to vole, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the
Charter and rule 37 of the Council’s provisional rules of procedure.

There being no cbjection, it -is so Gecided.

At the invitation of the President, Mr, Djoudi (Algeries), Mr. Dinka

{Bthiopia), Mr. Rafaie Khorassani (Islamic Republic of Iran) and Mr. Somvorachit

(Lao People's Democratic Republic) took the placea reserved for them at the side of

the Council Chawber.

The PRESIDENT: I should like to inform members of the Council that I
have received a letter dated 27 March 1986 from the Parsament Representative of the
United Arab Emirates to the United Nations, which reads as follows:

*I have the honour to request that the Security Council extend an
invitation, under rule 59 of its provisional rules of procedure, to His
Excellency Dr, Clovis Maksoud, Awbassador Bxtraordinary and Plenipotantiary,
Permanent Cbserver of the laague of Arab States to the United Natiom‘.. in
connection with the item presently under consideration.”

That letter has been published as a document of the Security Council under the
symbol 8/17948.

If 1 hesat no objection, I shall take it that the Council decides to gra.it the
request made to ir to extend an invitation under rule 39 of the provisional rules
of procedure to His Excellency Dr. Clovis Maksoud,

There baing no objectfion, it is so decided.

The Security Council will now resume ite consideration of the item on its

agenda,
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(The President)

I should like to draw the attention of members of the Council to
document 5/17947, which contains the text of a letter Zated 26 March 1986 from the
Permanent Repressntative of India to the United Nations addressed to the
Secretary~General,

The first speaker is the reprusentative of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic. I invite him to take a place at the Council table and to make his
statament.

Mr. OUDOVENRO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) (interpretation from
Russian): First, as your former colleague in the Security Council, I should like
to wish you, Hr. President, every success in your conduct of the work of the
Council in the remsxining days of this month. We should like to pay a tribute to
your predecessot as President, the Ambassador Abouki of the Congo, for his skillful
conduct of the Council's work in Pebruary.

We should also like to associate ourselves with the words of welcome and good
wishes we have heard here addressed to Asmbassador Dubinin upon his assumption of
the post of Permanent Representative of the Soviet Union to the United Nations and
representative of the Soviet Union in the Bscurity Council, Ambassador Dubinin is
well known in our country as an cutscanding diplomat. We wish him every success.

Over the past faw days the whole world has once again witnessed another
extremely dangercus exacerbation of the situaticn in the southern Mediterranean,
Once again, Libya, a non-aligned country, has become the target of the imperialist
policy of force and diktat. It has been clear from the discussion here and from
numerous pre¢s reports that the armed forces of the United States have carried out
another act of aggression against that Mediterranean State and have struck at a

nusber of Libyan targets, including targets on Libyan territory.
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{(Mr. Oudovenko, Ukrainian SSR)

We vigorously condemn this further act of piracy against Libya., The Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic considers that the raising of this question in this
Council, at the initiative of the USSR, Malta and Iraq is entireiy justified, right

and proper.
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(Mr, Oudovenko, Ukrainian SSR)

The Council's discussion of this matter and the statements made by a large
nuaber of repressntetives have demonstrated the international community's growing
concern and alarm about the new globalist policy proclaisad by Washington: a
policy of intervention in the affairs of sovereign States: a policy of fanning the
flames of tension in various parts of the worldy a policy of creating a threat to
international peace and security.

The eventa of the last few years have made it unmistakably cilear that the
United States Administration has chosen Libya as one of the targets of its policy
of State terrorism. We need only recall the events of 1981, when two Libyan
aircraft wore shot down off the Libyan coast, Exactly two yeara ago, the Security
Council wag compelled to consider once again tha question of encroachments on the
sovezeignty and independence of Libya. We must add to that what has becom: a
virtually conatant phenomenon: provocative and threatening exercises carried out
off the shores of Libya by a whole armads of United States warships, Early this
year, in clear violation of the United Nations Charter and in disregard of the
slementary norns of international law, the United States launched a campaign of
veritable economic terror against Libya.

Washington no longer attempts to conceal the fact that it has long sought a
pretext for taking drastic action against a Government which is repudiating the
hegemonistic designs of the United States in the region, 1In that connection we
must recall press reports of United States Administration approval last Novewbsr of
a secret plan for the destabllization of Libya and the destruction of its
leadership. To provide at least some sort of basis for its policy of blackmail an?
threats, and to prepare international public opinion, Washington has been i{ssuing
sssertiona that Libya's policy represents some kind of threat to the national
security of the Uniyad States. For many months now, an anti~Libvan paycological

and propaganda war has been waged.
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{Mr. Oudovenko, Ukrainian 8SSR)

It has bean acknowledged by representatives cf the United States

Administration themselves, as cited in The Naw York Timas on 26 March 1986, that

preparations for a military confrontation with Libya began at about the same time
as the announcement of the imposition of economic sanctions against that Arab
country, that is as early as January this year. According to reports, the decis’ -0
to carry cut thia wost recent act of piracy was taken 10 days before it actually
occurred, In other words, we are dealing with a pre-planned, premeditated punative
operation.

United States representatives, in the Council and e¢lsavhere,. have been
unstinting in their attempts to justify this recent act of aqgrebui.on. In that
connection they are suddenly reminding us of the existence of international law, of
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter concerning the right of self-defence.

They are reminding us about the international law of the sea, and even lodging
protests. But we cannot help wondering: Was it really necessury to go thousands
of wmiles from their own ahores and engege in large-scale ntlitafy ianocuvru off
the coast of other countries to demonstrate the right of self-defence? That is
topsy—-turvy logic by which the victim of aggression is called the aggressor and by
which the aggressor cries out for help.

As everyone knows full wall, there were also attempts to justify the dirty war
in Viet Nam and the barbarous strafing of pesceful Lebanese villages, about which
this Council has heard, with talk of the exercise of the right of self-defence and
of the defance of °"vital interasts”. There were attempts to justify subversive
action against Cuba, Afghanistan, Nicaragua and Angola and the intervention in
Grenada with teferences to "defence of their citizens®. 1In short, the principle

here appesrs to be that any means are justified by the end. -
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{Mr. Oudavenko, Ukrainian SSR)

As has been quite rightly pointed ocut here, in particular by the
representative of Malta, by its acts of provocation against Libya the United States
has violated the fundamental principles of the United Nationa, as set out in
Article 2 of the Charter, concerning the inadmissibility of the threat or use of
force

"sgainzt the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or

in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations”.
A similar provision is found in the Definition of Aggression, adopted by the
Getiaral Assembly in its resclution 3314 (XXiX). That Definition states that the
following qualifies as an act of aggression:

“Bozbardment by the armed forces of a State sgainst the territory of
another State or the use of any weapons by a State against the territory of

another State." (General Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX), annex, acticle 3(b))

1t is cuite obvious that this latest act of piracy by the United States falls
squarcely under the terms of the Definition of Aggression; any references made here
to Article 51 of the Charter on the right of self-defence are entirely unfounded.
Incidentally, it is that right which Libya has been exercising. Washington has
bean deliberately ignoring the existence in international law of a broad range of
peaceful means for tie settlement of disputes in relations between States, and has
praferred to engage in military adventures - which is what we are used to from it -
to “"assert” and “defend” freedom of navigation.

It is strange also to hear United States representatives make reference to the
basic norms of the law of the mea, for it was the United Stateg itself which
refused o sign and suwpport the 1982 United Naticns Convention on the Law of the
Sea, and which, with admirable consistency, has been pursuing a policy of sabotage
and subversion against that fundamental international legal Jdocument, which

codifies an all-embracing legal régime governing the sea and its resources.
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(Mr. Ou ovenko, Ukrainian SSR)

In that connection we can hardly fail to mention the provocative acts carcried
out by United States warships on 13 March 1986 in the territorial waters of the
USSR in the Black Sea. The United States attempted to justify those acts too by
invoking present norms of the law of the sea, specifically the right of innocent
passage,

The most recent act of piracy against Libya has sharply exacerbated the
situation in the area, which was already an explosive one. This could have grave,
wider conseguences. The latest events in the southern Mediterranean are but one
further illustration of the conclusion articulated at the twenty-seventh congress
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union by the General-Secretary of the Party,
Mr. Mikhail 8. Gorbachev, that

"In stepping up international tension, United States imperialisms sees a way to

justify its military appropriations, its global ambitions and its intervention

in the affairs of other countries”.

The policy of hostility against non-aligned Libya has aroused the just
condeanation of the overwhelming majority of States. The psople of the Soviet
Ukraine express their solidarity with the Libyan people in these difficult times
for Libya. The Ukrainian SSR reiterates its support for Libya's just struggle for
freedom and independence.

It is our ﬁope that the Security Council will most vigorously condamn this
latest act of armed aggression agaihst yet another non-aligned Qtatt, and that it
w111 call for an imsediate end to such action, nwow and in the future. The armed
forces of the United States must be withdrawn fotthwith from the coast of Libya.
and the victim of thié aggreaesion must be granted its right.to appropriate

compensation,
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Tho PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Ukrainian Scviet
Socialist Republic for his kind words adiressed to me.
The next speaker is the represgntative of the Syrian Arab Republic. 1 invite

him to take a place at the Council table and to make his atatemant.
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Mr. EL FATTAL (Syrian Arab Rgpublic) (interpretation from Arabic):
It gives great pleasure to extend to you, Sir, congratulations on your assumption
of the presidency of the Council for this month. You personally and your country,
Denmark, are known for objectivity and precision in dealing with issues and for
great interest in the affairs of the dGeveloping world. We are confident that your
competence will enable the Council to deal judiciously and Justly with the urgent
complaint before it.

We should also like to extend our great appreciation to the Ambassador of the
Congo, who conducted the work of the Council with great success last month.

It gives us much pleasure to gee Aabassador Dubinin representing the Soviet
tnion, that friendly country.

As it participates in this important debate, the delegation of the Syrian Arab
Rapublic greatly appreciates the thzee requests submitted for the convenirg of an
urgent meeting of the Sacurity Council, Those requests were made by Malta, the
Soviet Union and the Arab Group. The latter made its request in implementation of
a regsolution adopted by the Council of the Arab League on 26 March. That
resolution condemned the flagrant American act of aggression against the Libyan
Arab Jamshiriya and provided for specific measures against that act of aggression.
The resolution of the Arab League Council, of which the Syrian Arab Republic was a
sponsor, calls uﬁon the Security Council to consider the grave situation arising
from the most recent American act of aggression against the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
and embodies the full Arab solidarity with the Jaxahiriya. It represants the firm
position of the Arab States and the entire Arzb nation against the vicious act of
aggression parpeérate& by the American administratica against fraternal Libya.

It ic worth recalling here that this premeditated, direct and flagrant act of
American aggression against the soveraignty, independence and scuaricy of an Arab

State constitutes an sct of aggression against all the Arab countries. We must
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(Mr. Bl Fattal, Syrian
Arab_fepubl[c)

also add that that aggression has confirmed the conviction of the psople of every

Arab Stute that imperialism is escalating its conspirscy against them, against
their future and against their aspirations: that imperialism harbours ill-will
towards them and wants to humiliate them through a policy aimed at extending
hegemony and control over their fate, depleting their resources, exploiting them
and creating Arab entities that would be used to serve the purposes of world
imparialisa and its greedy global designs.

We are fully convinced that the question before the Council has no relation
whatsoever to freedom of navigation or to a dispute regarding sovereignty over the
Gulf of Sidra. There are scores of disputes over gulfs, borders and sovereignty.
Such disputes among Status are ususlly settled by intervationally recognized
peaceful means. We do not for a moment doubt that the Gulf of Sidra is
historically an Arab Gulf.

The United States has falsely and wrongly invoked the gquastion of freedom of
the high ueas and freedom of navigation to perpetrate the largest ever terrorist
and military oparation against an independant Stats in order to achieve its dream
of eliminating the progressive system of government in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.
The dcstructibn of that régime has become an obgession that haunts American
policy-makers, because it is fully committed to the purposes and principles of the
Charter and the objectives of the Movement of Non-Aligncd Countries and is also
coamitted to supporting the world liberaticn movement and decolonization in all

forms. That régime is fully wedded to the first vital guestion of the Acab

Py .
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racist Zionist occupation and resistance against conspiracies aimed at llquidating
the question of Palestine and entrenching the Israeli cccupation of the cccupled

Arab terricories.
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(Mr. El Fattal, Syrian
Arab Republic)

The United States of America impedes all effurts to impose sanctions against

the racist régime of Scuth Africa, It finances, trains and directs movements
against progressive régimes in Africa and Latin America, opposes the unconditional
independenca of Namibia and supports aggression against Angola and Nicaragua. The
sane United States is today imposing esonowic sanctions against the Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya and denying it its right to development and progress. Thia provides
categorical evidencs that the United States is opposed to liberation from forelgn
control' and stands by racist régimes znd even sponsors the wars they wage against
all who stand for the right of peocples to independence, liberty and
self-determination.

This wost recent act of aggression, the culmination of a long series of acts
of provocation &nd piracy going back to 1981, is but an attempt to bring the Libyan
Azab Jamahiriya to its knees. It is also a warning to all the Arab countries of
what will happen if they opt to pursce their vital struggle.

We zl1l know that any action by the United States of America against any Arab
Stxte has but one aim: to serve its atrategic ally, Israel. Hence we were not
surprised when Israel applaudod-and hailed tha act of aggressfon sgainst the Gulf
of sidra ard the Libyan Coast and declared it a joint victory of Washington and Tal
Aviv. By the same token we are not surprised that the Amerjcan Administration
applauds and hails every Iasraeli act of aggression against our Arab pecple. They
hailed and applauded the act of aggression of 1967; they applaudad when Isrsal

overran Lebanon in 1982, And thay did not stop there. They deplcyed their forces

in the territsey of Ishanon and sttemabad &0 {mnnse an it the humilisving asresmant
4 g - = N TTE T T T TRt Tt e weTwyr

of 1983, The fleet that shelled peaceful Lebanese villages and cities is the same

fleet that has shelled Libyan territory and wreaked havec in the Libyan Gulf of

gidra.
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(M. Bl rFattal, Syrian

Arab Republic)

It is no longer a secret to the Arab people that the strategle

Iscreli-Americean alliaucs has béeen in effect since 1981 in a precise, phased and
systematic manner with a view to lmposing hegemony mdlcmttol over the Arabs and
hence compeliing the Arabs to abandon their hopes. But we eay they will not
achieve their purposes and desjzes: we shall thwart them with all the means at our

disposal.



BG/9 S/PV.2570 .
16

(Mr. E) Pattal, Syrian Araly Republic)

Since the uw_lution of 1 Septumber 1969, world imperialism has been hatching
ong plot after another to undecrmins the n;g\dcpondonco and sovereignty of that great
Arad country whose people and leadership have demonstrated wuch potential and
ability in achieving great accomplizhuents in the economic, social and defence
fields. That pecple has been able to stand up to all conspiraciss. If today the
Libyan Avab Jamahiriya is victim of a brutal act of milita.y aggression perpetrated
against it by America, a super-Power, it is becaus« the acts of provocation,
piracy, mancwuvres, naval and air violations and economic sanctions continuously
unlcaot;ed against Libya before the current act of aggression all mat with
ignominious failure - thankas to the steadfastnees of the Libyan Arab people. The
current act of aggression is bound to faill so long as the Arab will to resist
remains steadfast.

The psychological warfare that the United States has been waging to delude the
world into believing that there is terrorism that nec.ssitates retaliation is aimed
at whipping up world public opinion everwhere, but especially in the United States,
in order to prepare it to accept any military acts committed by the United States
in our Arab region on the pretext of "fighting terrorism™ - to use their
expression. This act of aggression has been perpetrated to distort the facts of
the struggle in the region and to divert attention frow Iscael's crimes against the
Arab pecple in Palestine, southern Lebanon and the occupied Golan Heights.

Aith the perpetraticn of the act of aygression, we find the Arab masses today
wore prepared than ever to meek the liberation of their territories. The United
Gtates act of aggression will not discourage them from continuing the struggle to
regain their usurped richts. The Unlitaed Stataes and Israel must aive up any hope of
imposing capitulation on the Arab nation. This act of aggresefon will only
strerqgthen our resolve to pursue the policy of standing up to the enemy in the
occupiaed Avab territories.

Contrary tao the awpectstinng of American circles with reference £o the vicicus
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(Mr. Bl Fattal, Syrian Arab Republic)

flagrant act of aggression against the Libyan Arsb Jamahiriya, world public opinion
today stands by the victim. All peace-loving States have upbeld Libya's right to
defend its sovereignty and independence and against the United States act of
aggression; even i{n Western Buropa thers are voices opposing American adventurisa
and calling for an end to it, because it 1@:11- not only the sscurity of the
Mediterranean but also internaticnal peace and security.

On several occasions ~ most recently on 26 March -~ the non~-aligned countriea
have expressed their condemnation of American actions and called for an ismediate
end to the aggressio. against Libya.

The Security Council, by virtue of its responsibility for the maintenance of
international pesce and security and the prevention of aggreasion, 1s called upon
today more than ever before to prove equal %0 the events and take all necessary
measures to end the aggreasion, effect tha immediate withdrawal of the United
States wilitary forces from the Libyan Gulf of Sidra, condemn the Amarican act of
sygression in the strongest terms, and call upon the United States of America to
withdcaw its bases and fleet from the Mediterranean. The future of international
peace and security depends on the degree of the Security Council's effectiveness in
standing up to this act of agyression flagrantly perpetrated by th. United States
against the Libyan Arab Jamshiriya in viclation of the provisions of the Charter
and the norse of international law,

The Syrian Arab Republic stande with great resolve by the Libyan Arab
Jacahiriya, {ts Governsent and pecple with all the political, military, matecial
and other means at its disposal. We will provide every assistance to the -
Government and fraternal people of Libya, which will inflict defeat on the
impocialist aggressors. That heroic people will triumph, despite tha might and
arrogance of the Aserican aggressor.

The PRESIDENT: 1 thank the repvesentative of the Syrian Arab Republic

for the kind words he addressed to my country and me.,
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(The President)

The next speaker is the representative of Yugoslavia. I invite him to take s
place at the Council table and to make his statement.

Mz. GOLOB (Yugoslavia): Mr. President, you have already distinguished
yourself in conducting the Council's affairs and i% is thus all the more agreeable
to congratulate you, as is customary, on your assumption of office.

Your predecesscr, Mr. Martin Adouki, Ambassador of the People's Republic of
the Congo, has left on us an indelible impression by his sagacity and tireless
activity for peace and security when he led tha Council during the month of
February.

Force has ajain been flagrantly used in the Mediterranean, this time in the
central Mediterranean. The Council is considering the latest dangerous escalation
marked by the agyressive, armed attacks of the United States Sixth Fleet on Libya.
The prospects for peace and security that the countries of the region want are
being most seriously sndangered and, if continued, somewhers down the road the
independence and acvereignty of peoples risk being buried. That, in our view, is
the boctos line of wvhat we have witnessed during the past few days in the cgntral
Mediterranean. The international community, the UniteC Nations and the Security
Council, guided by experience and by duties under the Charter, should be able to
prevent it.

New and deadlier weapons are being heaped on the Mediterranean - a region that
is already tense, overlcaded snd indeed saturated with srmed power and the weight
of sxtra-ctegional militacy forccu.. I submit that it would be nalve to believe that
such an inc:ease in military activities and the use of so much force can really be
controlled or managed, as has beaen claimed,

The armasents and foreign military presence and the use of force and
aggression in the Hedlterraunman increase, while the level of peace and seurity and

of the environment for co-operation are inexorably beling reduced.
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{Mr. Golob, Yugoslavia)

It may be useful to recall here the messages of peace and security for all
that wers formuilated by the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, in particular on the
fasus of the Mediterranean, especially since these messages have not been heeded
and s deat ear has been turned to thesm.

It was a3 year and a half ago that the Ministers for Foreign Aftairs of the
non-aligned Wediterranesn countries met in Valletta, Kalta. They reviewed the
situstion in the Nediterranean and they noted with disguiet and concern the growing
sanifestation of bloc confrontation, the continuous ercalation of great-Fower
military presence, the policy of deployment of armaments and weapons of mass
destruction, including nuclear missiles, and the installation, by countries outside
the region, of military bases and facilities that threaten the security of
non~aligned Maditerranean and other countries.

They pointed out that the Mediterranean region was being tzansformed into a
critical area of tension with serious negative implications for internaticiai peace
and security. They stressed that the sovereignty and indopendence of Statas of the
region vere being threatened and that the process of a peaceful settlement of
fegional problems was being jeopardized.

At the sams time they called upon the non-Mediterrancan States to sdhere
strictly to the principle of non-use or threat of force and urged them not to use
their armaments, forces, bases and military facilities against non-aligned
Naditerzanean members.

This, by the way, is stipulated in the Helsirki Final Act of the Conference on

Security and Co-operation in Europe as well and is an obligation incusbent on all

signaturies to the Act.



JVN/10 S/PV, 2670
22

(Mr. Golob, Yugoslavia)

It may be useful to recall that the Foreign Ministers of non-sligned countries
nesting at Angola last year in Septsmber stated that the Ninistsrs expressed grave
concern at the

“militery presence, activities and manoceuvres of the great Powers in the

territories, air space and texritorial waters, or in the vicinity, of

noir-aligned countries and considsred these as breeding tension and
instability, endangering peace and sacurity and pose the threat of

intsrvention in the internsl affairs of these countries.” (8/17610, para. 19)

Yugoslavia, a Europcan, Mediterranean and non-aligned country, has beaen
following the deterioration with growing ccncern. It was only a month ago today
that the Presidency of Yugoslavia, the collective Head of State, issued a
statement. At that time they expressed serious concern over the threats to peace
and security in the ragion. They pointed out that uncontrolled development may
have unforeseeable consequences for neace and stability in the Mediterannean,
Zurops and the world. They stressed that a growing presence of military factors,
increased concentration of military strength and arsenals of weapons, 1nc1uq1ng
nuclear ones, constantly aygravate the situation., They pointed out that frequent
militaty exsrcises and other military dszunstiations in the vicinity of the
territorial waters of littocal States threaten to cause dangaerous incidents., They
pointed ocut that thiz may have periloug consequences for the security of all
littoral States, and in particular the non-aligned countries, which are thus
sxpossd to various threats and pr.o.uuros. ‘

And finally they emphasized that no motive or pretext can justify the threat
or use of force, interference in internal affairs and the exerting of pressure; and

they made clear that Yugoslavia fully supports the independence and scvereignty of

all Meditervansan countries.
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This is, however, the backdrop against which the latest developments took
place, and sbout these developments the Presidency of Yugnslavia last Tuesday
{issued the following statement:

®After consideration of the latest dangerous escalation of the situation
in the central Mediterranean which was marked by aggressive armed attacks by
the United States Sixth Fleet against the objects and territory of the Libyan
Aiab Jamahiriya, the Presidency of the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoalavia expressed greatest concern over those acts, condemned them and
damanded the urgent cessation of military operations endangering the sscurity
and territorial integrity of the countries of the region, in particular the
non-aligned Libyan Arab Jamshiriys, as well as of peace and stability in the
world at large.

"The latest developmants only reconfirm that the Kediterranean region,
due to an ever larger accumulation of military forces and to the lack of a
solution of critical situstions in the araa, has grown into a new serious
focus of crisis 'n the world.

*Bearing this in mind, the Preeidency pointed to the urgent need for an
{smediate action by the widest international community, particulsrly the
Sacurity Council of the United Nations, aimed at preventing the breaking eut
of a conflict of wider proportions, at providing respect for the sovereignty
and territor’ -1l integrity of the Libyan Arsb Jamahiriya and at seeking a
peaceful solution in accerdance with the principlas of the Unitad Nations
Charter and the policy of non-alignment. This calls for special 1ncn.u.d
efforts by the non-aligned and other Mediterranean countries for the
pressrvation of peace and security in the region, as well as for the proa tion
of mutual co-vperation among the Mediterranean countries. Yugoslavia will be

wost sctively involved in thst quest, making its full contributien.®
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The FRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Yugoslavia ior his kind
words addressed to me.

¥r. LI Luye (China) (interpretation from Chinese): China and Denmark
share long-standing friendship and co-cperaticn. His Excellency the Prime Hinister
Oof Denmark is currently on & visit to China, which will surely generate a new
impetus to the advancement of guch relaticns. At this moament, ths Chinese
delagation naturally feals extremely pleased to ses Your Excellency, an outstanding
reprasentative of Denmark, presiding over the work of the Council., We wish to
extend to you our hearty congratulations. 1In the meantime, I wish to express our
sincece thanks to your predecessor, His Excellency Asbassador Martin Adouki, for
kis successful accomplishment in guiding the busy schedule of the Council last

month.
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1 also take this opportunity to extend our welcome to the new permanent
representative of the Soviet Union, His Excellency Mr. Yuri Dubinin.

It has been noted by all that since the beginning of this year the United
States Navy has conducted frequent military manceuvres in the wvaters near Libya,
subjecting Libya to military threat and aggravating the tnunsion in the |
Mediterransan. The Chinese Governsent is dseply concerned over this development.
The recent attack by thae United States sgs.nst the territory of Libya, a sovareign
8tate, constitutes a violation of the norms governing international relations. 1It
is the consistent position of the Chinese Governnent to oppose and condemn all acts
that violate the norms guiding international relations and encrosch upon the
tsrritorial sovereignty of other countries.

The peaceful settlement of international disputes is a universally recocgnizad
principle in modern international law. Horeover, the United Nations Charter aet
the peaceful settlement of international disputes as one of the important
principles of the Charter, and laid down apecific provisions with regard to the
aeans and procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes. It is therefore the
common cbligation of all countries to abife strictly by this principle in handling
international relations and not to resort to force or the threat of foice,
Procesding from this principle, we call on the United States to cease forthwith ite
silitary threat against Libva, s0 as to alleviate the tension in the Hediterranean
and restore peace and stability in the region. We also call on both sides to
resolve their differences peacefully, in accordance with the means and procedures
provided in the Charter.

I wish further to emphasizs that the Mediterranean countries, particulacly the
non-aligned countries among them, have in recent years bean actively working for

and promoting peace, sacurity and co-operaticn in the regicn, The Chinase
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delegation is of the view that the aspirations snd efforts of thoge countries and
their paoples should be respected by all other countries.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of China for his kind words
addresged to my country and to me.

The next speaker is the representative of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. T
invite him to take a place at the Council table and to make his statement.

MC. AZZAROUK (Libyan Arab Jamahiriya) (interpretation from Arabic): It
is with great pleasure that I congratulate you, Sir, on your assumption of the
presidency of the Security Council for this month, I am personally aojuainted with
your ample experience and your skills, because I spent some time in your capital.

I ax confident you will be able to conduct the Council’e work in an exemplary
manner. I am also happy to thank your predecassor, His Excellency Rmbassador
Mouki of the Conyo, for the excellent way in> which he presided over the Council's
vork last month.

On 24 and 25 March the United States nf America brought the situation in the
sastern Meditercranean to the brink of explosion. The United States Sixth Fleet
sngaged in manoeuvies which violated Libys's sovereignty. It entered Libya's
territorial waters and bombarded parts of Libyan territory.

Thig is only the third month of 1386, and the Unitad States fleet has already
carried out four; sotg Of manosuvres adiacent to the Libyan coast. 8ince 1981 more
than 18 exarcises have been carried out in the area, involving sircraft carriets
and other warships - uore than 30 warships altogether - which have engaged in shows
of force or at least 2 threat to usze force. Since the beginning of this series of
terrozistic act; the United States has not concealed its intention to undermine the
lagitimate rights of the Libyan people or its desire to violate my country's

sovereignty through for:e,
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The position adopted by the United States is not one of self~defence, for
Libya is thousands of kilometres from the United States, Using force or
threatening to use force, the United States has arrogated to iigelf in an
unprecedented manner the right to use the open sea for military manceuvies and to
test weapons, at the same time exploiting and pillaging the resources of the sea,
More than half the undervater surface of the glche seums to have become & nratural
extension of Aserican territory.

Despite all that, with its policy of aggression the United States sees fit to
sstablish almost permanently alongside the coasts of Libya and other small
Mediterranean States fleets of warships targeted on those cossts. The numbers of
troops and the destructive wsapons carried on those ships exceed those of all the
coastal States of the Mediterranean. Whether we are talking about international
waters or territorial waters, that is in itself a continuous source of threat and
sggression and constitutes interference in the sovereign decision-making powers of
the coastal States of the region.

That is why small States in the region confront two alternatives: elther
succumb to aggression and threat or stand up to them. In defence of its freedom
and territorial integrity, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya could not ;aut declare that it
was opposed to the hegemonistic policies of the United States and the subjugation
of amall States through the threat or use of force. The United States has used

that fact to seak, wrongly, to justify ite actions as salf-defence.
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In 1973 Libya declared its historical and inalienable rights over the Gulf of

S8idra. Other States have also adopted legislation and issued statements relating
to their rights over the Gulf. Some of these States are Mediterransan and others
that lie ocutside this region have also refarred to their right to the extension of
certain seas. There haa also been various legislation adopted by various States
with respect to the delimitation gf territorial and internaticnal regional waters.
No State has ever guestioned that to violate such declarations and rights could
give riss to the exexcige of the right of self-defence. To accept this is to set

up a form of legitimacy § la Americaine Ly which any State rejecting a piece of

national lsgisiation or a political declaration would accordingly have the right to
send its fleet, or threaten to invade that State, or attack it, on the pretext of
exercleing its right to self-defence.

The United States rapresentative dquring the deliberations of the Cocuncil
yestarday stated that the United States had sent its fleet into the Gulf - and
would continue to do so. It would continue to cend ite fleet into any waters with
respect to which the United States does not recogniza the legitiwmate status. This
is an unlawful attitude which puts the United States into a state of confroantation
and war with all States of the world. The acts of aggression on 24 and 25 March
against Libya repressnt a threat to & group of States which have adopted political
stands and national legislation which o not seem to be to the liking of the United
States.

The situation is clear and self-explanatory. The aggression against Libya is
a grave precedent which other States may use in the fﬁture.- This 1s not a conflict
involving only the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and the iInited States, It is a problem
between the world community and the United States, for the United States has

arrogated to itgelf the right to reiect the national legisiation sdopt.d by certain
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States by ststing that this legislation is dangerous to the United States and,

therefore, the United States has the right to oppose it and to exercise its right
to self-defence. I do not think this position can stand up in international law,
¥No international instrument would legitimize or justify such & position, a position
which gives the United States the right to increase tension to the point where it
threatens international peace and sscurity.

The gituation is even more saerious, for the United States, through its
representative in the Security Council, has declared that the United States has
sant its fleet to the region in order to impose respect for international law and
peaceful navigation., How can we explain this position except by the fact that the
United States has received, it seens, a mandate from the international comsunity to
ensure that in_tcrmtioml law is respected and that consultations arec marely ampty
words. There are no bodies competent to debate these questions and the United
States alone cannot arrogate to itself the right to defend international law by the
threat or use of force.

There is another aspect to this problem. The international comsunity must be
convinced that the right to use inicernational waters is quite Aifferent from using
the gulf adjac'ent to the Libyan ccasat, 5. that ragion is the cradle cf
civilization and religion, whose inhabitants have long lived in peace and
security. The coastsl States wiah to solve their problems by peaciful means, by
using all the machinery provided by the international community for the solution of
disputes.

These psoples are seeking to develop thei: natural raegavrces in ocuditiona af
pesce and they do not need a State situated thousands of miles away from them to
sat up its machinery of destruction off their shores. Thess countries are going to
have to adopt the position taken by Libya and re’act such activities by all weans

at their disposal.
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the representative of the Soviet Union in his statement yesterday quoted
Mc, Gorbachev as follows: |
"The actions of the United States are & challenge to the whole werld
occaunity. They constitute a flouting of universally acknowledged civilized
relations. 8Such a policy provokes regional conflicts and threatens
international peace and security. It is aimed sgainst all independent -
peoples.” (8/PV.2668, p. 11)
For these rsasonrs, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya supports what was said by
Kr, Gorbachev on 26 March, that the Mediterranean should become a sons of peace and
co-cperation and that all military fleats should be withdrawn from that area. We
call on all coastal States of the Mediterransan to support that declaration and to
continue to cppose the preasance of the United Statas fleet in the Heditercanean
Sea. lLet us condemn the role of that fleet and lot us protect oursslves against
hagamony. International and regional bodies, together with other States, have
condesnsd the United Stotes action here and the Council should also rebuff thess
activities, which are contracy to the rule of law snd peacaful co-operation.
The FRESIDENT: I thank the representative of the Libyan Arsb Jaisahiriya
for his kind words addressed to we.
The next speaker is the representative of the Islawic Republic of Iran. I

invite him to take a piace at the Council table and to make his statesment.
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Mr. RAJAIE-KHORASSANI (Islamic Rapublic of Iran): A nuamber of speakars

have preceded wo, and a good deal of information and many arguments have been
pregented with regard to the issue under investigation. Before proceeding to the
balk of my arguments, I wish to say this to you, Mr. Prasident: The month of March
is about to and, and therefore the term of you. presidency. I congratulate you not
only on the way you have presided over the Council but slso on the excellent record
that you will leave behind, The achisvemsant of success by a man of your
capabilities and experience could really have been expected.

I wish also to thank your predecessor in the presidency,

Ambassador Martin Adouki, for the excellent work he did during the month of
February.

The Security Council is meeting now to consider the sct of military aggression
by the United States againat Libya. The United States of America is well known for
its acts of aggression. This is not the first incident and I 40 not believe it
will be the last. The Unitad States has invaded many small countries in the past.
I think that people in ths United States are asking themselves - I have personally
beard some of them doing this - how proud they can be of the military acts of their
Government against small countries.

We know that in this region Nicaragua has long been the target of United
Statas imperialist plots and conspiracies. But in the case of Nicaragua the United
Btates claims that in {ts8 own courtyerd it has the right to dictate to the
ocountries that have the homour of being in its neighbsurhood, Well, what about
Libya, which is thousands and thousands ¢f miles away from the coasts of the United
gtates? I do not belfeve that anyone can give any credence to the invalid
sfguments produced by the United States regarding its presence and its muxnoeuvres

in the vicinity of the Libyan coasts. I do not think that the United States would
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have needed to insist upon carrying out manceuvres in a controversial area if it
had not really wanted to be provocative and aggressive,

Purthermore, this act of military invasion of Libya by United States naval
forces is not an lsolated act, a8 we all knows 1% is part of a chain of events all
of which constitute a premeditated plan by the United States to weaken and, if
possible, topple the popular Government of Libya.

The United States eccnomic sanctioneg, which were openly rejeciad by the entire
world, were asscciated with the military storsing of the Gulf of Sidra by the
United States, in order to emoticnalize and inflame this tense situation and in the
hope that European countries would give in to the United States demand for a global
sconomic blockade of Libya. Since the European countries were too wise to riek
their national interests for the sake of United States ambitions, the United sStatas
Administration suffered anothar international political defeat. Conszequently, in a
reactionary, obsessive manner, it decided to cover up that defeat by a wilitary
manocsuvree vhich it thought would divert international public attention from the
naive and self-defesting United States foreign policies to United States milicary
might. Resort to military might is the well-known United States remedy for its
political flaws. And, apart from that, the United States Administration is always
precccupied with its fighting power rather than with its thinking power. That is
why military solutions are usually its solutions of first resort. In the case of
Nicaragua, for instance, it is the Nicaraguan officials who always inasist upon
negotiation and political and peaceful settlement of any po#sible dispites that the
italtad Qtatea Administration might have with themy'wh;zeaa it is always the United
States party that helieves in military, pars-mjlitary and subversive intelligence
oporations against the Governmant of Nicaragum, As I have sald, in the case of
Hicarajua the United States usually has the pretext of enjoying sume kind of

prerogative over tiose small countries that geographical fate hag lucated in the
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neighbourhood of the United States. But \int about the peopls of Libya, who are

thousands of miles away?

Interestingly enough, the Washington Post of yesterxday, 26 March, in an

article entitled “United Statas Decided To Glive Libya Firm Message®, reported that
the military attacks against Libya were not carried cut without proper consultation
and co—-ordination with Bgypt. I do not know if the United States officials are

Teady to accuse the Washington Post of forging such embarrassing sllegations

against the régims of President Reagan and that of Hoseni Mubarak. We could perhaps
ironically congratulate the régime of Egypt on collaborating with United Stutes
imperalisa against the nations of the region; after the Camp David conspiracy, such
oollaboration is understandable,
The Unitad States claims that freedom of the seas is essential to the
maintenance of international security and tihe flow of cosmerce. It also claiss that
"this body should reaffire the intarnationally asccepted freedoas of

navigation®. (8/PV.2668, p. 21)

The United States, which hag brought to the Gulf of Sidra as many fleets as
thet small veszel can accommodate and which even bad the ilutention of bringing
90,000 troops o that reglon, alsc shamelessly claimo that ali thet military might
was mobilized to defend fresdom of navigation, what the international conventions
recognize, however, is the right of innocunt passage. wa: the mobilization of all
thoge fleets really innocent pasaage? Does it fall within the provisions of
article 19, paragraphs A to D, of the 1982 international Coeventicu on the Law of
the Sea? Was the premeditated blockade of Libyan waters, with all those fleats and
atrcraft carriecs and other sophisticated electronic devices, simply an act of
innccent passage? Was the premeditnmted United Statesg intimidation of Libya simply

innccent passage?
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Finally, vere the collaborations betwaen the United States and the Bgyptian

rulers, as reported in the Washington Post of 26 March, regarding the invasion of

Libya, really acts of innocent passage? How innocent is this United States
AMmuinistration, really? To reveal the dimenzions of the Aserican goodwill and
right to freedom of navigation and innocent passage, I would like to quote a

portion of a paragraph of the articlie in the Washington Post of 26 March, which

reads as follows!

“officials said the lack of Libyan Alr Force activity msy be partly due
to the jamming of Libyan ground radar by United States electronics varfare
planes. ... In modern aerial dogfighting, jut tighters are¢ guided toward their
targets by radar operatocs, who see the adversary fighters as two green dots
on a console and advise the friendly pilots on what course to fly to make the
intercept.”

Kow, this preparation must have been very, very necessary for & goodwill trip,
which really seems to be entitled to enjoy freedom of navigation and {nnocent
passage - according %o the interpretation of the American lawyers.

I would like to call the attention of the membecs of the Council who already
know thess articles to article 17 of the Convention on the Law of the Sea, which is
entitled "Right of imnocent passage®. That article states:

*Subject to this Convention, ships of all States, whether coastal ot
land-locked, enjoy the right of innocent paszage through the territorial gea."

“he Convention then defines the concept Of innocent passage, and paragraph 2 of
aréicle i9 atates thab:s |

"(a) any threat or use of force against the sovereignty, territoriasl
integrity or political independence of the coastal State, or in any other

manner in violation of the principles of internaticnal law embodied in the

hars.ar of the United Natlons;
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"(b}) any exercise or practice with weapons of any kind®,
and two other cases, are exemptions from innocent passage.

Now, G0 we or should we believe that so many shipe and electronic devices and
40 much military power brought into that area by the United States should really be
entitled to freedom of navigation and that they should enjoy innocent passage?

There is another concept in article 300, entitled “Gocd faith and abuse of
rights®, mekes good faith a very important principal concept in the overall
argument of freedom of navigation and innocent passage. If the United States
authorities had any idea of good faith, they would probably have had second
thoughts before mobilizing all their ships and electronic devices against Libya in
areas in which they believe they are entitled to enjoy freedom of navigation or
where they want to defend that freedom.

I therefore expect those delegations that invalidly take recourse in the
internationally recognized right of freedom of navigation and innocent passage not
to insult the intelligence of the international public by calling the storming by
so many ships, so many suveillance and intelligence-gathering devices and aircraft
carriers, mere “innocent passige” entitled to f£reedom of navigation,

The Unic‘ud States Navy planned to bring 100,000 - or, as some claim,

90,000 - troopeé to the Gulf of Sidra, whereas the entire Libyan military force
numbers only 73,000, Including men and women. Please, was this United States
exercise an act of State terrorism or was it truly defending freedom of navigation?

This so-called dafence of frasdom of navigation is nothing but a proxy war
that the United States has launched against Libya on behalf of the Zionist base
occupying Palestine. It is a war againat Islam by the United States, which is
playing into the hand of the Zionist base occupying the Palestine beloved of all

Muslims,
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There have been some attempts to reduce the Amwerican aggression against Libya
to some legalistic trivialities concerning the validity of the Libyan
interpretation of its territorial waters, Whatever the significance of the Libyan
interpretation may ba, it is definitely not the duty of the United States Wavy to
conduct {ts military sanceuvres pracisely in tha acrea that is - at the
least - controversial. The lmhtgt, provocative intentions of the United States
should not be justified in terms of academic disagreements on the extent of Libya's
terricorial watexs. There is no doubt that the United States manceuvies are
dangerous, provocative acts that have actually threatensed the peace and security of
Libya and that ahould have been absolutely avoided.

The United States is therafore to be hel? responsible for all the losses and
damagesn incurred by Libya, as well as for perpetrating an act of State terrorism
against a State Member of the United Naticns. The Security Council is therefore
expected to stand very firmly againat such lawleszs behaviour, particulirly because
the United States follows the same aggressive pulicy in othar parts of the world as
well, and sluo and particularly because the United States is a Permament Nember of
the Security Council, which is supposed to be the guardian i international peace
and security. My Covernment, the Goveinment of the Islamic Republic of Iran,
strongly supports the Government of Libya and the people of Libya against the
imperialist policies and practices of the United States. Their struggle is
Justified, and we strongly support chem.

We condemn the provocative mancsuvres of the United States in the Gulf of
Sidra. We condemn the Amsrican acts of military zg'gru'anlon against Libys, and we
believe that such aggressive, terroristic policies of the United States constitute
a great mensce to international pesce and security. The Council is therefore in

duty bound to do its ulmost to relieve the nations of the world from auch a senace.
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The PRRSIDENT: I thank the repr..sentative of the Islamic Republic of
Iran for his kind wurda addressed to me.
The next speaker is the representative of the Lao Feople's Democratic

Republic., I invite him to take & place at the Council table and to make his

statessnt.
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French): Pirst of all, 8ir, I wish on behalf of my delegatior to congratulately
you warmly on your assumption of the presidency of the Security Council for this
month., My delegation is confident that, given your great diplomatic experience and
your wisdom, the work of the Council will be crowned with success.

My delegation vwishes also to express its deep sppreciation to
Aabassador Alouki of Congo for his. good work as President of the Council last wonth.

I should like to thank you, Mr. President, and the other members of the
Council for having given my dalagation this opportunity to wake its modest
contribution to this discussion of the guestion before the Security Council, the
extremely serious and dangerous situation in the southern Mediterranean., This is a
satter of the greatest concern to the entire international comsunity, arising out
of the political-military attacks and the blatant, premeditated acts of sggression
of the United States Sixth Fleet against a r.aall developing country, the Socialist
People's Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, an independent and sovereign State and a
full-fledged Meaber of the United Nztions and the Non-Aligned Movesent.

Since the beginning of this year, the United States f£leet has carried cut no
less than four large-scale military manosuvres in the waters adjacent to the Libyan
coast, thus posing a grave and sustained threat to the independence and security of
Libya. Libya has shown the greatest possible restraint. These manceuvres can be
regarded only as premeditated acts of provocation; the subsequant lightning attacks
were naked and overt acts of aggression against Libya.

The target of thoss attscks is not only Libya, but, through it, the Arab ‘
sasmles. the non-alioned countries as a group. and 'ali developing countries which
cherish peace, national independence and freedom and which dare to atand up to the
mnight of the United States: all the countries which refuse to bend the knse to the

diktat of Uncle Sanm,
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The piovocative United States military manceuvres in the Mediterranean are not
an isolated case Or & matter of chance. They should be seen in the context of
other Unitad States manoeuvres in Central America, near Rampuchea, on the Rorsan
peninsula and in other parts of the world, and in the context of the violation of
tha territorial waters of the Soviet Union by two United States wacshipg, of the
frantic commitmsent of the United States to the arms race, to nuclear testing and to
the “Star Wars” programme.

All those activities form part of the overall strategy of the United States,
first of all to recover its lost influence - which is indeed the task set himself
by the Permanent Repreacutative of the United States when he arrived at the United
Nations - and than to Gominate the world with its military superiority and its war
machine, 1M;w:h1natoly crushing underfoot anything in its path. That ia the
sxplanation for ite acts of aggression against Libya, Nicaragua and other peoples,
carried out in collusion with the wmost corrupt of local reactionsries i{n variocus
councries, all under the banner of defending jungle democracy.

The acts of aggression carried out by the United States against Libya violate
all norms of international law and run counter to the purposes and principles of
the United N:i:ions Charter; my delegation condemna them in the atrongest terms.

The Laoc People's Democratic Republic is regolutely opposed to the threat or use of
force in international relations. No law, no international norm, authorizes the
United States to carry out flagrantly provocative manceuvres sgainst Libya or any
other State, The United States having insisted on doing so, Libys was within its
rights to defend itself with the meane at its disposal, What would the United
States do if a military power of ite size - but not aligned with it - were to
arrogate unto itself the same right, and carry out manoceusres on that scale off the
United gtates coast, off Plorida fdr instance? wWould the Unitad States Just eit

back and look on?
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Only ite position az a super-Power ~ and the law of the jungle - enable the
United States to attack Libya and other States waaker than itself with impunity.

What do the Christians say you should 40 when you are struck on the left
cheek? Do they not say that you should turn the other cheek? I wonder whathar the
United States leaders are true Christians.

In ooncliuim, ny delegation wishes to atfirm once again the support of our
Governsent and pecgle for the friendly Govermment and people of Libya in their just
lttuggl; to defend their basic, sacred national rights.

The PRESIDENT: I chank the represantative of the Lao Pecple's Democratic
Republic for the kind words he addressed to wme.

The naxt speaker is His Excellency Mr. Clovis Maksoud, Persanent Observer of
the Leagua of Arab States to the United Na:ions, to whom the Council has extended
an invication under rule 39 of its provisicnal rules of procedure. I invite him to
tuks a place at the Council table and to make his statement.

Mr. MAKSOUD: I should like to join, 8ir, in the universal consensus on
your slevation to the presidency of the Security Council. Needless to say,
relaticns betwean the Arab world and your country have always been friendly and
inspiring.

It hac just been annsunced that President Reagan and Secratary of Defense
Weinberger have stated that the United States warships in the Gulf of Sidra have
withdrawn from that region. Thers is no doubt that thic tends to defuse the
clinate of viclence that has pervaded the international scene in the last couple of
days. We want to take note of this, because it might enable the world comaunity to
focus cn the resl isasues involved], perhaps leaving behind the amotionalism that can

be engendersad by negotistiung ar discussion or debate in the presence of violence.
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what, then, is at stzke in this mattex?

The Arab League, at its mewting on the Foreign-Minister level, strongly
condemned the deployment of the American warships in the Gulf of Sidra because it
violated the conditions of international security in that region. We heard with
great interest the United States position, which was reinforced by the position
axpressed by the British representative this morning. We think that it constitutes
what i3 claixed to be the legal basis on which the United States has staked its
Claim to the right to deploy ita warships in the Gulf of Sidra.

Let me state at tha outset that {f every time sowe State wants to test the
Claim of another State as to the scope of its territorial waters through the
deployment of warships and military exercises, then we are opening the floodgates
to international anarchy and to the brinksmanship of confrontation, That is why
the League of Arab States is deaply concerned about this recent development.
Libya's complaint is shared by the entire Arab world - not only because a threat to
one individual Arab State constitutes a thrast to the national secucity of the
entire Arab world, but also bacause if we allow this precedent to go unchacked we
shall, as I have said, be opening the floodgates for repeated similar events. And
perhaps rext time it wiil escalate into something the worid comeunity will cose to
regret deeply.

Por example, Chile, BEcuador and Peru claim 200 miles az their own territorial
waters. Does that sean the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom or the United States
should go to those waters and undsrtake military exercises to ascertain that tha
claim of Chile, Ecuador or Peru is in viclation of internstional law? Would it not
be preferable for the internaticnal community and the Powers that be to test such
claims if they are contested? The United States contests Libya's claiwm that the
Gulf of Sidra is witain its territorial wacers. The right to challenge Libya's
claim is accepted, but the means by which it has been challenged is the reason the

Security Council is meeting.
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In the final anglysis, the United Nations has made available many forms of
recourse through the International Court of Justice, arbitraticn, negotiation - any
form to exhaust the diplomatic, political and legal options availuble to the
intetnational community to challenge the claim of one country about the scope of
its territorial vatars.

What we are faced with in this case is contestation as to the validity of
Libya's claim that ths Gulf of the Sidra comes within its territorisl watsrs. But
thera are many, many pesceful means to test the validity of that claim. It would
have been preferable to follow such a course: for then it would not have been
necasssary for the Council to meet ot for us to hear the rhetoric of confrontation
of the last few daye.

in the specific case of the Gulf of 8idra, we find in the background the
relations betwesn Libya and the United States, concerning which the wmost we can say
is that they are almosat non-existent. The break in diplomatic relations has led tc
the break in diplomatic communications. Therefore, to a very large extent, the
relations between the United States and Libya are at best adversarial. A couple of
months ago the United States imposed economic sanctions on Libya, and in so doing
demonstrated that their relations are not only adversarial but critical. Hence,
given thes background of these relations, the deployment of the American navy in the
Gulf of sidra, which is contested, was legally a prowsative act. That is why the
sct of provocation has endangered security and peace in that region.

The United States has claimed that its entire reason for going into the Gulf
of Sidra was to test and challenge the legal position Libya has taken. I repeat
that the challenging of Libya's clajim is an avallable options in many ways that
challenge is shared. But the means the United Btates has used to test the legality
of Libya's claim is totally and irrevocaebly condesmed by the entire Arab natioap
hence the resclutione that have besn adopted by the Arab league in the last 24

hours,
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Further, let me ask this. Is Libya's claim foir t% Guif of Sidra totally
without any element of logic? If the answer is ycs, then perhaps resort to the
Internationel Court of Justice would have been the preferred option. But there is
some logic to Libye's claim. It way not be universally accepted logic, but it
existe. Firet of all, the route over the Gulf of Sidra has been and remains the
route used for flights by Lidyan airlines betwsen Tripoli and Benghazi. Comsercial
navigation within the Gulf of Sidra has been mostly Libyan for a long time. Other
civil aviatica and international air traffic do not fly ower the Gulf of Sidra

because it is not econamical to do so. They use the stra.ght route.
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Consequently, the claim that the Gulf of Sidre is part of Libya's territorial
waters might not necessarily be legalistic in the narrow sense; it could logically
constitute an economic zone for Libya's claim. Economic zonas have been
established by many countries in the world, aud if one travels from one place to
another within the Gulf of S8idra one travels only from Libya to Libya - nowhere
else,

¥What we are saying iz that thers is some palatable logic to the Libyan claim
and, therefore, if that claim is to be challenged on either legal or econoaic
grounds there are many avenues for doing so that should bs exhausted before the
exercise of any military option. At worst, military option should be an issue of
last resort, not of initial planning. When that is done in the context of a
backdrop of adversarial relations ~ &s exiasts batween Libya and the United States -
then we can come, logically again, to the conciusion that that was a deliberate
provocation.

In this reyard, now that ths United States warships have been removed froa the
Gulf of Sidra and redeployed, ocur concern is that this should not con-titutq a
precedent, If that precedent were repeated ~ and today the United States
Alministration stated that it will do it again, if necessary - the mesting of this
Council would assume far-reaching importance, because by its resolution the Council
would be helping to close the option of military deployment and get in motion
incentives for any Power which wants to test the legality of Libya'’s claim, or any
similar claim, againct the more leéal, political, diplomatic avenues, institutions
and reccurses. In the light of developments today, I think this congtitutes the
eassence of the challenge that now faces the Council. Otherwise we would be opening

the floodgates to unilateral determination by the United States, or any other
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Power, to detarmine the rules of engagement and would be letting loose all facets
of international behaviouzr by unilateral, ex cathedra, declarations by one Power or
another that it has arrogated to itself the right to undertake provocations of this
sort,

Hence, in view of the situation, we perceive the purpose of this Council's
meeting to decide in & much more ratiocnal sanner the task of closing the option of
military deployment, military exercises, and to generate sufficient intecest so
that any kind of dispute should be resolved through legal, diplomsatic and other
peaceful channels.

I am taking the United States position at face value; I am not giving any
credance to the other political cbjectives and the violent rhetoric that have
accompanied United States pronouncements concarning Libya or the Arab world., I am
focusing in the manner that the Ambassador of the United States sought to focus -
on the legal aspects of thig challerge. We hope that is so. The rhetoric of the
United States Administration during the past few months has been charged with an
appesl to gutsy instinctive reasctions, We hope that will subside. There might be
wore political than policy considerations., We are eager to see no repetition ao as
to avoid the continuous misunderstanding that would lead us to more crises.

Therefore, our condemnation was not a challenge of the right to challenge.
The Arab world condemned the instruments to which the United States resorted to
challenge a position.

The PRESIDENT: 1 thank Mr. Maksoud for the kind words ho addressed to my
country and me. '

ﬁ-c next spuaker is cthe rfepresenative of Algeria. I invite him to take a

place at the Council table and to make his statesent.



8G/17 : 8/PV.2670
58-60
MNr. DJDUDI‘(AlqorLa)(int.rprctation from French): Allow me at the outset
to exprass the Algsrian delcgation's pleasure at seeing you, Sir, presiding over
the Council during the month of March. We have been able to cbserve the many
ptofessional and husan qualities, including your competence and readiness to work,
that you have been able to bring to the conduct of the Council's work.

We should alsco like to thank Ambassador Martin Adouki of the People's Republic
of the Congo for the highly competent and effective way in which he performed his
task last month,

Th; Hediterranean seess devidedly to be monopolizing international headlines
a8 a resul: of the regular eruption of a series of events which, as if swept along
by the relentless logic of escalation, have beer a feature by their spacial gravity
of developuents in the situation in the region, and thus constantly threaten
international peace and security. The fact is that the region was predestined for
such a situation by virtua of a conflict - that of the Middle East ~ that
constantly amizes one owing to its unforeseeable and uncontrollable dimensions
arising out Of the very persistence and worsening of its original causes.

Ax witnesses, 2nd sometices as protagonists in the conflict, certain countrises
have preferred - as a matter of ;trateqic choice and immediate expediency - not tb
Teact except to the mos: recent events, those affecting them most directly, because
in this remarkable series of developments it has becoms illusory to try to
circumscribe the conflict geographically. These re: :tions, which seek to be
forceful and spectacular av' whose sensationalism £or the sake ¢ tha news media
takes precedsnce over any overall political vision, are in marked conicast to the
tatsl laak of haldnesa in setampta &n ;nplanant initiatives deasigned to find a
valld snd lasting solution to the conflict in the Middle East in the interest of

regional security and internaticnal peace,
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Thus, even today, when the history of the conflict from its very inception, as well
as the burning topical natuce of its many repercussions, cries out foir a global
solution, we see only a politically chilly but militarily feverish attitude which,
far from sesking to reduce tension in the region, has added considerably to it with
new sscalation.

The devalcpment of ‘tht conflict abundantly teaches us that it is the
persistent nature of this conflict and the tolsrance of the original underlying
injustice that have favoured the extension of zionist aggression and its corollary,
the tragic expression of the despair of the Palestinian peopie, to the whole of the
Mediterranean.

The Mediterranean, once a centre of cosmerce and civilization, has now become,
despite the efforts of non-aligned littoral countries, an arena for all foras cf
confrontation,

In no way can peaceful purposes be ascribed to the concentration of warshipe
in the Mediterranean, Their presence 1s in itsel? a demonstration of force, while
the reinforcement of that presence is of constant concern to the littoral
non-aligned States, Just waen the proliferation of individual or joint military
manoceuvies raises the greatest apprehensions, the dreaded event occurs: the
territorial integrity of a littoral country is brutally violated and its national
sovereignty threatansd,

hpact from human losses, the ext..sive damage and the flagrant assault on the
sovereignty of which Libys hes been the victim, the event is even more distutbing
because it involves a super-Power which by vicrtue of its capacity as a ptrﬁngnt
nenb'et of the Security Council, the body respc isible for the maintenance of
intsrnational peace and security, has the primary duty to act with prudence and
rzatraint 30 as to avoid provoking, by a thoughtless act on its part, a breakdown

of international peace and security.
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We should bear in mind that the grave events in the Gulf of Sidra were
preceded by a series of acts and measures which could only cause us to fear the
worst, Whatever the nature of the di;puto and the bases of positions of one side
or the other, dialogue and the establishtmant Of calm and normal meana of
communication vbetween the parcies in guestion should have been scught in place of
confrontation and provocation, This is particularly true in the case of a
super-Fower, whose every act involves the credibility of the system of collective
security sstablished by the Charter and whcse every deed in a region of the world
as sensitive as the Mediterranean challenges the validity of the international
juridical system. On that super~Power rests primary responsibility for ensuring
that a dispute does not escalate into aggression - in this case, against the
national sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.

Algeria is wore than ever convinced of the need to rid the Mediterranean of
big-Power rivalry and of shows of forée. Together with the non-aligned coastal
countries of the Mediterranean, it has constantly striven to stress the indivisible
nature of any approach to security and co-operaéton in the Mediterranean. 1In the
Conferenca on Secur:ty and Co-cperation in Europe, for example, Algeria st;pve from
the beginning to draw attention to the mistake that would be made by some and to
the injustice that would be done to others by extending this North-South rupture,
the source of n& nuch instability and inequality in the world, into the heart of
the Mediterrznean by taking a partial approach to peace.

Thus, by contrast with Europe, where peace and co-operation are generally
preserved the security of the Heditefranean 15 mors chicatsncd now than 1% wae aome
10 years ago at fhe conclusion of the Helsinki Agreements, vIndeed, pregsnt events,
including this debate, contradict the declaration by which psrticipating States

then committed themselvez to gecurity and . ,~operation in the Mediterrancan:
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"to promote the development of good-neighbourly relations with the
non~participating Mediterranean States in conformity with the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, on which their relations are
based, ard with the United Nations Declaration on Principles of International
Law concerning Friendly Relations and Ca-operation among States and
accordingly, in this context, to conduct their relations with the
non-participating Mediterranesn States in the spirit of the principles set
forth in the Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between Participating
States;

*to sesk, by further {mproving their relations with the non-participating
Mediterranean States, to ;ncreaso nutual confidence, s0 as to promote saecurity
and stability in the Mediterranean area as a whole:".
1s it necessary to recall that Algeria, a non~participating State at that

Conference, had then taken the initiative of raising the iassue of the link between
European and Mediterranean security? There were many instances of hesitation that
had to be overcome before this Mediterranean dimension was included in the concerns
of the Conference, and this was due in pcrttculi; to the co-operation of the
participating Mediterranean States,

However, the very process of ddtente following that C.nferance becane
concentrated on Europe in disregard of and at the expense of the need for dealing
with tensions in the Mediterrsnean.

Indeed, any brutal f{ncreuse of tension in the Mediterranean brings us back to

this fundezantal need for a rehabilitation in the region by the patient but

zZone of peace and co-operation in the Mediterranean.
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In this respect it is urgent that there be significant reductions in the
foreign military presence in the Mediterranean in order to eliwminate the
considerable element of tension and to create an atmcsphere conducive to the
elimination of conflicts.

It is precisely because recent events run counter to such an objective that
Algeria has reacted with particular concern to the recent threats and use of force -
against Libya. This involves, without question, a particularly grave increase in
tension which should have been resolved by exploring the peacaeful means laid down
in the United Nations Charter — not by the inadmisaible and unjustifisble use of
force. )

In solidarity with the fraternsl people of Libya in defending its sovereignty,
territorial integrity, independence arnd historical achievements, Algeria reaffirms
{ts conviction that it is vital, in the name of international law and peace, to
bring to an end any activity conducive to tension and to provoking an escalation in
the confrontation. The Security Council must take the appropriate decisions to
prevent the renswal cof such &ctions which threaten international peace and security.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Algeria for hi; kiqd words
addressed to me.

I shall now call on thoss representatives who wish to speak in exercise of the

right of reply.
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Mr. WALTERS (United States of America): I have listened today to a
cascade of falsehoods from those who, through shrillness and inzccuracy, try to
make wrong seem right and right seam wrong.

The Libyan representative, as well a® many others who spoke today, seems to
have forgotten that Libya, not the United States, opened fire on ships that were
well outside any recognized territorial waters. Six missiles were fired by the
Libyans before the United States responded. Alice in Wonderland is not dead; she
has been present here today during this debate.

Since the Libyan representative failed to mention that Libya had been the
first to use force, he feels no need to justify Libya's opening fire, The Libyan
Government has told us in a letter that it considers the United Nationa and this
Council to be irrelevant, and that it will rely on its own strength.

A State simply cannot claim portions of the high seas and then proceed to oped
fire on anything that is there. Several States that have supported Libya here
today do not seem to realize that in suppciting such extravagant claims they could
set a dangerous precedent that may return to haunt them. One of the States that
spoke against the United States hcr; today only a few years ago sent its fleet into
a disputed area at sea. The speaker who followed anu supported Libya seemad much
more anxious éo discuss other people's problems than the war his country is waging
against one of its neighbours, causing thousands of deaths.

The United States, which in my lifetime has helped to liberate many nations,
really has no lesaons to leacrn from nations that have repeatedly shown their
willingness to use force against their neighbours, as Libya is doing as I speak
today, with thousands of its troops on the soil of a weak neighbour.

The interest of the United States has been to preserve the freedom of the

seas, It was Libya that first used force, not the United States.
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Mr. DUBININ {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from
Russian): First, I thank those colleagues in the Council and others who have
spoken here today for their welcome to me as representative of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet delegation wishes primarily to make a few comments on the statement
made today by the representative of the United Kingdom, who tried to whitewash the
militaristic actions of the American Administration. His statement clearly showed
that ho was taking the imperial approach. It brings to mind the days when the
United Kingdom claimed to rule the seas, when it claimed that it could regard all
the oce;ns of the world as its own little pond. It is quite clear that we are now
living in different times,

The United Kingdom representative claimed that the Soviet delegation was
trying to bring the discussion back to the times of confrontation between East and
West. To put it mildly, that statement did not reflect reality. In its
provocative anti-Libya policy, the culmination of which was the armed aggression
against that country, the United States has set out on the path of confrontation,
confrontation not only with Libya but with all the non-aligned States, all those
that hold dear their freedom and independence. That is clear to all, and therefore
reguires ao further explanation.

It is certainly not the Soviet Union that is trying to sidetrack the
discussion and to replace the subject ot today's debate; rather, it is the United
States and the United Kingdom. Xt is they that are trying to present the situation
as though it were a question not of armed action by the United States against Libya
but of the principle of the freedom of navigation in international waters.

There is a paradox here, Freedom of navigation involves the iaw of the sgea,
The very countries that refused to sign that most important intetnational
instrument, the 1982 Convention on the Law of the 5ea, are the ones that are

focusing on that issue.
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It is also appropriate to recall that the United States, which claims now to
be defending the right to freedom of navigation, was not o0 long ago wining the
waters around Nicaraguan ports. The illegality under international law of that
action was clear. S0 instead of proving its standpoint in connection with the law
Of the sea under the United Nationz Charter, tha United States is trying to justify
itself by reference to the notorious gunboat Jdiplomacy. Indesd, one could call it
aircraft carrier diplomacy now,

The piratical actions of the United States against Libya provide even more
pressing reasons for taking nctivo, broad measures to ensure security in the
Hediterranean region. The Soviet Union advocates that the cradle of civilization,
the Mediterranesn, should become a zone of peace and co-operation.

Our proposals still stand on measures to promote trust and confidence.
including a reduction of armed forces and the withdrawal from the Mediterraneran of
vessels bearing nuclear weapons. Under the proposals, there would be no deployment
of such weapons on the territory of the non-nuclear-weapon Mediterranean countries,
and the nuclesr-weapon countries would undertake not to use them against any
Maditerraiiean country that did not have’ such weapons deployed on its soil. All
those proposals are still valid,

As the General Sacretary of the Communiist Party of the Soviet Union,

Mikhail Gorbachev said yesterday, the Soviet Union is willing to go even furthec,.
He said that there was no need for the Soviet Union to have its fleet in the
Mediterranean permanently; it was keeping its wacrships there simply for one clear
reascn, that: .

r'the United States Sixth Pleet, armed with nuclear-missile weapona and

chreatening the security of the U.S5.8.R., its allies and friends, is in the

inmadiate proximity of our borders.”
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Mikael Sergeivich Gorbachov continued:

*If the United States, which i3 situated thousands on thousands of miles
from the Mediterranean, pulled its fleet out of there, the Soviet Union would
simultaneously do the same. We are prepared without delay to enter talks on
the issue.

"As a first step, there could be a limitation of activities and weapons
in this area among tha Mediterranean States. Further steps to strengthen
security in this region, in our view, could be decided upon in accordance with
the Soviet proposal contained in the statement of 15 January 1986, referring
to the alimination of weapons of mass destruction."

We in the Soviet Union responded with understanding to the proposal by the
non~aligned counﬁ:les regarding the Mediterranean., They intend to hold their
second conference this year in Malta. This point was made here by the
Tepresentative of Malta., We consider that a useful role could be played by a
broader meeting, similar to the Conference on Becurity and Co-operation in Europe,
at which the Mediterranean States and those adjacent to the region, as well as the
United States and other interested countries could also participate. There could
hardly be any doubt as to it being a question of agreed efforts by all interested
parties which, in the long term, would lead to a stable peace in the Mediterranean,

Mr, MAXEY (United Kingdom): T am glad that the Soviet representative

felt able to reepond to the question which Sir John Thowmszon put to him during the
course of his statement this notni#g. Much of Mr. Dubinin's statement was, of
course, nwot, in fact, in reply to anything which my Ambasaador had said but
constituted a further statement of the Soviet position. To the extent that

Mr. Dubinin®s remarks coustitute a reply to the question which was put to him this

morning, I cannot pretend that I found the reply very illuminating., The tone, I am
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bound to say, was also a disappointment, I hope that counter-attack, rather than
reagsonad argument, will not be characteristic of Mr. Dubinin's contributions to
debates in this Council.

The Soviet representative said that the United Kingdow had not signed the
racently concluded Convention on the Law of the Sea and implied that thia in some
way disqualified us from commsenting on the question of international law relating
to freedom of navigation.

It is correct that we have not signed the Covention on the Law of the Sea. We
have made our position very clear; we have said that provisions relating to the
deep~seabed in the Convention are not acceptable to us and that we hope they can be
amended in a manner that will enable us to become a party to the Convention; we are
wozking to that end.

But what is quite clear, and this is not challenged or inconsistent with the
new Convention on the Law of the Sea, no State is entitcled to claim territorial
waters that extend beyond 12 miles from their coast, much less to shut off large
areas of the high seas. That is what Libya has attempted to do in the Gulf of
f“idra; practically no State has recognized {ts claim, and many have specifically
¢ 3nied its validity.

It is, however, not my Government's position on the principles involved in the
recent incidentc in the Gulf of Sidra which i3 in question, but that of the soviet
Union. My Government's position was made crystal clear in Sir John Thomson's
statement this morning., Nobody, I am quite sure, in this Chamber can be in any
douﬁt where the United Kingdom stands, but there is uncertainty about the'Soviat
position, and that uncertainty, as far as 1 am concerned, remains.

The auestion which 8ir John Thomson asked this morning was simple and could

have been simply and briefly answered, It falls into two parts which are
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i{ntimately connected. The first le: does the Soviet Union subscribe or not to the
principle of freedom of navigation on the high szas, and does the Soviet Union
support, or does it not support the claim which Libya has proclaimad in relation to
the Gulf of sidra?

If one supports unequivocally the principle of freedom of nxvigation on the
high seas, then one distances cneself {rom the position taken by Libya. If one
supports the Lioyan position and condones breaches of the principle, then the
principle is undermined and falls ©o the ground. One cannot have it both ways.

The Soviet statament this evening suggests to me that they continue to wish to have
it both ways, and the reagons why they wish to do 8o, I think, are clear enough to
all of us.

Mr. DUBININ (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) {(interpretation from
Russian): What we have just heard from the representative of the United Xingdom
yet again reveals the aspiration of his delegation to divert tha attention of the
Security Council and that of world public opinion from the essence of this matter:
the armed actions by the United States against a sovereign State.

The representative of the United Kingdow referred to the taxt of tha .
Convention, which {is still not signed by his State, but he 4id refer to the text of
that Convention, nevertheless, so as to familiarire us with some of its
provisions. Sc;, pechaps in response to what he said, I alsc could refer to the
text of that Convention and the part that i{s wmost directly creluted to the subject
which i{s now being considered by the Security Council. Article 301 of the
Cunvention states the following norms

®eer stat;s Pu-t.tu shall refrain from any threat or uss of force agajiwst the

territorial intaegrity or political independence of any State.”

In other woxds, contemporacy sea law, &s codified in the 1982 Convention,
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requires that one refrain from the threat or use of force because, after all, this
is one of the bamic prerequisites of the Charter of the United Nations. The action
of the United States of America against Libya is a violation of this fundamental
norm of the Law of the Sea, just as it is also a violation of the Charter of the
United Nations. This is the crux of the matter that is today being ccnsidered by
the Security Council and which is, indeed, a matter of concarh to the world public.

Mr. MAXEY (United Kingdom): I have listened with care to the statement
aade by the representative of the Soviet Union. He has cln:iy quoted correctly
from the Convention on tho Law of the Sea but he has not applied it correctly to
the present situstion. I must make it very clear to him, and, indeed, to most of
the apeakers we have listenad to during the course of today, that the Security
Council is ndt maeting because of 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 because of
the means used by Libya to try to assert ite 1llegal claim t9o exclusive rights in
the Gulf of 8idra. It is not gho United States which has breached the principle
which the reprezentative of th§ Soviet Union just enunciated.

The PRESIDENT: There 2zre no further speakers for this meeting. The next
weeting of the Security Council to continue consideration of the item on the sgenda

will be held on Monday, 31 March 1986 at 3.30 p.m.

The meeting rose at 6.%50 p.m,




