Chapter VII1. Maintenance of international peace and security

3. Requests States with legislation permitting importation of
minerals and other products from Southern Rhodesia to repeal it
immediately;

4. Calls upon States to enact and enforce immediately legis-
lation providing for the imposition of severe penalties on persons
natural or juridical that evade or commit breach of sanctions by:

(a) Importing any goods from Southern Rhodesia;
(b) Exporting any goods to Southern Rhodesia;

(¢c) Providing any facilities for transport of goods to and from
Southern Rhodesia;

(d) Conducting or facilitating any transaction or trade that may
enable Southern Rhodesia to obtain from or send to any country
any goods or services;

(e) Continuing to deal with clients in South Africa, Angola,
Mozambique, Guinca (Bissau) and Namibia after it has become
known that the clients arc re-exporting the goods or components
thereof to Southern Rhodesia, or that goods received from such
clients are of Southern Rhodesian origin;

S. Requests States, in the event of their trading with South
Africa and Portugal, to provide that purchase contracts with those
countries should clearly stipulate, in a manner legally enforceable,
the prohibition of dealing in goods of South Rhodesian origin;
likewise, sales contracts with these countries should include a
prohibition of resale or re-export of goods to Southern Rhodesia;

6. Calls upon States to pass legislation forbidding insurance
companies under their jurisdiction from covering air flights into and
out of Southern Rhodesia and individuals or air cargo carried on
them;

7. Calls upon States to undertake appropriate legislative
measures to ensurc that all valid marine insurance contracts contain
specific provisions that no goods of Southern Rhodesian origin or
destined to Southern Rhodesia shall be covered by such contracts;

8. Calls upon States to inform the Committee cstablished in
pursuance of resolution 253 (1968) on their present sources of
supply and quantities of chrome, asbestos, nickel, pig iron, tobacco,
meat and sugar, together with the quantities of these goods they
obtained from Southern Rhodesia before the application of
sanctions.

The second draft resolution S/10928 received 11 votes
in favour, 2 against, and 2 abstentions and failed of
adoption, owing to the negative votes of two permanent
members.! 77

The representative of the United States, speaking in
explanation of vote, stated that the second draft resolution
(S/10928) included several proposals on which his del-
egation and others had expressed strong reservations in the
Committee discussions. His delegation considered it un-
realistic to call for broader sanctions until all members of
the United Nations had demonstrated their willingness to
take more seriously the sanctions already in force. In these
circumstances his delegation did not believe that the draft
resolution would enhance the ability of the United Nations
to act effectively. The adoption of a resolution which was
clearly unenforceable would seriously damage the repu-
tation of the United Nations and further erode public
confidence in its ability to act in a meaningful way. These
considerations were the only reason for his Government’s
decision to vote against the draft resolution.' ”®

THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Decision of 28 February 1972 (16344th meeting): resolution
313(1972)
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By letter! 7° dated 25 February 1972 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon complained about a large-scale air and ground
attack by Israel against Lebanon on the morning of the
same day and requested an urgent meeting of the Security
Council in vicw of the extreme gravity of the situation
endangering the peace and security of Lebanon,

By letter' 8% dated 25 February 1972 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Israel, after referring to his previous letter dated 24
February,'®! complained about a further attack by ter-
rorists from Lebanese territory against an Israeli Border
Police patrol as a result of which one Israeli was killed and
eight wounded. He stated that in face of this and other
attacks Israel was compelled to take action in self-defence
against encampments of the terrorists on 25 February. In
view of the gravity of the continuing armed attacks against
Israel he requested an urgent meeting of the Security
Council.

At its 1643rd meeting on 26 February 1972, the Council
included the complaints by Lebanon and Israel in the
agenda listing each separately under the item *“The Situ-
ation in the Middle East”. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the representatives of Lebanon and Israel,' ®? and
subsequently those of the Syrian Arab Republic and of
Saudi Arabia'®® were invited, at their request, to parti-
cipate without the right to vote in the discussion of the
item which was considered at the 1643rd and 1644th
meetings, held on 26 and 27 February 1972.

At the 1463rd meeting the representative of Lebanon*
charged that on 25 February a battalion of the Israeli
armed forces, composed of 60 tanks and armoured cars and
supported by air force and infantry units, had entered
Lebanese territory and attacked several Lebanese villages.
The Israeli air force also bombarded other villages causing
death and destruction. On the same day, Israel had
delivered a warning to Lebanon through the Mixed Armis-
tice Commission that the Israeli action was in response to
terrorist activities from Lebanese soil against Israel and that
Israel would continue its incursions into Lebanon if the
terrorist activities did not cease. The representative of
Lebanon also reported that Israeli aggression was continu-
ing. Recalling previous resolutions of the Security Council
condemning Israel’s attacks against Lebanon, he deplored
Isracl's defiance of the authority of the Security Council
and its course of aggression threatening the territorial
integrity and the peace of Lebanon. He rejected Israel’s
attempt to hold the Lebanese responsible for the resistance
by Palestinians against the illegal lsraeli occupation. If Israel
had not paralysed the Mixed Armistice Commission, re-
liable information on the origin of the incidents in Isracli
held territories would be available. No border control, even
if exercised with utmost care as in the Lebanese case,
could be flawless, as experience all over the world demons-
trated.
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In view of Israel’s aggression in violation of Article 2 (4)
of the Charter of the United Nations, the representative of
Lebanon urged the Council to take measures which would
prevent Israel from resorting to further acts of aggression,
to determine that these acts constituted a breach of the
peace and a threat to the peace and to impose on Israel the
appropriate sanctions provided for in Chapter VII of the
Charter.' %4

The representative of Israel* declared that the Govern-
ment of Lebanon was solely responsible for the creation of
the situation in its border areas. For a long time and
contrary to explicit obligations under international law, the
Charter of the United Nations and the cease-fire established
by the Security Council in 1967, the Government of
Lebanon had permitted terrorist organizations to establish
bases on its territory from which to carry out armed attacks
against Israeli civilians and members of the armed forces
and against Israeli property. The Lebanese Government had
even entered into a written agreement with the terrorist
organization providing for full co-operation between the
Government and the terrorists. Israel held that every
Government was bound by international law to refrain
from attacks against another country and also obliged to
prevent anybody from using its territory for such attacks or
threats. Israel which had brought to the attention of the
Council a large number of such attacks by terrorists had
merely fulfilled its duty to protect its citizens from external
attacks. The representative of Israel deplored that the
Council had done nothing to impress on Lebanon its
obligation to prevent attacks from its territory against Isracl
and requested that Lebanon be condemned for violating the
cease-fire by its actions and by its omissions and be ordered
to put an end to all terrorist activities from its territory
against Israel.'®5

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR
stated that the full-scale Israeli act of aggression constituted
a particularly serious threat not only to peace and security
in the Near East but to international peace as a whole. This
violation of international law, of the Charter of the United
Nations and of the decisions of the Security Council could
not be masked as self-defence by Israel which tried to
suppress the legitimate struggle of the Arabs for the
liberation of their lands. The representative of the USSR
called for the Council to condemn Israeli aggression, to
implement its previous decisions by applying the provisions
of Chapter VII of the Charter and to consider the question
of expelling Israel from the United Nations for its ag-
gression and violation of the Charter. He also urged the
members of the Council and primarily its permanent
members to renew the consultations in sug)g)ort of Ambassa-
dor Jarring’s mission in the Middle East.'

The representative of France expressed the view that the
Government of Lebanon did everything to control the
activities of the fedaveen and could not be held account-
able for events on Israeli territory. He reported that his
Government had communicated to Israel that it could not
agree with any reprisals against any State, in particular
against a peace-loving State like Lebanon which should be
given assistance by the Council. whereas Israel should
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immediately withdraw its troops from Lebanese ter-
ritory.' 87

The representative of Yugoslavia referred to the quasi-
unanimous opinion of the international community that
peace in the Middle East must be based on the territorial
integrity and sovereignty of all States without recourse to
force and asked for effective measures to prevent attacks
like the Israeli ones and make them impossible in the
future.' 88

The representative of Japan recalled the proposal made
by the Secretary-General in 1969 to station United Nations
Observers on both sides of the Israel-Lebanon border to
observe and maintain the Security Council cease-fire. The
adoption of this proposal could have prevented the recur-
rence of border incidents.! ®°

The representative of the United Kingdom while deplor-
ing the acts of terrorism by fedayeen against Israel, denied

that the Israeli measures against Lebanon were jus-
tifiable.! *°

The representative of Italy reiterated his Government’s
support for the preservation of the integrity, political
balance and welfare of Lebanon and stated that the Israeli
reprisal exceeded by far the initial act of violence that
allegedly prompted it, and violated the principles of the
Charter, in particular the commitment of all Member States
not to resort to the use of force to settle their disputes.'?!

The representative of Belgium appealed for respect for
the territorial integrity and sovereignty of all States in the
Middle East and urged Governments not to have recourse to
force. He requested specifically that I[srael refrain from any
attack within the Lebanese territory, that Lebanon prevent
the misuse by the Palestinian fighters of the hospitality
offered to them for raids on Israeli territory and that the
international control organ established under the Armistice
Agrecment of 1949 function without delay with the
participation of Israel.!®?

The representative of China asked for Israel's condem-
nation by the Security Council and for Israel’s immediate
withdrawal from Lebanese territory.'®3

The representative of the USSR, in reference to the
statement by the representative of Japan, pointed out that
the proposal by the Secretary-General was made without
the knowledge and agreement of the Security Council and
that in accordance with the practice and the provisions of
the Charter such a proposal should have been made only on
the decision of the Council. He also suggested that the
Council pass a brief resolution condemning Isracli ag-
gression and calling for an immediate withdrawal from the
Lebanese territory and warned against adjournment sine die
because such a postponement under the pretext of consul-

tations would prolong the aggressor's presence on Lebanese
1194
soil.
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Chapter V111. Maintenance of international peace and security

Recalling the Preamble and Article 2 (3) and (4) of the
Charter, the representative of Somalia urged the Council to
call upon Israel to respect the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of Lebanon and immediately to desist from its
incursions into Lebanese territory.'®*

The representative of Japan replying to the statement of
the representative of the USSR stated that he had simply
asked for the Secretary-General to make his views known if
the Council were to raise the question of observers in future
proceedings.' °¢

At the end of the 1643rd meeting, the President (Sudan)
proposed to adjourn the meeting since the members of the
Council seemed generally inclined to continue consider-
ation of the issue at a later stage. The Council decided
without objection to adjourn the meeting.' ®”’

At the 1644th meeting on 27 February 1972, the
representative of Lebanon* explained that due to con-
tinued aggression by the Israeli air force his Government
had urgently requested that the Council be convened again.
He reiterated his call for measures under the pertinent
Articles of the Charter against Iscael.'®®

The representative of Argentina stated that Israel’s claim
that it acted in self-defence, recognized as legitimate by
international law and in Article 51 of the Charter, was not
valid because its reprisals against Lebanon were far in excess
of what could be considered permissible self-defence in
terms of need and proportionality.'®°®

The representative of Guinea also rejected Israel’s
assertion that its reprisal was an act of self-defence and
urged the Council to demand an immediate withdrawal of
Israeli troops from Lebanon and to impose relevant
sanctions under the Charter.2°°

At the same meeting the representative of Italy in-
troduced a draft resolution sponsored by Belgium. France,
Italy and the United Kingdom, which read as follows:

The Security Council,

Deploring all actions which have resulted in the loss of innocent
lives, '

Demands that Isracl immediately desist and refrain from any
ground and air military action against Lebanon and forthwith
withdraw all its military forces from Lebanese territory.

He appealed to the other members of the Council to
refrain from proposing amendments and to proceed to vote
on the draft resolution in order to permit speedy action in
the rapidly deteriorating situation,?®!

The representative of the United States expressed deep
regret that Israel had prolonged its attacks on Lebanese
territory and reiterated his Government’s full support for
the territorial integrity and political independence of
Lebanon. He welcomed the draft resolution, but proposed
to amend the preambular paragraph by adding “on both
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sides”. This change would express the humanitarian con-
cern felt by the Council members.2°?

The representatives of the United Kingdom. and France
appealed to the representative of the United States not to
insist on the amendment in order to permit the speedy and
unanimous adoption of the draft resolution.2®3 In accord-
ance with the wishes of the co-sponsors the representative
of the United States agreed not to press his amendment.?°*

The representative of China opposed the preambular
paragraph and proposed that it be replaced by the phrase
“Condemning Israel’'s aggression against Lebanon™. If this
change were unacce?table to the sponsors, the preamble
should be deleted.?®

The representative of Somalia proposed to amend the
preambular paragraph by speaking of “innocent civilian
lives” and to include in the preamble a call to all Member
States to refrain from the threat or use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any State.
He added that the imposition of sanctions under
Chapter VII should not be ruled out if Israel continued to
violate the territory of neighbouring States.?°®

The representative of Yugoslavia suggested that the
preambular paragraph be deleted.?°”

In view of the various amendments and suggestions the
representative of France asked that the Council recess for

ten minutes to allow the sponsors of the draft to consult
briefly.2°8

Following the recess, the President speaking as represent-
ative of Sudan declared that the draft resolution fell far
short of what was required and that more decisive and
drastic action should be taken.?®®

Speaking on behalf of the sponsors, the representative of
Italy announced that it would be difficult for them to
delete the preambular paragraph, but that they agreed to
having the two paragraphs put to separate votes.?'°

At the same meeting, on 28 February 1972, the
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution was voted
upon and received 8 votes in favour to 4 against, with
3 abstentions, and was not adopted, having failed to receive
the required majority of votes. The remainder of the draft
resolution was unanimously adopted.?*! 1t read as follows:

The Security Council,

Demands that Israel immediately desist and refrain from any
ground and air military action against Lcbanon and forthwith
withdraw all its military forces from Lebanese territory.

202 Ibid., paras. 126-129.
203

133-135.

204 rbid., para. 137.

205 1bid., paras. 147-152.
206 tbid., paras. 159-173,
207 1pid., paras. 179-181.
208 spid., paras. 182-183.
209 sbid., paras. 206-212.
210 1pid., paras. 214-217.

) 1bid., paras. 231-232. /10552, as modified, adopted as
resolution 313 (1972).

Ibid., United Kingdom, paras. 130-131: France. paras.



Part il.

117

Decision of 19 April 1972:
Consensus of the members of the Security Council

A consensus of the members of the Security Council was
issued on 19 April 1972 which read as follows:?!?

The President of the Security Council has held consultations with
the members of the Council following the request of the Permanent
Representative of Lebanon that the Sccurity Council take necessary
action to station additional United Nations observers in the
Isracl-Lebanon sector, as conveyed to the President of the Security
Council and contained in annex 1 of his memorandum of 31 March
1972 to the Secretary-General, and in paragraph 1 of thc annexed
memorandum dated 4 April 1972 from the Secretary-General to the
President of the Security Council. The President also informed and
consulted the Secretary-General. Exceptionally, a formal meeting of
the Security Council was not considered necessary in this instance.

In the course of these consultations, the members of the Security
Council reached without objection a consensus on the action to be
taken in response to the request of the Lebanese Government and
invited the Secretary-General to proceed in the manner outlined in
his above-mentioned memorandum. They further invited the
Secretary-General to consult with the Lebanese authorities on the
implementation of these arrangements.

They also invited the Sccretary-General to report periodically to
the Sccurity Council and in doing so to give his views on the nced
for the continuance of the ubove measures and on their scale.

Decision of 26 June 1972 (1650th meeting): resolution 316
(1972)

By letter?'? dated 23 June 1972 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon complained about Israel’s persistent aggression
against Lebanon that had culminated in a large-scale air and
ground attack on 21, 22, and 23 June, and requested an
urgent meeting of the Security Council in view of the
extreme gravity of the situation.

By letter’'* dated 23 June 1972 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Israel requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council
to consider the continued armed attacks, shelling, sabotage,
incursions, acts of air piracy and other acts of terror and
violence perpetrated from Lebanese territory against Israel.

At its 1648th meeting on 23 June 1972, the Council
included the letters by Lebanon and Israel in the agenda
listing each separately under the item ““The situation in the
Middle East™. Following the adoption of the agenda, the
representatives of Lebanon and Israel*'® and at the
1649th meeting those of the Syrian Arab Republic, Egypt,
Kuwait and Jordan?'® were invited, at their request, to
participate without the right to vote in the discussion of the
item which was considered at the 1648th to 1650th
meetings from 23 to 26 June 1972.

At the 1648th meeting, the representative of Lebanon*
said that on 21 June an Israeli patrol had entered Lebanese
territory and destroyed Lebanese vehicles and that at the
same time a Syrian military delegation who paid a
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traditional exchange visit to the Lebanese army, had been
ambushed by an Israeli military armoured unit, while the
delegation escorted by a Lebanese officer and five military
policemen had been travelling in civilian cars about 400
metres inside Lebanese territory. Four Lebanese military
policemen had been killed; the fifth was injured and died of
his wounds in Israel. Five Syrian officers and the Lebanese
officer had been kidnapped, one Syrian officer had been
wounded and another had managed to escape.

After describing in detail further Israeli attacks he
rejected Israel's charge that the Syrian officers had been
captured while they were engaged in hostile acts against
Israel and that infiltration or shelling of Israel had taken
place from Lebanese territory.

The increase of the number of armistice observers on the
Lebanon-Israel border had pleased the Government of
Lebanon, but Israel’s intransigence and defiance made their
effective functioning difficult and had again led to Israel’s
acts of aggression against Lebanon. The representative
reiterated his appeal to the Security Council to take
decisive action under Chapter VII of the Charter and asked
specifically for the very strong condemnation of Israel for
its repeated acts of aggression and for the Council’s
insistence on the immediate return of the kidnapped Syrian
and Lebanese officers to Lebanon.?!’

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel* said
that on 20 June Arab terror organizations based in Lebanon
had opened bazooka fire on an Israeli civilian bus and
wounded two elderly passengers. Similar attacks occurred
on the next two days. The Israeli air force and artillery
reacted in self-defence and struck against the bases from
which the terrorists operate. On 21 June, an Israeli patrol
encountered a military convoy approximately 100 metres
from the border; the convoy opened fire on the patrol, and
in the ensuing clash five Syrian officers, one Lebanese
officer, a soldier and four gendarmes were taken prisoner.
As long as Lebanon repudiated its obligation to ensure that
its territory was not used for aggression against its
neighbour, Israel had no alternative but to act in self-
defence. As an example for Lebanon’s role he cited the Lod
airport massacre on 30 May which had been committed by
terrorists who had been trained for that criminal mission in
a terrorist camp near Beirut. He deplored the inability of
the Security Council to stop Arab armed attacks against

Israel or even to condemn these attacks from neighbouring
Arab States.?'8

At the 1650th meeting on 26 June 1972, the Council
decided to add, as subitem (b) of the first item on its
agenda (“The situation in the Middle East™), the “Letter
dated 26 June 1972 from the Permanent Representative of
the Syrian Arab Republic to the United Nations addressed
to the President of the Security Council™®'® in which the
representative requested that the Syrian Arab Republic be
considered an integral party to the Lebanese complaint.
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At the same meeting, the representative of France
introduced a draft resolution sponsored by Belgium. France
and the United Kingdom?2?? and urged its unanimous
adoption.2?!

The representative of the United States submitted a
draft resolution??? under which the Security Council
would, inter alia, condemn acts of violence in the area; call
for an immediate cessation of all such acts, and call on all
Governments concerned to repatriate all armed forces
prisoners held in custody.2??

Several representatives? ?* stated that they would prefer

a stronger condemnation of the Israeli act of aggression, but
that they were prepared to vote in favour of the rather
weak three-Power draft resolution.

At the same meeting, the draft resolution sponsored by
Belgium, France and the United Kin§dom was adopted by
13 votes to none with 2 abstentions.??3 It read as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the agenda contained in document S/Agenda/
1650/Rev. 1,

Having noted the contents of the letters of the Permanent
Representative of Lebanon, the Permanent Representative of Israel
and the Permanent Representative of the Syrian Arab Republic,

Recalling the consensus of the members of the Security Council
of 19 April 1972,

Having noted the supplementary information provided by the
Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization
contained in documents S$/7930/Add.1584 to Add.1640, of 26
April to 21 Junc 1972, and particularly documents S/7930f
Add. 1641 to Add.1648, of 21 to 24 Junc 1972,

Having heard the statements of the representatives of Lebanon
and of Isracl,

Deploring the tragic loss of life resulting from all acts of violence
and retaliation,

Gravely concerned at lsracls failure to comply with Security
Council resolutions 262 (1968) of 31 December 1968,270(1969) of
26 August 1969, 280 (1970) of 19 May 1970, 285 (1970) of
5 Scptember 1970 and 313 (1972) of 28 February 1972 calling on
Isracl to desist forthwith from any violation of the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of Lebanon,

1. Calls upon lsracl to strictly abide by the aforcmentioned
resolutions and to refrain from all military acts against Lebanon;

2. Condemns, while profoundly deploring all acts of violence,
the repeated attacks of Israeli forces on Lebanese territory and
population in violation of the principles of the Charter of the
United Nations and Isracl's obligations thereunder;

3. Expresses the strong desire that appropriate steps will lead, as
an immediate conscquence, to the release in the shortest possible
time of all Syrian and Lebanese military and sccurity personnel
abducted by lsracli armed forces on 21 June 1972 on Lebanese
territory

4. Declares that it the above-mentioned steps do not result in
the release of the abducted personnel or if Israel fails to comply
with the present resolution, the Council will reconvene at the
carliest to consider further action.
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The draft resolution submitted by the United States was
not put to the vote in view of the adoption of the
three-Power draft resolution.??¢

After the vote the representative of the United States
stated that his delegation was obliged to abstain because it
considered the draft resolution as unbalanced and therefore
unacceptable.??”

The representative of Belgium said that the natural right
of self-defence enshrined in Article 51 of the Charter was
limited to the single case of armed aggression and that the
incidents which provoked Israel's reprisals could not be
described as an act of aggression on the part of
Lebanon.2?®

Decision of 21 July 1972 (1653rd meeting): resolution 317
(1972).

By two separate letters??® dated S July addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representatives of the
Syrian Arab Republic and of Lebanon requested a meeting
of the Security Council in view of Israel's refusal to abide
by Security Council resolution 316 (1972).

By letter?3° dated 17 July addressed to the President of
the Security Council, the representative of Israel requested
an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the mutual
release of all prisoners of war, in accordance with the
Geneva Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners
of War of 12 August 1949,

At the 1651st meeting on 13 July an extended proce-
dural debate took place concerning the provisional agenda
which included the two letters by Syria and Lebanon as
well as the letter by Israel.??>' The motion by Somalia to
delete item (3) (the letter by Isracl) from the provisional
agenda was voted upon and received 8 votes in favour to
none against with seven abstentions and was not adopted
falling short of the required majority of votes.3? After
further discussion the Council. at the recommendation of
the President, decided to consider the Lebanese and Syrian
requests first and to schedule a later Council meeting to
consider the Israeli request.*>® Following the adoption of
the revised agenda, the representatives of Syria, Lebanon,
Israel, Af§hanistan, Islamic Republic of Mauritania and
Morocco®** were invited, at their request, to participate
without the right to vote in the discussion of the item
which was considered at the 1651st to 1653rd meetings
from 18 to 21 July 1972,

At the 1651st meeting, the President read a message
from the Secretary-General in which he reported on the
effort to implement resolution 316 (1972): at the request
of the representatives of Lebanon and Syria he had
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exercised his good offices for the return of the Lebanese
and Syrian officers; at the moment a generally acceptable
solution was not yet in sight and he continued to pursue his
efforts with all parties concerned in this matter.??S The
President added that his own efforts had been equally
unavailing.2?¢

At the same meecting, the representative of Lebanon*
sharply criticized Israel’s lawlessness and persistent defiance
of Security Council resolutions. He rejected Isracl’s
attempts to link the release of the abducted Lebanese and
Syrian personnel to a general exchange of prisoners of war.
Since Israel's acts of aggression violated the principles of
the Charter and threatened international peace and secu-
rity, Lebanon advocated the application of sanctions
against Israel to enforce the rule of law. He proposed two
alternatives to the Council for consideration: the Council
could condemn Israel for its failure to release the abducted
personnel, reaffirm resolution 316 (1972), call upon Israel
to release the abducted personnel unconditionally and
immediately and empower the President of the Council and
the Secretary-General to take appropriate measures to that
effect; or the Council would in addition dispatch a military
or civilian commission or delegation representing the
Council to Israel to impress upon the Isracli government the
importance of the call by the Council for the immediate
and unconditional release of the abducted personnel.??”

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic* de-
nounced the abduction as a flagrant violation of the law of
the sovereignty of nations and rejected Israel’s claim that
the abducted officers were prisoners of war, a claim that
had already been rejected by the Council. Israel could not
apply the provisions of one of the four Geneva Conventions
and disregard the other three. The Council should condemn
Israel for its non-compliance with the Council decision and
call upon it to release the abducted personnel uncon-
ditionally. Failing this, sanctions should be applied against
Israel. Moreover, Article 6 of the Charter should be applied
against Isracl who had been admitted to membership in the
United Nations under the condition that it should abide by
the decisions and resolutions of the United Nations.?*®

The representative of the USSR said that Israel’s
aggressive policy represented a serious threat to the cause of
universal peace and proved its unwillingness to fulfil one of
the most important obligations of the Charter of the United
Nations, contained in Article 25: to accept and carry out
the decisions of the Security Council. The Security Council
should condemn Israel’s failure to implement resolution
316 and consider further action to ensure its implement-
ation.???

At the 1652nd meeting on 20 July 1972, the represent-
ative of Somalia introduced a draft resolution sponsored by
Guinea, Somalia, Sudan and Yugoslavia?*® and urged that
the Council act quickly and without further debate since
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the draft resolution did not constitute a departure from
resolution 316 (1972).2%!

The representatives of Panama and Belgium requested
that the Council be adjourncd because they had not been
able to get from their Governments instructions on how to
vote on the draft resolution. The representative of Belgium
added that he would be obliged to submit a formal motion
for adjournment on the basis of rule 33 (3) of the Council's
provisional rules of procedure, if the Council could not
accede to his request.**?

The sponsors of the draft resolution agreed to the
requests and the Council was adjourned.?*?

At the 1653rd meeting on 21 July 1972, the represent-
ative of Panama announced that on specific instructions
from his Foreign Ministry he would vote in favour of the
draft resolution.?**

The representative of India announced that his Govern-
ment would co-sponsor the draft resolution.?**

At the same meeting, the draft resolution sponsored by
Guinea, India. Somalia, Sudan and Yugoslavia was adopted
by 14 to none with | abstention.2*® It read as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the agenda adopted by the Security Council
at its 1651st meeting held on 18 July 1972,

Having noted the contents of the letters of the Permanent
Representative of the Syrian Arab Republic and the Chargé
d'affaires ad interim of Lebanon,

Having heard the statements of the representatives of Lebanon
and of the Syrian Arab Republic,

Having noted with appreciation the cfforts made by the
President of the Security Council and by the Secretary-General
following the adoption of resolution 316 (1972) of 26 June 1972,

1. Reaffirms resolution 316 (1972) adopted by the Security
Council on 26 June 1972;

2. Deplores the fact that despite these efforts, effect has not yct
been given to the Security Council's strong desire that all Syrian and
Lebanese military and sccurity personnel abducted by Israeli armed
forces from Lebanese territory on 21 June 1972 should be reieased
in the shortest possible time;

3. Calls upon lsracl for the return of the above-mentioned
personnel without delay;

4. Requests the President of the Security Council and the
Sccretary-General to make renewed efforts to secure the implement-
ation of the present resolution.

Decision of 10 September 1972 (1662nd meeting):
Rejection of draft resolution

By letter?*7 dated 9 September 1972 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic requested an urgent meeting of the
Security Council to consider Israel’s continuing attacks on
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Syrian territory, of which he had informed the Council in
his letter of 8 September.?4®

By letter?*® dated 10 September 1972 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon also requested a meeting of the Council in view of
the gravity of the situation endangering the peace and
security of Lebanon, and especially in view of the recent
events reported in his letter of 8 September.? *°

At the 1661st meeting on 10 September 1972, the
President stated that the meeting had been convened at the
request of the Syrian Arab Republic, but that a few
minutes before the meeting, the representative of Lebanon,
in his letter dated 10 September, had also requested the
meeting. Accordingly, he suggested to amend the pro-
visional agenda and to add the letter of the representative
of Lebanon. Since there was no objection, the provisional
agenda was adopted in the amended form.?®' Following
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Syria and
Lebanon were invited, at their request, to participate,
without the right to vote, in the discussion of the item.?5?
The President reported to the Council that he had informed
the representative of Israel in the afternoon of 9 September
of the decision to convene the meeting of the Council and
that the representative of Israel had replied in the evening
of 9 September that he could not attend the meeting since
10 September was Jewish New Year.2®® The Council
considered the item at the 1661st and 1662nd meetings on
10 September 1972.

At the 1661st meeting, the representative of the Syrian
Arab Republic* stated that on 8 and 9 September Israel
had launched new aerial attacks against Syrian communities
killing and wounding many civilians. The Vice-Premier of
the Israeli Council of Ministers had described these oper-
ations as a first stage in a total offensive. In view of this
clear-cut aggression by Israel he called upon the Security
Council to compel Israel to halt immediately all military
operations, to condemn it for this act of aggression and to
take all a?&ropriate measures to prevent a renewal of
aggression. '

The representative of Lebanon* said that several Leba-
nese places had been attacked on 8 September by Israeli
military aircraft causing death and injury among innocent
civilians. None of these communities had served as com-
mando bases, as alleged by Israel. He urged the Council to
condemn Israel for this premeditated attack against Lebanon
and to take measures to prevent any recurrence of such
attacks.? 58

Recalling the tragic events during the Olympic Games in
Munich the representative of the United States declared
that the complaint by Syria could not be considered
without connecting it to the events in Munich. The Syrian
Government and other Governments in the area encouraged
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rather than condemned the terrorism against Israel and
therefore could not be absolved of responsibility for the
cycle of violence and counter-violence in the Middle East.
His Government would not support one-sided resolutions of
the kind recently adopted by the Council. He suggested
that the Council deplore the renewal of terrorist attacks
and the loss of innocent lives on both sides as well as the
outbreak of renewed violence in the Middle East, that it
delcare encouragement of acts of terrorism unacceptable in
civilized societies and inimical to the maintenance of the
cease-fire in the Middle East. The Council should also
condemn the terrorist attack of 5 September in Munich and
urge States that were harbouring and supporting such
terrorists to cease their support and to put an end to acts of
terrorism.? %6

The representative of Somalia asked the Council to call
for an immediate cessation of all military operations in the
region and introduced to that effect a draft resolution,?37?
subsequently co-sponsored by Guinea and Yugoslavia,?$®
according to which the Council would call on the parties
concerned to cease immediately all military operations and
to exercise the greatest restraint in the interest of inter-
national peace and security ?$°

Another draft resolution?®® was submitted by the

representative of the United States, according to which the
Council would (1)condemn the attack in Munich on
5 September by terrorists of the so-called Black September
organization, and (2) call upon those States harbouring and
supporting such terrorists to cease their encouragement and
to take all necessary measures to bring about the immediate
end of such senseless acts.?$!

The representative of the USSR expressed surprise about
the pretext under which the Israeli representatives had
refused to attend the Council meeting, while the Govern-
ment of Israel conducted armed aggression at the same
time. In view of the urgency of the requests of Syria and
Lebanon he suggested that the draft resolution introduced
by Somalia should be voted upon immediately. The key to
the solution of the conflict in the Middle East still was the
withdrawal of Israeli troops from the occupied territories
and the implementation of Council resolution 242 (1967).
He sharply rejected any attempt to link the new acts of
aggression by Israel with the distressing incident in Munich,
for which Syria and Lebanon bore no responsibility.2¢ 2

The representative of Belgium asked for a suspension of
the meeting in order that the Council members could study
the two draft resolutions in detail and contact their
Governments for instructions on how to vote.?®3

The representative of Somalia replied that since his draft
resolution was purely an act of humanity, it did not require
any instructions and could be voted upon the same day.?%*
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Following a procedural discussion,2®% the President
adjourned the meeting until later that afternoon.2%®

At the 1662nd meeting on 10 September, the represcn-
tative of the United Kingdom introduced three amend-
ments?®” to the three-Power draft resolution. The amend-
ments, sponsored by Belgium, France, Italy and the United
Kingdom, provided for (1)the insertion of a sccond
preambular paragraph in which the Council would deplore
all acts of terrorism and violence and all breaches of the
cease-fire in the Middle East, (2) the replacement, in the
operative paragraph, of the words “the parties” by “all
parties’, and (3) the replacement, in the operative para-
graph, of the words ‘*‘cease immediately all military
operations” by ‘“‘take all measures for the immediate
cessation and prevention of all military operations and
terrorist activities.”

The representative of the United Kingdom added that
the meaning of these amendments would be clear and that
the Council should condemn every resort to force against
national or international law.?¢®

The representative of Somalia declared that the amend-
ments would alter the thrust of the draft resolution which
was directed towards the regulation of the relationships
within the membership of the United Nations and therefore
urged an end of the military operations without condem-
ning or condoning the acts of violence in the Middle
East.?®®

271

The representatives of Yugoslavia?’® and Guinea?”! as
co-sponsors of the draft resolution also emphasized its
interim quality and warned that the amendments intro-
ducing extraneous considerations would weaken the draft
resolution and the chances for the cessation of all military
operations.

Following statements by the representatives of India,2”?
Panama,?”® the USSR}*7* Japan”S and the United
States,27¢ the Council proceeded to the vote. According to
a suggestion by the representative of India, the amendments
(S/10786) submitted by the four European Members were
voted on separately.?’? The first paragraph of the
amendments received 8 votes in favour, 4 against and
3 abstentions and was not adopted, having failed to obtain
the required majority. The second paragraph received
9 votes in favour and 6 against and was not adopted owing
to the negative vote of two permanent members of the
Council. The third paragraph received 8 votes in favour and
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7 against and was not adopted, having failed to obtain the
required majority 278

The three-Power draft resolution reccived 13 votes in
favour, 1 against, and 1 abstention and was not adopted
owing to the negative vote of a permanent member of the
Council 27?

Following the vote, the representative of the United
States stated that his delegation had decided to vote against
the draft resolution because it could not consent to a
double standard condemning the unwillingness of States to
control their own military forces, but keeping silent on
their unwillingness to control irregular forces of terror and
murder in their territory,?®°

The representative of the USSR said that in conditions
where Israel continued its aggression and undermined a
peaceful settlement on the basis of United Nations de-
cisions, the need arose to adopt additional measures against
the aggressor under Chapter VII of the Charter and to
impose appropriate sanctions.?®!

The representative of Sudan deplored the use of the veto
against a call for the ending of aggression and the sparing of
human life, especially because the United Nations relied
upon the permanent members of the Council to help in
the maintenance of peace.?®?

Before adjourning the meeting, the President announced
that he had been informed by the representative of the
United States that he would not insist on a vote on his draft
resolution at that meeting.?®3

Decision of 20 April 1973 (1710th meeting): resolution
331(1973)

Decision of 21 April 1973 (1711th meeting): resolution
332(1973)

By letter’®* dated 12 April 1973 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon referred to his previous letter?®S dated 11 April
1973, in which he had brought to the attention of the
Council details regarding the Israeli act of aggression against
Lebanon on the morning of 10 April, and requested, in
view of the gravity of that act and the threat it posed to the

peace and security in the Middle East, an urgent meeting of
the Council.

At its 1705th meeting on 12 April 1973, the Council
included the letter by Lebanon in the agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Lebanon,
Isracl and Egypt,2®® of Saudi Arabia,2®” at the 1706th
meeting those of Algeria and the Syrian Arab Republic,?®®
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at the 1708th mecting the representative of Tunisia,?®?
and at the 1710th meeting the representative of Jordan??°
were invited, at their request, to participate without the
right to vote in the discussion of the item which was
considered at the 1705th to 171 1th meetings from 12 to 21
April 1973,

At the 1705th meecting, the representative of Lebanon*
stated that as he had already described in his letter of 11
April, a squad of 35 Israeli terrorists in civilian clothes had
landed on 10 April in the south of Beirut and driven in
civilian Lebanese cars to various points in the city, where
they attacked several buildings and killed three leading
members of the Palestinian Liberation Organization. They
also killed and wounded other people in the city and in a
refugee camp in the vicinity of Beirut airport. The
representative of Lebanon stressed again that his country
continued to depend on the United Nations and in
particular on the Security Council for its protection. The
raison d’étre for the United Nations was to protect the
security of the small countries and the peaceful existence of
their inhabitants. The repeated acts of aggression against
Lebanon by Israel could not go unpunished. Therefore he
called upon the Council to go beyond a mere condemnation
olegslrael aggression and to take action to put an end to
it.

The representative of the United States categorically
denied charges that his country had somehow helped carry
out the aggression in Lebanon and was still harbouring
several of those involved in its embassy, and described this
*“big lie” as a fabrication by those who were opposed to a
peaceful settlement and wanted to incite new destruction
and more deaths of innocent people.?®?

The representative of Israel* charged that Lebanon had
convened the Security Council to ask for the continuation
of terrorism and declared that his Government was duty-
bound to protect the lives of its citizens and to put an end
to assaults against them. This was the objective of its action
in the night of 9-10 April against terrorist bases in the
Beirut area. Israel would not- acquiesce in the continued
presence of terrorist groups on Lebanese soil. Lebanon
could extricate itself from its predicament only by observ-
ing its international obligations and eliminating the terrorist
groups and their activities from its territory. The Charter of
the United Nations as well as the interests of international
peace and security required that responsible Governments
and the Security Council refused support to Lebanon as
long as it remained a base for murderous terrorism.?%?

At the 1706th meeting on 13 April, the representative of
Algeria* called Israeli defiance of international law and of
the decisions of international organizations a serious threat
to international order and deplored the failure of the
international community to react to the Israeli measures
taken with the aim of insuring its permanent presence in
the territories acquired by force. The Israeli actions went
far beyond the breach of international law and claimed
futilely to furnish a reply to the inalterable aspirations of
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the Palestinians. Israel’s behaviour regresentcd one of the
gravest dangers to world equilibrium.?”*

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic* argued
that Israel, a State which trampled under foot the resol-
utions of the international community, should have no
place in the Organization. Similarly, the Council could no
longer postpone the adoption of appropriate measures to
eliminate the consequences of Isracli aggression.?®*

The representative of the USSR pointed out that Israel
had been among the States that refused to support General
Assembly resolution 2936 (XXVII) on the non-use of force
in international relations and the permanent prohibition of
the use of nuclear weapons. Israel’'s act of aggression
violated not only the United Nations Charter but also the
new rule of international law expressed in that resolution.
He proposed that the Council should reaffirm the renun-
ciation of the use or threat of force to settle disputes
between States. His Government which was categorically
opposed to international terrorism, condemned Israeli
terrorist methods that had been raised to State policy. He
reiterated his suggestion that the permanent members of
the Council resume their consultations on the Near East in
order to help the Special Representative of the Secretary-
General. He called upon the other members of the Council
not only to condemn Israel's latest acts of aggression but
also to impose effective sanctions against Israel up to and
including its expulsion from membership in the United
Nations.??$

The representative of Sudan stated that it was the duty
of the United Nations to uphold the right of the Palestinian
Arabs not as refugees but as a legitimate liberation
movement. Israel’s acts of aggression in Lebanon should be
strongly condemned, and if Israel continued to promote
terrorism, the Council should consider applying effective
measures along the lines stipulated by the Charter.2®”

The representative of Yugoslavia also called for Israel’s
condemnation and declared that it was high time for the
Council to review the whole Middle Eastern situation and
to examine what should be done to arrive at the implemen-
tation of resolution 242 (1967) as well as other resol-
utions.?®®

At the 1707th meeting on 16 April, the representative of
Egypt* stated that in the wake of Israel’s most recent
aggression in Lebanon the Council had to consider measures
envisaged by the Charter, such as complete or partial
interruption of economic relations, communications and
severance of diplomatic relations. He called it unbelievable
that Israel continued to receive increasing massive military
and economic assistance from one Member State. A ban on
military supplies and financial aid to Israel would be
essential for the attainment of peace in the Middle East, He
also announced his Government’s intention to ask later in
the meeting for a full review of the entire Middle East
situation by the Council. including a request for the
submission of the comprehensive report by the Special

29% 17061h meeting, paras. 6-30.

295 1bid., para. 43.
296 Ibid., paras. 47-85.
297 Ibid., paras. 126-127.

298 1hid.. paras. 141-144.



Part 1.

123

Representative of the Ambassador

Jarring 2°®?

Secretary-General,

On 19 April, France and the United Kingdom subraitted
a draft resolution®®® which provided inter alia in operative
paragraph 4 for a warning by the Council that if Israel were
to repeat such attacks the Council would meet to consider
what further and more effective measures could be taken to
ensure against their repetition.

On the same day, Guinea, India, Indonesia and Yugo-
slavia submitted an amendment,*®! which provided for the
addition of another paragraph at the end of the British-
French draft resolution, whereby the Council would call on
all States to refrain from providing any assistance which
encouraged such military attacks or impeded the search for
a peaceful settlement.

At the beginning of the 1710th meeting on 20 April, the
President drew the attention of the members of the Council
to the revision®®? of the original draft resolution submitted
by France and the United Kingdom, to the amendment
sponsored by Guinea, India, Indonesia and Yugoslavia, and
to a draft resolution submitted by Egypt.*®? He informed
the Council that he had received a request from the Foreign
Minister of Egypt that his draft resolution be considered
and voted upon first, since the Minister had to depart from
New York on the same day, Recalling rule 32 of the
Provisional Rules of Procedure according to which principal
motions and draft resolutions should have precedence in
the order of their submission, he announced that as there
were no objections, he would give priority to the Egyptian
draft resolution.? ®4

The representative of Egypt introduced the draft resol-
ution asking for an in-depth review of the situation in the
Middle East by the Council and in preparation of that
examination for a comprehensive report by the Secretary-
General on the efforts undertaken by the United Nations
since 1967, and he inquired from the Secretary-General as
to how long it would take to prepare such a report.2°8

The Secretary-General indicated that it should be pos-
sible to J)repare the requested report in three to four
weeks.*?

The representative of Sudan moved formally, under rule
38 of the rules of procedure, that the Council approve by a
unanimous vote the draft resolution introduced by
Egypt.3®7 Subsequently, the President asked the Council
whether it would approve the draft resolution without a
vote. Since there were no objections. he declared that the
draft resolution had been adopted.*®® It read as follows:

299 1707th meeting, paras. 19-24.

300 6110916, OR. 28th vr., Suppl. for April-June 1973, p. 24.
301 $/10917, ibid., p. 24

302 5/10916 'Rev. 1, adopted without change as resolution 332
(1973).

303 S/10918, adopted without change as resolution 331 (1973).

304 1710th mecting, paras. 5-8.
Ibid., paras. 10-18.

306 ypid., para. 19,

307 1bid., para. 35.

308 Ibid., para. 65. Adopted as resolution 331 (1973)

jos

The Security Council,

Having heard the statcment of the Foreign Minister of the Arab
Republic of Egypt,

1. Requests the Secrctary-General to submit to the Scecurity
Council as carly as possible a comprehensive report giving full
account of the efforts undertaken by the United Nations pertaining
to the situation in the Middle Fast since June 1967,

2. Decides to meet, following the submission of the Sceretary-
General's report, to examine the situation in the Middle East:

3. Requests the Secretary-General to invite Mr. Gunnar Jarring,
the Special Representative of the Secretary-General, to be available
during the Council's meetings in order to render assistance to the
Council in the course of its deliberations.

After the adoption of the Egyptian draft resolution, the
representative of France introduced the revised draft
resolution submitted by the United Kingdom and France,
in which the word *‘deplores™ in operative paragraph | had
been replaced by the word “condemns™ and operative
paragraph 4 had been deleted. He indicated that the
sponsors had no objection to having the amendment
submitted by Guinea, India, Indonesia and Yugoslavia
incorporated in the draft resolution as a new operative
paragraph 4.2°°

Speaking on behalf of the four sponsors, the represen-
tative of Guinea announced that they were withdrawing the
amendment to the British-French draft resolution because
it referred to the original draft and not to the revised text.
Then she proposed that the Council be adjourned under

rule 33, paragraph 3 so that consultations could con-
tinue *'°

At the 1711th meeting on 21 April, the revised draft
resolution sponsored by France and the United Kingdom
was adopted by 11 votes to none, with 4 abstentions.>' " It
read as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the agenda contained in document S/Agenda/
170s,

Having noted the contents of the letter of the Permanent
Representative of Lebanon to the United Nations (§/10913),

Having heard the statements of the representatives of Lebanon
and Israel,

Grieved at the tragic loss of civilian life,

Gravely concerned at the deteriorating situation resulting from
the violation of Security Council resolutions,

Deeply deploring all recent acts of violence resulting from the
violation of Security Council resolutions,

Recalling the General Armistice Agreement between Israel and
Lebanon of 23 March 1949 and the ceasce-fire established pursuant
to resolutions 233 (1967) of 6 June 1967 and 234 (1967) of 7 June
1967,

Recalling its resolutions 262 (1968) of 31 December 1968, 270
(1969) of 26 August 1969, 280 (1970) of 19 May 1970 and 316
(1972) of 26 June 1972,

1. Expresses deep concern over and condemns all acts of
violence which endanger or take innocent human lives:

2. Condemns the repecated military attacks conducted by lsrael

against Lebanon and Israel's violation of Lebanon's territorial
integrity and sovereignty in contravention of the Charter of the
United Nations, of the Armistice Agreement between Israel and
Lebanon and of the Council’s cease-fire resolutions:
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3. Calls upon Israel to desist forthwith from all military attacks
on Lebanon,

EXAMINATION OF THE SITUATION
IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Decision of 14 June 1973 (1726th meeting):
Statement by the President

Decision of 26 July 1973 (1735th meeting):
Rejection of the eight-Power draft resolution

In accordance with resolution 331 (1973) the Council
convened at the 1717th meeting on 6 June 1973, following
the submission of the Secretary-General’s report, to exam-
ine the situation in the Middle East. The Council included
in its agenda resolution 331 (1973) and the Report of the
Secretary-General under Security Council resolution 331

(1973) dated 18 May 1973.2'? Following the adoption of

the agenda, the representatives of Egypt, Israel, Jordan, the
United Republic of Tanzania, Chad, the Syrian Arab
Republic, Nigeria, Algeria,>!? at the 17]8th meeting the
representatives of Morocco, the United Arab Emirates,®'*
Somalia,®'$ at the 1719th meeting the representatives of
Guyana and Mauritania>!® at the 1720th meeting the
representatives of Qatar, Kuwait®'7 and Saudi Arabia>'?®
at the 1721st meeting the representative of Lebanon,*!? at
the 1722nd meeting the representatives of Iran®>?° and
Bahrain,®2! and at the 1734th meeting the representative
of Tunisia,>2? were invited, at their request, to participate,
without vote, in the discussion of the item on the agenda.
The Council considered the question at the 1717th to
1726th and 1733rd to 1735th meetings from 6 to 14 June
and 20 to 26 July 1973.

At the beginning of the 1717th meeting the President
(USSR) recalled that the Council in adopting resolution
331 (1973) had decided to meet to examine the situation in
the Middle East. He added that pursuant to that resolution,
the Secretary-General had submitted to the Council a
detailed report on the efforts undertaken by the United
Nations pertaining to the situation in the Middle East since
1967, and the Special Representative of the Secretary-
General, Ambassador Gunnar Jarring, would take part in
the meetings of the Council. He stressed how unacceptable
it was that the situation in the Middle East continued to be
an explosive threat to international peace and security.’??
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The Secrctary-General briefly introduced his report
which he said described great efforts but little progress, and
emphasized that the Council could not succeed in the quest
for a peaceful settlement in the Middle East if the parties
concerned did not wish to avail themselves of its efforts and
its advama§es as a forum of discussion and an instrument
for peace.3%*

The representative of Egypt* said that his Government
had requested this series of meetings of the Council after
six years of effort and endurance had failed to put an end
to Isracli occupation of Arab territory. He reviewed the
development of the conflict since 1947 emphasizing the
original boundaries within which the Jewish State had been
recognized by the United Nations, and the systematic
expulsion of the Palestinians from their land by the Israeli
rulers who had violated the original frontiers and seized
large parts of adjoining Arab territories, most recently in
the war of June 1967. He then considered in great detail
the development since 1967 contrasting Israel’s initial
willingness to withdraw from all occupied territories with
its recent refusal stated in reply to the questions raised by
the Special Representative that it would not withdraw to
the pre-5 June boundaries. Egypt had accepted the Council
resolution 242 (1967) and in response to the aide-mémoire
of the Special Representative dated 8 February 1971 had
declared its readiness to enter into a peace agreement with
Israel if Israel also carried out its obligations under the
Charter and as requested by the Special Representative.
Israel, however, had insisted that the so-called Jarring
initiative of 8 February 1971 was outside his terms of
reference, although the representatives of the four per-
manent members supported Ambassador Jarring’s aide-
mémoire and expressed satisfaction with Egypt’s response.

He charged that the Israeli Government still aimed at
keeping the status quo in order to perpetuate the oc-
cupation until the surrender of the Arabs. While Israel
insisted on negotiations without prior conditions, it effec-
tively posed several preconditions: it would not return to
the boundaries of 5 June 1967, and it would maintain the
occupation during the negotiations. He called upon all
members of the United Nations to reject these and other
violations of valid international law and to refrain from
giving Israel aid that might help it in its continued
occupation.

He urged the Council to demand the immediate and
unconditional withdrawal of the [sraeli forces of oc-
cupation from all the territories they now occupied and to
affirm the sanctity of international borders. It should also
resolve that the rights and aspirations of the Palestinian
nation be respected, including their right to live in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries in their homeland
of Palestine. In conclusion he reaffirmed Egypt’s respect for
the Charter of the United Nations and its acceptance of all
United Nations resolutions concerning the problem of the
Middle East and invited the President of the Council to ask
the representative of Israel whether or not Israel accepted
the principle of non-acquisition of territory by force. His
Government envisaged a comprehensive settiement of the
conflict and could never accept a partial or interim
settlement as proposed by fsrael >?3
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The representative of Israel* reaffirmed his Govern-
ment’s position that it did not wish to freeze the existing
situation or to perpetuate the cease-fire lines but wished to
replace them in peace with secure and agreed boundaries to
be established through negotiation with each of its Arab
neighbours. He reviewed the efforts and proposals to
promote a peaceful settlement since 1967 and stressed that
the Israeli suggestions for negotiations between the parties
involved had always been rejected by the Arab Govern-
ments. With regard to the aide-mémoire of the Special
Representative dated 8 February 1971 he stated that his
Government had been asked not only to withdraw to the
old line but to do so in a prior commitment, because the
Arab Governments had tried thereby to change the whole
tenet of resolution 242 (1967) which called for the
establishment of secure and recognized boundaries through
and as a consequence of, negotiations. His Government
could not accept this unilateral abrogation of the stipu-
lations of resolution 242 (1967) especially in view of the
fact that Egypt had committed itself merely to a peace
agreement with Israel without accepting the resolution in
toto.

He added that Israel would not introduce or accept the
involvement of third powers in the search for a peaceful
settlement because these third forces would further com-
plicate the situation without contributing to the solution of
the conflict. Instead, Israel continued to advocate the
dialogue between the parties, one method that had not yet
been applied in all these years, and remained prepared to
enter into free negotiations without pre-conditions from
any party 326

The representative of Jordan* emphasized that the
principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territory by war, stated unequivocally in resolution 242
(1967), allowed no ambiguity in how the provision for the
withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from the occupied
territories was to be understood. After a review of the years
of occupation and of the vain efforts to implement the
decisions of the United Nations and to solve the conflict he
criticised Israel's use of the term ‘“‘negotiation” which
turned the goal of negotiation meaningless inasmuch as
Israel made its own claims and territorial ambitions not
negotiable and rejected a priori the two main Arab claims,
the termination of Israeli occupation and respect for the
inalienable rights of the Palestinian Arabs expelled from
their homes. He concluded by stressing the principal
importance of these objectives on which a lasting peace
could be founded and by calling upon the Council to fully
play its role as a party to this conflict.>?’

At the 1718th meeting on 7 June 1973, the rep-
resentative of the United Republic of Tanzania* said that at
its tenth ordinary session the Organization of African Unity
Assembly of Heads of State and Government had desig-
nated certain Foreign Ministers including himself to make
the feelings of Africa known to the Council regarding the
situation in the Middle East which they viewed as a direct
threat to their own security. The United Nations could not
accept the Israeli position which had resulted in acts of
State terrorism and whose endorsement would mean the
endorsement of the acquisition of territories through the use
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of force. The Organization of African Unity had suggested
to its members to consider taking all measures, political and
economic, against Israel if it did not heed the call of the
international community for the withdrawal from the
occupied territories. In flagrant violation of United Nations
resolutions Israel continued to deny the Palestinian people
their right to self-determination, to consolidate the fruits of
conquest and to commit brutal acts of aggression against
the State of Lebanon. He called upon the Council to decide
on effective measures to eliminate the consequences of the
war of 1967 and to establish conditions for a just and
lasting peace, and he stressed the expectation that the
Council would take all appropriate measures to enforce its
decisions including certain measures under the Charter.328

The representative of Nigeria* demanded that if inter-
national peace and security were going to be based on the
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, all parties
to disputes brought before the organization should be
willing to avail themselves of its legitimate efforts and
institutions to resolve them. He urged Israel to pay more
heed to the resolutions of the United Nations in order not
to force the African countries to adopt measures that
would not promote the Israeli cause for friendship and
understanding in Africa. He concluded that the representa-
tives of Africa, deeply conscious of Articles 2 and 25 of the
Churter, were confident that the Council would be able to
respond to the questions which the Foreign Minister of
Egypt had raised in the name of justice and peace.®??

The representative of Syria* declared that peace had
escaped the Middle East so far because the Palestinian Arab
peoples were deprived of their inalienable right to self-
determination, a right that had been proclaimed in Article 1
of the Cherter of the United Nations as one fundamental
right. Israel was guilty of armed aggression against its Arab
neighbours and of annexation of Arab territories in
violation of United Nations resolutions, e.g. resolution 236
(1967). If the acquisition of territories by force were
admissible, the United Nations would have lost its raison
d’étre, if not, the Security Council would have to adopt the
necessary measures to redress the situation. The United
Nations should put an end to Israeli aggression and bring
about the Israeli withdrawal from the occupied territories
and the free exercise by the Palestinians of their right to
self-determination .3 3°

At the 1719th meeting on 8 June 1973, the represen-
tative of Guyana*® stated that the Arab-Israeli conflict could
not be resolved without a solution of the central issue of
the plight of the Palestinian Arabs and that the acquisition
of territory by the threat or use of force in flagrant
violation of international law could not be condoned. He
referred in this connexion to the resolution on the Middle
East adopted by the Conference of Foreign Ministers of
Non-Aligned Countries held in Guyana, which spelled out
these principal conditions for peace.>*!

The representative of Egypt suggested that the Council
could make Israel comply with international law. The
Charter gave the Council the right to impose sanctions, but
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he would not even contemplate the possibility of the
Council doing so until all States present in the Council had
been persuaded to be more faithful to the Charter than to
their own friendships and weaknesses. The only measure
left was a resolution spelling out clearly that territories
could not be acquired by force and that Israel should
withdraw from the territories occupied in 1967.33?

At the 1720th meeting on 11 June 1973, the represen-
tative of Kuwait* said that the Israeli rejection of the
legitimate rights of the Palestinians constituted the major
obstacle to peace. The respect for these rights and the strict
adherence to the principle of non-acquisition of territory
by force were the pillars for a durable peace in the region.
Israel's theory of secure borders merely covered its policy
of expansion and was illegal and contrary to the United
Nations Charter. The continued occupation of Arab terri-
tories constituted an unprecedented challenge to the
world’s security and order. It was the urgent task of the
Security Council to bring about the Israeli withdrawal and a
just peace. To fail in this task would result in the ruin of
the world organization.332

The representative of Algeria* also reaffirmed the basic
demands for a peaceful settlement, i.e. the inadmissibility
of acquisition of territories by war, the necessity to work
for a just and lasting peace, the withdrawal of Israeli forces
from the occupied territories, and the just settlement of the
problem of the Palestinian people. The provisions of
Chapters VI and VII of the Charter gave the Council the
means of assuming its responsibilities correctly and of
easuring that all the members of the international com-
munity respected its authority and decisions.>3*

At the 1721st meeting on I1 June 1973, the represen-
tative of Sudan declared that the African States stood by
resolution 242 (1967) which they did not consider ambigu-
ous. They called for its implementation and urged the
Council to set a time limit for the total withdrawal of Israeli
armed forces from all occupied Arab lands. He read out
certain paragraphs of the resolution adopted by the
Organization of African Unity in Addis Ababa in which
Israel’s obstructive attitude which prevented the resump-
tion of the Jarring Mission was deplored; in which Israel
was invited to publicly declare its adherence to the
principle of non-annexation of territories through the use
of force, and in which Israel was asked to withdraw
immediately from all the occupied Arab territories. 335

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt
addressed three questions to the Secretary-General about
the aide-mémoire of the Special Representative dated
8 February 1971: first, as the aide-mémoire dealt only
with the Egyptian sector, did the Special Representative
intend to issue other aide-mémoires for Jordan, about
Palestinian refugees, and for Syria, if Syria should express
its willingness to receive such an aide-mémoire? Second,
could the Secretary-General confirm Ambassador Jzrring’s
explanation that the absence of a reference to the Gaza
Strip, which was entrusted to the administration of Egypt
in accordance with the Egyptian-Israeli Armistice Agree-
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ment of 1949, was without prejudice to the status of the
strip as Arab territory from which Israel should withdraw?
Third, could the Secretary-General also confirm that the
Permanent Representative of the United States, in his
capacity as the Chairman of the meeting of 24 June 1971
of the four-Power talks, did indeed inform the Secretary-
General officially, if orally, that the representatives of the
four permanent members of the Council welcomed and
supported the initiative of the Special Representative in his
aide-mémoire of 8 February and believed that in taking that
initiative he was acting fully in accordance with the terms
of his mandate under resolution 242 (1967)?33¢

The representative of the United Kingdom said that
there had been useful bilateral exchanges between the
United States and the Soviet Union and consultations
between representatives of the four permanent members of
the Council. These latter consultations, the so-called four-
Power talks, were not formally set up by the United
Nations and were therefore not covered in any detail in the
Secretary-General’s report. Though the talks did not suc-
ceed in finding a solution to the Middle East problem, and
while the participants recognized that the terms of a
settlement could not be dictated from outside, progress was
made in particular on international guarantees. If it
appeared that further consultations between permanent
members of the Council would be useful, his delegation
would be ready to take part in them. He suggested that in
line with resolution 242 (1967) the primary objective of
any action taken by the Council should be to provide
renewed impetus to the mission of the Special Represen-
tative in such a way that it would generate its own
momentum 337

At the 1722nd meeting on 12 June 1973, the represen-
tative of Guinea, in referring to the resolution adopted by
the Organization of African Unity in Addis Ababa, stated
that Africa was launching an appeal to the States Members
of the United Nations to refrain from delivering weapons
and other military equipment to Israel and to refrain from
giving it moral support which would enable it to perpetuate
the occupation of Arab temitories. His delegation re-
affirmed its unqualified support for the just Palestinian
cause. He asked whether tne Council would finally take the
efficacious measures provided by the Charter to give effect
to its decisions.>®®

The representative of Morocco* urged the United
Nations to assume in the serious situation all its responsi-
bilities by taking definite action to compel Israel to comply
with the United Nations resolutions which entailed the
Israeli withdrawal from all the occupied territories and
respect for the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people.
Resolution 242 (1967) which Israel misinterpreted, spoke
first and foremost of the inadmissibility of the acquisition
of territory bzy force and referred explicitly to Article 2 of
the Charter.?*®

The representative of Yugoslavia reaffirmed the prin-
ciples of non-acquisition of territory by force, of the total
and unconditional Israeli withdrawal from the territories
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occupied in 1967, of the right of all States in the Middle
East to live in peace and free development within secure
and recognized borders, of respect for the inalienable rights
of the Palestinian people, and of the solution of the conflict
by peaceful means. The great Powers or the permanent
members of the Security Council could and should contrib-
ute to a peaceful solution, provided they proceeded from
the position of implementing the basic decisions of the
United Nations and secured the support of the international
community for their action>*°

At the 1723rd meeting on 12 June 1973, the President
speaking as the representative of the Soviet Union said that
the Middle East constituted the most dangerous hotbed of a
military threat in the world. Israel’s policy of aggression,
expansionism, of violating the principle of the inadmissi-
bility of the acquisition of territory by force and of defying
the decisions of the United Nations in that respect was
responsible for the continuation of the dangerous conflict
in that region. Israel’s actions were in flagrant violation of
resolution 242 (1967) whose observance it hypocritically
proclaimed. Isracl would have to withdraw from the Arab
territories in accordance with the fundamental norm
enshrined in a number of important United Nations
decisions of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territory by force. Israel was sabotaging the initiative of the
Special Representative, which the four permanent members
of the Council had welcomed, and had announced to the
world that it would not return to the frontier line which
existed before S5 June 1967. Its demands for frontier
modifications had expanded from minor modifications to
insubstantial and by now substantial alterations.

He added that the Soviet Union was opposed to any
attempts to bypass the Council and the United Nations and
to supplant them by unilateral mediation and intervention
of individual States. The Council charged with the responsi-
bility for the maintenance of international peace had the
right to impose its binding decisions on Israel, as the
provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter indicated. The
Soviet Union stood ready to support any constructive
effort including the four-Power consultations and the
mission of the Special Representative to attain a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East.>4!

The representative of Iran* also emphasized the prin-
ciple of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by
force and the continued viability of resolution 242 (1967)
for peace in the area. A sincere application of that
resolution, including Israeli withdrawal from the occupied
Arab lands, could and would lead to an equitable settle-
ment, especially since both sides had again stated their
willingness to enter into talks without preconditions.>*?

The representative of Israel recalled that following a
resolution of the Council of 1948 the Arabs accepted direct
negotiations with Israel which resulted in the Armistice
Agreements of 1949, and suggested that if the Arab States
desired genuine peace with Israel now, there could be no
reason that would justify their refusal to enter negotiations
with Israel without preconditions >3
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Excrcising the right of reply, the President speaking as
the representative of the Soviet Union pointed out that the
present situation was very different from that of 1948
when Israel did not occupy vast stretches of Arab terri-
tories, had not been condemned as aggressor by the United
Nations and there existed no resolution 242 nor the
machinery of mediation by the Special Representative. If
Israel committed itself to the withdrawal of all its troops
from the occupied Arab territories, the Council could adopt
a resolution on talks that would be similar to that of 1948,
but the representative of Israel would have to make a
binding official statement to that effect.®4?

At the 1724th meeting on 13 June 1973, the represen-
tative of Saudi Arabia* called for the complete and
unconditional withdrawal of Israeli forces from all the
occupied territories and for the right of the Palestinian
people to return to their homeland. If the Zionists refused
to withdraw from the occupied territories, his Government
shared Egypt’s belief that there would be no other choice

than to resort to action which would compel them to do
345
s0.

The representative of Kenya recalled several Articles of
the Charter and pertinent resolutions of the United Nations
and stated that the situation in the Middle East constituted
a threat to international peace and security. The opinion
that resolution 242 (1967) formed the basis for a general
revision of boundaries in the area was erroneous because it
could never have been the intention of the Security Council
to sanction the breach of the principle of the sanctity of
existing boundaries 3%°

The representative of France stated that the continued
occupation by Israel of large areas of Arab territory
constituted a standing violation of the principles recognized
by the community of nations, in particular the principle of
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by force. The
Arab States had an inalienable right to sovereignty and
territorial integrity. The principles for a settlement were
well known, including the principle to refrain from the
threat or use of force and other norms of the Charter as
well as those in resolution 242 (1967). The essential
elements of that resolution were inseparable: there could be
no withdrawal without commitments for peace, and there
could be no commitments for peace without withdrawal.
Israel’s reply to the aide-mémoire of the Special Represen-
tative of 8 February 1971 constituted a prior condition
which nothing could justify. The concept of secure and
recognized boundaries was not contradictory to the prin-
ciple of withdrawal from the occupied territories. It simply
expressed the need to define all the frontiers and give them
the status of internationally recognized boundaries. The
Council should clearly reaffirm the validity of resolution
242 (1967) in its totality and decide to resume the efforts
of the Secretary-General and his Special Representative to
promote a peaceful settlement.>*?

The representative of the United Arab Emirates* re-
called that right after the war of June 1967 Israel had
supported a Latin American draft resolution in the General
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Assembly demanding the urgent withdrawal of Israeli forces
from all occupied territories and had at that time favoured
ti.e transformation of the old armistice lines into per-
manent frontiers. The provisions of resolution 242 (1967)
had to be understood against this background 3*#

Referring to a fundamental question raised by the
Foreign Minister of Egypt, the representative of Lebanon*
stated that the Charter and several resolutions and declar-
ations adopted by the United Nations ruled out the
acquisition of territory by force.>*?

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
Arab Emirates, exercising the right of reply, added that the
omission of the words “all” and “the” in operative
paragraph 1 of resolution 242 (1967) had been explrined
by the sponsors as necessary to leave the possibility of
agreed minor border modifications. If the Israeli Govern-
ment agreed to this interpretation and was ready to
withdraw from the occupied territories subject to such
minor modifications, it should inform the Special Represen-
tative accordingly and indicate the minor modifications it
requested. That would be indeed a far cry from the recently
announced territorial claims that were totally unacceptable
to the Arabs.3%°

At the 1725th meeting on 14 June 1973, the Secretary-
General replied to the three questions addressed to him by
the representative of Egypt: first, Ambassador Jarring had
informed the representatives of Egypt and Israel of his
intention to submit an aide-mémoire relating to Israel and
Jordan, and if Syria were to accept resolution 242 (1967),
to submit a memorandum relating to Syria. Second, since
under the Egyptian-Israeli Armistice Agreement of 1949
Gaza which was not Egyptian territory, was put under
Egyptian administration pending the conclusion of a peace
settlement, it was not covered by the aide-mémoire, as
explained by Ambassador Jarring at that time. Third, the
Secretary-General was not present at nor associated with
the four-Power meetings. He was briefed informally and for
his own information by the representative of the permanent
member who had presided overa particular meeting. A note
on the oral report to his predecessor on the four-Power
meeting on 24 June 1971 confirmed in a general sense what
the Foreign Minister of Egypt had stated about that
particular point?$!

Referring to three additional questions raised by the
Foreign Minister of Egypt on 11 June 1973, the President
(USSR) replied that the answers could be found in the
appropriate provisions of the Charter of the United Nations
and also in the decisions of the General Assembly and the
Security Council and cited Articles 1, 2 and 55 as well as
numerous resolutions and declarations to show the univer-
sal validity of the principles of the non-acquisition of
territory by force, of the territorial integrity of States and
of the self-determination of peoples.”?

Speaking on a point of order, the representative of the
United States stated that since there had been no consul-
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tations on the three questions addressed to the Council, he
assumed that the President had spoken in his individual
capacity.?$3

The representative of Australia reaffirmed his Govern-
ment’s belief that resolution 242 (1967) provided the basis
for a just and durable settlement and suggested that since
both Egypt and Isracl had declared their readiness to enter
into talks without preconditions, it should be possible for
them to approach such negotiations.> 3¢

The representative of Indonesia expressed his country’s
support for the struggle of the Palestinian people to secure
their just and lawful rights, without which no settlement
could be achieved in the Middle East. His country also
supported the demands for the Israeli withdrawal from all
the territories occupied since 1967. He asked whether the
Council members assisted by the Secretary-General should
not try to search for new constructive moves in closed
session or through informal consultations rather than
through debating the issue in open session. His Government
looked especially to the permanent members and in
particular to the two super-Powers for their contribution to
the solution of the problem, since the Charter had accorded
them a special position with the right of veto.3 %3

The representative of Peru reaffirmed his Government’s
loyalty to the principles contained in resolution 242
(1967), i.e. the provisions of Article 2 of the Charter, and
to the obligations devolving upon the parties which they
should discharge in accordance with Articles 24 and 25 of
the Charter. The Council could not sanction any acquisition
of territory by force, and the Arab States should recognize
the State of Israel, while Israel would withdraw from the
occupied territories and participate in a solution of the
problem of the Palestinian people.? 3¢

The representative of Austria referred to the principles
enunciated by his Government already in October 1967 as
still valid guidelines for the search for a settlement; these
included the territorial integrity of all States of the area and
the right to live in peace and security, the settlement of
disputes by peaceful means and the duty to refrain from
the threat or use of force, and the inadmissibility of the
acquisition of territory by war or hostilities.>$?

At the 1726th meeting on 14 June 1973, the represen-
tative of the United States stated that resolution 242
(1967) remained the crucial element of the search for peace
in the Middle East. The resolution had not addressed the
question of who was responsible for the outbreak of the
war nor had it called for unconditional [sraeli withdrawal.
The principles and provisions of the resolution which his
Government endorsed as a whole included the inadmissi-
bility of the acquisition of territory by war and the need to
work for a just and lasting peace, the withdrawal of Israeli
armed forces from territories occupied and the termination
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of all claims of belligerency and respect for the sovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independence of every
State within secure and recognized boundaries, guarantces
for the freedom of navigation and for the territorial
inviolability and independence of every State, and the
necessity for a just settlement of the refugee problem, i.c.
provisions for the legitimate aspirations of the Palestinians.
His Government could not believe that a peace agreement
would be possble without serious direct or indirect nego-
tiations between the parties themselves. These negotiations
would have to set the final borders on which the resolution
was silent. His Government was prepared to facilitate and
sustain any such process of negotiation until the purpose of
the Council’s action of 1967 was fulfilled > *®

The representative of Panama recalled the Latin Amer-
ican draft resolution submitted during the Emergency
Session of the General Assembly in June 1967, which the
Arabs did not support, but for which Israel had voted, and
which called for the total Israeli withdrawal. His Govern-
ment still deemed resolution 242 (1967) to offer a sound
basis for peace through negotiations and agreements. It also
supported the principle of the inadmissibility of the
annexation of territories by force and the guarantee of
Israel’s sovereignty and of its right to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries.* *°

The representative of India stated that Israel’s unwilling-
ness to withdraw to the pre-5 June 1967 lines and to
confirm the principle of the non-acquisition of territory by
war was inconsistent with its claim that it had accepted
resolution 242 (1967). The resolution did not contain the
word “‘negotiations”, and Ambassador Jarring's efforts had
failed because of Israel’s attitude. He suggested that in
accordunce with resolution 242 Israel should declare its
adherence to the principle of the inadmissibility of terri-
torial acquisitions through war and commit itsell to
withdraw from all Arab lands occupied since 1967. The
Arabs should commit themselves to respect the sovereignty,
territorial integrity, political independence and the right of
every State to live in peace within secure and recognized
boundaries. Both Israel and the Arab States would declare
that they would respect the rights of the Palestinian people
in every field. The Secretary-General or his Special Rep-
resentative could publish the points on which both sides
agreed in response to Ambassador Jarring’s aide-mémoire of
8 February 1971. The representative of India deplored the
failure of the four-Power consultations which the Council
had entrusted to these permanent members, as a most
dangerous trend severely impeding the ability of the
Council to arrive at effective decisions.>4?

The representative of China said that there could be no
true settlement of the Middle East question, as long as the
lost territories of the Arab States were not recovered and
the Palestinian people’s right to national existence was not
restored. He charged the two super-Powers with the
responsibility for the “no war, no peace’ situation in their
contention for strategic points, oil resources, and spheres of
influence in the region. He called again for the condem-
nation of the Israeli Zionists for their prolonged aggression,
for their immediate withdrawal, for the restoration of the
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right to national existence of the Palestinian people, and for
the firm support by all Governments and peoples to the
Palestinian and other Arab peoples®®’

The representative of Bahrain expressed the hope that
the Council would bring Israel to declare its support for the
principle of the non-acquisition of territory by force, to
withdraw their troops from all occupied territories and to
recognize the right of the people of Palestine to self-
determination.?6?

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt stated
that the Council should already have passed to the
submission and adoption of a resolution condemning the
military occupation of Arab lands, and the usurpation of
the rights of the Palestinian nation, and calling for the
respect of established international boundaries, but that he
understood that the Council needed more time to deliber-
ate on the future course to be taken 36?3

At the end of the meeting, the President read the
following statement: 3%

Some tentative suggestions have been made to me concerning the
desirability of suspending for a reasonably short period the formal
Security Council meetings dealing with the examination of the
situation in the Middle East. Among delegations which have
informed me that they think such a suspension might be appropriate
are those of Austria, France and the United Kingdom.

The exchange of views on this matter with the members of the
Security Council has revealed a common view that such a suspension
would be useful. It can be used for further pondering on the results
of the discussion of the question in the Security Council by both
the members of the Council and the representatives of the States
participating in the consideration of this question. In the light of the
report of the Secretary-General on the efforts undertaken by his
Special Representative and the statements made by all States
participating in the present debate, the suspension could also be
used for further unofficial consultations among the members of the
Security Coucil as to the next steps of the Council.

There is a general understanding that the Security Council would
resume its examination of the situation in the Middle East, for
which purpose a meeting of the Council will be convened in the
middle of July on a date to be determined following consultations
among the members of the Council.

In accordance with the agreement of 14 June 1973, the
Council resumed the examination of the situation in the
Middle East at its 1733rd meeting on 20 July 1973.

The representative of Egypt recalled the obligation of
members of the United Nations under Article 25 of the
Charter to carry out the decisions of the Security Council
and the fact that the Charter empowered the Council to
take the measures necessary for the implementation of its
resolutions, including the suspension of membership, ex-
pulsion, diplomatic and economic sanctions and coercive
military action against the aggressor or law-breaker. In his
view there were three options before the Council: first, it
could take the necessary measures under the relevant
Articles of the Charter to force Israel to withdraw from the
occupied territories and to comply with the Council’s
decisions. This would be the proper course, but at least one
permanent member would use its veto against such a
decision. Second, t.ie Council could remain inactive and
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thereby undermine the entire United Nations system.
Third, the Council could call for the application of the
Charter principles, condemn Israel’s policy of occupation
and of violating the territorial integrity of the three Arab
States, and invite States to refrain from giving Israel any aid
in maintaining its policy of occupation and coercion.?®3

The representative of Israel stated that Egypt’s de-
mands were contrary not merely to resolution 242 (1967)
but also to basic provisions of the Charter and he invoked
Article 51 of the Charter in defence of Israel’s actions
against the Arab neighbours.3¢¢

The representative of the Soviet Union wamed again
that the Middle East Conflict remained explosive and
created a threat to international peace and security and
reminded the Council that during the discussion of this
issue in June, thirty-one of the thirty-two participants had
spoken against the acquisition of territory by force and in
favour of territorial integrity of the States in the Middle
East. They had also supported the strict observance of the
principle approved at the twenty-seventh session of the
General Assembly, namely the principle of the non-use of
force in international relations. The Council had so far not
followed the Assembly’s recommendation that the Council
adopt a corresponding resolution on taking effective
measures to prevent the use of force in inter-State relations.
The large majority of the members of the Council and of
the United Nations regarded the following principles and
provisions as the basis of a just peace settlement in the
Middle East: the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territory by means of war, the non-use of force in
international relations, respect for the territorial integrity
and political independence of States in the area, the total
and unconditional withdrawal of all Israeli troops from all
occupied territories, respect for the legitimate rights of the
Arab people of Palestine and the need for compliance with
resolution 242 (1967).

He called upon the other permanent members of the
Council to actively assist Ambassador Jarring and to agree
to the resumption of the consultations of the permanent
members. The settlement should be sought on the basis of
resolution 242 (1967) and of the aide-mémoire of
8 February 1971 of the Special Representative. His dele-
gation stood ready to co-operate with other delegations to
prepare and adopt an effective resolution and measures to
promote the establishment of peace in the Middle East.>®’

The representative of Egypt urged the Council to adopt
the only resolution open to it under intemational law and
the Charter and to order the immediate termination of the
Israeli occupation 368

At the 1734th meeting on 25 July 1973, the President
stated that as a result of consultations among members of
the Council a draft resolution had been prepared and was
sponsored by the delegations of Guinea, India, Indonesia,
Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia.®*°®
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The representative of India reported that the delegation
of Kenya had joined the sponsors, and introduced the draft
resolution, whereby the Council would emphasize its
primary responsibility for the maintenance of intemational
peace and security, emphasize further, that all Members of
the United Nations were committed to respect the resol-
utions of the Security Council in accordance with the
provisions of the Charter, reaffirm resolution 242 (1967),
would be conscious that the rights of the Palestinians had
to be safeguarded, would take note of the report of the
Secretary-General which included an account of the objec-
tive and determined efforts of his Special Representative
since 1967, and would (1) deeply regret that the Secretary-
General was unable to report significant progress by him or
by his Special Representative in carrying out the terms of
resolution 242 (1967), and that nearly six years after its
adoption a just and lasting peace in the Middle East had still
not been achieved, (2) strongly deplore Israel’s continuing
occupation of the territories occupied as a result of the
1967 conflict, contrary to the principles of the Charter,
(3) express serious concern at Israel’s lack of co-operation
with the Special Representative of the Secretary-General,
(4) support the initiatives of the Special Representative of
the Secretary-General taken in conformity with his
mandate and contained in his aide-mémoire of 8 February
1971, (5)express its conviction that a just and peaceful
solution of the problem of the Middle East could be
achieved only on the basis of respect for national sover-
eignty, territorial integrity, the rights of all States in the
area and for the rights and legitimate aspirations of the
Palestinians, (6) declare that in the occupied territories no
changes which might obstruct a peaceful and final settle-
ment or which might adversely affect the political and
other fundamental rights of all the inhabitants in these
territories should be introduced or recognized, (7) request
the Secretary-General and his Special Representative to
resume and to pursue their efforts to promote a just and
peaceful solution of the Middle East problem, (8) decide to
afford the Secretary-General and his Special Representative
all support and assistance for the discharge of their
responsibilities, (9)call upon all parties concerned to
extend full co-operation to the Secretary-General and his
Special Representative, and (10) decide to remain seized of
the problem and to meet again urgently whenever it became
necessary.37°

At the 1735th meeting on 26 July 1973, the represen-
tative of the USSR stated that his delegation as well as the
co-sponsors of the draft resolution would like the Council
to adopt a stronger draft resolution than the one proposed.
The principle of the non-acquisition of territory by force
should have been more clearly reflected, and a paragraph on
the need for the immediate, unconditional and total
withdrawal of all Israeli troops from all occupied Arab
territories should have been included. In view of the
position of the nonaligned members of the Council and of
Egypt and Jordan, his delegation would support the draft
resolution !

At the same meeting the eight-Power draft resolution
received 13 votes in favour to 1 against and failed of
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adoption owing to the negative vote of a permanent
member; one member did not participate in the vote.* 72

Following the vote, the representative of the United
States said that the draft resolution was highly partisan and
unbalanced and that its adoption could only have added
another obstacle to getting serious negotiations started
between the parties. it would have fundamentally changed
the principles contained in resolution 242 (1967), under-
mining the one agreed basis for the construction of a
settlement. For that reason his Government felt compelled
to vote against the draft resolution. His delegation had
offered reasonable and carefully thought-out amendments,
which, however, were not accepted by the sponsors.
Operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution deplored only
[srael’s continuing presence in the occupied territories, but
failed to mention the other fundamental elements con-
nected with the demand for withdrawal in resolution 242
(1967): peace between the parties, the right of all States in
the area to live within secure and recognized boundaries
and peace on the basis of agreement between the parties.
An amendment designed to restore these principles of the
central provision of resolution 242 had been rejected by the
sponsors. Its acceptance could have brought the draft
resolution into some measure of conformity with the
essential provisions of resolution 242 (1967).373

The president speaking as the representative of the
United Kingdom stated that the draft resolution had not
weakened or changed the value of resolution 242 (1967).
The phrase ‘“‘the rights of the Palestinians™ as used in the
draft resolution referred essentially to the refugees and
their rights under General Assembly resolution 194 (III)
and its inclusion did not constitute a fresh prerequisite for a
settlement or affect the provisions of resolution 242
(1967). Nevertheless, his Government believed that any just
and lasting peace in the Middle East had to take account of
the legitimate interests and aspirations of the Pales-
tinians.> 74

Decision of 15 August 1973 (1740th meeting): resolution
337 (1973)

By letter®?$ dated 11 August 1973 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon complained about the invasion of Lebanese air
space by the Israeli air force which intercepted a civilian
plane and forced it to fly to Israel and land at a military
base, and requested an urgent meeting of the Security
Council to deal with this grave threat to Lebanon's
sovereignty and international aviation.

At its 1736th meeting on 13 August 1973, the Council
included the letter by Lebanon in the agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Lebanon,
Israel, Egypt, Iraq,>”® and at the 1737th meeting the
representative of Democratic Yemen®?7 were invited, at
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their request, to participate without the right to vote in the
discussion of the item on the agenda. The Council also
agreed, at the 1737th meeting, to a request made by the
representative of Sudan in a letter® 7® dated 13 August 1973
that it extend an invitation under rule 39 of the provisional
rules of procedure to Mr. Talib El-Shebib, Permanent
Observer of the League of Arab States to the United
Nations.>”® The Lebanese complaint was considered at the
1736th to 1740th meetings from 13 to 15 August 1973.

At the beginning of the 1736th meeting, the President
also drew the attention of the members of the Council to a
letter>®° dated 11 August 1973 by the representative of
Iraq addressed to the President in connexion with the item
under consideration.?8!

At the same meeting, the representative of Lebanon*
stated that on the evening on 10 August Israeli air force
units entered Lebanese air space and circulated over Beirut
and central and southern areas of Lebanon thereby endang-
ering civilian aviation arriving at and departing from Beirut
International Airport. A civilian airliner belonging to the
Middle East Airlines and chartered by lraqi Airways took
off from Beirut to Baghdad, but was soon after its
departure intercepted by two Israeli jet fighters and forced
to follow them to Israeli territory and to land at an Israeli
military air base under the threat of being shot down.
Members of the Israeli armed forces in combat uniforms
and with guns in their hands entered the plane and
subjected its passengers and crew to military interrogation.
After the plane had been detained for over two hours, it
was permitted to take off and returned to Beirut airport.

The representative of Lebanon continued that Israel had
engaged in an act of air piracy and State terrorism against
international law, and he called for the condemnation of
this latest act of aggression as well as for the consideration
by the Council of the wide range of measures under the
Charter of the United Nations to prevent Israel from
endangering international peace and security in the future.
In conclusion, he urged the Council to bring the resolution
it might adopt to the attention of the International Civil
Aviation Organization for its consideration,?8?

The representative of Iraq* declared that the abduction
of the civilian airliner was a unique and shocking precedent
that a Member State of the United Nations used piracy as
an instrument of national policy and that this act con-
firmed the serious continued threat to international civil
aviation by Israeli military actions. Israel posed now a
permanent threat to international peace and security. In
response to the persistent Zionist challenge the Council
should adopt not merely verbal condemnations, but rather
immediate steps for the application of disciplinary measures
against this international outlaw.?®3

The representative of Egypt* also denounced the Israeli
action as an act of State terrorism and as a threat to
international peace and to the security of international civil
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aviation, and asked the Council to decide to apply against
Israel the sanctions stipulated in the Charter to prevent
further crimes of aggression.>®4

The representative of Israel* stated that the Israeli air
force jets had diverted tlie airplane because there had been
reason to believe that several terrorist leaders, in particular
George Habash, were on the flight. After the identity of the
passengers had been checked, the aircraft, with all aboard,
had been allowed to proceed to its destination. Measures by
individual States against terrorism were even more urgent
and indispensable as a result of the sabotage by Arab States
of all international action against the terrorists. Israel could
not forego its right of self-defence and the duty to protect
its citizens nor could it forego military defence action
against terrorism launched from the territory of Arab
States. Israel still hoped that the international community
would stamp out international terrorism and ensure the
safety and security of international air travel >8%

The representative of the USSR indicated that his
delegation was prepared to support the Council in the
preparation of effective measures, including sanctions
against Israel which had systematically and deliberately
violated the decisions of the United Nations and the basic
purposes and principles of its Charter.386

At the 1738th meeting on 14 August 1973, the
President speaking as the representative of the United
States deplored the violation of Lebanese sovereignty, of
the United Nations Charter and of the rule of law in
international civil aviation by Israel and emphasized that
the commitment to the rule of law in international affairs
imposed certain restraints on the methods Governments
could use to protect themselves against those who operated
outside the law. The United States would join again in
urging all States, all individuals and all political groups in
the Middle East to refrain from actions which would
imperil the lives of innocent people and the safety of
international travel >87

At the 1739th meeting on 15 August, the representative
of Peru stated that the Israeli action could not be termed an
act of self-defence as defined in Article 51 of the Charter
for reasons that flow from the text of the article, but also
from the way in which the premeditated incident had taken
place.38®

At the 1740th meeting on 15 August 1973, the
representative of the United Kingdom introduced a draft
resolution®®® co-sponsored by France. He stated that the
co-sponsors sought to reflect the views of all members of
the Council and thus to enable the Council to take a
decision without delay and unanimously **°

Then the draft resolution was unanimously adopted.>®!

It read as follows:
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Adopted as resolution 337 (1973).

The Security Council,

Having considered ihe
S/Agenda/1736,

Having noted the contents of the letter from the Permanent
Representative of Lebanon addressed to the President of the
Sceurity Council (5/10983),

Having heard the statement of the representative of Lebanon
concerning the violation of Lebanon’s sovereignty and territorial
integrity and the hijacking, by the Isracli air force, of a Lebancse
civilian airliner on lcase to Iragi Airways,

agenda contained in document

Gravely concerned that such an act carried out by Isracl, a
Mcmber of the United Nations, constitutes a serious interference
with international civil aviation and a violation of the Charter of the
United Nations,

Recognizing that such an act could jeopardize the lives and
safety of passengers and crew and violates the provisions of
international conventions safeguarding civil aviation,

Recalling its resolution 262 (1968) of 31 December 1968 and
286 (1970) of 9 September 1970,

1. Condemns the Government of Israel for violating Lebanon’s
sovercignty and territorial integrity and for the forcible diversion
and seizure by the Israeli air force of a Lebanese airliner from
Lebanon’s air space;

2. Considers that these actions by Israel constitute a violation
of the Lebanese-Isracli Armistice Agreement of 1949, the cease-fire
resolutions of the Security Council of 1967, the provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations, the international conventions on civil
aviation and the principles of international law and morality;

3. Calls on the International Civil Aviation Organization to take
due account of this resolution when considering adequate measures
to safeguard international civil aviation against these actions;

4. Calls on Isracl to desist from any and all acts that violate
Lebanon's sovereignty and territorial integrity and endanger the
safety of international civil aviation and solemnly warns Israel that,
if such acts are repeated, the Council will consider taking adequate
steps or measures to enforce its resolutions.™

Decision of 22 October 1973 (1747th meeting): resol-
ution 338 (1973)

Decision of 23 October 1973 (1748th meeting): resolution
339 (1973)

By letter®®? dated 7 October 1973 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of the
United States requested a meeting of the Security Council
to consider the situation in the Middle East, in accordance
with Article 24 of the Charter of the United Nations by
which the Member States had conferred primary respon-
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and
security on the Security Council,

At its 1743rd meeting on 8 October 1973, the Council
included the letter by the United States in the agenda.
Following the adoption of the agenda, the representatives
of Egypt, Israel and Syria>®> and at the 1745th meeting
the representatives of Nigeria®®* and Saudi Arabia®®* were
invited, at their request, to participate without the right to
vote in the discussion of the item on the agenda, which was
considered at the 1743rd to 1748th meetings from 8 to 23
October 1973.

At the beginning of the 1743rd meeting, the President
drew the attention of the members of the Council to several
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documents®®® which had been issued in connexion with

the item under consideration.

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
States said that his Government had requested the meeting
of the Council in order that it might deal urgently with the
current situation in the Middle East. The outbreak of
hostilities on a massive scale and the breakdown of the
cease-fire had not been averted despite intensive efforts by
his Government in the last minutes to prevent the recourse
to tragic violence. These efforts included consultations with
Egypt and Isracl as well as with the permanent and other
members of the Council and the Secretary-General. In so
serious a situation his Government as a permanent member
of the Council decided to exercise its responsibility under
the Charter and hoped that the Council could restore its
historic role of constructive ameliorator in this area. In
order to end the current fighting and to promote a
restoration of the cease-fire and eventually a stable peace,
the following principles must in the judgement of his
Government be applied by the Council: first, military
operations must be halted. Second, conditions must be
restored in the area that would be conducive to a
settlement of the long-standing differences in the Middle
East; there must be respect for the rights and positions of
all the States in the region; and the beginning should be
made by a return of the parties concerned to the positions
before hostilities broke out. Third, the Council must be
mindful of the need for universal respect for the integrity
of those instruments and principles of settlement for the
Middle Eastern dispute which had received the adherence of
the interested parties and the support of the Council. The
representative of the United States concluded by affirming
his willingness to discuss these and any other principles as a
basis for further action by the Council>®?

Recalling the review of the Middle Eastern situation in
the Council on 6 June 1973 and at subsequent meetings,
the representative of Egypt* stated that the negative vote
cast by the United States on that occasion had rendered the
collective will of the Council inoperative and had thus
helped to block any advance in the Arab search for an end
to Israeli occupation and for a just and lasting settlement in
the region. He charged that Israel advocated a policy of
conquest, occupation and territorial expansion, that it had
rejected Mr. Jarring's aide-mémoire of February 1971 and
called for direct negotiations in which the conqueror could
deal with the vanquished and dictate the peace terms,
thereby implementing its expansionist aims. Israel’s ob-
structionist attitude was coupled with a systematic policy
of colonization of the occupied territories documented in
many United Nations records. The same policy led to the
new Israeli attack against Egypt on 6 October and to similar
acts of aggression against Syria. Egyptian forces responded
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to this policy and returned to Egyptian territory east of the
Suez Canal.

Denying the allegations that Egypt had attacked first,
the Egyptian representative asked the Secretary-General if
United Nations observers had been stationed at El Sukhna
and El Zaafarana and could confirm the Israeli attack on
these localities. He rejected the suggestion that the parties
be asked to return to the positions occupied before the
hostilities had broken out, since it did not mean the return
to the positions before the war of 1967 but an invitation to
one country to offer part of its territory for occupation by
another State 3%?

The representative of China cited the express provision
of Article 1, paragraph 1 of the United Nations Charter for
“the suppression of acts of aggression’* and asked what the
United Nations had done in accordance with that principle
against past and present Israeli acts of aggression. He
termed the suggestion that Egypt and Syria should with-
draw to their position prior to their counter-attack against
the aggressor, an open encouragement to aggression and
permission for the I[sraeli aggressors to perpetuate their
occupation of Arab territories. He called for the condem-
nation of all Israeli acts of aggression in the strongest terms
and for the firmest support to the Egyptian, Syrian and
Palestinian peoples in their action to resist the ag-
gressors. %%

The representative of Israel* strongly denied the
Egyptian charge about an Israeli naval attack at Sukhna and
Zaafarana and urged the other parties to the conflict to
embark together with Israel upon the adventure of nego-
tiated peace.*®°

The representative of the USSR said that the approach
of the Soviet Union was determined by the fact that the
war continued between [srael, which had occupied the land
of others, and the Arab States, the victims of Israeli
aggression, which were striving to recover their land. The
sulution ot the problem should be sought by the implemen-
tation of the existing United Nations resolutions, with a
complete Tsraeli withdrawal from the occupied Arab terri-
tories as a first step. Until Israel stated its willingness to
withdraw all its troops ,from occupied territories, the
adoption of any new resolution in the Council would
merely be once more exploited by the aggressor to continue
its policy of annexation and occupation.*?

At the 1744th meeting on 9 October 1973, the
representative  of Yugoslavia declared that the Arab
countries and the Arab people of Palestine were resisting
the aggressor on the basis of the legitimate right to
self-defence, liberation of their occupied territories and
self-determination in conformity with the Charter of the
United Nations. Resistance to aggression and the defence of
the principles of the Charter constituted in themselves a
contribution to peace. Peace and security could be realized
only on the basis of the complete withdrawal of Israeli
forces from the occupied territories and through the
implementation of the national rights of the Arab people of
Palestine. Should Israel persist in its aggression, occupation
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and annexation, it would be necessary to consider the
application of sanctions against it within the meaning of
Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations.*®?

At the same meeting, the representative of the Syrian
Arab Republic* stated that in the present system of the
United Nations the Organization was paralysed by the
improper use of the right of veto which had recently been
utilized against justice and logic and against the will of
fourteen members of the Council. The war that Israel
launched against Syria and Egypt on 6 October was the
direct result of the promise that the United States would
never let the Security Council adopt a resolution against the
interests of Israel. Israel’s call for a return to the positions
held before 6 October was unacceptable since no country
could agree to negotiate without prior condition while its
territory was occupied by a foreign Power which declared
that it would never withdraw from the major part of the
territory occupied.?®? ‘

At the beginning of the 1747th meeting on 21 October
1973, the President drew the attention of the members of
the Council to a draft resolution, co-sponsored by the
USSR and the United States.*°*

The representative of the United States stated that the
aim of their joint draft resolution was to bring an
immediate ceasefire in place and to begin promptly
negotiations between the parties under appropriate auspices
in order to seek a just and durable peace based on Security
Council resolution 242 (1967). He also reported that both
the Soviet Union and the United States believed that there
should be an immediate exchange of prisoners of war.*°*

The representative of the USSR declared that the
continuing war in the Middle East required that the
Security Council take the most urgent and immediate
measures to end the bloodshed and to implement a peaceful
settlement on the basis of resolution 242 (1967). He urged
the Council to act immediately in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations and to take the necessary
decision without delay.*¢

After further discussion, the draft resolution co-
sponsored by the USSR and the United States was adopted
by 14 to none; one member did not participate in the
vote.*®7 The resolution read as follows:

The Security Council,

1. Calls upon all partics to the present fighting to cease all firing
and terminate all military activity immediately, no later than 12
hours after the moment of the adoption of this decision, in the
positions they now occupy;

2. Calls upon the parties concerned to start immediately after
the cease-fire the implementation of Security Council resolution
242 (1967) in all of its parts;

3. Decides that, immediately and concurrently with the cease-
fire, negotiations shall start between the parties concerned under
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appropriatc auspices aimed at establishing a just and durable peace
in the Middle Fast.

At the 1748th meeting on 23 October 1973, the
representative of Egypt® said that he had asked for a
meeting of the Council to consider the non-implementation
of its resolution 338 (1973) and the breakdown of the
cease-fire ordered by the Council #°8

The representative of Israel* recalled that on 21 October
his Government had expressed its readiness to comply with
the proposed cease-fire provided the other parties would
also accept and observe it. Only the Egyptian Government
had agreed to the cease-fire on the Arab side. Subsequently
it became clear that Egypt did not translate its declaration
of acceptance into action and never stopped shooting. The
fact of Egyptian aggression was the cause of Israel’s military
actions since the previous day and would determine Israel’s
attitude towards any draft resolution submitted to the
Security Council. His Government also regarded the release
of all war prisoners as an indispensable condition of any
cease-fire 4 9°

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
States introduced a draft resolution which was sponsored
by the USSR and the United States*'®

The representative of the USSR stated that the aim of
the joint draft resolution was to confirm the decision of the
Council of 22 October and that it also contained a request
to the Secretary-General immediately to send United
Nations observers to the cease-fire area. He emphasized that
the USSR a:d the United States considered that the troops
of the parties should be returned to the positions they
occupied at the time the cease-fire adopted in resolution
338 (1973) came into force. He concluded with the request
that the Council take a decision immediately and
formally proposed that in view of the urgency of the
situation the draft resolution be put to the vote at once.**!

Following a brief procedural discussion regarding this
proposal, in whick the President of the Council and the
representatives of China and of the USSR participated, the
meeting was suspended for a short period.*'?

After the resumption of the meeting the representative
of China voiced his prétest against the manner in which
the USSR and the United States were trying to impose on
the Council their joint draft resolution without giving the
other members time for consideration and for seeking
instructions from their Goverments, and he opposed the
use of the Council as a tool in the hands of the two
super-Powers. He rejected the previous draft resolution as
well as the new one, because they failed to condemn Israel’s
expanded aggression and to make any mention of the
demand for lIsrael’s total withdrawal from all occupied
territories. He expressed his confidence that the Arab and
Palestinian people would continue to break through the
situation of ‘“‘no war, no peace” which the two super-
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Powers tried to reimpose on them, and on their own
initiative finally win liberation.**?

The draft resolution co-sponsored by the USSR and the
United States was adopted by 14 to none; one member did
not participate in the vote*'* The resolution read as
follows:

The Security Council,
Referring 1o its resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973,

1. Confirms its decision on an immediate cessation of all kinds
of firing and of all military action, and urges that the forces of the
two sides be returned to the positions they occupicd at the moment
the cease-fire became effective;

1. Requests the Sccretary-General to take measures for imme-
diate dispatch of United Nations observers to supervise the
observance of the cease-fire between the forces of isracl and the
Arab Republic of Egypt, using for this purpose the personnel of the
United Nations now in the Middle East and first of all the personncl
now in Cairo.

Decision of 25 October 1973 (1750th meeting): resolution
340 (1973)

Decision of 26 October 1973 (175 1st meeting):
A Dption of reo interin: measures

In accordance with a request by the representative of
Egypt who communicated it both in oral and written form
on 25 October 1973 to the President, the Council was
convened on the same date to resume its consideration of
the situation in the Middle East.*'$

At the beginning of 1749th meeting on 25 October,
after the agenda had been adopted and the invitations
issued since the 1743rd meeting had been renewed, the
representative of Egypt* stated that his Government had
asked for the urgent meeting of the Council to consider the
continuing Israeli violations of the cease-fire decided in the
resolutions 338 and 339 of 22 and 23 October 1973, but
that in the meantime Israel had started a new war, a new
aggression on the East Bank of the Suez Canal, where
Egyptian forces had been massjvely attacked, as well as
along the whole front except in the North. He charged that
the United Nations military observers had been prevented
by the Israeli military authorities from proceeding to their
destinations. He asked the members of the Council to do
their best to make sure that the observers were able to be
stationed at their places and requested that the two Powers
that brought the resolutions to the Council see to it that
they were strictly implemented.*!®

The representative of Israel* rejected the Egyptian
charges as unfounded and declared that Egypt had never
searched for a peaceful solution. At a moment when the
fighting in violation of resolution 338 had died down, the
time had come for a serious effort to make the cease-fire
effective, and his Government reiterated its pledge to
extend its full co-operation to General Siilvasvuo
and UNTSO 4!7
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The representative of Sudan emphasized the duty of the
Council and in particular of the two co-sponsoring Powers
to implement these resolutions. There was no need yet to
invoke Chapter VII of the Charter against Isracl which
should be condemned by the Council for its latest
aggression *!8

The representative of the USSR demanded that the
Council should immediately adopt measures to ensure
Israel’s compliance with the decisions and resolutions of the
Council which so far constituted only a first step. The time
had come for the Council to reflect upon Chapter VII of
the Charter and to adopt appropriate strict sanctions
against I[srael. The Council should appeal to all Members of
the United Nations to sever diplomatic relations and any
other ties with Israel, an aggressor State which was
incorrigibly violating the decisions of the General As-
sembly, the Security Council and the United Nations as a
whole. Tuming to the issue of the nationality of the United
Nations observers, he noted with concern that all of them
came from Western States and urged the Council to apply
the principle of the United Nations Charter concerning
equitable geographic distribution also to the recruitment of
these military observers in the Middle East #!®

the representative of the United States reiterated his
Government’s commitment to resolutions 338 and 339 and
to the return of the parties to the positions they occupied
when the cease-fire became effective. These decisions could
be implemented with the assistance of the United Nations
observers who should be promptly increased and placed
along the military lines.*2°

At the same meeting, atter a suspension of a few hours,
the representative of Kenya deplored the inability of the
two super-Powers to stop the war and introduced a draft
resolution®?' on behalf of Guinea, India, Indonesia,
Kenya, Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia, which inrer
alia contained in operative paragraph I, a demand for the
observation of the cease-fire and for the withdrawal of the
parties to the positions occupied at 1650 hours GMT on 22
October 1973, in operative paragraph 3 a decision to set up
a United Nations Emergency Force under the authority of
the Council and a request to the Secretary-General to
report within 24 hours on the implementation of this
decision; and in operative paragraph 5 a request to all
Member States to extend their full co-operation in the
implementation of this resolution as well as resolutions 338
and 339. He urged the adoption of the draft resolution as
soon as possible 422

At the beginning of the 1750th meeting on 25 October
1973 the President drew the attention of the members of
the Council to the revised draft resolution.*?3

The representative of Kenya reported that as a result of
consultations certain amendments had been proposed
which he accepted on behalf of the other sponsors of the
draft resolution. The first amendment concerned operative
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paragraph 1 in which the word “withdraw™ was replaced by
the word “rcturn”, because the latter described more
accurately the moves to be undertaken by the parties to the
conflict. In operative paragraph 3 the words ‘“‘under its
authority” were shifted and placed behind the word
“immediately’” and the following phrase was added after
the words “Emergency Force™: “to be composed of
personnel drawn from States Members of the United
Nations except the permanent members of the Security
Council”. The last amendment affected operative para-
graph 5§ in which the phrase “to the United Nations™ was
inserted between the word ‘“co-operation” and the word
“in". In conclusion he asked for unanimous support so that
the Council would achicve its objectives in the Middle East
as soon as possible.* 24

The representative of China said that China had always
been opposed to the dispatch of so-called ‘“‘peace-keeping
forces™ and maintained that position also with regard to the
Middle East, because such a practice could only pave the
way for further international intervention and control with
the super-Powers as the behind-the-scenes boss, the evil
consequences of which would gradually be recognized by
the Arab people. Only out of consideration for the requests
made by the victims of aggression would China refrain from
vetoing the draft resolution and not participate in the
voting.t 25

At the same meeting, the representative of the USSR
announced that his delegation would vote for the draft
resolution although it did not agree on principal grounds to
the exclusion of the permanent members of the Council
from participation in the United Nations force. If the
aggressor continued to violate the decisions of the Council,
the Council would then have to resort to sanctions
according to Chapter VII of the Charter. He called again for
strict observance of the principle of equitable geographical
representation in setting up the observer force and for its
operation in strict accordance with the Charter, i.e. under
the immediate authority of the Council which should itself
take decisions concerning all aspects of the establishment of
the force and the discharge of its peace-keeping
functions. *¢

The representative of Guinea expressed the hope that
despite the reservations that paragraph 3 had evoked from
some delegations all members of the Council and in
particular its permanent members would oversee and ensure
the strict application of the draft resolution and that the
financial implications would not hamper the implemen.
tation of its provisions.* 2’

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that
the specific exclusion of forces of the permanent members
from the proposed forces was in the view of his delegation
without prejudice to the composition of the peace-keeping
force which would later be needed to guarantee a final
peace agreement and in which his Government would be
willing to participate. He further said that his delegation
interpreted the term ‘“‘under its authority” in operative
paragraph 3 as referring to the ultimate responsibility of the

424 1750th meeting, Kenya, first intervention.
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Council for policy and not to the day-to-day operational
control of the force *?®

The representative of France indicated that his del-
egation would vote in favour of the draft resolution, subject
to one reservation concerning the exclusion of the per-
manent members from the emergency force pursuant to
operative paragraph 3. tlis Government held that the fact of
not committing the responsibility of the permanent
members weakened the impact of the Council's decision
and renewed its willingness to participate in a real peace-
keeping force. For these reasons the French delegation
requested a separate vote on the words “except the
permanent members of the Security Council” in operative
paragraph 3 of the revised draft resolution.4??

The representative of Saudi Arabia* asked whether all
Powers were willing to contribute to financing the emerg-
ency force and whether the Secretary-General could give an
idea of its initial expenses. The Secretary-General replied
that he would report to the Council on the following dag
the first approximate estimate of the expenses involved *?

Replying to a question of the President, the represen-
tative of Kenya accepted on behalf of the co-sponsors of
the revised draft resolution the request of France for a
separate vote.*>!

At the same meeting, thé words “‘except the permanent
members of the Security Council” in operative paragraph 3
of the revised draft resolution were maintained with 13
votes in favour, none against and 1 abstention; one member
did not participate in the vote. The revised draft resolution
as a whole was adopted by 14 votes to none; one member
did not participate in the voting *3?

The resolution read as follows:
The Security Council,

Recalling its tesolutions 338 (1973) of 22 October and 339
(1973) of 23 October 1973,

Noting with regret the reported repeated violations of the
cease-fire in non<ompliance with resolutions 338 (1973) and 339
(1973),

Noting with concern from the Secretary-General's report that
the United Nations military observers have not yet been enabled to
place themselves on both sides of the cease-fire line,

1. Demands that immediate and complete cease-fire be observed
and that the parties return to the positions occupied by them at
1650 hours GMT on 22 October 1973;

2. Requests the Secretary-General, as an immediate step, to
increase the number of United Nations military observers on both
sides;

3. Decides to set up immediately, under its authority, a United
Nations Emergency Force to be composed of personnel drawn from
States Members of the United Nations except the permanent
members of the Security Council, and requests the Secretary-
General to report within 24 hours on the steps taken to this effect;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on
an urgent and continuing basis on the state of implementation of
the present resolution, as well as resolutions 338 (1973) and 339
(1973);

428 15id., intervention by the United Kingdom.
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5. Requests all Member States to extend their full co-operation
to the United Nations in the implementation of the present
resolution, as well as resolutions 338 (1973) and 339 (1973).

At the same meeting, the Council authorized the
Secretary-General to take certain urgent interim measures,
as proposed by him,*>? namely, to transfer contingents
from the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus to
Egypt and to appoint General Siilasvuo, Chief of Staff of
UNTSO, as the interim Commander of the United Nations
Emergency Force established under resolution 340
(1973).23°

At the 1751st meeting on 26 October 1973, the Council
continued its discussion of the situation in the Middle East.
In addition to those previously invited, the representative
of Zambia was invited, at its request, to participate without
the right to vote in the discussion of the item on the
agenda 38

The representative of Egypt stated that his delegation
had requested the convening of the Security Council in
order not only to speak about a breach of peace, but also to
warn of a grave danger that threatened to extend beyond
the Middle East. Violating the three resolutions adopted by
the Council, Israel had still not observed the cease-fire and
in his judgement a new major offensive was imminent. Israel
had also set impractical and impossible conditions for its
permission to let a convoy with medical and other vital
supplies pass to the Egyptian forces in the Sinai. He asked
Israel and in particular the United States whether the
cease-fire would finally be implemented and appealed to
the Council to concern itself with the new situation in
order to revive the hopes for some movement towards
peace 43¢

The representative of Israel charged that since the
adoption of resolution 338, Egypt had becen violating the
cease-fire while claiming that Israel was violating it, even
though Israeli forces reacted only to Egyptian assaults; he
also asserted that Egypt alleged new fighting and new Israeli
attacks when in fact there was no fighting going on at all.
He added that Israel had delayed the convoy of trucks
because it still had not received the list of prisoners held by
Egypt and Syria and that instead Israel had delivered
supplies of blood and plasma via planes to the encircled
Egyptian forces.**’

At the same meeting the representative of the USSR
denounced the Israeli violations of the cease-fire and called
upon the Council to take appropriate measures against
these acts of aggression. He renewed his appeal to the other
four permanent members to resume the consultations
regarding the search for peace in the Middle East, which
were currently stalled by the refusal of two of them to do
so. In conclusion he read a statement by Secretary-General
Brezhnev, in which he expressed support for resolution 338
and urged that peace talks should immediately begin

433 5111049 Letter dated 25 October 1973 from the Seccretary-
General to the President of the Sccurity Council, OR, 28th yr.,
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between the parties under appropriate auspices and that the
USSR stood ready to take part in the necessary guarantees
of a comprehensive peace settlement.*3®

The representative of the United States reaffirmed his
Government’s stand for strict observance of the cease-fire
and suggested that the Council proceed systematically in its
task of cndin§ the fighting and beginning the peace
negotiations.”

The representative of China rejected, the call for
consultations among the five permancnt members because
these talks had never in the past been authorized by the
Council nor had they been held within the framework of
the United Nations and because his Government refused to
become a part of an attempt by the big Powers to imposc a
settlement on the Palestinians and other Arab people **°

After further discussion, the representative of India
suggested two interim measures in order to make sure that
the situation would not get worse in the Middle East. The
Secretary-General should be authorized to send additional
men from Cyprus if he considered such a step necessary.
Further, the Secretury-General and the Prasidert of the
Council should send telegraphic appeals to the parties to
co-operate fully and effectively with the International Red
Cross for the proper discharge of its humanitarian task **’

Referring to the two proposals made by the represen-
tative of India, the President of the Council stated that in
the absence of any objection he considered these proposals
as approved by the Council.**?

The Secretary-General declared that he would actively
consider the first proposal and that he would consult with
the President of the Council about the necessary steps as
regarded the second proposat.®*?

Decision of 27 October 1973 (1752nd meeting): resolution
341(1973)

At the 1752nd meeting on 27 October 1973 the Council
resumed the consideration of the situation in the Middle
East. The agenda included in addition to the letter from the
United States the report of the Secretary-General on the
implementation of Security Council resolution 340
(1973)*** In accordance with the decisions taken at
previous meetings, the representatives of Egypt, Israel,
Syria, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and Zambia were again invited
to participate in the discussion.

At the beginning of the meeting, the President drew the
attention of the members of the Council to the report of
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the Sccretary-General and to the draft resolution proposed
by Australia, approving the report 443

Speaking in explanation of his vote, the representative of
China reaffirmed his Government’s opposition to the
dispatch of the so-called United Nations Emergency Force
to the Middle East as well as to the sending of troops by the
five permanent members. Therefore, his Government could,
of course, not pay the expenses of the emergency force. His
delegation would not participate in the voting on the draft
resolution. 4 ®

At the same meeting, the Council adopted the Australian
draft resolution by 14 votes to none; one member did not
participate in the vote.**” The resolution read as follows:

The Security Council,

1. Approves the teport of the Secretary-General on the im-
plementation of Security Council resolution 340 (1973) contained
in document S/11052/Rev.1 dated 27 October 1973;

2. Decides that the Force shall be established in accordance
with the above-mentioned report for an initial period of six months,
and that it shall continue in operation thereafter, if required,
provided the Security Council so decides.

After the vote, the representative of France stated that
his Government wanted to emphasize the exclusive com-
petence of the Security Council in the matter of peace-
keeping and the maintenance of international security in
accordance with Article 24 of the Charter. The Council
should not only determine the establishment of the force,
but it should also have control over all operations that
might be ordered by it. This meant that the Council had to
define the terms of reference, duration, size and com-
position of the force, to appoint the commander, to decide
on the basic directives for the commander, to regulate the
financing of the force and to ensure constant control over
the application of its directives. Since the Council was not
in a position to discharge this responsibility on a continuing
basis, his delegation envisaged, in application of Article 29
of the Charter, the establishment of a subsidiary organ of
the Council which would lessen the Council’s work without
prejudice to the primary responsibilities of the Council
under the Charter. The committee would be in constant
contact with the Secretary-General and could for instance
propose to the Council the name of the Commander and
draft basic directives. The representative of France accepted
the proposed mode of financing of the emergency force
within the regular United Nations budget, but indicated his
delegation’s willingness to agree to a complete exemption
of the least advanced developing countries from con-
tributin§ to the financing of the peace-keeping oper-
ations.**®

The representative of Sudan said that notwithstanding
the noble motives of the French suggestion, his delegation
considered the contribution to the peace-keeping force too
significant for the least developed countries to be excluded
from participating in it.**°
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The representative of Saudi Arabia* pointed out that the
emergency force might have to be extended for many years,
which might bring the total expenditure to more than $1
billion. The report of the Secretary-General should not have
bypassed Article 17, paragraph 1 of the Charter according
to which the budget of the organization had to be approved
by the General Assembly and not the Security Council.
Article 19 should also have been considered, in view of
previous experiences.* 5°

Decision of 2 November 1973 (1754th meeting):
Statement by the President

At the 1754th meeting on 2 November 1973 the Council
resumed the consideration of the situation in the Middle
East. The agenda included in addition to the letter from the
United States the progress reports of the Secretary-General
on the United Nations Emergency Force.*$'

After renewing the invitations to the representatives of
Egypt, Israel, Syria, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and Zambia to
participate in the discussion, the President of the Council
stated that he was authorized to make a statement
representing the agreement of the members of the Coun-
cil.* 52 The statement read as follows:

United Nations Emergency Force (Security Council resolution
340 (1973) of 25 October 1973): implementation-second phase

1. The members of the Security Council met for informal
consultations on the morning of 1 November 1973 and heard a
report from the Secretary-General on the progress so far made in the
implementation of Security Council resolution 340 (1973).

2. After a lengthy and detailed exchange of views it was agreed
that in regard to the next stage of implementation of resolution 340
1973):

(a) The Secretary-General will immediately consult, to begin
with, Ghana (from the African regional group), Indonesia and Nepal
(from the Asian regional group), Panama and Peru (from the Latin
American rcgional group), Poland (from the Eastern Europe regional
group) and Canada (from the Western European and other States
group), the latter two with particular responsibility for logistic
support, with a view to dispatching contingents to the Middle Fast
pursuant to Security Council resolution 340 (1973). The Secretary-
General will dispatch troops to the area from these countries as soon
as the necessary consultations have been completed. The Council
members agreed that at least three African countries are expected to
send contingents to the Middle East. The present decision of the
Council is intended to bring about a better geographical distribution
of the United Nations Emergency Force.

(b) The Secretary-General will regularly report to the Council
on the results of his efforts undertaken pursuant to sub-
paragraph (g) so that the question of balanced geographical distri-
bution in the force can be reviewed.

3. The above-mentioned agreement was reached by memb;:rs of
the Council with the exception of the People's Republic of China
which dissociates itself from it.

Decision of 12 November 1973 (1755th meeting):

Authorizing the President to send a replv to the
Secretary-General

At its 1755th meeting on 12 November 1973 the
Council considered the item entitled “Letter dated 8
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November 1973 from the Secretary-General addressed to
the President of the Security Council concerning the
appointment of the Commander of the United Nations
Emergency Force”.*%2 The President stated that he had
received a letter in which the Secretary-General recalled
" that with the authorization of the Council he had ap-
pointed Major-General Siilasvuo as the interim Commander
of UNEP, and in which he further indicated that it was his
intention, if the Council consented, to appoint the General
as the Force Commander.*%* The Council authorized the
President to send the following reply to the Secretary-
General:* %%

1 have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated
8 November 1973 by which you informed me of your intention to
appoint General Siilasvuo, at present interim Commander of the
United Nations Emergency Force, as the Force Commander, if the

Security Council consents. In accordance with your request 1 have
brought this matter to the attention of the members of the Council.

In reply 1 wish to inform you that the members of the Security
Council give their consent to this appointment, with the exception
of the People’s Republic of China which dissociates itself from it.

ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE PROPOSED PEACE
CONFERENCE ON THE MIDDLYE EAST

Decision of 15 December 1973 (1760th meeting): res-
olution 344 (1973)

At the 1760th meeting held on 15 December 1973 in
private, the Security Council included in its agenda the item
“Arrangements for the proposed peace conference on the
Middle East.” The Council decided without any objection
not to invoke rule 51 of the provisional rules of procedure,
to circulate the verbatim record of the meeting in all the
working languages as an unrestricted document in accord-
ance with rule 49, and to issue a communiqué through the
Secretary-General at the end of the meeting under

The President drew the attention of the members of the
Council to the draft resolution sponsored by the ten
non-permanent members Australia, Austria, Guinea, India,
Indonesia, Kenya, Panama, Peru, Sudan and Yugoslavia.* *’

The representative of Guinea recalled operative para-
graph 3 of resolution 338 (1973) and emphasized again that
the phrase “‘under appropriate auspices” referred to those
of the United Nations. In the distressing situation of the
Middle East everything had to be done to respect the role
and responsibility of the Security Council. For this reason
the 10 non-permanent members of the Council had
submitted the draft resolution.**?®

The draft resolution was adopted by 10 to none with 4
abstentions; one member did not participate in the
vote.*3? The resolution read as follows:
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resolution 344 (1973).

The Security Council,

Considcering that it has decided by its resolution 338 (1973) of
22 October 1973 that talks among the parties to the Middle Fast
conflict for the implementation of resolution 242 (1967) of 22
November 1967 should be held under “appropriate auspices™,

Noting that a peace conference on the Middle East situation is to
begin shortly at Geneva under the auspices of the United Nations,

1. Fxpresses the hope that the Peace Conference will make
speedy progress towards the establishment of a just and durable
peace in the Middle East;

2. Expresses its confidence that the Secretary-General will play
a full and effective role at the Conference, in accordance with the
relevant resolutions of the Security Council and that he will preside
over its proceedings, if the parties so desire;

3. Requests the Secretary-General, to keep the Council suitably
informed of the developments in negotiations at the Conference, in
order to enable it to review the problems on a continuing basis;

4. Requests the Sccretary-General to provide all necessary
assistance and facilities for the work of the Conference.

Following the vote, the representative of France stated
that his Government could not accept that the Council
abdicated the exercise of the responsibility of the United
Nations in this question to the point of seeming to be
extraneous to the negotiations, that were about to open. If
the Geneva Confere..oo s hivved positive results, the Council
would have to give its approval to the final settlement by
accompanying it with suitable guarantees. Therefore, the
Council was duty-bound to recall before the inauguration
of the Conference the link between the negotiations and
the Council. The draft resolution was deficient in that it did
not spell out the role of the Secretary-General and that it
had been submitted although the Council did not even
know under what conditions the Secretary-General would
be invited to the Conference. The draft resolution also
failed to determine the procedure by which the Secretary-
General would keep the Council informed. For these
reasons, his delegation was constrained to abstain on the
draft resolution.®®°

The representative of the United Kingdom explained
that his delegation had abstained from the vote because the
two co-sponsors of resolution 338, from which the sched-
uled conference had evolved, had not yet endorsed the
draft resolution.®!

The representative of the United States said that his
delegation felt it could not support the resolution while the
negotiations regarding invitations to the Geneva Conference
were still proceeding 4¢?

At the close of the 1760th meeting the Security Council
approved in accordance with rule 55 of its provisional rules
of procedure an official communiqué which was issued by
the Secretary-General 43

Decision of 8 April 1974 (1765th meeting): resolution 346
(1974)

At the 1765th meeting on 8 April 1974 the Security
Council included the following item in its agenda: The
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Situation in the Middle East: Report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Emergency Force.*¢*

At the beginning of the meeting the President stated that
the Council had received the draft resolution whick had
been elaborated in the course of intensive consultations
among all the members of the Council %

The representative of China restated his Government’s
opposition in principle to the dispatching of UNEF and
explained that his delegation had refrained from voting
against resolution 340 (1973) only out of consideration for
the wishes of the victims of aggression. On the basis of that
earlier stand his delegation would not participate in the
vote on the draft resolution providing for the extension of
the mandate of UNEF.*¢¢

The representative of Kenya called for equal treatment
of all the countries that had contributed contingents to the
United Nations Emergency Force with regard to the
reimbursement of their expenses and stressed the need for
equal treatment of all UNEF contingents by the parties to
the dispute.*®’

Following these two statements, the Council adopted
the draft resolution by 13 to none; two members did not

participate in the voting.*¢® The resolution read as follows :

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolution 340 (1973) of 25 October and 341
(1973) of 27 October 1973 and the agreement reached by members
of the Security Council on 2 November 1973,

Having reviewed the functioning of the United Nations Emerg-
ency Force sct up under these resolutions as reported by the
Secretary-General,

Noting from the report of the Secretary-General of 1 April 1974
(S/11248) that in the present circumstances the operation of the
United Nations Emergency Force is still required,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the States which have contrib-
uted troops to the United Nations Emergency Force and to those
which have made voluntary financial and material contributions for
the support of the Force;

2. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for his
efforts in implementing the decisions of the Security Council
regarding the establishment and functioning of the United Nations
Emergency Force; '

3. Commends the United Nations Emergency Force for its
contribution to efforts to achicve a just and durable peace in Middle
East;

4. Notes the Secretary-General's view that the disengagement of
Egyptian and Israeli forces is only a first step towards the settlement
of the Middle East problem and that the continued operation of the
United Nations Emergency Force is essential not only for the
maintenance of the present quiet in the Egypt-lsrael sector but also
to assist, if required, in further efforts for the establishment of a just
and durable peace in the Middle East and accordingly decides that,
in accordance with the recommendation in paragraph 68 of the
Secretary-General's report of 1 April 1974, the mandate of the
United Nations Emergency Force, approved by the Security Council
in its resolution 341 (1973), shall be extended for a further period
of six months, that is, until 24 October 1974,

S. Notes with satisfaction that the Secretary-General is exerting
every effort to solve in a satisfactory way thc problems of the

464 S/11248 (Report of the Secretary-General), OR, 29th yr.,
Suppl. for April-June 1974, pp. 88-95.

265 1765th meeting, President’s opening statement. The draft
resolution  S§/11253  was  subsequently  adopted as  resol-
ution 346 (1974).

466 Ibid., intervention by China.
487 Ibid., intervention by Kenya.

468 1pid., following the intervention by Kenya. Adopted as
resolution 346 (1974)°

United Nations Emergency Force, including the urgent ones referred
to in paragraph 71 of his report of 1 April 1974;

6. Further notes with satisfaction the Secretary-General's inten-
tion to keecp under constant review the required strength of the
Force with a view to making reductions and cconomics when the
situation allows;

7. Calls upon all Member States, particularly the parties
concerned, to extend their full support to the United Nations in the
implementation of the present resolution;

8. Requests the Sccretary-General to report to the Security
Council on a continuing basis as requested in resolution 340
(1973).

Following the vote, several representatives addressed
themselves to the issue of equal reimbursements for the
countries participating in the emergency force®®® and to
the restrictions of the freedom of movement that had been
imposed unilaterally by one party to the dispute on some
UNEF contingents* ?° and asked for special efforts by the
Security Council and by the Secretary-General to remedy
those shortcomings. Two representatives also emphasized
the central role of the Security Council in this peace-
keeping operation which differed markedly from previous
operations in that respect.*?!

Decision of 24 April 1974 (1769th meeting): resolution
347 (1974)

By letter*’? dated 13 April 1974 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon complained about a new case of Israeli aggression
against six Lebanese villages as a result of which two
civilians had been killed, others wounded and thirteen
civilians kidnapped, and he requested an urgent meeting of
the Security Council to consider this grave situation.

At its 1766th meeting on 15 April 1974, the Council
included the letter by Lebanon in the agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Lebanon,
Israel, Syria, Egypt”3 and subsequently Kuwait*?* and
Saudi Arabia®’> were invited, at their request, to partici-
pate without the right to vote in the discussion of the item
which was considered at the 1766th to 1769th meetings
from 15 to 24 April 1974,

At the 1766th meeting, the representative of Lebanon*
stated that on the night of 12-13 April Israeli armed forces
had attacked six Lebanese frontier villages inhabited solely
by civilians, killed two civilians, wounded two, kidnapped
thirteen persons and dynamited 31 homes. The attacks had
been carried out under the pretext that the assailants
responsible for the reprehensible attack on Kiryat Shmona
had come from Lebanon. Lebanon deplored acts of
violence, such as the incident at Kiryat Shmona, wherever
they may occur, but it could not be held responsible for
acts that were committed by elements acting outside its
borders and control. Israel’s action against the Lebanese
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villages constituted a premeditated act of aggression which
should not mercly be condemned by the Council, but
against which the Council should take appropriate and
effective measures under the relevant Articles of the
Charter of the United Nations.* "¢

The representative of Israel* said that in recent years
Lebanon had become a main centre for Arab terrorist
operations directed mainly against Isracl. The most recent
example was the massacre of 18 persons in Kiryat Shmona
by a group of terrorists who had crossed into Israeli
territory from Lebanese territory, These facts had been
confirmed by leaders of the terrorist movement in Beirut. It
was up to Lebanon to prevent the use of its territory for
attacks against Israel. Israel was forced to take counter-
measures on 12-13 April since Lebanon did not wish to
meet its responsibility and end all terrorist activities on its
soil. While Israel sought peace with its neighbours, it was
determined to defend its rights and protect its citizens.* 7’

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic* de-
clared that the Council had to deal with Israeli state
terrorism which was fundamentally distinct from acts of
individual violence expressing despair. Israel’s most recent
attacks against Lebanon were criminal acts in flagrant
violation of the principles of the United Nations Charter,
the resolutions of the Security Council, the Geneva
Conventions and the fundamental principles of inter-
national law and human rights. The Council should con-
demn those acts and take the necessary measures to prevent
their repetition.*7®

At the 1767th meeting on 16 April 1974 the rep-
resentative of the USSR stated that the Israeli act of
aggression against Lebanon constituted one new link in the
chain of their crimes of annexation and appropriation of
foreign lands, flagrantly violating the principle of the
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by means of
war or the use of force. Israel was still in defiance of the
Security Council and its decisions. The USSR categorically
opposed international terrorism and with similar determin-
ation it opposed a policy of aggression and state terrorism
carried out by Israel. His country condemned the intrusions
and attacks by one State against a neighbouring State under
any pretext whatsoever. His delegation believed that the
Council should not only categorically condemn the new
acts of aggression by Israel but also take effective measures
to put an end to them*’®

The representative of the United Kingdom said that if
the terrorists had indeed entered Israel from Lebanese
ground, it would be right to remind the Lebanese Govern-
ment of its duty under international law to take all
reasonable steps to terminate the operations of the terrorist
organizations. His delegation held the view that a
Government-organized operation into the territory of
another sovereign State could not be justified under the
Charter. It was the duty of the Council and of the United
Nations to do all to prevent the renewal of violence and
counter-violence and to build a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East 48°
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The representative of France declared that his Govern-
ment condemned such acts of violence as those in Kiryat
Shmona and the raids and reprisals by Israeli forces on
Lebanese soil. The Council should pronounce itself against
all acts of violence, regardless of their origins or reasons,
and appeal to all partics, in the interests of peace to refrain
from any act that might jeopardize the ongoing nego-
tiations.*®!

At the 1769th meeting on 24 April 1974 the President
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a draft
resolution submitted by several members after lengthy
consultatjons.*8?

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
States said that with a single amendment the draft
resolution might win wide support in the Council and
proposed that operative paragraph 2 be amended to read:

Condemns all acts of violence, especially those which™—at that
point the four words “‘as at Kiryat Shmona” should be inserted -
result in the Uagic loss of innocent civilia'n life, i‘ES‘ urges all
concerned to refrain from any further acts of violence.

The representative of Mauritania opposed the amend-
ment because the mention of Kiryat Shmona entailed the
reference to a third party which was not present at the
Council meeting. NO‘judgement could be rendered without
hearing that party *®

The amendment proposed by the United States received
6 votes in favour, 7 against, and 2 abstentions and was not
adopted, having failed to acquire the necessary
majority 83

The draft resolution as a whole was adopted by 13 to
none; two members did not participate in the vote.*®® The
resolution read as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the agenda item contained in document
S/Agenda/1769/Rev.1,

Having noted the contents of the letters dated 12 and 13 April
1974 from the Permanent Representative of Lebanon (5/11263 and
S/11264) and the letter dated 11 Aprl 1974 from the Permanent
Representative of Israel (S/11259),

Having heard the statements of the Foreign Minister of Lebanon
and of the representative of [srael,

Recalling its previous relevant resolutions,
Deeply disturbed at the continuation of acts of violence,

Gravely concerned that such acts might endanger efforts now
taking place to bring about a just and lasting peace in the Middle
Fast,

1. Condemns lsracl’s violation of Lebanon's territorial integrity
and sovereignty and calls once more on the Government of Israel to
refrain from further military actions and threats against Lebanon;

2. Condemns all acts of violence, especially those which result
in the tragic loss of innocent civilian life, and urges all concerned to
refrain from any further acts of violence;

a . .
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3. Calls upon all Governments concerned to respect their
obligations under the Charter of the United Nations and inter-
national law;

4. Calls upon Isracl forthwith to release and return to Lebanon
the abducted Lebancse civilians;

5. Calls upon all partics to refrain from any action which might
endanger negotiations aimed at achieving a just and lasting peace in
the Middle East.

The representative of the USSR declared that his
delegation would have much preferred to support a stronger
draft resolution prepared by the non-aligned members but
not submitted because of insufficient support and that it
voted in favour of the adopted draft only in recognition of
the wishes of the country that had brought the complaint
before the Council *®7

The President speaking as the representative of Iraq said
that his delegation had refrained from participating in the
vote because the draft merely constituted a condemnation
of Israel and fell short of firmer action against Israeli
aggression and lawbreaking. It also took exception with the
attempt to view individual acts of violence on the same
level as acts of aggression by one Member State against
another.48®

The representative of Lebanon* deplored that the
Council had not taken the effective measures against Israel
that it had announced if Israel fziled to comply with
previous Council decisions.?8®

¥
Decision of 31 May 1974 (1774th meeting): resolution 350
(1974)

By letter®®® dated 30 May 1974 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of the
United States requested an urgent meeting of the Council
to consider the situation in the Middle East, in particular
the disengagement of Israeli and Syrian forces.

At its 1773rd meeting on 30 May 1974, the Council
included the letter by the United States and a report of the
Secretary-General on the same matter®®! in the agenda. At
the 1774th meeting on 31 May 1974 the representatives of
Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic*®? were invited, at
their request, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote. The Council considered the question at the
1773rd and 1774th meetings on 30 and 31 May 1974.

At the 1773rd mecting, following the adoption of the
agenda, the Secretary-General introduced his report includ-
ing the texts of the agreement on disengagement between
Israeli and Syrian forces and the protocol concerning the
United Disengagement Observer Force. He said that he
would take the necessary steps in accordance with the
provisions of the protocol to set up the Observer Force, if
the Council so decided, and that he intended to follow the
same general principles as those defined in his report on the
implementation of resolution 340 (1973). In the first
instance, he would draw the new Observer Force from
United Nations military personnel already in the area. He
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would keep the Council fully informed of all the devel-
opments in this matter4??

At the beginning of the 1774th meeting on 31 May
1974, the President drew the attention of the members of
the Council to the draft resolution which had been
submitted by the United States and the USSR %4

At the same meeting the representative of the United
States introduced the draft resolution and asked the
Council to authorize the creation of the United Nations
Disengagement Observer Force which constituted the next
critical step on the road toward a permanent peace in the
Middle East. He endorsed the statement by the Secretary-
General concerning the principles to guide the new Ob-
server Force and urged speedy adoption of the draft
resolution.*?$

The representative of the USSR stated that the disen-
gagement agreement was only a step towards the fulfilment
of the major task, the total liberation of the Arab territories
from Israeli occupation. Following the completion of the
disengagement of Syrian and Israeli troops, the Geneva
conference should proceed to a consideration of a compre-
hensive settlement in the area. He welcomed the statement
by the Secretary-General with regard to the principles
underlying the new Observer Force, but pointed out that
there was no need to increase the expenses for the
maintenance of the United Nations Forces in the Middle
East, since units would be transferred from UNEF to the
Observer Force along the Israeli-Syrian cease-fire lines. He
urged the Council to adopt the draft resolution and noted
that after the expiration of the initial period of six months
the Council would have to consider its renewal.* ¢

The representative of China reaffirmed his delegation’s
stand against the involvement of the two super-Powers in
the Middle East and its disassociation from the dispatch of
troops in the name of the United Nations under whatever
form. Consequently, his delegation would not participate in
the voting on the draft resolution.®”?

The draft resolution sponsored by the United States and
the USSR was adopted by 13 to none; two members did
not participate in the voting.*°® The resolution read as
follows: :

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General contained
in documents S/11302 and Add.1, and having heard his statement
madc at the 1773rd meeting of the Security Council,

1. Welcomes the Agrcement on Disengagement between Israeli
and Syrian Forces, negotiated in implementation of Security
Counci! resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973;

2. Takes notes of the Secretary-General's report and the
annexes thereto and his statement;

3. Decides to set up immediately under its authority a United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force, and requests the Secretary-
General to take the necessary steps to this effect in accordance with
his above-mentioned report and the annexes thereto; the Force shall
492 17731d meeting, statement by the Secretary General.

494 1774th meeting, President’s opening statement S/11305/
Rev.1, subsequently adopted as resolution 350 (1974).
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be established for an initial period of six months, subject to renewal
by further resolution of the Sceurity Council;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council
fully informed of further developments,

Spcaking in explanation of the vote, the representative
of the United Kingdom declared that his delegation had
stressed the neced to carry out the functions of the Observer
Force as economically as possible without however impair-
ing its efficiency. e welcomed the Secretary-General’s
intention to set up the new Force on the basis of the same
principles as those governing UNEF. The new Force would
operate as long as it was authorized by the Council, and it
would not be withdrawn without a decision of the Council
to that effect.®®®

The representative of France emphasized that the
Council had to decide the modalities governing the Force
including an increase of the number of contingents, if
required, and reaffirmed his Government’s reservations with
regard to the exclusion of units drawn from the permanent
members of the Council from the Force personnel 5°°

Following the statements in explanation of vote, the
Secretary-General said that he would propose interim
arrangements to transfer the Austrian and Peruvian contin-
gents from UNEF to the new Force, supported by logistical
units from Canada and Poland, and to appoint Brigadier-
General Gonzalo Briceno of Peru as interim Commander of
UNDOF. The new operation would inevitably involve
additional expenditure. He would make every possible
effort to keep additional expenditures to a minimum,
inasmuch as the effectiveness of the Force would permit.
He would inform the Council in the due course of the
concrete financial implications of the new operation.*®*

The representative of the USSR stated that his del-
egation had no principal objections to most of the
proposals made by the Secretary-General and was ready to
vote in favour of them if they were put to the vote. But his
delegation had one reservation in that it would prefer to see
no increase in either size or cost of the United Nations
forces in the Middle East, especially since the General
Assembly had approved a fixed sum for the UNEF troops
and it would be improper to violate that decision. He
suggested a reduction of the Canadian UNEF contingent
which by far exceeded the maximum level of strength
agreed upon informally among members of the Council and
the Secretary-General in October 1973.592

At the conclusion of the meeting the President stated
that since there were no objections, the Council agreed to
the proposals made by the Secretary-General in accordance
with paragraph 4 of resolution 350 (1974).5°3

Decision of 23 October 1974 (1799th meeting): resolution
362(1974)
At the 1799th meeting on 23 October 1974 the Security
Council included the Report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Emergency Force dated 12 October
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503 Ibid., President’s closing statement.

1974%°% in jts agenda. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the President drew the attention of the members of
the Council to a draft resolution®®® which had been drawn
up during intensive consultations among all the
members.5%¢

The Secretary-General stated that his report covered the
period from 2 April to 12 October 1974 which had been
tranquil. He explained the difficuities that still were
unresolved with regard to the complex question of reim-
bursement to the troop-contributing countries and with
regard to the separate management of the two peace-
keeping forces as well as to their financing. He would
continue to seek solutions for these problems and keep the
Council fully informed of further progress.57

Following the Secretary-General’s statement, the draft
resolution was adopted by 13 to none; two members did
not participate in the voting.5°®

The resolution read as foliows:
The Security Council,

Recalling its resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October, 340 (1973) of
25 October, 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973 and 346 (1974) of
8 April 1974,

Having examined the teport of the Secretary-General on the
activities of the United Nations Emergency Force (§/11536),

Noting the opinion of the Seccretary-General that “‘although
quict now prevails in the Lgypt-Israel sector, the over-all situation in
the Middle Fast will remain fundamentallv unstable as long as the
underlying problems are unresolved™,

Noting also from the report of the Secretary-General that in the
present circumstances the operation of the United Nations Emer-
gency Force is still required,

1. Decides that the mandate of the United Nations Emergency
Force should be extended for an additional period of six-months,
that is, until 24 April 1975, in order to assist in further eftorts for
the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East;

2. Commends the United Nations Emergency Force and those
Governments supplying contingents to it for their contribution
towards the achievement of a just and lasting peace in the Middle
East;

3. Expresses its confidence that the Force will be maintained
with maximum efficiency and economy;

4. Reaffirms that the United Nations Emergency Force must be
able to function as an integral and efficient military unit in the
whole Egypt-Israel sector of operations without differentiation
regarding the United Nations status of the various contingents, as
stated in paragraph 26 of the report of the Secretary-General
(S/11536) and requests the Secretary-General to continuc his efforts
to that end.

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of
France expressed his delegation’s concern about the finan-
cial aspects of the peace-keeping operation, in particular the
expected deficit which would have to be covered and which
required strict control. The Council should take full charge
of this operation and not in any circumstances abandon its
prerogatives. He regretted that the resolution adopted by
the Council was not more explicit about the financial
aspects of the operation, and expressed the hope that the
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Secretary-General would provide at an early date all the
relevant information as to the actual and estimated ex-
penditures. He also called for private consultations, on the
initiative of the President, among the members of the
Council at regular intervals to examine periodic reports on
the progress of the operation.®°®

The representative of the USSR reaffirmed his dele-
gation’s view-point that the increase of the total expendi-
ture for the maintenance of UNEF was not justified and
that the Council which was fully responsible for United
Nations peace-keeping operations, should determine the
size and the cost of these operations. He called once again
for maximum economy in the maintenance of UNEF and
for complete freedom of movement to all UNEF con-
tingents in the area. He expressed his appreciation of the
manner in which the UNEF operation was set up and
emphasized the position that in accordance with the
Charter the Council should be the master and commander-
in-chief of all peace-keeping operations.®'°

The representative of the United Kingdom stated that
UNEF should be maintained with the maximum efficiency
and economy, but that financial considerations should
never be allowed to impair the efficiency of the oper-
ation $!!

Decision of 29 November 1974 (1809th meeting): res-
olution 363 (1974)

At the 1809th meeting on 29 November 1974 the
Security Council included the Report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer
Force dated 27 November 1974%!? in its agenda. Follow-
ing the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of the
Syrian Arab Republic and Israel were invited, at their
request, to participate in the discussion without the right to
vote.5'3 The President of the Council drew the attention
of the members to a draft resolution®'® which was
sponsored by Austria, Indonesia, Kenya, Mauritania, Peru
and the United Republic of Cameroon.®'3

The Secretary-General introduced his report and empha-
sized the urgency of a negotiated settlement between the
two parties involved, before the dangers of a military
confrontation would increase again.*'®

The representative of Peru introduced the draft res-
olution co-sponsored by his delegation and expressed the
hope that the parties would be encouraged to renew peace
negotiations in Geneva, in the nearest possible future, with
the participation of all the parties to the conflict.®'?
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The draft resolution was adopted by 13 to none; two
members did not participate in the voting®'® The res-
olution read as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Obscrver Force (§/11563),

Having noted the efforts made to establish a durable and just
peace in the Middle East arca and the developments in the situation
in the arca,

Expressing concern over the prevailing state of tension in the
area,

Reaffirming that the two agreements on disengagement of forces
are only a step towards the implementation of Security Council
resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973,

Decides:

(@) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immedi-
ately Security Council resolution 338 (1973);

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Dis-
engagement Observer Force for another period of six months;

(¢) That the Secretary-General will submit at the end of this
period a report on the developments in the situation and the
measures taken to implement resolution 338 (1973).

Speaking in explanation of the vote, the representative
of the USSR stressed that the disengagement of troops on
the Israeli-Syrian sector was only a first step towards a
complete settlement and that the framework of the Geneva
Peace Conference which should be resumed as early as
possible, was most suitable in the search for a lasting
peace.®'’®

The representative of the United Republic of Cameroon
also emphasized that the essential objective was the renewal
of negotiations under appropriate auspices for the attain-
ment of an acceptable peace settlement.52°

The representative of France said that it was high time
that the Geneva Peace Conference resumed its work.>?2!?

The representative of the Byelorussian SSR reaffirmed
once again the particular responsibility of the Security
Council in all aspects of peace-keeping operations in the
Middle East as elsewhere, and he called for the resumption
of the Geneva Conference with the participation of all
interested parties, including the representatives of the Arab
people of Palestine.*??

The President speaking as the representative of the
United States stated that his Government shared the sense
of urgency concerning a settlement in the Middle East and
would make every effort to advance step by step towards a
just and lasting peace in the area.’??

THE SITUATION IN CYPRUS

Decision of 15 June 1972 (1646th meeting): resolution 315
(1972)
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