
I /Z^Gth Congress 1 
f / 1st Session J COMMITTEE PRINT

government

Storage ARMS FOR MOROCCO?
U.S. Policy Toward the Conflict in the Western Sahara

DOCUMENTS
JAN 2 2 1980

REPORT
FARRELL LibRARY
KAi\bab bi Ait Ui\iVuRblTY OF A

STUDY MISSION TO MOROCCO, THE WESTERN 
SAHARA, MAURITANIA, ALGERIA, LIBERIA, 

SPAIN, AND FRANCE
August 5-18, 1979

TO THE

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

CO

J] 
m

co

IT

□ 
□ JANUARY 1980

Printed for the use of the Committee on Foreign Affairs

55-483 0

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON : 1979



COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS
CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, Wisconsin, Chairman

L. H. FOUNTAIN, North Carolina 
DANTE B. FASCELL, Florida 
CHARLES C. DIGGS, JR., Michigan 
BENJAMIN S. ROSENTHAL, New York 
LEE H. HAMILTON, Indiana 
LESTER L. WOLFF, New York 
JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, New York 
GUS YATRON, Pennsylvania 
CARDISS COLLINS, Illinois 
STEPHEN J. SOLARZ, New York 
DON BONKER, Washington 
GERRY E. STUDDS, Massachusetts 
ANDY IRELAND, Florida 
DONALD J. PEASE, Ohio 
DAN MICA, Florida 
MICHAEL D. BARNES, Maryland 
WILLIAM H. GRAY III, Pennsylvania 
TONY P. HALL, Ohio 
HOWARD WOLPE, Michigan 
DAVID R. BOWEN, Mississippi 
FLOYD J. FITHIAN, Indiana

WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD, Michigan
EDWARD J. DERWINSKI, Illinois
PAUL FINDLEY, Illinois
JOHN H. BUCHANAN, JR., Alabama 
LARRY WINN. JR., Kansas 
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, New York 
TENNYSON GUYER, Ohio
ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO, California 
WILLIAM F. GOODLING, Pennsylvania 
JOEL PRITCHARD, Washington 
MILLICENT FENWICK, New Jersey 
DAN QUAYLE, Indiana

John J. Brady, Jr., Chief of Staff 
Sarah Lisenby, Staff Assistant

Subcommittee on Africa

STEPHEN J. SOLARZ, New York, Chairman
CHARLES C. DIGGS, JR., Michigan WILLIAM F. GOODLING, Pennsylvania
CARDISS COLLINS. Illinois JOHN H. BUCHANAN, JR., Alabama
WILLIAM H. GRAY III, Pennsylvania MILLICENT FENWICK, New Jersey 
HOWARD WOLPE, Michigan 
FLOYD J. FITHIAN, Indiana

Johnnie Carson, Subcommittee Staff Director
Stephen D. Nelson, Minority Staff Consultant
Steve Weissman, Subcommittee Staff Associate

David Frank, Subcommittee Staff Associate



FOREWORD

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

Washington, D.C.
This report has been submitted to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

by Hon. Stephen J. Solarz, chairman of the Subcommittee on Africa 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, who conducted a study mission 
to Africa and Europe August 5 to 18, 1979.

The findings in this report are those of Representative Solarz and 
do not necessarily reflect the views of the membership of the Com­
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

Clement J. Zablocki, Chairman.
(ni)





LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Congress of the United States, 
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. Clement J. Zablocki,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Chairman: In the past several months, the 4-year-old 

conflict in the Western Sahara between Morocco and the Polisario 
Front independence movement has intensified greatly, with serious 
implications for the peace and stability of the region. Following a re­
view of its existing policy of effective neutrality in this dispute, the 
administration recently decided to tilt in favor of Morocco by selling 
it counterinsurgency equipment which is suitable for use in the West­
ern Sahara. In the coming months, Congress will have an opportunity 
to review both the proposed military sales and our overall policy to­
ward the conflict in light of its responsibilities under the Arms Ex­
port Control and Foreign Assistance Acts.

Because of the importance of this issue to the Congress and the 
potential impact it has on U.S. relations with Africa. Europe, and the 
Middle East, I felt that it would be extremely useful to visit the 
Maghreb, in my capacity as chairman of the Subcommittee on Africa, 
in order to get a sense of how the United States should proceed in the 
coming weeks and months. In addition, I thought it important to con­
sult, insofar as it was feasible, with officials in other countries with 
interests in the region.

From August 5 to 18, 1979, I traveled to Morocco, the Western 
Sahara, Mauritania, Algeria, Liberia, Spain, and France. It was in 
many respects an arduous journey. August is an extraordinarily hot 
month in the Maghreb, and in some parts of the desert I experienced 
parching 120° temperatures and violent sandstorms which not only 
made it difficult to speak but also to see.

In each country I visited, I made an effort to speak to as many in­
dividuals and groups involved in the Western Sahara issue as possible. 
Thus, in Morocco I met with King Hassan II, Prime Minister Maati 
Bouabid, Foreign Minister Mohamed Boucetta, Intelligence Director 
Col. Ahmed Dlimi, legislators from all major political parties, busi­
nessmen, and union leaders. In the Western Sahara, I met with mili­
tary and civilian officials in the Moroccan-held cities of El Aiiun and 
Dakhla. In Mauritania. I had conversations with Prime Minister 
Mohamed Ould Haidalla and Foreign Minister Ahmedou Abdallah 
as well as former officials of the previous government. In Algiers, I 
met with Algerian President Chadli Benjedid, Prime Minister Mo­
hamed Abdelghani, Secretary General of the Foreign Ministry Mis- 
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soum Sbih, Secretary General of the Presidency Smail Hamdani, and 
other officials. I also journeyed to the remote Tindouf area in southern 
Algeria where the Polisario Front maintains a large population of 
refugees from the Western Sahara and has its political and military 
headquarters. There I had lengthy discussions with top Polisario lead­
ers including Deputy Secretary General Bachir Mustapha Sayed and 
Political Bureau members Mahfoud Laaroussi and Mohammed Quid 
Eh Wali, met a variety of people in the large “Tifariti” refugee camp, 
interviewed Moroccan prisoners, and observed various types of mili­
tary equipment said to have been captured from Moroccan forces. 
Like my trip to the Western Sahara, this visit to the Polisario camps 
was the first by any U.S. official to the area.

During my stay in Liberia, I discussed the Western Sahara problem 
with I resident William Tolbert, who is the current Chairman of the 
Organization of African Unity, and Foreign Minister Cecil Dennis. 
In Spain, the former colonizer of the Western Sahara, I met with Act-

° Ae^n ^Bnister Carlos Robles Piquer as well as leading officials 
• xt £ Bureau. And in France, which has significant interests 
m North Africa, I spoke with Guy Georgy, Director for Africa in the 

°re!gn Ministry In each country I visited, I also met with officials 
of the American Embassy and, in many cases, with relevant foreign 
diplomats. 6

I was accompanied throughout my trip by Steve Weissman, staff 
associate of the Subcommittee on Africa, and'in Liberia and Spain by 
Johnnie Carson, staff director of the subcommittee. Both of these 
extraordinarily able and dedicated gentlemen contributed much to the 
success of our mission, and I am deeply grateful to them for their un­
tiring efforts in this regard.

The following trip report was recently published in Foreign Affairs 
(winter 1979/80), copyright 1979 by Council on Foreign Relations, 
Inc., and is reprinted with permission.

I hope that this report will lead to a better understanding of the 
Western Sahara dispute and its implications for U.S. diplomacy and, 
in the process, contribute constructively to congressional consideration 
and public discussion of U.S. policy in the region.

Sincerely,
Stephen J. Solarz, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Africa.
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ARMS FOR MOROCCO?

Most Americans have probably never heard of the Western Sahara. 
If the name of this Colorado-sized territory in northwest Africa evokes 
any image at all, it is likely to be one of nomads with their tents and 
camels against a background of blinding sunlight and endless sand 
engaged in the ancient and timeless confrontation between man and 
nature. During a visit to the region last summer. I often wondered at 
the contemporary international significance of this vast and empty- 
looking land with its parching 120° days, fierce sandstorms, and blue- 
robed-jiomadic inhabitants.

YeKlJie Western Sahara is the scene of a major 4-year-old war for 
national independence waged by Algerian-backed Polisario Front 
guerrillas against Morocco and, until recently, Mauritania—a struggle 
which now threatens to escalate into a large-scale regional and even 
international conflicb/ln that struggle^n old friend of the United 
States, the Kingdom of Morocco, seeks7American military support 
for a cause which the overwhelming majority of countries in the 
world oppose as a contradiction of the very principle of national self- 
determination. Most important, perhaps, the Moroccan request poses 
anew the fundamental question raised by our experiences in Angola, 
Iran, and Nicaragua—whether U.S. policy must always accommodate 
our friends even when they cling to ill-conceived or untenable posi­
tions, or whether our interests are better served by adapting to com­
pelling regional circumstances.

At the moment, the administration’s policy toward the Western 
Sahara appears to be swinging toward a “globalist” approach which 
emphasizes the implications of the conflict for our reputation as a 
reliable ally rather than the intrinsic merits of the dispute itself. It 
has proposed, in spite of the reported opposition of the State Depart­
ment and skepticism of the Central Intelligence Agency, to abandon 
its existing policy of selling Morocco arms only for the defense of its 
own internationally recognized boundaries. Instead, we would be pro­
viding King Hassan II with new weapons suitable for counterinsur­
gency warfare in the disputed area—particularly OV-10 “Bronco” 
armed reconnaissance aircraft and attack helicopters embellished by 
TOW antitank missiles. In the coming months, Congress will be re­
viewing these and any other proposed military sales in the context of 
both the Arms Export Control Act and the overall foreign assistance 
program for Morocco. The issues posed by the Saharan war are un­
likely to be resolved quickly, and they will undoubtedly provide a 
major test of our post-Vietnam diplomacy.

Last July, the Subcommittee on Africa of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee held hearings on U.S. policy toward the conflict in the 
Western Sahara. In addition to academic experts on the region, we 
heard from administration witnesses who presented a series of arms 
sales options, most of which involved some change in our existing 
policy of public neutrality on the substance of the dispute in the

(1)
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of Dakhla—population 5,000, according to the 1974 Spanish census. 
The colonel even produced two journalists who had just returned from 
Dakhla and testified to the existence of the demonstrations and their 
apparent sincerity. He then asked if I would like to go to Dakhla in 
order to see the situation for myself. Since the existence of such demon­
strations seemed to indicate that the inhabitants of the territory identi­
fied with Morocco rather than the Polisario—which, if true, would 
constitute a fact of enormous political significance—I decided to accept 
the colonel’s invitation.

The next morning I was flown to the city in the King’s private air­
plane. When I arrived, I was greeted by nearly a thousand people, 
which I was told was the entire population of Dakhla, enthusiastically 
waving red Moroccan flags and photographs of King Hassan while 
loudly chanting slogans of allegiance to Morocco. Although Moroccan 
troops were everywhere in evidence, it did appear as if the demon­
strators were genuinely committed to the Moroccan cause. Having sus­
pected that many of the people in Dakhla might be pro-Mauritanian 
and pro-Polisario, I was a little surprised to see such a unanimous 
expression of pro-Moroccan feeling. When I subsequently arrived in 
Mauritania, however. I was informed by high Mauritanian officials 
that the demonstrators I had observed were largely Moroccans whom 
the retreating Mauritanian administration had observed arriving in 
Dakhla by air the previous day. Finally, when I arrived at the Poli­
sario camp in Tindouf, Algeria. I was told by the former mayor of 
Dakhla and other ex-residents that the true population of prewar 
Dakhla was in excess of 15,000 but that nearly all the residents had 
voted with their feet for the Polisario by fleeing the city. All of this 
was a powerful reminder of the difficulty of establishing an objective 
basis for a rational analysis of the problem and the consequent desira­
bility of a cautious approach toward policymaking.

II
The Western Sahara lies along the Atlantic coast of northwest 

Africa opposite the Canary Islands, and is bounded by Morocco to the 
north, Algeria to the east, and Mauritania to the south and east. Spain 
commenced its colonization of the territory in 1884 but did not com- 
plete its conquest of the interior until 1934. Until little more than a 
decade ago, the majority of the indigenous population led a nomadic 
existence arising from the desert's unsuitabilitv for farming and the 
need to move toward areas where there is sufficient rainfall to support 
an animal-based economy. Their quest for water often took the several 
Western Saharan tribes into neighboring countries without regard for 
colonial or postcolonial frontiers.

The situation changed some with the discovery of the world’s fourth 
largest phosphate deposit at Bu Craa in 1963. Subsequently, as a re­
sult of the combined impacts of Spanish efforts to develop the local 
economy and the Sahelian drought of 1968-73, most of the population 
had become settled in small cities and towns by the end of the 1960’s. 
Inspired by the worldwide anticolonial movement, the new urban elite 
began to form modern nationalist political movements. After 1966, the 
UN. General Assembly passed several resolutions calling for a U.N.- 
supervised referendum in the Western Sahara to enable the indige­
nous population to exercise freely its right to self-determination and 
independence. At the same time, Morocco and Mauritania asserted his­
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torical claims to the area and argued that the results of any true con­
sultation with the people of the territory would be favorable to their 
respective causes and countries.

In May 1975, an 8-day U.N. visiting mission led by representatives 
of Iran, the Ivory Coast, and Cuba, which traveled all over the West­
ern Sahara, concluded that “the population, or at least almost all those 
persons encountered by the mission, was categorically for independ­
ence and against the territorial claims of Morocco and Mauritania.” 
Moreover, they said the Polisario Front—Popular Front for the Lib­
eration of Saguia El Hamra and Rio De Oro, the two major regions of 
the Western Sahara—appeared as a dominant political force in the 
territory. The mission witnessed mass demonstrations in support of 
the movement in all parts of the territory.

Morocco and Mauritania had previously requested an advisory 
opinion from the International Court of Justice regarding the legiti­
macy of their historical claims to the Western Sahara. Despite the re­
peated assertions I heard from virtually every Moroccan I met that the 
decision of the ICJ constituted a legal endorsement of their position, 
the truth is that the Court’s ruling, which was handed down in Octo­
ber 1975, represented a decisive rejection of the case for Moroccan and 
Mauritanian sovereignty over the Western Sahara. For while the 
Court acknowledged indications at the time of Spanish colonization 
of “ties of allegiance” between the Sultan of Morocco and “some, but 
only some of the nomadic tribes of the territory”—along with over­
lapping “ties” between “almost all the nomadic tribes of Western 
Sahara” and the “Mauritanian entity”—it declared that these historic 
ties did not amount to “effective and exclusive state activity” and there­
fore did “not establish any tie of territorial sovereignty between the 
territory of Western Sahara and the Kingdom of Morocco or the Mau­
ritanian entity.” The people of the territory, therefore, were entitled to 
determine their own future as provided for in numerous U.K. resolu­
tions.

Despite this adverse ruling, Morocco and Mauritania pursued their 
claims to the Western Sahara. In November 1975, while General 
Franco lay on his deathbed in Madrid and the Spanish Government 
was politically incapacitated by the impending succession crisis. 
Morocco launched its dramatic “Green March,” in which 350,000 
Moroccans, armed only with the Koran in one hand and the Moroccan 
flag in the other, walked into the Sahara in a modern ritual of manifest 
destiny. Confronted in a moment of internal political disarray, Spain 
signed the tripartite Madrid Agreement on November 14, under which 
it agreed to withdraw from the Western Sahara by February 28,1976.

Although the Madrid Accords established a Moroccan-Mauritanian 
“interim government” in the territory, they also provided for the col­
laboration of the Jema’a, the largely Spanish-picked local territorial 
council; declared that the views of the Saharan population, as ex­
pressed through the Jema’a. “will be respected” and mandated that the 
U.N. Secretary-General be informed of the various measures taken. 
Convoked by the Polisario Front only weeks after the Madrid Ac­
cords, the Jema’a voted to dissolve itself and transfer its authority 
to the Polisario. Reassembled a few months later, however, bv Morocco 
and Mauritania, it agreed to the partition of the Western Sahara be­
tween the two claimants. But the withdrawing Spanish authorities 
refused to attend this decisive session on the ground that the U.N. 
Secretary General had declined to send a representative to legitimate 
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the consultation, and to this day the Spanish have contended that the 
second Jema’a vote did not constitute a free and genuine expression of 
the will of the Saharan people. In April 1976, Morocco and Mauri­
tania, claiming that a legitimate act of self-determination had already 
taken place, officially partitioned the Sahara, with the former annex­
ing the more populous and phosphate-rich northern two-thirds and the 
latter taking the southern third.

As the Moroccan and Mauritanian military moved in during late 
1975, the Polisario helped organize an exodus of much of the terri­
tory’s population to Tindouf, Algeria, where a refugee camp for 
Sahelian drought victims had already been established. In the years 
that followed, the Front conducted an increasingly successful hit-and- 
run war for independence from its Algerian rear base, backed by 
military supplies and financial aid from Algeria and Libya. Last 
August an exhausted Mauritania, unwilling to defend itself further 
against increasingly effective Polisario attacks, signed a peace treaty 
with the Polisario, renouncing all territorial claims in the Western 
Sahara. In a secret annex to the treaty, Mauritania stipulated that it 
would turn over its section of the Sahara—called the Tins el Gharbia— 
to the Polisario in 7 months. But Morocco, unwilling to permit the 
Polisario to establish itself in the southern part of the territory and 
determined in any case to assert its historic claim to the entire Western 
Sahara, promptly and forcibly annexed the Tiris as its 37th province.

Since January 1979, the Polisario has also mounted a series of at­
tacks on a stretch of southern Morocco which is largely populated by 
Saharan exiles and related ethnic groups. Their purpose is evidently 
to further sap Morocco’s will to continue the war in much the same 
way they succeeded through similar attacks against Mauritania in 
eroding Mauritania’s commitment to the conflict. In the Western 
Sahara itself over 50,000 Moroccan troops are increasingly confined 
to a handful of urban enclaves—both north and south of the original 
demarcation line—where they are regularly beseiged by a growing 
Polisario contingent of at least 12,000-15,000 full-time guerrillas.

The Polisario military success in the last year has been matched by 
its growing diplomatic support. At the recent summit meeting of the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU) in Monrovia, Liberia, a reso­
lution calling for a cease-fire and internationally supervised referen­
dum to determine the political future of the Western Sahara was 
adopted by a vote of 33 to 2 with 8 abstentions. This resolution was 
based on the report and recommendations of an OAU “wise men’s” 
committee consisting of Presidents Nimeiri of Sudan, Obasanjo of 
Nigeria, Traore of Mali, Toure of Guinea, and Nyerere of Tanzania. 
The subsequent Nonaligned Conference in Havana endorsed the OAU’s 
recommendations and condemned Morocco’s forcible seizure of the 
Tiris el Gharbia following the Polisario-Mauritania peace treaty. The 
United Nations, which has consistently called for self-determination 
and specifically invited an OAU role, seems prepared to make a similar 
expression. The Polisario’s government-in-exile, the Sahara Arab 
Democratic Republic, has now been recognized by 32 mainly African 
States. Their ranks comprise not only the more “radical” regimes like 
Ethopia, Mozambique, and Benin, but also “conservative” countries 
like Togo and Rwanda and “moderate” governments like Mexico, Tan­
zania, and Uganda.
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Some have questioned the viability of an independent Saharan state 
in view of the Spanish census of 1974 which revealed only 74,000 in­
habitants. However, both the U.N. visiting mission and more recent 
studies suggest that the Spanish count omitted significant numbers of 
nomads and tens of thousands of exiles in Morocco and Mauritania 
who had fled the combined French-Spanish repression of 1958. If one 
also adds those in neighboring countries—especially Mauritania— 
who have an ethnic or familial connection to the Saharans and would 
be inclined to cast their lot with an independent Saharan state, it is 
reasonable to estimate a population of at least 125,000 to 150,000.3 In 
any case, with its natural resources of phosphates and its rich coastal 
fisheries, not to mention possibilities for iron and oil, the Western 
Sahara should not have great difficulty in supporting its modest 
population.

Because of the character of the conflict and the nature of the weapons 
it is using, the impression has developed in some Western circles that 
the Polisario is the cutting edge of Soviet expansion in the Maghreb. 
Actually, based on my personal conversations with the Polisario 
leadership as well as other sources, it would appear that the front is 
neither pro-Marxist nor pro-Soviet. In response to questions, the 
Polisario leaders indicated that, in the context of an independent 
Saharan state, they would be inclined for economic, cultural, and geo­
political reasons, to look toward the West, not the East, for support. 
In fact, they are the only major liberation movement in Africa that 
has not received direct Soviet, Cuban, or Chinese military assistance. 
A substantial amount of their equipment is Soviet in origin, but this 
has been transferred from Algeria and Libya, which purchased the 
arms with hard currency. There is no evidence that the Soviets, who 
have a substantial investment in Moroccan phosphates, have approved 
or encouraged these transfers and indeed no Eastern bloc country 
has yet recognized the Polisario government-in-exile. The Polisario’s 
main political effort in Europe has been directed toward the West 
European Democratic Socialist Parties, not the East European Com­
munist Parties.

Concerning future intraregional relations, the Front’s leadership 
acknowledges its intention to maintain close relations with Algeria 
but also places considerable emphasis on the necessity for cooperation 
with Morocco “since we share 500 kilometers of border with Morocco 
but only 50 with Algeria.” As an illustration of their desire for a 
negotiated settlement they cite the clause in the Mauritania-Polisario 
Peace Treaty which would have delayed a Polisario administration 
for 7 months, thereby providing the King with an opportunity to save 
face in the context of his joining a diplomatic negotiation.

Given its diplomatic preferences, the Polisario Front has refrained 
from asking the Soviets for military support because it does not want 
to internationalize the conflict. But if the United States changes its 
policy and begins to provide Morocco with new counterinsurgency 
equipment for use in the Western Sahara, it could push the Front 
toward global alignments which would be unfavorable to our own in­
terests in the region. In any case, while we may not have any real 
interest in facilitating the establishment of a Saharan homeland in

3 This is the conclusion of a forthcoming Ford Foundation-sponsored study of the 
Western Saharan issue by Tony Hodges. See also footnote 1 above.
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prevSng™.88'’8™’ "either d° We have any interest in

uiSwo^Uv g ‘° R -S- military, experts, the Moroccan army is 
1 ? f ui m- anythm$ more than marginal improvements in 

" T'}' P°^°? n° matter equipment we pro 
vide. The major weaknesses of the Moroccan military in the Western 
problm^'Jnth T?S °f c°mm“nications, command,'and control. The 
pioblem lies in the King’s refusal to grant h s field commanders enouHi 
autonomy to communicate directly with each other and ?o react qCkklv 
attempt o^mS fc®"8 ?assan fcars a renewaI of “up 
nempts ot 1971 and 1972, he continues to insist on overcentralized 

commumcations and command structures. Thus, several hours often 
pass between a reported attack on a Moroccan garrison and the arrival 

by airpower, since the request has to go through Rabat Fur- 
t herm ore, fie Id commanders lack the authority to embark on preven­
tive patrolling. These conditions also help sap military morale as do 
and^Z^het ""“r thi m.creasing number of Polisario guerrillas, 
officers and^kldl ?rge y ‘"““Patent—but loyal-corrupt senior 
omcers and middle or lower ranking cadres. Sophisticated American 
aims, however generously supplied, will prove ineffective in the ab­
sence of a significant improvement in the ability of the Moroccan armv 
to effectively integrate them into its order of battle Moroccan army

uii’ ’? , apse. in our arms sales policy toward Morocco would 
f that has taken place in our economic

and political relationship with Algeria, which is the Polisario’s maior 
imnoX^ In r®cent years Algeria has become a much more 
important economic partner of the United States than Morocco Thus 
Algeria provides 9 percent of our crude oil imports—16 percent of East 
US fi3 S“and 2 °Ur total natural Sas consumption;

a^ q pn T$6 bllllon in construction contracts since the 
$L4 billion ’ d Export’ImPort Bank loans and guarantees now total 
soi^hin^V^N^ tenCJ? to bc ^membered for its militant spon­
sorship of a ^ew International Economic Order as well as support 
for a potpourri of national liberation movements. However there is 
strong evidence, particularly since the election of Chadli Beni'edid to 
^eed ^ouari Boumedienne as President in February 1979 
that AIgeria has begun to take more moderate positions on a number 
^eVives^TlwTl WU?h with our own policy ob-
n Wltl? Yugoslavia and India at Havana

in the effort to prevent Cuba from directing the non-aligned movement 
of the confliuf i o 4.1 at- peaceful resolutionof the conflict between horth and South Yemen at a time when the
n"V‘nts we" supporting the latter in the use of military forces; on-
Fritrenns i V" E‘.hl0P>a and Uganda by supporting the

the Tanzanian-aided overthrow of Idi Amin; and 
stiffened their previously tolerant attitude toward airplane hijacking 
J"7 co,;rse °,f conversations with high Algerian officials, they 

privately acknowledged that the State of Israel is a “historical reality” 
whose existence must be taken into account in the context of a com­
prehensive resolution of the conflict in the Middle East, criticized 
Cubas overambiiions policy in Africa and the Vietnamese invasion 
ot Cambodia and expressed interest in purchasing U.S military sup-
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nlies Furthermore, unlike Boumedienne, Benjedid appears to be much 
Sore of a pragmatist than an ideologue, and there is reason to believe 
that if and when the new Algerian President consolidates his powei. 
Uie stage will te set for further progress in the relations between our 
two countries But such an improvement will probably become much 
Sore difficult to achieve if. in the interim, we abandon our policy of 
neutrality and tilt in favor of Morocco by providing it with aims fo 
USFourthe ^change in our arms-sales policy would have adverse con- 
sequences foi^relations with a number of important African,and 
Third World countries. The OAU summit s overwhelming approval 
last July of the recommendations of its wise men for a cease- i< 
and internationally supervised referendum constituted a real watei- 
shed in Africa’s view 3 the Western Sahara issue. It represented a 
clear turn away from the Organizations previous tempouzing ap 
nroach reflecting both the Polisario’s military and diplomatic gains □ the Xmen’s own research into an unresolved problem of 

^of'couree'oAU resolutions do not. in and of themselves, convey 
the intensity of African feeling on an issue, or the extent to which an 
innarentlv opposed U.S. policy could affect our African relations. ^/Western Sahara' is not going to replace Z*mtabwe- 
Rhodesia, Namibia, and South Africa as the
interest in international affairs Yet I was impressed.byOAUhm 
man and Liberian President Tolbert’s observation that the UAL AOte 
indicated “a clear consensus in Africa for self-determination m th 
Western Sahara” and that “Africa would look with much disfavoi 
upon a change in our arms sales policy. Other important friends of 
the United States in Africa, particularly Nigeria and Tanzania, ho 
have appreciated the determination of the Carter administration to 
view African problems in an African context, would also see such a 
change in policy as an implicit repudiation of the new direction in 
which the President has steered our African policy, M hde few state 
are likelv to permit bilateral relations with the United States to suffei 
due to this issue alone, a change in our policy could contribute to cumu­
lative downturns where there are also other matters of

In the aftermath of the OAU vote, we are seeing grow mg support 
for the Polisario position at the United Nations, in other worldpforum^ 
and in individual acts of diplomatic recognition. Because the I nited 
States must seek diplomatic support in a variety of ^^^^Third 
tutions it would be a serious mistake to antagonize African and Thud 
World nations on a major issue unless there ^^^Up^Voriclftealth^s- 
and political interests at stake. For example, at the AA oild Health As 
sembh last June, and in a variety of international mep m^s subse­
quently. it was the voting strength of the Africans which b|ocke^ 
efforts to take punitive action against Egypt and Israel. Ihe Ainca 
group in the non-aligned movement joined with others to s^cessfully 
block efforts at Havana to expel Egypt. A decision on the part of the 
United States to provide Morocco with offensive arms—clearly con­tracting the OAU resolution calling for a cease-fire and an exercise in 
self-determination—could make it more difficult for us to attain such 
support from African and other Third World countries m the future.

55-483 0-80 3
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Fifth, a decision to provide Morocco with new arms suitable for use 
in the Sahara would require us simultaneously to change our inter­
pretation of the 1960 United States-Morocco military agreement under 
which Morocco is not permitted to use American weapons outside of 
its internationally recognized borders. Such a reinterpretation would 
constitute a significant retreat from the administration’s own efforts 
to prevent U.S. arms exports from contributing to dangerous military 
conflicts abroad.

For almost 2 years we have maintained a policy of refusing to sell 
Morocco the equipment in question precisely because Morocco refuses 
to abide by our existing interpretation of the 1960 agreement which 
prohibits the use of U.S. weapons in the Sahara. In fact, Morocco today 
continues to use our F-5 aircraft and 106 mm. recoilless guns in the 
Western Sahara 4 despite official U.S. requests to redeploy such equip­
ment to Morocco proper. For us now to revise our interpretation of tne 
agreement in order to sell Morocco new arms for the Sahara would be 
to condone Morocco’s past behavior and invite similar violations of 
U.S. restrictions elsewhere.

Part of the rationale for both new equipment and a new interpreta­
tion of the bilateral accord is that since the Polisario has launched an 
intensified series of attacks on southern Morocco, Morocco now needs 
to use U.S. arms in the Sahara in order to defend its own recognized 
borders. However, it is one thing to countenance Morocco’s occasional 
use of American equipment to respond to specific attacks upon its 
internationally recognized territory and quite another to revise our 
interpretation of the bilateral military accord in the context of 
Morocco’s continuing campaign to enforce its claim of sovereignty in 
the Western Sahara—a claim which has not been recognized by a sin­
gle country in the world. Such action would clearly go against the 
grain of our Government’s past support for the international legal 
doctrine of “proportionate” reprisal under which we have accepted 
only limited use by Israel of American military equipment in its effort 
to strike back at PLO terrorists in southern Lebanon.

Another element of the proposed reinterpretation is the notion that 
Morocco’s “administrative authority” over the Western Sahara justi­
fies its use of U.S. equipment for “internal defense and security” in 
the administered areas. But this would require us to ignore the clear 
intention of the international community to deal with the Western 
Sahara problem by political, not military, action, as well as our own 
statements of support for a regional solution. The OAU has specifically 
called for the “preparation of an atmosphere suitable for peace in the 
region through an immediate and general cease-fire.” In testimony be­
fore the House Subcommittee on Africa, Nicholas Veliotes, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs 
declared, “We hope that the issue can be solved on a regional basis, 
specifically by the OAU,” and Harold Saunders, Assistant Secretary 
of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, said “We have 
offered to help [the OAU and other mediators] in any way that we 
can.” 5

4 “U.S. Policy and the Conflict in the Western Sahara.” p. 153.
’Economic and Military Assistance Programs in Africa.” Subcommittees on Africa and 

on International Organizations, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, 
95th Cong., 2d sess., Mar. 1, 1978, Washington : Government Printing Office, 1978, p. 156; 
“U.S. Policy and the Conflict in the Western Sahara,” p. 103.
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aggression. IV
In view of the demonstrable disadvantages associated with the ad-

’TZ^v^eT^
in oX“ or enhance our mutually beneficial:r« 
with the pro-Western regime in Morocco, or even to prevent a friendly 
King from having to give up his throne because he had to give up the 
WThe™ indoubt that Morocco has been helpful in a variety of ways 
to the West in general, and the United States in particulai. The M°™c 
can Government does, for example, permit port visits by our ships and 
refuelino- stops by our airplanes. It helped facilitate the initial Sadat- 
Begin contacts which later culminated in the Camp
And it sent troops to Zaire’s Shaba province to protect M estern inter 
ests at the time of the second invasion of Zaire by Katangan exiles liv- 
^the other hand, if our relationship with Morocco is to be seen in 
its proper perspective, it should also be noted that Moiocco has occa 
sionallv acted in wavs that are not compatible with our regional con­
cerns : it dispatched three brigades to fight against Israel m the 19(3 
War; it voted for the 1975 U.N. resolution stating that a
form of racism”: it joined the other hard-line Arab states at the Ba^h 
dad summit in October 1978 in denouncing the peace treaty between 
Israel and Egvpt; it has severed diplomatic relations with Cairo, and 
it excluded an Egyptian delegation from the Islamic Conference at Fez 
last spring. Consequently, while we clearly have an interest in a close 
and constructive relationship with Morocco, we have no 
morally or politically, to support Morocco in what is essentially an 
uni list and un winnable war. . ,. ,

Fortunately, there are other ways in which we can indicate a con- 
tinuing responsiveness to Morocco’s legitimate diplomatic and military 
requirements. We could, for example, continue to provide Morocco 
with arms primarily designed for the defense of Morocco rather than 
the annexation of the Western Sahara, while increasing the level of our 
economic and humanitarian assistance. Last spring when the admin­
istration was reviewing its arms sales policy toward Moiocco. it mdi 
cated that our refusal to provide Morocco with offensive arms had 
caused a significant strain in the overall relationship between our two 
countries. Yet in spite of that. King Hassan and his principal advisers 
recently described the state of United States-Moroccan relations as 
“excellent.” In part, this reflected U.S. cooperation in the return airlift
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°f Moroccan troops from Shaba, Congress recent decision to increase 
the amount of overall military aid by 50 percent, and the administra- 
Chinook* hXnn^ Z ?le of U-S-licensed, Italian-made 
Saharan S? contr1a,cted f«r Prior to the imposition of our 
ously suppliedI Srcraft “ a"d ammunitiO“ for P‘™'

hY’YY 51? has its own interest in maintaining 
Srictim s on tbT f T nited States eY<m if there continue to be re 
stnctions on the use of our military equipment. After France we are 
Morocco s greatest Western source of economic and military assistance 
cardX^^ diplomatic influence would be an important trump 
card for Morocco m an eventual negotiation to end the war in the 
Sahara. In fact, the Moroccan leaders with whom I spoke put much 
tTevdid ST °n w 1Ieed f°r U diPJ“ understand^Zn 

nfed new arms’ Xepdless to say, it is inconceivable 
th^Sov^ Moroccan leadership would turn in spite toward 
nize t^ unlikely event that the latter wished to antago­
nize the Ihird World by associating itself with a war against self- 
sivo tn H atMn’ There^re’t0 the extent that we continue to be respon- 

the Government’s need for defensive arms, economic
assistance and diplomatic ties, our refusal to supply the’roquesTed 

nOt ~ a ~ break-in

thfS ofVoffS,a^ that'a wdlingness ‘0 be more forthcoming in 
V«J L * offen!lve American arms would encourage Morocco to re- 
yerse its current opposition to the Egyptian-Israeli neace taatv 
He roidWMlnt >n Vf Middle East. But a more credl-
and Zfrafn Z 1 has Y’jH t0 sever ‘•‘‘lotions with Egypt 

CamP David P^ess becaus^e 
clearly believes that the opposite course would be incompatible with 
fn thTJ1 P°htl^al in!eVest ln avoiding isolation within the Arab world 
In this connection, it is worth noting that the Saudis who stead fnX 
oppose the Egyptian-Israeli treaty,"are now Mor» 
arm" offe-d t0 for an-V ^w American

tion rfthrMn0 Pers"aded thot, in view of the impressive mobiliza- 
tinue°df o‘S= PX *'i^r

sario'Thus thev n^ t? substo“tial concessions to the Poli- 
Mativelv nZ w s C )angc ln our arms sa,e,s policy to enable a

hP Ln1VerSe caused b-v fbe conflict and Is coXXnces 
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fear that a precipitate withdrawal from the Sahara could lead to his 
own downfall. A number of well-informed U.S. experts believe, how­
ever, that the King might well be able to prepare his country for a 
realistic but face-saving settlement. Indeed it is quite possible that the 
King faces greater risks to his throne—from both the Right and the 
Left—by continuing an unwinnable and expensive war than by mov­
ing carefully to end it. In this sense, the sale of offensive American 
arms to Morocco for use in the Sahara may do more ultimately to 
undermine the monarchy than to shore it up.

The real threat to the King is not from without but from within. If 
there is no way he can militarily drive the Polisario from the field, 
there is also no way the Polisario can militarily force Morocco out of 
the Western Sahara. But by encouraging the King to maintain the 
illusion that a military victory is possible, we are much more likely to 
prolong the war than to shorten it. And with Morocco spending a mil­
lion dollars a day on a war it cannot win the King will be less able to 
deal with the festering problems within Morocco itself.

Recognizing the overriding U.S. interest in preventing the inter­
nationalization of what has thus far been a localized crisis, the Admin­
istration has argued that a change in policy would increase our influ­
ence with Morocco, putting us in a better position to urge a negotiated 
solution of the conflict. In reality, the proposed arms sales would be 
more likely to have the opposite effect. During the course of my conver­
sations with the King and his chief military advisers, they made it 
clear that they looked toward U.S. arms for the Sahara as a means of 
producing a quick Moroccan victory. To the extent that Moroccan 
decisionmakers believe that a military victory is possible—in spite of 
the opinion of knowledgeable military analysts that such a victory is 
impossible—our selling Morocco arms suitable for use in the Sahara 
would not encourage it to make the concessions necessary for a diplo­
matic solution to the conflict. Morocco’s failure to explore new nego­
tiating possibilities at the time of the Mauritanian-Polisario treaty, its 
forcible annexation of the ex-Mauritanian sector, and its continued 
refusal to admit that it is fighting an indigenous foe in the Western 
Sahara, all suggest that new American arms will be used with the aim 
of securing a military victory rather than to facilitate a negotiated 
settlement. On the other hand, an ineffectual but provocative U.S. 
policy change is likely to result in a hardening of the Algerian and 
Polisario positions, and to the extent that their cooperation is neces­
sary for a peaceful resolution of the problem it will probably reduce 
the chances for a negotiated settlement.

Most important, the longer the conflict goes on the greater are the 
risks of escalation and internationalization. With the Polisario now 
engaged in periodic raids against Morocco proper, the King is under 
considerable pressure from frustrated military commanders and an 
angry population to strike back at the main Polisario bases in Algeria. 
So far Morocco has acted with great restraint in responding to these 
Polisario incursions. But the possibility of regular Moroccan forces 
engaging in “hot pursuit” of Polisario guerrillas, and coming into 
conflict with the Algerian army, cannot be dismissed. Lately Egypt 
has become somewhat involved in the conflict by shipping Morocco 
light arms and ammunition. Until now, the Polisario Front has re­
frained from large-scale recruitment of ethnic Saharans living in 
Mauritania or from using Mauritanian territory to mount attacks on 
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Moroccan positions in the Sahara. Nor has it acted to obtain advanced 
military equipment or advisers from the Soviet Union and Cuba. 
If we change our policy, the Eastern bloc countries could see an oppor­
tunity to gain an advantage, particularly in view of the Polisario’s 
favorable military prospects and widespread diplomatic support, and 
move to become involved in a conflict from which they have thus far 
abstained.

Finally, some have suggested that a change in our arms sales policy 
would be seen by other countries as a manifestation of our willing­
ness to help a friend in need and would therefore bolster our overall 
global credibility in the aftermath of perceived defeats in Angola. 
Iran, and Nicaragua. While there are some countries such as Saudi 
Arabia and Egypt which would be clearly pleased by such a devel­
opment, even they do not view our arms sales policy toward Morocco 
as a litmus test of our determination to come to the aid of friendly 
countries. For example, the Saudis assigned an infinitely higher 
priority to U.S. military support of neighboring North Yemen when 
it was attacked by South Yemen last year than they do to U.S. military 
assistance to Morocco in the Sahara. Other friends of the United States 
with interests in the region would be very displeased, particularly 
Spain—whose Prime Minister has declared that self-determination has 
no.t yet taken place and whose governing party recognizes the Poli­
sario Front as the legitimate representative of the Saharan people. 
The French position is characteristically ambiguous. While abandon­
ing previous official rhetoric against “microstates” and placing some 
restrictions on arms deliveries and new arms contracts for Morocco, 
the French would apparently like the United States to assume a mili­
tary role that they themselves have partially relinquished due to their 
own interests in Algeria, Africa, and the Third World.

Actually, a change in our arms sales policy would virtually guaran­
tee the very crisis of credibility that it purports to avoid. Since the 
equipment in question would not significantly alter the Moroccan 
military and diplomatic position, it would simply link us more closely 
with a deteriorating situation. As in Angola, increased U.S. military 
involvement without corresponding prospects for military success 
could lead to a widening international credibility gap and domestic re­
criminations as well. On the other hand, to the extent that we provide 
Morocco with arms for its own self-defense but not for use in the Sa­
hara, we can maintain that we are willing to help our friends, but not 
by providing assistance in a war of dubious legitimacy which has at­
tracted virtually no international support. At the same time, we could 
explain to the Saudis and Egyptians that U.S. arms cannot reverse 
Morocco’s military and diplomatic decline but might provoke a dan­
gerous escalation, and we could encourage them to work for a political 
solution.

V
Beyond providing Morocco with additional assistance for its legiti­

mate military and economic concerns while maintaining a policy of 
neutrality in the dispute in the Western Sahara, there are other things 
that the United States could do to advance its interests in the region.

Our primary objective should be to facilitate a resolution of the con­
flict. Unfortunately, a negotiated settlement will not be easy to achieve. 
On both the substance of a solution as well as the modalities of a nego­
tiation the parties to the conflict are far apart. Morocco, contending
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that the Polisario is not a free agent insists on solving. the proWe™ 
through bilateral discussions with Algeria, which it hnnly bel eves 
holds the key to a solution. Algeria, on the other hand, takes the dosi 
lion that the conflict in the Sahara is between the’ 
rocco, and that any negotiation to bring the war to an end diould be 
between them. Similarly, while Morocco is prepared to accept a settle 
ment based on the principle of autonomy within the framework of Mo- 
r^car’ sovereignty^ but is not willing to consider a withdrawal from 
the Western Sahara, the Polisario is insisting on complete independ­
ence (or at least the right of self-determination which, in their view, 
would produce the same result) and categorically rejects the possi­
bility of accenting autonomy in lieu of sovereignty. i

iFprobabW wolld not be appropriate for the United States to take 
the initiative in seeking a negotiated settlement of the; conflict 
could, however, quietly encourage other interested parties, such as 
Spain, Saudi Arabia, France, and the OAU, to take the ^ative in 
moving the dispute from the battlefield to sov

Whether or not the final determination of M estern Sahaian sov 
ereigntv comes through an internationally supervised referendum (as 
recommended by the OAU and other international organizations), 
o“oSsible arrangements which might be conducive to compromise 
include: the establishment of a loose political and economic confedera­
tion in the region as one means of providing the Polisario with a po 
litical entity in the Western Sahara while simultaneously saving King 
Hassan’s diplomatic face; joint Moroccan-Western Saharan owner­
ship and management of the phosphate mine at Craa^rrentl^ 
Morocco owns 65 percent and Spam 35 percent, aHhoughthere 
been no production for several years due to yartime insecurity , an^ 
provision for continued Moroccan access to sub-Saharan Africa 
through minor adjustments in the borders of an independent Western 
S< We Should also quietly ease the existing prohibitions on contracts 
between our diplomats and Polisario officials and on visits by our.dip­
lomatic personnel to the Moroccan-held areas of the M estern Sahara. 
These self-imposed restrictions were originally based on a well-mten 
tioned desire to appear neutral on the substance of the dispute. But 
for us to continue these restrictions in the current circumstances is; to 
deprive ourselves of the information needed for 
ing on a major world problem. We paid a significant politicalj rice foi 
depriving ourselves of such potentially informative contacts in Iran, 
and there is no reason to make the same mistake again.

The case of the Western Sahara illustrates the need to avoid an 
approach to foreign policy problems that poses a stark contrast be­
tween a “globalist” position of supporting our friends regardless of the 
indigenous realities and a “regionahst” position of «^pting tokcal 
circumstances regardless of international implications. It is tri e> that 
Morocco is a friend in difficulty but there is more than one way that we 
can respond to its need for external assistance. Under existing circum­
stances the sale of counterinsurgency military equipment to Morocco 
for use in its war of annexation in the Western Sahara is compatible 
neither with our ideals nor our interests.
“while the modalities of ™ch a \e^
KniT^ helpful, if incomplete, means of establishing a list
of eligible voters.





APPENDIX 1

The Madrid Accord

Agreement Between Morocco, Mauritania and Spain on the 
Question of the Western Sahara

At a meeting in Madrid on 14 November 1975 the representatives of the gov­
ernments of Spain, Morocco and Mauritania reached agreement on the following 
principles:

(1) Spain reaffirms its decision, repeated countless times at the United Nations, 
to decolonize the territory of the Western Sahara by putting an end to the re- 
sponsibi.ities and powers which it holds as the administrative authority.

(2) In view of this decision, and in conformity with the negotiations between 
the interested parties recommended by the U.N., Spain will proceed immediately 
to set up an interim government in the territory with the participation of Mo­
rocco and Mauritania and the collaboration of the Yema’a. The responsibilities 
and powers referred to in the previous paragraph will be transferred to these 
governments.

To this end, it has been agreed that two deputy governors shall be appointed, 
one proposed by Morocco, the other by Mauritania, to assist the governor-general 
of the territory in the execution of his duties.

The Spanish presence in the territory will finally come to an end before 28 
February 1976.

(3) The views of the Saharan population, as expressed through the Yema’a, 
will be respected.

(4) The three countries will inform the Secretary-General of the U.N. of the 
measures taken under the heading of the present document as a result of nego­
tiations which took place in conformity with Article 33 of the U.N. Charter.

(5) The three countries party to the agreement declare that they reached the 
preceding conclusions in the best spirit of understanding, brotherhood and respect 
for the principles of the U.N. Charter and as their own contribution to the preser­
vation of peace and international security.

(6) This document will become operative on the day of publication in the Offi­
cial State Bulletin of the law relating to the decolonization of the Sahara which 
authorizes the Spanish government to carry out the undertakings contained in 
this document.

(17)



APPENDIX 2

Full Text of the Peace Treaty Signed in Algiers on August 5,1979 
Between the Polisario Front and the Islamic Republic of 
Mauritania

On 3, 4 and 5 August 1979, a Mauritanian delegation led by Lt. Col. Ahmed 
Salem Quid Sidi, second vice-president of the Military Committee for National 
Salvation, Minister in Charge of the Headquarters Committee, comprising;

Lt. Col. Ahmedou Ould Abdallah, member of the Military Committee for Na­
tional Salvation, head of the army general staff

and, a Saharaoui delegation, led by Bachir Mustapha Sayed, under-secretary­
general of the Polisario Front, member of the Executive Committee and the 
Command Council of the Revolution, comprising:

Mohamed Salem Quid Salek, Minister for Information, member of the Political 
Bureau of the Polisario Front and of the Saharaoui National Council and Mah­
moud Abdelfattah, representative of the European Department of the Polisario 
front, met in Algiers, capital of the Democratic People’s Republic of Algeria, 
and, after negotiations have agreed on the following:

1. Considering the strict observance by the two parties, Mauritanian and 
Saharaoui, of the Sacred Principles of the OAU and the U.N. Charters regarding 
the right of peoples to self-determination and the inviolability of the frontiers 
inherited from colonial times.

2- 2°usid™g the sincere wishes of the two parties to establish a just and 
nnal peace between the Islamic Republic of Mauritania and the Polisario Front 
neighborly relations principles o£ Peaceful coexistence, mutual respect and

3. ('onsideriiig the urgent need for the two parties to find a global and final 
solution to the conflict which guarantees full national rights for the Saharaoui 
people and stability and peace throughout the region.
have win ?1C Republic.°f Mauritania solemnly declares that it does not 

‘ T or any other claims over Western Sahara,
war a Repup!lc of Mauritania decides to withdraw from the unjust
with nJ ™f m accordance with the modalities agreed upon jointly

tt ih representative of the Saharaoui people, the Polisario Front?
invp tP^tn^n?^10 s0!emnIy declares that it does not have and will not 
laie territorial or any other claims as regards Mauritania.

v The Polisario Front, on behalf of the Saharaoui people, and the Islamic 
R IV^ThP^tw?^ ^Sign between them, a final peace agreement.
. i two parties have decided to ho’d periodic meetings with each other ^X^ph O' “0 modalities menaoneTin"the parUaph

tn™ tW? ?artinS W-L1 transmit this peace treaty immediately after its signa- 
h 2 e ^ng of the OAU, to members of the Ad Hoc Committee

the Non-AH^iS/^^1 °f °AU &nd the U’N" &S WeI1 &S the Acting President of

SECRET PART : MODALITIES OF THE PEACE AGREEMENT

1. Considering the public part of the present agreements
for tiT .th! H^essity of a just and final peace based on total respect 
„ b H territorial integrity and sovereignty of the two brotherlv

peoples’ the.sole guaranty of the establishment of a 
peoples. f comprehension> understanding and cooperation between the two 
the^^M rront is the so’6 representative of
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i.1I/iT^vIS]amioIlepublic of Mauritania undertakes to put an end to its presence 
of the and to lland over directly to the Polisario Front the partXSnVJf th^ controls within 7 months from the date of the
signing or tne present agreement.

For the Islamic Republic of Mauritania.
.1 tz* Lt. Col. Ahmed Salem Ould Sidi,

Second Tice President of the Military Committee for National Salvation, 
Minister in Charge of the Headquarters Committee.

For the F. Polisario,
c. „ t , Bachir Mustapha Sayed,

Under Secretary-General of the Polisario Front, Member of the Executive 
Committee and the Command Council of the Revolution.

Algiers, August 5, 1979.



APPENDIX 3

Most Recent OAU Resolution on the Western Sahara, Adopted 
33-2 With 8 Abstentions

[AHG/Dec. 114 (XVI)]

Question of Western Sahara

The Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of 
African Unity meeting in its Sixteenth Ordinary Session in Monrovia Liberia 
from 17 to 20 July 1979,

Having heard the introduction by the outgoing Chairman and Chairman of the 
Ad-Hoc Committee of Heads of State on Western Sahara on the Committee’s 
report on the Question of Western Sahara.

Having discussed the question of Western Sahara.
Having exhaustively considered the report of its Ad-Hoc Committee contained 

inDoc.AHG/O3 (XVI) which included reports of the Sub-Committee of the 
Ad-Hoc Committee on its mission to Algeria. Mauritania and Morocco, and that 
of the OAU Secretary-General in the company of the Ambassadors of Mali and 
Nigeria to Spain.

Considering the fact that all the parties concerned except Morocco agree that 
the rights of self-determination for the people of Sahara has not been fulfilled

Also considering that tripartite agreement between Spain, Morocco and Mauri­
tania transferred only administration of the territory to Morocco and Mauritania 
and not sovereignty,

Aware of the fact that Morocco maintains that the right of self-determination 
has been exercised by the Saharouis through the Assembly known as the Djemaa :

Decides the following:
1. The preparation of a proper atmosphere for peace in the area through a 

general and immediate ceasefire;
2. The exercise of the right of self-determination by the people of Western 

Sahara in a general and free referendum w’hich will enable them to choose one 
of the following options :

(a) Total independence,
(b) Maintenance of the status quo.
3. Hie convening of a meeting of the parties concerned including the represent­

ative of Western Sahara to request their cooperation for the implementation of 
this decision.

4. The establishment of a Special Committee of Five OAU Member States 
composing of Guinea, Mali, Nigeria, Sudan and Tanzania to work out the modali­
ties and to supervise the organization of a referendum with the co-operation of 

the basis of one person one vote. The Special Committee 
shall be chaired by Liberia, the Current Chairman of the Organization of African

(20)



APPENDIX 4

Recommendation of the OAU Ad Hoc Committee of Heads of State 
on the Implementation of Decision AHG/Dec 114 (XVI) Rev 1 
on the Question of Western Sahara

The OAU Ad Hoc Committee of Heads of State on Western Sahara Established 
by decision AHG/Dec 114 (XVI) Rev 1 meeting in its third session from 4 to 5 
December, 1979 at Monrovia Liberia ;

Having heard statements made by H. E. Chadli Benjedid, President of the 
Popular and Democratic Republic of Algeria, H. E. Mr. Ahmedou Ould Abdalla 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Mauritania and H. E. 
Mohamed Abdel Aziz, Secretary-General of Polisario Front who were invited by 
the OAU current Chairman after consultations with members of the Committee 
on the question of Western Sahara and the situation in the Magreb region;

Having also heard statement made by the Representative of the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations by which the United Nations readiness to co­
operate fully with the Ad Hoc Committee was affirmed ;

Disappointed by the absence of Morocco, a principal party to the conflict on 
Western Sahara ;

Having discussed exhaustively ways and means of implementing decision 
AHG/Dec 114 (XVI) Rev 1 on the observance of a ceasefire between the belliger­
ent parties and the exercise of the right to self-determination by the Saharawi 
People through the conduct of a referendum.

Having taken note of the signing of the Peace-Treaty between Mauritania and 
the Polisario Front;

1. Expressed its gratitude to the Head of State of Algeria, the Foreign Minister 
of Mauritania and the Secretary-General of Polisario Front for having provided 
valuable information to the Ad Hoc Committee on the prevailing situation in 
Western Sahara and the Magreb Region ;

2. Regrets the absence of Morocco, a principal party to the conflict on Western 
Sahara;

3. Warmly congratulates the Islamic Republic of Mauritania for its courageous 
and forthright decision which led it to the conclusion of a Peace-Treaty with the 
Polisario Front and the withdrawal of all of its claims over the territory of 
Western Sahara;

4. Urges Morocco to immediately withdraw all her troops and administration 
from that part of Western Sahara which was evacuated by Mauritania;

5. Further urges all parties to the conflict to immediately effect a ceasefire in 
the entire territory of Western Sahara to permit the conduct of a free and fair 
referendum;

6. Recommends the setting up of an OAU Peace-Keeping Force for the purpose 
of monitoring the ceasefire.

7. Urges the Kingdom of Morocco to cooperate fully with the work of the 
Ad Hoc Committee on Western Sahara ;

8. Calls upon the international community not to take any action that would 
impair the work of the OAU Ad Hoc Committee in the discharge of its responsi­
bility of finding a peaceful solution to the question of Western Sahara.

9. Requests the Secretary-General of the Organization of African Unity to 
immediately conduct studies, with the cooperation of the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations, of the technical details of decision AHG/Dec 114 (XVI) Rev 
1 on Western Sahara relative to holding a referendum in the territory;

10. Charges the current Chairman of the OAU Council of Ministers and the 
Secretary-General of the OAU to convey the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Com­
mittee to H. King Hassan II of Morocco and report back to it at its next meeting.

(21)



APPENDIX 5

Fl^LH^CLARA^°N (Portion ox Western Sahara) of Conference 
of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries 
September 3-7, 1979, Cuba

Western Sahara

„ F°f !*"* reason. '' hns recalled the decisions ot the non-aligned countries and 
the tmted Xations and OAU resolutions on the question ot Western

• 1 “ea . ot state °r Government, held in Monrovia tTniv iqtqi 
recommendaGons have not led to the Western Saharan 

£

determination and independence as soon as possible g el

‘h^ armed o'^S
ously administered by Mauritania. It expressed the hone th ft n i K 
kP/for c'11' in imPlemenGng the recommendations of the HP

Ad Hoc Committee adopted in Monrovia by the Sixteenth Summit in orde tn 
arrive at a just solution to the question of Western Sahara.
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APPENDIX 6

Most Recent General Assembly Resolution on the Western 
Sahara, Adopted November 21,1979 by 85-6 With 41 Abstentions, 
and Vote Breakdown

Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries and Peoples

QUESTION OF WESTERN SAHARA

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Barbados. Benin. Botswana. Burundi, Cape Verde, 
Congo. Cyprus, Democratic Yemen. Ethiopia. Ghana. Grenada. Guinea-Bissau, 
Guyana, Haiti, Iran. Jamaica, Kenya. Lao People's Democratic Republic, 
Lesotho. Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Madagascar, Mexico, Mozambique. Nica­
ragua, Panama. Rwanda. Saint Lucia. Sao Tome and Principe. Seychelles, 
Sierra Leone, Togo. Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda, United Republic of Tanza­
nia, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and Zambia: revised draft resolution
The General Assembly,
Having considered thoroughly the question of Western Sahara.
Recalling the inalienable right of all peoples to self-determination and inde­

pendence in conformity with the principles set forth in the Charter of the United 
Nations and its resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960 containing the Declara­
tion on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples.

Having considered the relevant chapter of the report of the Special Committee 
on the Situation with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,1

Having heard the statements made on the subject of Western Sahara, includ­
ing the statement by the representative of the Frente Popular para la Liberacion 
de Saguia el-Hamra y de Rio de Oro (Frente POLISARIO).

Bearing in mind the profound concern of the United Nations, the Organization 
of African Unity and the non-aligned countries regarding the decolonization of 
Western Sahara and the right of the people of that Territory to self- 
determination,

Recalling its resolution 33/27 of 1 December 1978 regarding co-operation be­
tween the United Nations and the Organization of African Unity.

Taking note of the decision of the Assembly of Heads of State and Government 
of the Organization of African Unity at its sixteenth ordinary session, held at 
Monrovia from 17 to 20 July 1979.2 in which the Assembly adopted the recom­
mendations of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Organization of African Unity on 
the question of Western Sahara.

Also taking note of the peace agreement concluded between the Islamic Repub­
lic of Mauritania and the Frente Popular para la Liberacion de Saguia et-Hamra 
y de Oro (Frente POLISARIO) on 10 August 19793 and the decision of Mauri­
tania to withdraw its forces from Western Sahara.4 5

Arcare of the profound concern of the United Nations, the Organizations of 
African Unity and the non-aligned countries at the aggravation of the situation 
prevailing in Western Sahara because of the continuation and extension of the 
occupation of that Territory,

Recalling the paragraphs dealing with the question of Western Sahara in the 
Political Declaration adopted by the Sixth Conference of Heads of State or 
Government of Non-Aligned Countries, held at Havana from 3 to 9 September 
1979,6

3 A/34/23/Add.3. chap. X.
2 A/34/552. annex HI. decision AHG/Dec.114 (XVI).
3 A/34/427-S/13503, annex I.
4 Ibid., annex II.
5 A/34/542, annex, sect. I, paras. 96 to 98.
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1. Reaffirms the inalienable right of the people of Western Sahara to self- 
determination and independence, in conformity with the Charter of the United 
Nations, the charter of the Organization of African Unity and the objectives 
of General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV). and the legitimacy of its struggle to 
secure the enjoyment of that right, as provided in the relevant resolutions of the 
United Nations and the Organization of African Unity ;

2. Takes note with satisfaction of the decision on the question of Western 
Sahara adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the 
Organization of African Unity at its sixteenth ordinary session held at Monrovia :

3. Also takes note with satisfaction of the relevant declaration of the Sixth 
Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries regarding 
the question of Western Sahara ;

4. Welcomes the peace agreement concluded between Mauritania and the 
Frente Popular para la Liberation de Saguia el-Hamra y de Rio de Oro and 
considers that this agreement constitutes an important contribution to the 
peace process with a view to a definitive, just and lasting settlement of the 
question of Western Sahara ;

5. Deeply deplores the aggravation of the situation resulting from the con­
tinuation of the occupation of Western Sahara by Morocco and tne extension 
of this occupation to the territory recently evacuated by Mauritania:

6. Urges Morocco to join in the peace process and terminate the occupation 
of the Territory of Western Sahara ;

7. Recommends to that end that the Frente Popular para la Liberation de 
Saguia el-Hamra y de Rio de Oro. the representative of the people of Western 
Sahara, should participate fully in any search for a just, lasting and definitive 
political solution of the question of Western Sahara, in conformity with the 
resolutions and declarations of the United Nations, the Organization'of African 
Unity and the non-aligned countries ;

8. Requests the Special Committee on the Situation with regard to the Imple­
mentation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Coun­
tries and Peoples to continue to consider the situation in Western Sahara as a 
priority question and to report on this subject to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-fifth session;

9. Requests the Secretary-General of the Organization of African Unity to 
keep the Secretary-General of the United Nations informed of the progress 
achieved with regard to the implementation of the decisions of the Organization 
of African Unity concerning Western Sahara ;

10. Invites the Secretary-General to follow closely the situation in Western 
Sahara and to submit a report on the question of Western Sahara to the Gen­
eral Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

General Assembly Vote on Western Sahara Resolution, November 21, 1979
Yes—85 No—6 Abstain—41

Y—Afghanistan
Y—Albania
Y—Algeria
Y—Angola
Y—Argentina
Y—Australia
Y—Austria
Y—Bahamas
A—Bahrain
A—Bangladesh
Y—Barbados
A—Belgium
Y—Benin
Y—Bhutan

Bolivia
Y—Botswana
Y—Brazil
Y—Bulgaria
A—Burma
Y—Burundi
Y—Byelorussian S.S.R. 
A—Canada

Y—Cape Verde
N—Central African Republic
A—Chad
A—Chile

China
A—Colombia

Comoros
Y—Congo
Y—Costa Rica
Y—Cuba
Y—Cyprus
Y—Czechoslovakia

Democratic Kampuchea
Y—Democratic Yemen
A—Denmark

Djibouti
Dominica
Dominican Republic

Y—Ecuador
A—Egypt
Y—El Salvador
N—Equatorial Guinea
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General Assembly Vote on Western Sahara Resolution, November 21, 1979— 
Continued

Y—Ethiopia
Y—Fiji
Y—Finland
A—France
N—Gabon

Gambia
Y—German Democratic Republic
A—Germany, Federal Republic
Y—Ghana
Y—Greece
Y—Grenada
N—Guatemala

Guinea
Y—Guinea-Bissau
Y—Guyana
Y—Haiti
Y—Honduras
Y—Hungary
A—Iceland
Y—India
A—Indonesia
Y—Iran

Iraq
A—Ireland
A—Israel
A—Italy
A—Ivory Coast
Y—Jamaica
A—Japan
A—Jordan
Y—Kenya

Kuwait
Y—Lao P.D.R.
A—Lebanon
Y—Lesotho
Y—Liberia
Y—Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
A—Luxembourg
Y—Madagascar
Y—Malawi
A—Malaysia

Maldives
Y—Mali
Y—Malta
Y—Mauritania

Mauritius
Y—Mexico
Y—Mongolia
N—Morocco
Y—Mozambique
Y—Nepal
A—Netherlands
A—New Zealand
Y—Nicaragua

Y—Niger
Y—Nigeria
A—Norway

Oman
Y—Pakistan
Y—Panama
Y—Papua New Guinea
A—Paraguay
Y—Peru
A—Philippines
Y—Poland
A—Portugal
A—Qatar

Romania
Y—Rwanda
Y—Saint Lucia
Y—Samoa
Y—Sao Tome and Principe
N—Saudi Arabia

Senegal
Y—Seychelles

Sierra Leone
Y—Singapore

Solomon Islands
Somalia
South Africa

A—Spain
Y—Sri Lanka
Y—Sudan
Y—Suriname
Y—Swaziland
Y—Sweden
Y—Syrian Arab Republic
A—Thailand
Y—Togo
Y—Trinidad and Tobago
A—Tunisia
A—Turkey
Y—Uganda
Y—Ukranian S.S.R.
Y—Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
A—United Arab Emirates
A—United Kingdom
A—United Republic of Cameroon
Y—United Republic of Tanzania
A—United States
Y—Upper Volta
A—Uruguay
Y—Venezuela
Y—Vietnam
Y—Yemen
Y—Yugoslavia
A—Zaire
Y—Zambia



APPENDIX 7

Small Independent Nations: Countries With Populations of 
Less Than 230,000

Country: Population
Andorra ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 25,000
Bahamas --------------------------------------------------------------------------  230, 000
Djibouti ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 225, 000
Dominica -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 78,000
Grenada ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 110, 000
Iceland -----------------------------------------------------------------------------  227, 000
Liechtenstein______________________________________________  22, 850
Maldives---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 145, 000
Monaco ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 30,000
Nauru ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 8, 000
Qatar-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 200, 000
Saint Lucia_________________________________________________ 101, 000
San Marino_______________________________________________  20, 500
Sao Tome and Principe______________________________________ 85, 500
Seychelles ________________________________________________ 65,000
Solomon Islands___________________________________________  200, 000
Tonga ------------------------------------------------------------------------------  100,000
Vatican City State__________________________________________ 1, 000
Western Samoa____________________________________________  155, 000
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