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the substantive phase on 16 September, the two interloc-
utors had been meeting weekly in a businesslike atmo-
sphere to discuss four agenda items— Varosha, initial
practical measures, constitution and territory. He in-
tended to maintain direct personal contact with the
parties and explore procedures that might facilitate the
conduct of the ncgotiations.'?

ITEMS RELATING TO THE MIDDLE EAST

A. THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAsT

Decision of 17 April 1975 (1821st meeting): resolution
368 (1975)

At the 1821st meeting on 17 April 1975, the Security
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) dated 12
April 1975'% in its agenda.

The report covering the period from 13 October 1974
to 12 April 1975 contained a detailed description of the
functioning of UNEF. The Secretary-General summa-
rized the developments regarding the functions and
deployment of the Force, the humanitarian activities in
the UNEF area and the ongoing efforts to keep the
expenses for the Force at a minimum without impairing
its efficiency. Based on his analysis of the situation in
the Middle East, the Secretary-General concluded that
the continued presence of UNEF was essential not only
to maintain quiet in the Egypt-Israel sector but to
provide an atmosphere conducive to further efforts
towards the achievement of a just and lasting peace in
the Middie East. In recommending the extension of the
mandate of UNEF the Secretary-General pointed out
that Egypt had indicated that, under the circumstances,
it would not object to renewal of the mandate of the
Force for an additional three months, and that Israel
favoured its renewal for no less than six months on the
grounds that UNEF was an integral part of the
Disengagement Agreement of 18 January 1974.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
of the Security Council invited the representatives of
Egypt and Israel, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote.'” The Security
Council considered the report at the i821st meeting.

The President announced that the members of the
Council had agreed to put the draft resolution to the
vote before statements were made. The draft resolu-
tion,'® which had been prepared in the course of
intensive consultations among all Council members, was
put to the vote and adopted, by a vote of 13 in favour,
none against and no abstentions; two delegations did not
participate in the voting.'?

The resolution reads as follows:

1252257th mtg., paras. 7-10.

1308711670, OR, 30th yr, Suppl for April-June 1975, pp. 9-13
127 For further details, see chapter 111

138 8/11675, adopted without change as resolution 368 (1975)
'3 18215t mig . para 7

The Security Council,

Recatling its resolutions 338 (1973) of 22 October, 340 (1973) of
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 Ociober 1973, 346 (1974) of 8 April
and 362 (1974) of 23 October 1974,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Emergency Force ($/11670 and Corr | and 2).

Having noted the developments in the situation in the Middle East,
Expressing concern over the prevailing state of tension in the area,
Decides:

(@) To call upon the parties concerned 10 implement immediately
Security Council resolution 338 (1973},

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Emergency
Force for a period of three months, that is, until 24 July 1975;

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

After the vote, the Council heard statements regard-
ing the extension of the UNEF mandate and the
continuing search for a comprechensive peace scttlement
in the Middle East. Several represculatives expressed
concern that the Council has not been able to extend the
UN force for more than three months;'* some protested
against the various restrictions one of the parties had
placed on the freedom of movement of the UNEF
troops.””" A number of delegations called for a resump-
tion of the Geneva Peace Conference and a strengthen-
ing of the United Nations role in the peace process.''? A
few representatives noted that the financing of UNEF
fell within the competence of the General Assembly and
needed not be discussed in the Council.'*® The represen-
tative of France restated his Government’s principal
position that permanent members of the Security Coun-
cil should be permitted to contribute troops to peace-
keeping forces of the United Nations." The representa-
tive of Egypt indicated in detail the reasons for his
Government’s efforts to salvage the effort undertaken
by the United States to advance an interim settiement
and the subsequent decision to renew the mandate of
UNEF for another three months.™

Decision of 28 May 1975 (1822nd meeting): resolution
369 (1975)

At the 1822nd meeting on 28 May 1975, the Security
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force
(UNDOF) dated 21 May 1975 in its agenda.

13 For texts of relevant statements, see 1821st mtg : Costa Rica,
paras. 105-113;, Guyana, paras 90-97, lIsrael, paras. 131-135; ltaly.
paras. 33-46; Sweden, paras 63-75; United Republic of Tanzania,
paras. 76-85, and United States, paras. 20-2°

D1 For texts of relevant statements, ibid  Byelorussian SSR, paras.
98-104, Guyana, paras 90-97, President (France), paras 123-129,
USSR, paras. 9-19

32 For texts of relevant statements, tbid . President (France).
paras. 90-97, Sweden, paras. 63-75

133 For texts of relevant statements, ibid . Byelorussian SSR, paras.
98-104; Egypt. paras 137-171; President (France). paras. 123-129.
USSR, paras 9-19

V34 1bid.. President (France), paras. 123-129

3 Ibid . Egypt, paras 137-171

1165/11694, OR. 30th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1975, pp. 27-30.



150

Chapter VIII. Maintenance of international peace and security

In the report covering the period from 27 November
1974 10 21 May 1975, the Secretary-General informed
the Sccurity Council that with the co-operation of both
parties the Force had continued to carry out the tasks
assigned to it and had been able to contribute to the
maintenance of the cecase-fire. He cautioned that the
prevailing quiet was precarious and that until further
progress could be made towards a just and lasting peace
the situation in the lIsrael-Syria sector, and in the
Middle East as a whole, would remain unstable and
potentially dangerous. Therefore, the continued pres-
ence of UNDOF was essential not only to maintain
quict but to provide an atmosphere conducive to further
efforts towards the achievement of peace. With the
agreement of the Governments of Syria and lIsrael the
Secretary-General recommended to the Council to ex-
tend the mandate of UNDOF for a further period of six
months.

At the beginning of the 1822nd meeting, at which the
Council considered the report, the President drew the
attention of the Council members to a draft resolution'?’
which had been prepared in the course of consultations,
and put it to the vote. The draft resolution received 13
votes in favour, none against and no abstentions, and
was adopted as resolution 369 (1975); two members did
not participate in the voting."*

The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Having nuted the cfforts made to establish a lasting and just peace
in the Middle East area and the developments in the situation in the
area,

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

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

Decides:

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately
Security Council resolution 338 (1973).

(4}  To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months;

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

Following the adoption of the resolution, Council
members made statements in which they urged the
parties to make use of the extension of the UNDOF
mandate to intensily their search for a comprehensive
peace settlement in accordance with Security Council
resolution 338 (1973),'” called for the resumption of the
Geneva Conference,'® and expressed deep concern

197.§/11700, adopted without change as resolution 369 (1975).

138 For the President’s declaration and the vote, see 1822nd mig..
paras. 1-3.

139 For texts of relevant statements, thd  Byclorussian SSR. paras
82-90, Costa Rica, parus 65-74; France, paras 7S-K1. Jupan, paras
9-14. President (Guyana), paras 101109, Sweden, paras  37-42;
USSR, paras 48-64; United Kingdom, paras. 21-25. United Republic
of Tanzania, paras 91-99

140 For texts of relevant statements, tbd Byelorussian SSR, paras
82-90: France, paras. 75-81 USSR, paras 48-64

about the continued restrictions on the freedom of
movement of some contingents of the Observer Force.'*

Decision of 21 July 1975 (1832nd meeting): Security
Council appeal

Decision of 24 July 1975 (1833rd mecting): resolution
371 (1975)

At the 1832nd mecting on 21 July 1975, the Security
Council included the report of the Sccretary-General on
UNEF dated 16 July 1975'* in its agenda.

In his report on the operations of UNEF for the
period 13 April to 15 July 1975, the Secretary-General
informed the Seccurity Council that the Force had
continued to function quietly and without change, that
some restrictions on the freedom of movement of certain
contingents still existed and that efforts to implement
resolution 338 (1973) and been pursued actively but
without results. In concluding his report the Secretary-
General emphasized that the continued presence of
UNEF was essential, but that he was obliged to convey
to the Counct! the view of the Government of Egypt, as
set out in detail in a letter'” dated 14 July 1975 from
the Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign Minister of
Egypt, that while Egypt did not consent to further
renew the mandate of UNEF, it was not against the
proper use of the Force. The Secretary-General added
that the Government of Israel had informed him by
letter' that it favoured a further extension of the
mandate of UNEF for six months.

The Seccurity Council considered the report of the
Secretary-General at the 1832nd and 1833rd meetings.

At the 1833rd meeting on 24 July 1975, the Security
Council invited the representatives of Egypt and Isracl,
at their request, to participate in the discussion without
the right to vote.'*

At the beginning of the 1832nd meeting on 21 July
1975, the President drew the attention of the Council
members to the report of the Secretary-General includ-
ing the letters by Egypt and Israel and referred to the
consultations already held by the Council on the ques-
tion of extending the mandate of UNEF. He then read
out the text of an appeal addressed to the President of
Egypt by the President of the Security Council on
behalf of the Council, which had been drafted during
the consultations: .

Based on discussions | have held with the Sccretary-General of the
United Nations and members of the Securnty Council, and taking
account of the gravity of the situation in the Middle East, | believe a
further extension of the mandate of the United Nations Emergency
Force would make 1n the present circumstances a significant contribu-
tion to creating an atmosphere conducive to progress towards agree-
ment on a just und lasting peace in the area. Therefore, on behalf of
the Security Council, | appeal to Your Excellency to reconsider the

147 For texts of relevant statements, 1btd  Byelorussian SSR, paras.
%2-90. President (Guyana), paras 101-109. USSR, paras. 48-64.

YWISI1758, QR 30th yr Su[])_pl Jor July-Sept 1975, pp. 16-18.

HES/I1T8T abad . pp. 14-15. The letter addressed to the Secretary-
General was issued n 2 note by the Secretary-General on 15 July
197s

' for the letter dated 16 July 1975 from the representative of
Israel to the President of the Security Council see S/11759, ibid., p.
19

4% For further detatls see chapter 111
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ttitude of Egypt on the situation. ) assure Your Excellency that the

ecurity Council. appreciative of the constructive measures already
taken towards peace. follows the situation very closely and emphasizes
the importance of achieving further progress towards a just and
lasting peace and preventing a stalemate in the Middle East.

In accordance with the procedure agreed upon among
the members in the course of those consultations, the
President put the text of the draft appeal'® to the vote.
The text was approved with 13 votes in favour, none
against and no abstentions; two delegations did not
participate in the vote.'” These two delegations ex-
plained before the vote their decision to dissociate
themselves from this appeal regarding the extension of
UNEF.'¢

At the 1833rd meeting on 24 July 1975, the President
stated that immediately after the Council had approved
the appeal, he had transmitted it to the President of
Egypt through the Permanent Representative of Egypt
to the United Nations and that he had reccived the
Egyptian reply'®® on 23 July; in this reply the Govern-
ment of Egypt noted the Council’s concern over the
situation in the Middle East and accepted the further
extension of the mandate of UNEF for an additional
three-month period, until 24 October 1975. The Presi-
dent drew the attention of the Council members to the
draft resolution'®® which had been agreed upon in the
course of consultations. He added that the members had
also decided that the draft should immediately be put
before the Council for approval and that statements
vould be allowed after the vote.'

Accordingly, the draft resolution was put to the vote
and adopted as resolution 371 (1975) with 13 votes in
favour, none against and no abstentions; two delegations
did not participate in the voting.'*?

The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 338 (1973) of '22 October, 340 (1973) of
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973, 346 (1974) of 8 April
and 362 (1974) of 23 Octlober 1974 and 368 (1975) of 17 April 1975,

Taking into account the letter dated 14 July 1975 addressed by the
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Arab
Republic of Egypt to the Secretary-General,

Bearing 1n mind the appeal addressed by the President of the
Security Council 1o the Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt on
21 July 1975 and expressing satisfaction for the reply of the
Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt thereto,

Having convidered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Emergency Vorce (S/11758),

d“; bor the text of the uppeal, sce 1832nd mig  President, paras. 2
an

"7 bar the vote, thid, para K For the President’s upening
statement, thid | paras 2 und 3

' 1bid  China, para 4, lraq, paras §-7

? The text of the Egyptian reply is contained in 4 note by the
President of the Security Council (S/11771, OR. 30th yr.. Suppl for
IuI(-SepI, 1975, p. 26).

¥ S/11774/Rev. 1, subsequently adopted without change as resolu-
uvon 371 (1975)
) 6"' For the President’s opening statement, sce 1833rd mtg., paras

132 tbid | para. 6
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,‘,'\pr('\\mg concern b the cantinucd state of 1ension in Lhe area
and the Tack of progress towards thic addnevement of o just and lasting
peace in the Middie Fast,
L. Cally upon the parties concerned b nuplement anmediately
Security Council resolubion YA (1974,
2. Decides w0 renew the mandate of the 1 onitad Nations | mer-
geney Furce for « period of three months, that w unnl 24 October

1975,

Y. Requesis the Scerctary-General to submit at the end of this
period or at any ume in the satervemng penod o oreport on the
situation in the Middie East and the steps taken o implement
resolution 338 (1973).

In statements following the vote several delegations
cxpressed great satisfaction about the ultimate accep-
tance of another extension of UNEF;'" others issued
urgent calls to the parties to press their negotiations for
a lasting peace settlement with greatest energy and
speed;'™ two delegations reiterated their appeals for a
reconvening of the Geneva Conference'®® and for the
complete freedom of movement for all UNEF contin-
gents.'* One member took note with regret of the
Secretary-General's inability to inform the Council
about recent high-level contacts involving the Co-Chair-
men of the Geneva Conference and expressed the hope
that modalities could be devised to give the Secretary-
General unrestricted access to all the proceedings of
that Conference held under United Nations auspices so
that he could discharge his mandate of keeping the
Council fully informed.'s’

Decision of 23 October 1975 (1851st meeting): resolu-
tion 178 (1975)

At the 185]st meeting on 23 October 1975, the
Sccurity Council included the report of the Sccretary-
General on UNEF dated 17 October 1978 in its
agenda.

In his report on the operations of UNEF for the
period 15 July to 16 October 1975, the Secretary-Gen-
eral summarized the major developments that had
occurred during the three months period. The Force had
continued efficiently 1o carry out its assigned tasks and
the situation in the area of operations had remained
stable. On 20 August 1975 Major-General Bengt Liljes-
trand had succeeded Licutenant-General Ensio Siilasvuo
as Commander of UNEF; the latter was appointed on
that day Chief Co-ordinator of the United Nations
Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle East.'™

Y Eor texts of relevant statements, ibrd Japan, paras. BH-94;
Sceretary-Genera), paras. 8-10; United Kingdom. paras. 130-137;
United States, paras 60-65

134 For teats of relevant statements, thid. Costa Rica, paras. 79-87,
Egypt. paras. 12:27; France, paras 146-154, USSR, paras. 66-78,
Lnited Kingdum, paras 130-137

1 tbid Byclorussian SSR, paras 138-145, USSR, paras. 66-78.

1% 1hid  Byelorussian SSR. paras 138145, USSR, paras 66-78

") tbid. Guyana, paras. 110-124

8 S/11849, OR. 30th vr . Suppl for Ocrober-December 1975. pp.
12-16.

%9 See S/11808, OR, 30th yr., Suppl., for July-Sept. 1975, p. 48
for the note by the President of the Security Council containing the
exchange of communications between the Secretary-General and the
President regarding these appointments and the consent of the
Councit
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The Secretary-General summarized the additional
functions entrusted to UNEF resulting from the Agree-
ment between Egypt and Isracl of 4 September 1975'¢
and the Protocol of 22 September 1975 and listed in
detail the specific responsibilities that the UNEF per-
sonnel had to carry out under the new agreement.!™? He
indicated that based on the increased muanpower re-
quirements resulting from the Agreement and on having
the necessary resources in equipment and material at its
disposal, the increase in the costs of UNLEFE for a period
of onc year ending 24 October 1976 was tentatively
estimated at $32 million over and above the authorized
level of $65 million for the previous year.'

The Secretary-General indicated that since his last
report there had been some progress in the implementa-
tion of resolution 338 (1973), also reflected in the
Agreement between Egypt and Isracl. The presence of
UNEF remained essential to help maintain the cease-
fire and to assist in the implementation of the new
Agreement. In these circumstances, the Secretary-Gen-

eral recommended the extension of the mandate of
UNEF.'*

At the beginning of the 1851st meeting, the President
drew the attention of the members of the Sccurity
Council to the draft resolution'* which had resulted
from consultations among the members prior to the
meeting. The members had also agreed in consultations
that representatives could speak after the vote on the
draft resolution. The President then called on the
Secretary-General in connexion with his report. '

The Sccretary-General highlighted the main clements
of his report, underlined the stringent cconomy applied
in determining the additional nceds of UNEF and
stressed the great significance of the United Nations
peace-keceping function in the Middle East and the
support which the Council continued to show for these
operations.'*’

Following the statement of the Secretary-General, the
President informed the members of the Council that he
had that morning received a letter from the Foreign
Minister of Egypt who conveyed to the Council mem-
bers his Government's decision to accept a further
extension of the mandate of UNEF for one year, until
24 October 197616

' The text of the Agreement between papt and Israch was
vontained 1in the Secretany-General's report S HIXIR and Adds 123,
OR. 30th vr . Suppl for July-Sept 1975 pp S2 37 The Agreement
wis sgned on 4 September 1975

1 The work on the Protocol of the Agreement was completed and
the Protocol wis signed on 22 September 1978 See 80118 TR/AdD 4,
thed . p $7

" The Secretary-General submitted 4 detmled st of addivonal
tunctions, both of limited duration and over the long term, which
UNEL was charged with, in s report on UNEE dated 17 October
(978 SUIRAD. DR 2k ar Nuppl for (01 -Dec 1975 especially
paras 181

M ihid | para. 24

184 Jhrd | paras. 25-30

51 S 711836, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 378
(1975)

1% For the President’s opeming remarks, see 18515t mtg . para. 1.

18" Ibid . paras. 3-8

182 For the text of the letter of the Forergn Minister of Egypt. ibid
para 10

Then the President put the draft resolution (S/11856)
10 the vote; it received 13 votes in favour, none against
and no abstentions, with two members not participating
in the vote, and was adopted as resolution 378 (1975).'¢

The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling 1ts resolutions 138 (1973) of 22 October, 340 (1971 of
26 October and 341 (197%) of 27 October 1973, 336 {1974) of § April
and 362 (1974) of 23 October 1974, 368 (1975) of 17 April and 171
(EN7Sy of 24 July 1978,

Haveng vonadered the report ol the Sceerctary-General on the
L nsted Nations Fmergeney loree,

Having noted the developments in the situation in the Middle Fast,

Having further noted the Secretary-General's view  that any
relavation of the scarch for 4 comprehensive sctilement covering all
aspects of the Middle East problem could be especially dangerous in
the months to come and that it is his hope, therefore, that urgent
clforts will be undertaken by all concerned to tackle the Middle East
problem in all its aspects, with a view both to maintaining quiet in the
region and to arriving at the comprehensive settiement called for by
the Security Council in its resolution 338 (1973),

. Decides

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

{b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Emergency
Force for a period of ane year, that is, until 24 October 1976,

(¢)  To request the Sccretary-General to submit at the end of this
perivd a report on the developments in the situation and the steps
taken o implement resolution 338 (1973).

Y Expresses iy confidence that the Force will be maintained
with maximum etficiency and economy

In statements following the vote Council members
welcomed the one-year extension of the Force, expressed
satisfaction with the new Agreement between Egypt and
Israel'™ and acknowledged the strengthened size and
role of UNEF that had resulted from that agreement.!”
Most Council members stressed again the long term
view regarding the search for lasting principles of peace
in the area.!!’’ Several representatives underlined the
need for stringent economy in financing the operations
of UNEF,!" some renewed their criticism of the contin-
uing restrictions of the freedom of movement of some
contingents,'™ and a few representatives called for the
resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference.!”

Decision of 30 November 1975 (1856th meeting):
resolution 381 (1975)

At the 1856th meeting on 30 November 1975, the
Security Council included the Report of the Secretary-

™ Far the vote, thid . para 1t

PO bor the tests of relevant statements, thid Costa Rica, paras
49900, France, paras 14:220 Guyana, paras 6168 Japan, piras
2T Prewident (Sweden), paras 107-1100 Lnited  Republic ol
Camcroon, paras 6474

Ud Costa Rica, paras 951000 France, paras 14-22; lualy,
paras 7SR Unted Kangdom, paras 23-260 United Republic of
Coameroon, pacas 64 4

Cthed Brance, paras 1422 Guvana, paras 62-680 Japan, paras
2700 Mauntans, paras $7-61, President (Sweden). paras. 107-110.
L nited Kingdom, paras. 23-26, USSR, paras. 34-32. United Republic
of Cameroon. paras 69-74. ULnited Republic of Tanzania, paras
101-105

" Ibid . Byelorussian SSR., paras. 84.94. France, paras. 14-22;
Guyana, paras. 62-68. USSR, paras. 34-52

4 tbid - Byelorussian SSR. paras 84.94, Guyana, paras. 62-68,
USSR, paras 34.52

U Ibid Bhelorussian SSR. paras. 84-94, USSR paras. 34-52
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General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ-
er Force (UNDOF) dated 24 November 1975 in its
agenda.

In his report on the operations of UNDOF for the
period 22 May to 24 November 1975,'" the Secretary-
General described the activities of UNDOF which had
continued to supervise the area of separation and, with
the co-operation of both parties, had been able to
contribute to the maintenance of the cease-fire called
for under resolution 338 (1973).

The Secretary-General observed that, although the
situation in the UNDOF area of operations had re-
mained generally quiet, it would remain unstable and,
with the passage of time, become increasingly danger-
ous. In his considered view the presence of UNDOF
continued to be essential not only to maintain quiet in
the Israel-Syria sector but also to provide an atmosphere
conducive to further peace efforts. He informed the
Security Council that he was currently visiting the area
to discuss with the parties concerned the situation in all
its aspects including the question of the extension of the
UNDOF mandate, and would report to the Council on
the latter question as soon as possible.

In a further report on UNDOF dated 28 November
1975,'™ the Secretary-General informed the Council
about his visit to the Middle East from 22 to 27
November 1975. His itinerary included meetings with
the Governments of Israel and the Syrian Arab Repub-
lic as well as of Egypt and Lebanon. His talks resulted
in an agreement by the parties concerned 10 a renewal
of UNDOF for another six-month period. The President
of the Syrian Arab Republic conveyed 10 the Secretary-
General his disappointment at the lack of progress in
the negotiations foreseen under resolution 338 (1973)
and requested that the Council reconvene in January
1976 to hold a substantive debate on the Middle East
problem, including the Palestinian question with the
participation of representatives of the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization (PLO). The Government of Israel
remained opposed (o linking the extension of UNDOF's
mandate to the form of further negotiations, but was
willing to negotiate at any time with Syria based on
resolution 338 (1973); the Isracli authonities did not
accept the Security Council as the negotiating body for
the Middle East problem. The Secretary-General de-
scribed his contacts with the Governments of Egypt and
L.ebanon as most useful but not directly related to the
question of the prolongation of the UNDOF mandate.
He concluded his report with the formal recommenda-
tion to the Sccurity Council to extend the mandate of
UNDOF for another six months, on the assumption that
the Council would reach agreement on a corresponding
decision, as requested by one of the parties

At the openming of the 1856th mecting, the President
drew the attention of the members of the Council to the
Secretary-General's proposal to renew the mandate of

VOSSN and Add L, QR 30th e Suppl for Ot Dec 1978,
op 44-46

U7 The basic report was issued as 571 18K

R hssued oy S/ IR VA

UNDOF and to the draft resolution!™ which had been
submitted by Guyana, Mauritania, United Republic of
Cameroon and United Republic of Tanzania.

The representative of Guyana noted that the members
of the Council had been involved in long consultations to
find common ground for a solution to the problem with
which the Council was faced and pointed specifically to
two documents before the Council which were sponsored
by the four members: the draft resolution'® and a draft
statement by the President of the Council.'*' In present-
ing thesc two texts the representative of Guyana re-
ferred to three principal considerations guiding the
thinking of the non-aligned countries: firstly, the
UNDOF troops were on Syrian territory; secondly, the
renewal of the mandate of UNDOF should not be
viewed by the Council as an automatic exercise, but the
Council and the general membership of the United
Nations should press the search for a just and lasting
solution to the Middie East problem in which the
Palestinian question was central; thirdly, the Council
should recognize the widely expressed wish to involve
the Palestinians actively in the Council's search for
peace in the area. He indicated the important elements
of the draft resolution and draft declaration and called
upon the members to adopt the two texts.™

Prior to the vote, the representative of the United
States explained that his delegations’s vote in favour of
the draft resolution should not be seen as support for the
provision calling for a Council debate on the situation in
the Middie East, but that his Government agreed solely
out of deference to the right of the Council to take up
any matter it desired to take up; he considered that the
draft resolution was taken without prejudice whatsoever
to the Geneva Peace Conference or to negotiations by
the parties through intermediaries.®2

The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; it obtained 13 votes in favour, none against, with
no abstentions, and was adopted as resolution 381
(1975), two members did not participate in the vo-
lin&mu

The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-Gencral on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Having noted the discussions of the Sccretary-General with all
parties concerned un the situation in the Middle East,

Expressing concern over the continued state of tension in the area,
Decides ,
() To reconvene on 12 January 1976, to continue the debate on

the Middle Bast problem including the Palestiman question, taking
into account all relevant United Nations resolutions,

() To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months;

(¢)  To request the Secrctary-General to keep the Security
Counacil informed on further developments

" S/11B88, subsequently adupted without change as resolution 381
(1975)

ran Ih:d

" N/1IKEY, agreed to in prior consultations and pronounced after
the adoption of resolution 381 (1579)

T 1356th mtg | paras 5-16

W3 ibid., paras 19-20.

135 For the vote see ibid., pars 22.
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In accordance with the agreement reached at the
consultations between members of the Council, the
President then read the following statement;'$¥

1t is the understanding of the majority of the Security Council that
when it reconvenes on 12 January 1976 in accordance with paragraph
(a) of resolution 381 (1975) the representatives of the Palestine
Liberation Organization will be invited to participate in the debate.

In statements following the vote members of the
Council expressed satisfaction about the renewal of the
mandate of UNDOF and appealed to the Governments
of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic to make use of
the time to promote the search for peace. Some
members stressed the need to seek ways and means that
would help in the pursuit of an overall just and lasting
scttlement in the area;'™ several representatives express-
ly supported the special Council meeting to be held in
January 1976'* and the proposal to invite the PLO to
participate in the debate.'* The suggestion to reactivate
the Geneva Peace Conference was renewed;'™* one
delegation raised the issue of the restrictions imposed on
some UNDOF contingents in violation of their right to
freedom of movement.'V

Decision of 4 December 1975 (1859th meeting): invita-
tion to the Palestine Liberation Organization

Decision of 8 December 1975 (1862nd meeting): rejec-

tion of five-Power draft resolution

By letter'®* dated 3 December 1975 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon complained about a massive air attack by
Israel on refugee camps and willages in various parts of
Lebanon and, in view of the gravity of the situation
which endangered peace and security, requested an
urgent meeting of the Security Council.

By a letter of the samie date,'*® the representative of
Egypt also requested an urgent mecting of the Council
to discuss the Israeli aggression against the Palestinian
refugee camps in Lebanon and asked that the PLO be
allowed to participate in the debate.

At its 1859th meeting on 4 December 1975, the
Security Council included the letters by Lebanon and
Egypt in its agenda. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the representatives of Egypt, Lebanon and the
Syrian Arab Republic and at the 1862nd meeling the
representative of Saudi Arabia were invited, at their

'8¢ S711889. See idid , para. 23.

') For the texts of relevant statements see 1856th mig.: Byelorus-
sian SSR, ﬁaras. 103-116, haly, paras. 90-101; Japan, paras. 64-71;
President (USSR), garu 138-159; Sweden, paras. 121-128; United
ngdom. paras. 81-89; United Republic of Cameroon, paras. 38-47.

W4 1bid - China, paras. 29-31; Costa Rica, paras. $4-63; Iraq, paras.
48-53; Mauritania, paras. 32-37; President (USSR), paras. 138-159;
qucd:n. paras. 121-128. United Republic of Tanzania, peras.
129-137

' Jbid.; Byelorussian SSR, paras. 103-116; China, paras. 29-31;
Mauritama.garas 32-37, President (USSR), paras. 138-159; Sweden,
paras. 121-128; United Republic of Tanzania. paras 129-137.

18 (bid.: Byclorussisn SSR, paras. 103-116. President (USSR),
paras. 138-159.

%7 1bid.- Byelorussian SSR, paras. 103-116.
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request, to participate without the right to vote in the
discussion of the item on the agenda.'®

The President then drew the attention of the Council
members to the letter'®' from the representative of
Egypt requesting the participation of the PLO in the
discussion of the item. He informed the Council that in
informal consultations prior to the meeting the repre-
sentatives of Guyana, lraq, Mauritania, the United
Republic of Cameroon and the United Republic of
Tanzania had made the same proposal and had asked
him to point out that the proposal was not being put
forward under rule 37 or rule 39 of the provisional rules
of procedure of the Security Council, but, if it was
adopted by the Council, the invitation to the PLO to
participate in this debate would confer on it the same
rights of participation as were conferred when a Mem-
ber State was invited to participate under rule 37.'%

Advised by the President that, as indicated, the
representative of the PLO would not be invited under
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure, the
representative of France stated that his delegation
would welcome any information provided by the PLO,
as the request for a Council meeting arose out of the
Isracli attacks on Palestinian refugee camps in Lebanon.
The French Government condemned the lsraeli bom-
bardments and wished to hear all interested parties
before the adoption of a resolution, but within the
specific context of the complaint before the Council, his
delegation held that the invitation to the PLO could be
extended only on the basis of rule 39 providing for the
invitation of any person regarded as qualified to supply
information, and would, to its regret, be unable to
associate itsell with the proposed decision of the Coun-
cil.'»

Before putting the proposal to the vote, the President
called on representatives who wished to explain their
vote before the voting."™ In an extensive exchange of
views some representatives strongly supported the pro-
posal and referred to the special status the General
Assembly had granted to the PLO in resolution 3210
(XXIX), whereas others insisted that the PLO could
only be invited under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.'®

The President put the proposal to invite the PLO to
the vote: it received 9 votes in favour, 3 against, with 3
abstentions, and was adopted.' In accordance with the
Council's decision, the representative of the PLO was
invited to take a seat at the Council table.

The Council considered the issue at its 1859th to
1862nd meetings from 4 to 8 December 1975.

19 For further details see chapter 111

19 S/11893

1°2 1859th mig., paras. 3 and 4

%3 For the exchange between the representative of France and the
Ptesident, ibid., paras. 5-11.

™ 1bid., para. 1),

'%3 For the texts of statements in favour of the proposal to invite the
PLO, ibid : Byelorussian SSR, paras. 54-57. Iraq. paras. 30-34, $8-63;
USSR, paras 35-47, 64-66, 68. for statements opposing the suggested
procedure, ibid.: Costa Rica, paras. 80-8); Italy, paras. 19-27; Japan,
paras. 28-29, President (United Kingdom). paras. 76-77; United
States, paras. [2-18, 48-53 and 67. For a detailed discussion of this
case, see chapter 111

1% For the vote, tbid , para. 78



Part il

188

At the 1859th meeting the representative of Lebanon
stated that since the Council had adopted resolution 347
(1974) his Government had refrained from coming to
the Council regarding further Israeli attacks because
Isracl defied the Council's decisions and the Council
was reluctant to adopt measures that would deter Isracl
from repeating its attacks and becausc the Lebanese
Government had hoped that its behaviour would con-
tribute to the efforts to solve the Middle East problem
peacefully. He regretted that Israel, however, had
persisted in its attacks on Lebanon forcing him to bring
to the Council’'s attention the latest massive air attacks
conducted by the Isracli armed forces, which threatened
the cause of peace.

The representative of Lebanon described in detail the
most recent air attacks and the costs in lives and
property incurred by the Palestinian refugees and their
Lebanese neighbours. He added that, as the Israeli
authorities acknowledged, the aggression had not been
punitive in nature; but the claim that the surprise
attacks had been preventive could not be accepted, as
States were not allowed to determine on their own what
should bc termed preventive acts, unless the world
returned to the law of the jungle. The representative of
Lebanon demanded that attacks against its sovereignty
and territorial integrity cecase and presented the mini-
mum demands of his Government to the Council
including a condemnation of Israel for its premeditated
air attack, a call upon Israel to desist forthwith from all
attacks against Lebanon and a solemn warning to Israel
that, if such attacks were repeated, the Council would
have to consider measures to give effect to its deci-
sions."”’

The representative of Egypt joined Lebanon in con-
demning the latest Israeli attacks which constituted a
campaign of intimidation and provocation and only
served to revive the cycle of violence. He stated that
Israel's persistent aggressions against Lebanon and the
Palestinian people would have direct adverse conse-
quences on the chances of achieving peace in the Middle
East. The Council should call Israel 1o order and make
sure that Israel desists from its policy of madness.'*

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
declared that the Israeli air attacks constituted a
flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter and the
principles of international law. In view of the ongoing
Isracli aggression against Lebanon and the Palestinian
refugees, the Council should give a last warning to the
aggressor that unless it put an end to its criminal acts,
the Council would impose on Isracl the most severc

sanctions in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations.'?

The spokesman of the PLO denounced the Israeli
attacks as premeditated and preventive and assured the
Council that the Palestinians would intensify the armed
struggle until they would be able to exercise their right

97 See 1859th mig . paras. 86-110.
¥ sbid , paras. 112-138
% Ibid . paras 140-154

to self-determination and national independence in the
Palestinian homeland.™

At the 1860th meeting on S December 1975, the
representative of the United States reaffirmed his
Government's position that all loss of innocent human
life, whether it occurred from acts of organized groups
or of Governments, was reprehensible and to be de-
plored in strong terms. His Government was prepared to
support a resolution which would register the strongest
disapproval by this Council of all acts of violence in the
Middle East and would call upon all parties to refrain
from any action that might endanger peace negotiations.
The Councif should seck to facilitate the accommoda-
tion of opposing views through rendering impartial and
reasonable judgements on the issues properly within its
competence.?®

The representative of the USSR condemned the
Isracli attacks against Palestinian refugee camps as an
overt challenge to the decisions of the United Nations
and in particular numerous resolutions of the Security
Council and underlined the availabili’, .7 the Geneva
Peace Conference as the besi-suited international ma-
chinery specifically created for the settlement of the
Middle East conflict with the involvement of the PLO
on an equal footing with other participants. He indicat-
ed that on 9 November, his Government had proposed
to the Government of the United States that the work of
the Geneva Peace Conference be resumed on that
basis.??

The representative of Japan reaffirmed his Govern-
ment’s basic position that all international conflicts and
disputes should be solved through dialogue and by
peaceful means, without recourse to the use of force.
His Government urged Israel to desist from any further
act of violence and appealed to all parties to refrain
from any action which might endanger the momentum
towards a negotiated settlement.’®

At the 1861st meeting on 8 December, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution?® which had been submitted by Guyana, Iraq,
Mauritania, the United Republic of Cameroon and the
United Republic of Tanzania.?

At the same meeling the representative of Guyana
informed the Council of the declaration issued by the
Co-ordinating Committee of the Non-Aligned Countries
in the United Nations, which condemned the Isracli
attacks as a threat 1o international peace and security
and appcaled to the Council to take steps to restrain
Isracl from pursuing its policy of aggression and from
defying United Nations resolutions.®®

Al the same meeting the representative of the United
Republic of Cameroon introduced, on behalf of the
delegations of Guyana, Iraq, Mauritania, the United
Republic of Tanzania and his own delegation, a joint

00 fhid | paras 156-170

2L 1860th mtg  L.nited States, paras. -8

0% 1bid . paras. 6-30

03 fbid., paras. 31-36

104 For the text of the draft. see S/11895. OR. J0th yr., Suppl. for
Oct-Dec 1975 p 3

1% 18615t mtg  President. para 2

1 fhid . paras. 3-10
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draft resolution which in the preambular part would
have the Council deplore Israel’s defiance of previously
adopted Council resolutions, express grief at the loss of
life caused by the Israeli air attacks, express concern
about the deteriorating situation resulting from Israel’s
violation of Lebanon's sovereignty and territorial integ-
ity and express the conviction that Israel’s air attacks
against Lebanon were premeditative in nature, and, in
the operative part, provide that the Council would
strongly condemn the Government of Israel for its
premeditated air attacks against Lebanon in violation of
its obligations under the Charter and Sccurity Council
resolutions, call upon Israel to desist forthwith from all
military attacks against Lebanon, and issue once again a
solemn warning to lIsrael that if such attacks were
repeated, the Council would have to consider taking
appropriate steps and measures to give effect to its
decisions.?®?

At the 1862nd meeting, on 8 December the represen-
tative of the United States pointed to the role of
mediator played by his Government in the Middle East
conflict and, in order to obtain a more even-handed text,
proposed two additional paragraphs as amendments,
whereby the Council would condemn all acts of violence,
especially those which resulted in the tragic loss of
innocent human life, and urged all concerned to refrain
from any further acts of violence, and would call upon
all parties to refrain from any action which might
cndanger negotiations aimed at achieving a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East. He asked that these
amendments be put to the vote.™

After the intervention by the United States, the
President suggested that the Council discuss and vote on
the first amendment, then take up and vote on the
second. Since nobody objected, the President so decid-
cd.lo'i '

The representative of the United Republic of Camer-
oon, speaking on behalf of the five sponsors of the draft
resolution, referred to the fact that the proposals by the
United States had aiready been considered in an earlier
phase of the meetings on this situation and that the
sponsors felt that in the case before the Council the
attempt to water down the condemnation of Israel by
condemning all acts of violence was neither intellectual-
ly, morally nor politically admissible. He concluded that
the non-aligned members of the Council categorically
opposed these amendments 20

In order to give the Council more time to find a
constructive solution that all members could support,
the representative of ltaly moved for an adjournment
until the next day.?"' The representative of Iraq objected
to the motion and asked that following the long
consultations among the Council members the draft

7 18615t mtg.: paras. 11-22

™ 1862nd mtg.. United States. paras 44-54 For the text of the
amendments see aiso $/11901, OR, 30th yr. Supp! for Oct.-Dec
1975, p. 61,

1 1862nd mtg.. paras. 55 and 56

20 jbid , paras. 58-62.

N itd  paras 104-107
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resolution should be voted on at the same meeting.?'? In
accordance with the rules of procedure, the President
put the Italian motion for adjournment to the vote: it
received 6 votes in favour, 8 votes against, and 1
abstention and was not adopted, having failed to receive
the required majority of votes.?"!

At the 1862nd meeting on 8 December 1975, the
President put the two amendments proposed by the
United States and the draft resolution to the vote. Each
of the amendments received 7 votes in favour and none
against, with 6 abstentions. Neither of the two amend-
ments was adopted, having failed to obtain the required
majority. Two members did not participate in the
vote.** The five-Power draft resolution received 13 votes
in favour and | against, with 1 abstention, and was not
adopted, owing to thc negative vote of a permanent
member.?"?

Decision of 28 May 1976 (1923rd meecting): resolution

390 (1976)

At the 1923rd meeting on 27 May 1976, the Security
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force
(UNDOF) dated 24 May 1976¢ in its agenda.

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the
period 25 November 1975 to 24 May 1976. UNDOF
had been able to contribute to the maintenance of the
cease-fire called for by the Council in its resolution 338
(1973) of 22 October 1973,

The Secretary-General concluded his report by em-
phasizing the continued fragility of the quiet prevailing
at the present time in the Israel-Syria sector. He
mentioned briefly the ongoing efforts to seek the
implementation of resolution 338 (1973) and his own
contacts with the Co-Chairmen of the Geneva Peace
Conference with a view to resuming the negotiating
process called for by the Security Council. He indicated
that the presence of UNDOF continued to be essential
and recommended the extension of its mandate for a
further period of six months until 30 November 1976.
The Government of Syria, to which he had paid a brief
visit to discuss the matter, and the Government of Israel
had given their assent to the proposed extension.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to the
Secretary-General's report and to a draft resolution?’
sponsored by Benin, Guyana, Pakistan, Romania and
the United Republic of Tanzania which had been
considered in the course of consultations prior to the
meeting.?'*

The Secretary-General, in a brief statement, present-
ed the results of his recent visit to Syria and his talks
with the Syrian President and Foreign Minister and
stressed the urgent need for significant progress in the
search for a just and lasting peace in the Middle East.?'

MY hyd | paras 109 and 110 '

M For the vote, tbid 111
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Before introducing the draft resolution on behalf of
the five sponsors, the representative of Guyana asked
that in the discharge of its prime responsibility under
the Charter for peace and security the Council should
assert its role unmistakably in the search for an overall
settlement. He reviewed the many efforts undertaken so
far under the aegis of the United Nations to find a
negotited peace in the Middle East and praised the work
of UNDOF, while deploring the continued restruction
of the freedom of movement for some contingents in the
Force.2®

The draft resolution was then put to the vote and
obtained 13 votes in favour, none against, with no
abstentions, two members did not participate in the
vote.?! It was adopted as resolution 390 (1976) and
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Maving considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
Linited Nutions Disengagement Observer Force,

Huaving noted the cfforts made to establish a durable and just peace
in the Middle East area and the developments in the situation in the
area,

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

Decides:

(a) To cail upon the parties concerned to implement immediately
Security Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973;

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

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

In statements following the adoption of the resolution
Council members expressed their appreciation to
UNDOF for its past achievements and supported its
continued functioning in order to allow efforts towards a
comprehensive peace settlement, to continue. A few
delegations rencwed the call for the resumption of the
Geneva Peace Conference with the participation of the
representatives of the PLO.2%

Decision of 22 October 1976 (1964th meeting): resolu-
tion 396 (1976)

At the 1964th meeting on 22 October 1976, the
Security Council included the report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Emergency Force
(UNEF) dated 18 October 19762 in its agenda.

The report described the activities of UNEF for the
period from 17 October 1975 to 18 October 1976. The
Secretary-General noted that throughout the period
under review the situation in the UNEF area of
operations had remained stable and that the Force had
continued efficiently to discharge its mandate which had
been significantly cxpanded as the result of the Agree-
ment between Egypt and Israel of 4 September 1975
and the Protocol thereto of 22 September 1975, He

20 Ihed | paras 12-27

21 For the vote, thid . para 28.

12 For the texts of relevant statements regarding the resumptson of
the Geneva Peace Conference, ibid : Benin, paras 128-132; Romania,
paras 73-80 USSR, paras 30-49.

IVSA2212.0R, 3t yr Suppl. for Oct -Dec 1976 _pp 7-12

added that the Force had been able to carry out its
increased functions with 4,174 members rather than a
projected total of 4,825.

The Secretary-General referred to efforts at several
levels to promote an carly resumption of the negotia-
tions aimed at establishing a just and durable peace in
the Middle East, as called for under resolution 338
(1973). He indicated that details about such efforts
were described in detail in his report dated 18 October
19762 to the General Assembly and the Security
Council, in pursuance of General Assembly resolution
3413 (XXX) on the situation in the Middle East.

In concluding his report the Secretary-General
stressed that UNEF had been a major factor in
maintaining the cease-fire in the Egypt-Israel sector. He
reminded the Council, however, that the essential role of
a peace-keeping force in an area of conflict was to
maintain quiet and to create an atmosphere conducive
to the active search for a peaceful solution of underlying
political problems. As long as the efforts to implement
resolution 338 (1973) did not show progress, the contin-
ued presence of UNEF in the area continued to be
essential. For these reasons the Secretary-General rec-
ommended the extension of the mandate for one year.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution??* which had been agreed upon by the mem-
bers during consultations; he also announced that the
procedure to be followed had been decided on and that
representatives could speak after the vote on the draft
resolution.?? In the course of the meeting the represen-
tative of Saudi Arabia was invited to address the
Council on the agenda item.?’

At the same meeting the draft resolution was put to
the vote and adopted with 13 votes in favour, none
against and no abstentions; two members did not
participate in the vote.?** Resolution 396 (1976) reads as
follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 338 (1973) of 22 October, 340 (1973) of
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973, 346 (1974) of B April
and 362 (1974) of 23 October 1974, 368 (1975) of 17 April, 371
(1975) of 24 July and 378 (1975) of 23 October 1975,

Having considered the teport of the Sccretary-General on the
United Nations Emergency Force,

Having noted the developments in the situation in the Middle East,

Recalling the Secretary-General's view that any rclaxation of the
search for a comprehensive settlement covering all aspects of the
Middlc East problem could be dangerous and his hope that urgent
efforts will be undertaken by all concerned to tackle the Middle East
problem in all its aspects, with a view both to maintaining quict in the
region and to arriving al the comprehensive settlement called for by
the Security Council in its resolution 338 (1973),

Noting that the Secretary-General recommends the extension of
the mandate of the Furce or one vear,

b Decrdes
(@) To call upon all the parties concerned to implement immedi-
ately Sccurity Counail resolution 338 (1971),

1248712210, OR. 315t yr. Suppl for Oct -Dec 1976, pp. 4-6.

18712219, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 396
11976)

126 19641th mig . paras. 1-4

1 For detwls, see chapter 1

1% For the vote, see 1964th metg ., para. 10
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(A To rencw the mandate of the Umited Nations Emcrgency
Force for a period of one vear, that is, until 24 October 1977,

(¢)  To request the Secretary-General 1o submit at the end of this
peniod a report on the developments in the situation and the measures
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973).

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

In statements following the voie members of the
Council deplored the lack of progress in the efforts to
arrive at a comprehensive peace settlement and urged
accelerated and intensified steps in that direction.
Several delegations specifically asked that the Geneva
Peace Conference be reconvened in order to implement
resolution 338 (1973).1%

Decision of 30 November 1976 (1975th meeting):
resolution 398 (1976)

At the 1975th meeting on 30 November 1976, the
Sccurity Council included the report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ-
er Force (UNDOF) dated 22 November 19760 in its
agenda.

In his report on the activities of UNDOF for the
period 25 May to 22 November 1976, the Secretary-
General described the continued functioning of the
FForce and the successful maintenance of the cease-fire
called for in resolution 338 (1973). For his specific
measures to promote an early resumption of the negotia-
tions for peace in the Middle East the Secretary-Gener-
al again referred to his report to the General Assembly
and the Security Council on 18 October 1976 (S/12210)
in pursuance of Assembly resolution 3414 (XXX) on
the situation in the Middle East.

He concluded his report on UNDOF with a recom-
mendation to the Council 10 extend the mandate of the
Force for a further period of six months until 31 May
1977 and reiterated his judgement that the disengage-
ment agreement be utilized to renew the efforts at
resuming peace negotiations.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution?’" which had been considered by the Council
in consultations and put it to the vote: it was adopted
with 12 votes in favour, none against, and no abstention;
three members did not participate in the voting.?”

Resolution 398 (1976) reads as follows:

Ihe Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Having noted the efforts made to establish a durable and just peace
in the Middle East area and the urgent nced to continue and intensify
such efforts,

kpressing concern over the prevailing state of tension in the area,
Decides

ta)  To call upun the parties concerned to implement immediately
Security Council resolution 33% 11973) of 22 October 1973;

3% For the texts of relevant statements, ibid . France, paras. 36-46;
Guyana, paras. 74-78, Japan. paras 82-88; President (Pakistan).
paras 110-113; Romania. paras 12-21: USSR, paras 23-3%

0812235, OR, 31st yr . Suppl for Oct -Dec 1976, pp. 26-28.

21 8,12246, subsequently adopied without change as resolution 398
(1976)

2 For the vote, see 1975th mig., para |

(b} To rencw the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement

Observer Force for another penod of six months, that is, until 31 May
1977,

(¢} To request the Sccretary-General to subnrut at the end of this
period a report on the developments in the situation and the measures
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973).

After the vote the President said that he had been
authorized to make a complementary statement on
behalf of the Security Council regarding the resolution
adopted:

As is known, the report of the Secretary-Genera! on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (5/12235) states in para-
graph 32 that “despite the present quict in the [sracli-Syria seclor,
there can be no question that the situation in the Middle East will
remain unstable and potentially dangerous unless real progress can be
made towards a just and lasting settlement of the problem in all its
aspects” This statement of the Secrctary-General reflects the view of
the Security Council

The President added that the three delegations which
had not participated in the voting had asked him to say
that they took the same position with regard to the
statement.?”?

Council members expressed their appreciation for the
commendable work of UNDOF and reaffirmed their
commitment to the mandate for a comprehensive peace
settlement under resolution 338 (1973). Several delega-
tions called specifically for the reconvening of the
Geneva Peace Conference to accelerate the negotiating
process.

Decision of 25 March 1977 (1993rd meeting): invitation
accorded to the PLO

At its 1993rd meeting on 25 March 1977, the
Security Council included the report of the Secretary-
General submitted under General Assembly resolution
31/62 concerning the Peace Conference on the Middle
East?? in its agenda.

The Sccretary-General, in this report, recalled Gener-
al Assembly resolution 31/62 under which the Assembly
requested inter alia that the Secretary-General resume
contacts with all the parties to the conflict and the
Co-Chairmen of the Peace Conference in the Middle
East, in accordance with his initiative of 1 April 1976,
in preparation for the early convening of the Confer-
ence, and submit a report to the Security Council on the
results of his contacts and on the situation in the Middle
East not later than | March 1977; the Assembly also
called for the early convening of the Conference not
later than the end of March 1977 and requested the
Security Council to convene subsequent to the submis-
sion of the Secretary-General's report in order to

B For the President’s statement on behalf of the Council, sce
1975th mig.. paras. 2 and 3.

334 For the texts of relevant statements, ibid : France, paras. 76-82;
Jaéun. paras. 63-70. Pakistan. paras. 91-102, Romania, paras. $2-62;
USSR, paras. 6-23

398/12290. OR 32nd yr.. Suppl for Jan.-March 1977, pp. 10-12.
The represemative of Egypt, in a letter dated 23 March 1977
(S/12306, ibid”g. 21), confirmed his telephone request for a meeting
of the Secunity Council on 25 March 1977 to discuss the situation in
the Middle East in the ight of the report of the Secretary-General.
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consider the situation in the area in the light of that
report and to promote the process towards the establish-
ment of a just and lasting peace.?

In order to carry out the mandate of the Assembly
resolution, the Secretary-General held initial consulta-
tions with the parties involved and the two Co-Chair-
men of the Geneva Peace Conference and then decided
to visit the area in ecarly February 1977. He visited
Egypt, the Syrian Arab Republic, Saudi Arabia, Leba-
non, Jordan and Israel, met leaders of government as
well as the Chairman of the PLO and, at the termina-
tion of that visit, sent representatives to the respective
capitals in order to inform the two Co-Chairmen of the
Conference of his consultations and to consult with
them on the question of the early reconvening of the
Conference.

The main object of the mission was to get clarifica-
tion of the views of the parties concerned as to the best
course to be followed in resuming the negotiating
process and to consult with them as to the best means of
overcoming the various obstacles in the way of that
objective. All the parties expressed their desire for an
carly resumption of the negotiating process through the
convening of the Peace Conference. The problem was to
find agreement on the conditions under which the
Conference could be convened.

The question of participation still was the most
immediate difficulty. The Arab States held that the
PLO should be invited to participate in any future
mcetings of the Conference, whereas Israel maintained
its opposition to a PLO role in the Conference; Israel
indicated willingness to discuss the Palestinian question
with the Government of Jordan and would not object to
the inclusion of Palestinian representatives in the dele-
gation of Jordan. The PLO asked to be invited to
participate in the Conference from the outset on an
cqual footing with all the other parties as the sole
representative of the Palestinian people. The Secretary-
General added that this view was shared by all the Arab
Governments, especially as related 1o the importance of
issuing a separate invitation to the PLO. Efforts to
bridge the differences between the parties on the whole
matter of participation by procedural devices would
appear to be hopeless in view of the fundamental
disagreement.

Although there were slight differences among the
parties regarding the timing of the reconvening of the
Conference, the Secretary-General conveyed his impres-
sion that the parties would be prepared to be flexible as
regards timing, provided there was a prospect of the
Conference’s being convened within a reasonable time-
limit.

The Secretary-General described further divergences
among the parties regarding the terms of reference, the
agenda and the organization of work for the Confer-
ence, but he indicated that none of these could be
resolved cither prior to the reopening of the Conference
or after its resumption. He pointed out that if no early

P General Assembly resolution 31762, paras 1-3

agreement on reconvening the Conference could be
reached, the parties would be agreeable to some interim
measure. Three specific proposals were mentioned: a
preparatory working group could be set up in the United
Nations Secretariat under the Secretary-General's aus-
pices to maintain contact with all the parties and with
the Co-Chairmen on the problems of reconvening the
Conference; or a contact group could be established at
Geneva consisting of the representatives of the two
Co-Chairmen, of the Secretary-General and of the
parties concerned in order to explore further the proce-
dural problems involved: a further possibility would be
the formation of an interim conference secretariat 1o
maintain contact with the parties and the Co-Chairmen
and to work on the preparations for the Conference. The
general feeling, according to the Secretary-General,
seemed to be that it would not be advisable to formalize
such interim measures at the current moment.

The Secretary-General summarized his consultations
with the two Co-Chairmen and reported his finding that
both the United States and the USSR Governments
maintained a policy of principal support of the Geneva
Peace Conference, although they differed with regard to
the participation of the PLO and the timing of the
reconvening of the Conference.

In his concluding observations, the Secretary-General
emphasized that all parties concerned earnestly desired
to move towards a negotiated settlement, that the main
clements of the problem remained intractable, in partic-
ular the issue of the participation of the PLO and the
representation of the interests and rights of the Palestin-
ian people, but that there was an increasing conscious-
ness in the area that an opportunity existed to resume
negotiations in a meaningful way and that, if this
opportunity was not seized, there would be grave
dangers that the situation would deteriorate once again.
He expressed hope that the search for means through
which the Peace Conference could be convened would
be intensified and ultimately concluded successfully.

At the beginning of the 1993rd meeting, the President
reminded the members of the Council that during
consultations on 15 March it had been agreed that the
Council would take up the report of the Secretary-Gen-
eral at an appropriate time. Before he declared the
agenda adopted, he referred to the request of the
representative of Egypt for a meeting on 25 March.?”

In the course of the meetings the representatives of
Egypt, Isracl, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian Arab
Republic and Yemen were invited 1o participate, with-
out vote, in the discussion of the item.?* At the 1993rd
mecting the President informed the Council that he had
reccived a letter from the rcpresentative of Egypt
requesting the participation of the PLO in the debate in
accordance with the previous decisions of the Council in
that respect. He indicated that it was his understanding
that the proposal was not put forward under rule 37 or
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the
Council but that, if adopted by the Council, the

171993rd mig . para |
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invitation to the PLO to participate in the debate would
confer upon it the same rights of participation as those
conferred on a Member State invited to participate
under rule 37.1% Speaking in his capacity as the
representative of the United States, the President stated
that his Government was not able to agrec to the
proposal, as it considered the terms of the Council’s
invitation as inappropriate, and asked that the proposed
invitation be put to the vote.?*

Then the President put the request to invite the PLO
to the vote: it was adopted by 10 votes in favour to |
against, with 4 abstentions.?*' Accordingly, the represen-
tative of the PLO was invited to participate in the
discussion of the item.

The Security Council considered the item during the
1993rd, 1995th and 1997th meetings on 23, 28 and 29
March 1977.

The representative of Egypt welcomed the meeting of
the Security Council on the Secretary-General's report
as a demonstration of the Council's responsibility as the
guardian of peace and security in the world. In view of
Isracl’s unwillingness to reciprocate the wish for peace
on the Arab side and to accept fully the role of the
United Nations and the Secretary-General in the peace
process, it was important for the Council first of all to
promote the process towards the establishment of a just
and lasting peace as envisaged in General Assembly
resolution 31/62, secondly to put an end to Israel’s
disregard for its resolutions and decisions, and finally to
call for the prompt convening of the Peace Conference
with the participation of all the parties. He warned that
if the Council failed in its mandate, a great threat would
confront not only the Middle East but the whole
world.

The representative of Jordan warned that if nothing
was done to move the Geneva Peace Conference out of
the procedural deadlock blocking its resumption, the
situation in Jerusalem and its environs would soon be
irreversibly changed as a result of the construction of
Isracli settlements, thereby undermining the objectives
of resolution 242 (1967). He appealed to the Council
not to abandon the occupied territories and their people
and proposed that the Council consider setting up a
monitoring team consisting of three Council members
which maintained diplomatic relations with Israel, such
as the United States, the United Kingdom and France,
and installing the team with a small staff in the
Government House in Jerusalem with the mandate to
oversee the strict observance of the fourth Geneva
Convention of 1949, to which the Arab States and Israel
were signatories, in the occupied territories and to
report monthly to the Council on any and all violations
of the integrity and inviolability of the territories and
the people.2¢

At the 1995th meeting on 28 March 1977, the
representative of Israel expressed regret at the Council's
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engaging once again in a futile time-consuming discus-
sion that also would fail to bring the Middle East even
an inch closer to peace. He cited the provisions of
Article 35 of the Charter and charged that the meeting
of the Council had been requested although the criteria
of that Article had not been met, as there was no danger
of an imminent conflict in the Middle East. He rejected
the Jordanian proposal for a monitoring team and
recalled a draft resolution submitted by his delegation to
the General Assembly which contained a call on Egypt,
Israel, Jordan and the Syrian Arab Republic to recon-
vene at the Peace Conference on the Middle East under
the chairmanship of the United States and the USSR in
order to resume negotiations without prior conditions on
the establishment of a just and durable peace. He
pointed out that his Government had rejected General
Assembly resolution 31/62 of 1976 because its purpose
was 1o change the ground rules of the Geneva Peace
Conference and substitute a dictated scttlement for
dircct negotiations between the parties. He reiterated
that bsracl was and remain:d prepared for the reconven-
ing of the Geneva Conference at any time with the
participants of the original Conference of December
1973. But he insisted that there was no alternative to
direct face-to-face negotiations between Israel and its
Arab neighbours in order to achieve a real peace.

At the same meeting the representative of the Syrian
Arab Republic accused Israel of boycotting the recon-
vening of the Geneva Peace Conference by its obstinate
objections against the participation of the PLO on an
cqual footing and drew the conclusion that Israel was
not interested in peace and did not even want the
Conference to be convened. He warned again against
the ongoing implementation of the Isracli expansionist
designs in the occupied Arab territories, recalled the
principle underlying resolution 242 (1967) of the inad-
missibility of the acquisition of territory by war and
urged the Council to reissue its demand that Israel cease
its annexationist policy, release all Arab “security”
detainees and improve the conditions of other Arab
prisoners and to affirm the national rights of the
Palestinian people. He emphasized that the Council's
attention was overduc in view of the continuing Israeli
aggression in the occupied territories. 2

The representative of the PLO reviewed the recent
efforts to reconvene the Geneva Peace Conference and
pointed out that the opposition to his organization’s
being represented on an equal footing at that Confer-
ence came essentially from the Israeli Government
whereas the United Nations organs and a rapidly
growing number of States including Western countries
recognized the legitimate claim of the Palestinian people
to be fully involved in the effort to work towards a
comprehensive peace settlement including a settlement
of the Palestinian problem.2

The representative of Romania emphasized t!’lc re-
sponsibility of the Council to help the parties to
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negotiate a just and lasting peace, with the participation
of the PLLO. The United Nations offered the best
framework for manifestation of the support of all States
for the cause of peace in the Middle East. The Security
Council should encourage the continued search for the
peace process, appeal to all the parties to ensure the
reconvening of the Peace Conference and request the
Secretary-General to remain in touch with the parties
and to inform the Council of further relevant develop-
ments so that it could re-examine the whole issue. 2’

The represcntative of Canada pointed out that resolu-
tion 242 (1967) remained the fundamental basis for a
viable peace settlement, with due account of the legiti-
mate aspirations of the Palestinians. He endorsed the
call for the resumption of the Peace Conference which
should as a first step set up negoliations mandated
under resolution 338 (1973).24

The representative of the USSR restated his Govern-
ment’s long-standing proposals regarding the settlement
of the Middle East problem and the reconvening of the
Geneva Conferer = He added that the resumption of
the Conference was a realistic possibility and should
result in final agreements based on the inadmissibility of
the acquisition of territory by war, on the right of all
States of that region to an independent existence and to
security, on the right of the Palestinians to self-deter-
mination and to the creation of their own State, as well
as on the withdrawal of Israeli troops from all Arab
territories occupied in 1967. He expressed the hope that
the Council’s discussion of the report submitted by the
Sccretary-General would draw the attention of the
world community to the tense and dangerous situation
in the Middle East. He concluded that the USSR as onc
Co-Chairman stood ready to resume the Peace Confer-
ence at the earhicst opportunity

At the 1997th meeting on 29 March 1977, the
representative of India said that he had initially not
intended to speak on the item because his delegation
had been under the impression that the Council would
address itsclf only to the report of the Secretary-General
and work out a consensus statement of a procedural
nature. He praised the report submitted by the Secre-
tary-General and suggested that the consensus state-
ment should mention the fact that all the parties were
ready and willing 1o attend another Peace Conference at
any time and to discuss all substantive issues without
pre-conditions and request the Secretary-General to
continue his discussions with a view to discovering
approaches to the establishment of peace in the Middle
East. He stated that in his judgement there was enough
common ground for a consensus to be adopted by the
Council reflecting the objectives of the Assembly resolu-
tion 31762, but if such a deciston was not possible, he
would tavour adjournment until a more auspicious
moment. "

The representative of France praised the Secretary-
General’s report and emphasized in particular the fact
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that all the interested parties had recognized that it was
of vital importance not to lose the momentum won so
far and to seec to it that efforts continued to that end
without interruption. He cxpressed hope that all the
parties would make the required efforts to allow a
reconvening of the Peace Conference.?*

The representative of the Federal Republic of Germa-
ny drew the attention of the Council to the common
policy towards the Middle Fast developed among the
nine States of the European Community. He restated
his Government's firm belief that Isracl should be ready
to recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people within the framework of a comprehensive settle-
ment and that the Arab side should recognize the right
of Israel to live in peace within secure and recognized
boundaries. He concluded that in view of the need for
an carly resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference,
his Government appealed to the Secretary-General to
continue his mission of good offices with all the parties
concerned.?*?

The representative of the United Kingdom focused on
some of the problems that faced the Council in the
months running up to the resumption of the Geneva
Peace Conference expected for the second half of the
year. He indicated that the Council could and should
now state its conviction that the negotiations be r¢sumed
as soon as possible and urge on the parties the need for
moderation and a willingness to compromise in over-
coming the remaining obstacles. He welcomed the
Secretary-General's assurance that the efforts would be
continued and that the Council would be informed of
further developments.?

The President speaking in his capacity as representa-
tive of the United States pointed out that the current
phase was a period of most intense diplomatic activity.
He held that the report of the Secretary-General
provided an agenda of work to be done in the next few
months, which was complemented by the diplomatic
cfforts of the Government of the United States, and that
the various endeavours were geared towards the com-
mon goal of returning to the Geneva Conference in the
second half of the year, provided all parties showed
fexibility on the issues involved. He expressed his
conviclion that the peace process would be furthered
through the ecarly reconvening of the Conference and
conveyed his Government’s pledge to do its utmost to
advance the goal of peace in the Middle East.?*

The representative of the Libyan Arab Republic
explained that his delegation had not participated in the
debate in compliance with its well-known principal
position regarding the agenda item. He restated his
Government’s view that the Palestinian question includ-
ing the right to seif-determination of the Palestinian
people was the core of the Middle East problem and
that the General Assembly resolutions 3236 (XXI1X),
3237 (XXIX), 3376 (XXX), 3379 (XXX) and 31720,
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but no longer Security Council resolutions 242 (1967)
and 338 (1973), constituted a framework for a just or
Jasting solution of the question.?**

After the 1997th meeting the Security Council did
not pursuc the Secretary-General's report any further.

Decision of 26 May 1977 (2010th meeting): resolution
408 (1977)

At the 2010th meeting on 26 May 1977, the Security
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force
(UNDOF) dated 23 May 19772 in its agenda.

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the
period 23 November 1976 to 23 May 1977. During the
pericd UNDOF had been able to contribute to the
maintenance of the cease-fire called for by the Security
Council in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-Gener-
al briefly referred to the ongoing efforts to seek the
implementation of resolution 338 (1973) but concluded
that the main elements of the Middle East problem
remained unresolved and the situation continued to be
unstable and dangerous. In view of these factors he
recommended that the Council should extend the man-
date of UNDOF for a further period of six months until
30 November 1977,

Following the adoption cf the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to the report
of the Secretary-General and to a draft resolution.?”’
After a short intervention by the Secretary-General,
who informed the Council of the assent to the extension
by both parties,®* the draft resolution was put 19 the
vote and adopted as resolution 408 (1977) by 12 votes to
none; three members did not participate in the voting.?*
The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
Uinited Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Having noted the efforts made to establish a durable and just peace
in the Middie East area and the urgent need 10 continue and intensify
such efforts,

Expressing concern oves the prevailing state of tension in the area,
Decides:

{a) To cali upon the parties concerned to implement immediately
Security Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973,

{h) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Discngagement
Observer Force for another peniod of six months, that is, until 30
November 1977,

() To request the Secretary-Gieneral 10 submit at the end of this
pennd a report un the developments 1n the situation and the meusures
tihen toamplemient resolution 135 (1973)

After the vote the President made the following
statement on behalf of the Security Council in connec-
tion with the adoption of the resolution on the renewal
of the mandate of UNDOF:

As 1y known, the report of the Necretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (5/12333) states in para-
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graph 31 that “the present quiet in the fsracl-Syrnia sector should not
obscure the fact that the main elements of the Middle Last problem
remain unrcsolved and that the situatton in the arca will continue 1
be unstable and dangerous unless real progress can soun be made
towards a just and durable scttlement of the problem in all s
aspects™. This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of
the Security Council.

He added that the delegations of Benin, China and the
Libyan Arab Jamahirtya had asked him to say that, as
they had not participated in the vote on the resolution,
they took the same position with regard to his statement
on behalf of the members of the Council 7

In statements after the adoption of the resolution
members of the Council expressed their appreciation for
the work done by UNDOF and voiced considerable
concern that the pursuit of a comprehensive peace
settlement in accordance with resolution 338 (1973) be
accelerated and intensified, with particular attention
given to the hopes for the resumption of the Peace
Conference.

Decision of 21 October 1977 (2035th meeting): resolu-
tion 416 (1977)

At the 2035th meeting on 21 October 1977, the
Security Council included the report of the Secretary-

General on the United Nations Emergency Force
{UNEF) dated 17 October 1977% in its agenda.

The report described the activities of UNEF for the
period 19 October 1976 to 17 October 1977. The
Seccretary-General indicated that the functions and
responsibilities of UNEF had not changed, the situation
in the area of operations had remained stable and the
Force had continued efficiently to discharge its man-
date. Regarding the implementation of resolution 338
(1973), the Secretary-General noted that intensive ef-
forts had been made during the period under review to
promote an carly resumption of the negotiating process
aimed at establishing peace in the Middle East. In
conclusion the Secretary-General recommended the ex-
tension of the mandate of UNEF for another year,
because the situation in the area remained unstable and
would become increasingly dangerous in the absence of
a negotiated peace agreement and therefore made the
continued presence of UNEF essential.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution?** which had been agreed to as a result of
consultations. He also outlined the procedure to be
followed, as established during these consultations.
Regarding the draft resolution, he stated:

Under the procedure of operative paragraph 1 ¢, the Security
Counci} would request the Secretary-General to submit by 24 Octuber
1978 a report on the developments in the situation and on the steps
taken to implement Council resolution 338 (1973) Members of the
Council have asked me to make it clear that. should developments
occur which would lead the Secretary-Genera! to consider it appropri-
ate to report to the Council at an earlier date, they would of course
expect him to do so. and that he will continue his efforts 1o assist the

carly resumption of the negotiations for a cumprehensive settlement in
the Middte East
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He added that the delegations of China and the Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya had asked him 1o say that they would
not participate in the vote on the draft resolution and, as
a result, did not subscribe to the agreed statement which
he had just rcad out on behalf of the Council mem-
bers. !

After a bricl intervention by the Secretary-General,
the draft resolution was put to the vote and adopted as
resolution 416 (1977) by 13 votes to none; two members
did not participate in the vote.?* It reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 338 (1973) of 22 October, 340 (1973) of
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973, 346 (1974) of 8 April
and 362 (1974) of 23 October 1974, 368 (1975) of 17 April. 371
(1975) of 24 July and 378 (1975) of 23 October 1975, and 396 (1976)
of 22 Ocluber 1976,

Having conudered the report of the Secretary-General on the
Umited Natons Emergency Force,

Having noted the developments in the situation 1n the Middle East,

Recalling the Secretary-General's view that any relaxation of the
scarch for a cuomprehensive seitlement covering all aspects of the
Middle Bast problem could be diangerous and his hope that urgent
efforis would be undertaken by all concerned 1o tackle the Middle
East problem in all its aspects, with a view both 1o maintaining quiet

in the region and to arriving at the comprehensive settlement called
for by the Scecurity Council in its resolution 3318 (1973),

Aottag that the Scerctary-General eccommends the cxtension of
the mandate of the Foree for one year,

I Decides

(a) To calt upon all the parnies concerned to implement immediate-
Iy Sceurity Council resolution 338 (1973):

(h) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Emergency Force
for a period of one year, that is, until 24 October 1974;

{¢) To request the Sceretary-General 1o submit at the end of this
period a report on the developments in the situation and on the steps
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973);

2 Ekaprevses s confrdence that the Force will be maintained
with mavimum efficieney and economy.

Representatives praised the .work of UNEF, but
stressed the need for quick and substantial progress in
the peace cfforts, especially in the attempt (o reconvene
the Geneva Peace Conference, so that the Council could
envisuge the date when UNEF would no longer be
required to keep the peace in the area.

Decision of 30 November 1977 (20515t meeting): reso-
lution 420 (1977)

At the 2051st meeting on 30 November 1977, the
Security Council included the report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ-
er Force (UNDOF) dated 23 November 19775 in its
agenda.

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the
period 24 May to 23 November 1977, The Secretary-
General noted that during the period covered by the
report UNDOVF had continued to carry out its mandate
and contribute to the maintenance of the cease-fire as

SISty paray 24
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called for in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-Gen-
eral indicated that intensive efforts had been made
during the past yecar to promote an early resumption of
the negotiating process with the aim of reaching a just
and lasting peace in the area and that these cfforts
continued. He concluded by recommending the exten-
sion of the mandate of UNDOF for another six months
until 31 May 1978, since the situation remained danger-
ous and unstable and the maintenance of the current
quiet in the Israel-Syrian sector was a prerequisite for
the pursuit of further efforts to reconvene the Geneva
Peace Conference and to advance towards a peace
agreement.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution.? After a brief statement by the Seccretary-
General, the draft resolution was put to the vote and
adopted as resolution 420 (1977) by 12 votes to nonc:
three members did not participate in the vote.**’ The
resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretuary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Foree,

Having noted the efforts made to establish a durable and just peace
in the Middlc East area and the urgent need to continue and intensifv
such efforts,

Expressing concern over the prevailing state of tension in the arca.

Decides

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to unplement immediately
Security Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31 May
1978,

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

In connection with the adoption of the resolution the
President made the following complementary statement
on behalf of the Security Council:

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Obscrver Force (S/12453) siates, in para-
graph 32, thut “the present quict in the Israel-Syra sector should not
obscure the fact that the main elements of the Middle Last problem
remain unresolved and that the situation in the area will continuce to
be unsiable and dangerous unless rcal progress can soon be madc
towards a just and durable settlement of the problem 1n all s
aspects” This statement of the Scerctary-Gencral reflects the view of
the Secunty Council

He added that the delegations of Benin, China and the
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had requested him to say that,
as they had not participated in the vote, they took the
same position with regard to the statement read by
him.2¢

Members of the Council expressed support for the
continued functioning of UNDOF and urgently called
for increased efforts to seek a path to peace in the area.

166 5712459, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 420
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Decision of 19 March 1978 (2074th meeting): resolution

425 (1978)

By letter® dated 17 March 1978 addressed (o the
President of the Security Council, the representative of
Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the Council,
pursuant to his previous letter?’® dated 15 March 1978
in which he had informed the President of a large-scale
attack by Isracli land, air and naval forces against
Lebanese territory.

By letter?” dated 17 March 1978 addressed to the
President of the Council and with reference to his
previous letter?”? dated 13 March 1978, the representa-
tive of Israel also requested a meeting of the Council to
consider continuous acts of terror and violence against
Israchi civilians, together with the frequent shelling,
sabotage incursions, bombing and murder being perpe-
trated from lebanesce territory against Israel, such as
the attack on 11 March by a PLO murder squad on the
Haita-Tel Aviv highway.

At its 2071st meeting on 17 March 1978, the Security
Council inciuded the two letters in its agenda without
objection. Following the adoption of the agenda, the
representatives of Lebanon, Israel, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan,
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mongoha. Pakistan, Qa-
tar, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Viet Nam and
Yemen were invited, at their request, to participate
without vote in the discussion of the item on the
agenda.’”

At the beginning of the 2071st mecting, the Council
decided, by vole, 10 invite the representative of the PLO,
in accordance with the Council's previous practice, to
participate in the debate and to take a seat at the
Council table.r™

The Council considered the two items on its agenda
during its 20715t to 2074th meetings on 17 to 19 March
1978,

At the 2071st meeting on 17 March 1978, the
representative of Lebanon briefly outlined the dimen-
sions of the renewed lsraeli aggression and urged the
United Nations to uphold the spirit and letter of the
Charter and prevent Israel from according itsell the
licence to take international law into its hands. He
called upon the Security Council to restore its sovereign-
ty to Lebanon and to bring about the immediate
cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of the invad-

274

€rs.©

The representative of Israel expressed his conviction
that both States wanted to see the sovereignty of
L.ebanon restored and charged that the Security Council
in refusing to condemn terrorist actions against lsracl
had betrayed its mandate to promote the establishment
and maintenance of international peace and security, as
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proclaimed in Articles 24 and 26 of the Charter. He
held that the Israeli actions in I.ebanon were carried out
in accordance with its right of self-defence as the United
Nations had been unable to deal with terrorism and
Israel was confronted with a growing threat of new and
enlarged PLO acts of murder and terror.:™

The representative of Jordan joined the Lebanese
representative in calling for immediate action by the
Security Council to ensure a cessation of the armed
Israeli aggression and to order the prompt withdrawal of
the Israeli forces who were in occupation of sizeable
territories in Southern Lebanon. He further urged the
Government of Israel not to seek security through the
occupation of Arab lands but to find it by mcans of a
just and comprehensive peace binding all peoples in the
arca.t”’

Other Arab representatives expressed similar warn-
ings against further Israeli expansion into neighbouring
Arab territories and demanded that the Council put an
end forthwith to the Israeli aggression.?™

At the 2072nd meeting on 18 March 1978, the
representative of Egypt concurred with the viewpoint
expressed by other Arab spokesmen and suggested in
addition that the Council might request the Secretary-
General to report on Israel's compliance with the
Council's call for an immediate withdrawal; he added
that the Secretary-General would be assisted in such a
task by the members of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization (UNTSO) stationed in the
Israel-Lebanon sector who should return to the posts
from which they had been evicted by the Isracli
troops.t™

At the same meeting the representative of France
deplored the recurrence of violence in the area, catled
for a cease-fire and the immediate withdrawal of the
[sraeli troops from Lebanese territory and indicated his
delegation’s willingness attentively to consider any pro-
posal—including the stationing of a United Nations
force—aimed at restoring peace and strengthening se-
curity in the region.

At the beginning of the 2073rd mceting on 18 March
1978, the President drew the attention of the Council
members to a draft resolution submitted by the United
States. ™

The representative of Canada emphasized that the
current crisis set two principal objectives for the deliber-
ations of the Council: to seek an end to the present
hostilities, and to create conditions in which the recent
peace initiative could be resumed. He added that u
United Nations peace-keeping force would offer the best
hope to stabilize the situation and to renew the peace

8 thid lsrach paras 26-70

7 Ibid - Jordan, paras 73-84.

"% Ibid - Libvan Arab Jamahiriya, paras 107-124, PLO, para-
126-138, Syrian Arab Republic, paras 87-104. also 2072nd meeting
kuwait, paras 27-46

3792072nd mtg . Egypt. paras 7.2

1% 1bid - France, paras 47-50

M 2073rd mig., para 4 The draft resolution (S/12610) w.-
subsequently adopted without change as resolution 425 (1978)
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process and declared his Government's readiness to
contribute to such a peace-keeping force ?

At the same meeting the representative of the United
States pointed out that his Government's policy in this
crisis was guided by three fundamental principles: Israel
had to withdraw from Lebanese territory; the territorial
integrity of Lebanon was to be fully respected; and the
United Nations had a vital role to play in assisting the
Government of Lebanon to restore authority and a
peaceful life for the people in Southern Lebanon.

He referred to the consultations his delegation had
held with other Council members and concluded that a
common perception had emerged regarding the shape
and function of a United Nations peace-keeping force in
the arca: the force would be charged with establishing
and providing security in the southern border region of
Lebanon and it would assist the Government of Leba-
non in restoring its authority in the area, whereupon it
would relinquish its responsibilities to Lebanon.

The representative of the United States then intro-
duced the draft resolution (S/12610) sponsored by his
delegation and called for the other members to support
the initiative. He explained that the wish of the USSR
delegation to include a reference to the time frame for
the United Nations interim force could not be accepted
since according to the Council's practice any time frame
would be determined by the Council after having
received the report of the Sccretary-General as called
for in the draft resolution.?*

The representative of India described the Isracli
withdrawal from occupied Arab territories and the
restoration of the legitimate rights of the Palestinians as
fundamental for peace in the Middle East and suggested
that to ignorc these basic points resulted in the recur-
rence of the tragic cycle of violence. He warned that a
United Nations peace-keeping force should not be
introduced in every case of aggression in order to make
the aggressor withdraw; he held the view that a United
Nations force should be established only in exceptional
situations and for a limited period of time. In all such
cases, however, it was indispensable that no force be
introduced without prior request or approval from the
country affected. He also cautioned against the United
Nations getting involved in functions and duties related
to the maintenance of internal law and order.?*

The representative of the USSR strongly condemned
the Isracli aggression against Lebanon and the Palestin-
ian rcfugees in Southern Lebanon and accused Israel of
seeking the dismemberment of Lebanon and the total
destruction of the Palestine resistance movement. His
Government believed that the Council should severely
condemn the new Israeli aggression, take cffective steps
in accordance with the Charter to put an end to that
aggression and demand the immediate withdrawal of
Israeli troops from Lebanese territory. ™

Modbid  Canada. paras S0 For aoannlac view i support of a
United Natwns Toree, ihid - Federal Republic of Germany, paras
‘9.2

*Ubid United States, paras T1-1K%

M hid India, paras 24 32

M thid USSR paras 33-49

At the beginning of the 2074th meeting on 19 March
1978, the representative of L.ebanon urged that the draft
resolution be adopted before representatives would con-
tinue with the debate.®® As a result, only a few
delegations spoke before the vote.

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of
China criticized the draft for not condemning the Israeli
armed aggression against Lebanon and for failing to
support the just Arab and Palestinian struggle and
announced that his delegation would not participate in
the vote.?¥’

The representative of the USSR regretted that certain
suggestions and amendments put forth by his delegation
in regard of the need for a clear-cut condemnation of
the Israeli aggression as well as for certain provisions
defining the mandate of the United Nations force in
Southern Lebanon strictly as observation of the cease-
fire and the Isracli withdrawal and limiting the stay of
the United Nations troops to a short period were not
acceptable to the sponsor and announced that, in view of
Lebanon’s wishes, his Government had decided not to
cast a negative vote but to abstain in the vote on the
draft resolution. He added that the Government of
Israel as the aggressor should bear the expenses for the
despatch of the United Nations force.?

At the same meeting the draft resolution was put to
the vote and adopted with 12 votes in favour, none
against, and 2 abstentions as resolution 425 (1978); one
delegation did not participate in the vote.?* The resolu-
tion reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Tuking note of the letiers from the Permanent Representative of
Lebunon and from the Permanent Representative of Israel,

Having heard the statements of the Permanent Representatives of
Lebanon and Isracl,

Gravely concerned at the deterioration of the situation in the
Middle East and its consequences 1o the maintenance of international
peace,

Convinced that the present situation impedes the achievement of a
Just peace in the Middle East,

I Calls for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sovereignty
and political independence of Lebanon within its internationally
recognized boundaries;

2 Calls upon Israel immediately 1o cease its military action
aganst Lebanese territorial integrity and withdraw forthwith its
forces from all L.ebanese territory;

Y Deades. n the light of the request of the Government of
Lebanon, to establish immediately under its authority a United
Nations intenim force for Southern Lebanon for the purpose of
confirming the withdrawal of Isracti forces, restoring international
peace and security and assisting the Government of Lebanon in
cnsuring the return of 1ts effective authonty in the area, the force to
be cumpuosed of personnel drawn from Member Suates,

4. Requests the Secretury-General 1o report to the Council
within twenty-four hours on the implementation of the present
resolution

S2074th mtg Lebanon, para 40 For the response 1o the pled by
b ebanon. see paras S 1%

ghd China, paras 19-20

M hid USSR, paras 24.29

* bor the vote, ibid . pard 31
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Following the adoption of the resolution, the represen-
tative of Kuwait expressed his disappointment that the
Isracli aggression had not been singled out for condem-
nation and wondered whether the loose terms of refer-
ence suggested for the United Nations force might not
detract from Lebanese sovercignty, as they did not
indicate the length of stay nor the right of the Govern-
ment to terminate the presence of the force at any time.
He also was concerncd about lsrac!'s claim that it
intervened since it found the authority of the Lebanese
Government ineffective; the Council had not rejected
this attitude as clearly as was necessary.?®

The representative of France underlined that the
United Nations force 10 be established would not be
used for any other purpose than to assist in the search
for and maintenance of peace and to help the Govern-
ment of Lebanon to re-establish its effective authority in
the area. He added that the raison d'étre of UNTSO
would not be removed by the presence of the new force
and that his Government was ready to participate
dircctly in the force.”

The representative of the United States expressed his
appreciation for the support given by the other Council
members to the resolution as adopted and urged the
Council to proceed immediately after the meeting to
further consultations that would lead to the adoption, if
possible the same afternoon, of the mandate of the
United Nations Interim Force.?*:

Speaking as the representative of the United King-
dom, the President expressed his satisfaction about the
Council’s decision to establish a peace-keeping force in
the area, a step his Government had advocated for some
time.®

At the same meeting the Secretary-General an-
nounced that his report called for under resolution 425
would be available shortly; he hoped that the Council
would be able to consider his recommendations at the
carliest possible date. He proposed to instruct Major-
General Erskine, the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, to
establish close contact with the parties concerned and to
deploy UNTSO observers with a view 1o confirming the
cessation of military action in the area, as a prerequisite
for the implementation of the other parts of the
resolution.?™

Decision of 19 March 1978 (20751h meeting): resolution
426 (1978)

In pursuance of resolution 425 (1978) concerning the
establishment of the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon (UNIFIL), the Sccretary-General submitted
to the Council on the same day his report®** in which he
outlined the terms of reference of the Force, general

1% 2074th mtg.: Kuwait, paras. 4651

I tbid.. France, paras 53-55.

32 1bid - United States, paras 56-58

¥ 1hid . President (Umited Kingdom), paras 61-64

194 fhid.: Secretary-Cieneral. paras 67-69

3% For 1he report dated 19 March 1978, scc S/12611. OR. 33rd yr .
Suppl. for January-March 1978, pp 61-67

considerations related to its effective functioning, a
proposed plan of action and the estimated cost and
method of financing it.

At its 2075th meeting on 19 March 1978, the
Security Council continued its discussion and included
in its agenda in addition to the two letters considered
during the previous four meetings the report of the
Secretary-General. The invitations issued during the
previous meetings were renewed. The Council consid-
ered the item during the 2075th meeting.

At the beginning of the mecting the President drew
the attention of the Council members to the Secretary-
General's report and, in his capacity as representative of
the United Kingdom, introduced a brief draft resolu-
tion? approving that report and setting up the Interim
Force for a period of six months.

Prior to the vote, the representative of China an-
nounced that his Government would not pay any
expenses for sending the force,”” and the representative
of the USSR restated his objections to the force as
envisaged, requested that the consent of the Council be
sought on specific questions such as the choice of
countries providing contingents to the force, and added
that in his delegation’s view Israel should be asked to
defray the cost of sending the force to Lebanon.™

Then the President put the draft resolution (S/12612)
to the vote: it received 12 votes in favour, none against,
with 2 abstentions and was adopted as resolution 426
(1978): one delegation did not take part in the voting.?*
The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council

1. Approves the teport of the Secrctary-General on the imple-
mentation of Security Council resolution 425 (1978), contained ir.
document $/12611 of 19 March 1974;

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

After the vote the representative of the United States
indicated his delegation’s understanding that under the
authority of General Assembly resolution 32/214, the
Secretary-General could act to expedite the initiation of
the mission authorized by resolution 425 (1978). He
also underlined the judgement of the Secretary-General
that the costs of the Force should be borne by Members
in accordance with Article 17, paragraph 2, of the
Charter.}® :

The Seccretary-General announced that he would
immediately proceed to put into effect the plan of action
for the despatch of the Force and instruct Lieutenant-
General Siilasvuo, Chief Co-ordinator of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle East, to

¥ 8712612 subsequently adopted without change as resolution 426
(1978)

#72075th mig China, para. §
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the authority ot the Secrcuary-General and the financing arrange
mants, thid France, parss 25 and 26
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initiate meetings on the withdrawal of Israeli forces and
the establishment of a United Nations area of operation.
He further informed the Council that he had instructed
UNTSO to supervise initially the cessation of military
action and had made arrangements with General Siilas-
vuo for the temporary transfer of some contingents to
the new Force until his contacts with Governments
would result in the availability of regular contingents for
the Force in Southern Lebanon.®!

Decision of 3 May 1978 (2076th meeting): resolution

427 (1978)

Following a number of progress reports®? regarding
the establishment and functioning of UNIFIL, the
Secretary-General, in a letter dated 1 May 19789
informed the Council that the Chief Co-ordinator of
United Nations Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle
Fast and the Force Commander of UNIFIL had
reported to him that in view of the very difficult
conditions on the ground and in the light of the
experience so far acquired, they felt strongly that the
total strength of the Force should be brought to about
6,000. Having visited the arca, he considered it neces-
sary 1o increase the strength of UNIFIL to the proposed
level in order to allow the Force to carry out the tasks
entrusted to it. He added that several Governments had
agreed to make a battalion cach available and that if the
Council supported the suggested increase of the Force,
he would seek additional contingents from those Gov-
ernments.

At the 2076th meeting on 3 May 1978, the Security
Council included the letter of the Secretary-General in
its agenda.

The President drew the attention of the Council to the
text of a draft resolution®® sponsored by Bolivia and
India. He informed the members that Mauritius had
become an additional sponsor of the draft.** He then
put the draft resolution to the vote; it received 12 votes
in favour, nonc against, with 2 abstentions, and was
adopted as resolution 427 (1978); one member did not
participate in the voting.’® The rcsolution reads as
follows:

The Securtly Council.
Having considered the letter dated | May 197K [rom the Secretary-
Ciencral to the President of the Secunity Council,

Recalling s resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) of 19 March
197%,

1 4pproves the increase in the strength of the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon requested by the Secretary-General from
4.000 to approximately 6,000 troops;

2. Takes note of the withdrawal of [sracli forces that has taken
place so far,

3 Calls upon Israel 10 complete its withdrawal from all Leba-
nese tertitory without any further delay:;

WY Thid  Secretary-General, paras. 29-35

02 The first progress report dated 23 March 1978 was contained in
N2620. OR. $3rd yr Suppl for Jan -Murch 1978 pp. 66-67
Subseguent progress reports dated 2 Apnl, 8 Apnil and 17 April 1978
were nsued as S/E26200Adds -3, ibid | Suppl for April-June 1978,
pp 26

MUSIEINTS, dhad p 39

¥4 5712679, adopted without change as resolution 427 (1978)

U 0Teth g, para 2

Y For the vate, thid | para 2

4 Deplores the altacks on the United Nations Force that have
occurred and demands full respect for the United Nations Force from
all parties in Lebanon.

After the adoption of the resolution, the Secretary-
General indicated his appreciation for the Council's
support, expressed his deep regret over some incidents
resulting in several casualties in the Force and informed
the Council about the progress so far in obtaining the
Israeli withdrawal from Lebanese territory. He conclud-
ed his remarks with the announcement that he would
now seek to bring into the Force the three additional
contingents from Fiji, Iran and lreland at the earliest
possible time. ¥’

In explaining their vote on the resolution Council
members expressed support for the strengthening of the
peace-keeping force and deplored the casualties suffered
by UNIFIL soldiers in the discharge of their task.
Several representatives condemned the failure of Isracl
to carry oul the provisions of resolution 425 (1978) and
to withdraw immediately and completely from Lebanese
land;*® one delegation even called for measures under
Chapter VII of the Charter if Israel continued in its
defiance of the Council’s resolutions.?® A few members
raised questions regarding the precise mandate of the
peace-keeping force and criticized what they called
attempts to involve the Force in internal affairs of
Lebanon 3t

Decision of 31 May 1978 (2079th meeting): resolution
429 (1978)

At the 2079th meeting on 31 May 1978, the Security
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force
(UNDOF) for the period 24 November 1977 to 17 May
1978 dated 17 May 1978°"" in its agenda.

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the
period 24 November 1977 1o 17 May 1978. During the
period UNDOF had been able 1o contribute to the main-
tenance of the cease-fire called for by the Security Coun-
cil in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-General
informed the Council of continuing efforts to promote
an early resumption of the negotiating process aimed at
establishing a just and lasting peace in the Middle East.
Although the situation in the Israel-Syria sector had
been free of serious incidents, the quiet there, in the
view of the Secretary-General, was basically precarious.
The Secretary-General concluded that under the pre-
vailing circumstances the mandate for UNDOF be
extended a further period of six months, until 30
November 1978.

Following the adoption of the agenda the President
drew the attention of the Council to the draft resolu-

W thid | paras 410

W Eor the texts of refevant statements, 1bd . China, paras. 13-13,
Crechostovahun, pargs 312350 Gabon, paras 17-39, India, paras
66-70, Kuwait, paras 22-29 Mauntius, paras $6-59: Nigenia, paras
92-94, USSR, paras 41-47
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MO bid Crechoslovakny, paras. 31-35, India, paras 66-70; USSR,
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tion.? The draft resolution was put to the vote and
adopted as resolution 429 (1978) by 14 votes to nonc;
one member did not participate in the voting.”"’ The
resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,
Maving considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Having noted the efforts made 10 establish a durable and just peace
in the Middle East area and the urgent need to continue and intensify
such efforts,

Expressing concern over the prevailing state of tension in the arca,
Decides:

(a) To call upon the parties concerned 10 implement immediately
Security Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973.

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30
November 1978;

(¢)  To request the Secretary-General to submit at the end of this
period a report on the developments in the situation and on the
measures 1aken to implement resolution 348 (1973).

After the vote the President, on behalf of the Security
Council, made the following complementary statement
regarding the resolution:

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (S/12710) states in para-
graph 36 that “‘the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector is, however,
basically precarious. The main elements of the Middle East problem
remain unresolved and the situation in the arca as a whole will
continue to be unstable and dangerous until real progress can soon be
made towards a just and durable settiement of the problem in all its
aspects”. This statement reflects the view of the Security Council.

He added on behalf of the Chinese delegation that, as it
had not participated in the vote on the resolution, it took
the same position with regard to his statement.’"

Following the President’s statement, members of the
Council voiced regret about the lack of progress in the
search for a comprehensive peace settlement which
would allow the termination of the peace-keeping activi-
ties in the Israel-Syria sector. One delegation renewed
its suggestion for the resumption of the Geneva Peace
Conference,”"* and another representative rebuked the
Council for its failure to implement its decisions by the
adoption of measures under Chapter VII of the Charter
against Israel. )¢

Decision of 18 September
resolution 434 (1978)

At the 2085th meeting on 18 Scptember 1978, the
Security Council included the report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba-
non (UNIFIL) for the period 19 March to 13 Septem-
ber 1978 dated 13 September 19787 in its agenda.

The report presented a summary of developments
relating to UNIFIL from its inception on 19 March to

1978 (2085th meeting):

12G/12721. adopted without change as resolution 429 (1978)

' For the vote. see 2079th mig . para 2

S tbid |, para 3
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V1% jbid.. Kuwait, para. 10

M1 S/1284S, OR. 33rd yr . Suppl for July-Sept 1978 pp. 51-57
Invitations to the Council mectings on this report were issued at the
2086th mecting Sce below for relevant details

13 September 1978 The Secretary-General pointed out
that in the first six months of its cxistence UNIIT had
developed cohesion and succeeded in excrting contrul
over most of its area of operation, allowing normal life
to be resumed. But he emphasized that UNIFIL
continued to face major problems as the Israeli armed
forces, in the fourth and last phase of the withdrawal
from Lebanese territory, had handed over control of the
evacuated area not to UNIFIL, but to the Lebanese de
facto armed groups in the area commanded by Major
Haddad. As a result, the full deployment of the Force
and the restoration of the authority of the Lebanese
Government in the whole area of operation had been
prevented. In view of this situation a removal of
UNIFIL would have disastrous consequences. As the
Government of Lebanon had informed him that it was
fully in agreement with an extension of the mandate, the
Secretary-General recommended to the Council the
renewal of the UNIFIL mandate for a further six-
month period.

The Security Council considered the report of the
Secretary-General during its 2085th and 2086th meet-
ings on 18 and 19 September 1978,

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution)'® sponsored by the United States and to two
letters received from the representative of Lebanon®
and from the representative of Israci’®® regarding the
Israeli decision to hand over control over the evacuated
Lebanese territory to Major Haddad’s forces and not to
UNIFIL.

Then the President put the draft resclution to a vote;
it was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 2 abstentions,
as resolution 434 (1978); one member did not partici-
pate in the voting.** The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (197%) of 19 March
and 427 (1978) of 3 May 1978,

Recalling in particular that, in its resolution 425 (1978), the
Council called for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sovereign-
ty and political independence of Lebanon within ity internationally
recognized boundanes,

Gravely concerned a1 the serious conditions in Lebanon, which
continue to endanger the achievement of a just and lasting solution of
the Middle East question,

Having considered he report of the Secretary-General dated 13
September 1978 on the implementation of the above-mentioned
resolutions,

Commending the outstanding performance of the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon in seeking to carry out its mandate as
established in resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978),

Deeply grieved at the loss of life suffered by the Force.

118 5/12848, adopted without change as resolution 434 (1978).

3195712835 (identical to S/12834). In this letter, dated 5 Septem-
ber 1978, the representative of Lebanon protested sharply against the
Israchi action, which he described as a blatant breach of the
agreements establishing UNTFIL and the schedule of the Israeh with-
drawal

1205/12840. «bud . p 45 In his brief rebuttal dated 8 September
197%, the representative of Israel simply asserted that lsracl had
completed the withdrawal, as agreed in accordance with resolution
425 (1978). and that therefore the Lebanese charges were unfounded

Y For the vole, see 2085th mig., para 3



Part Il

Conscious of the progress already achieved by the Force towards
the establishment of peace and secunty in Southern Lebanon.

Noting with concern that the Force has encountered obstacles in
deploying freely throughout its area of operation and that 1t has not
been possible as yet for the Lebancse Government fully to restore its
authority over all 1ts territory in accordance with resolution 425
(1978),

Supporting the efforts of the Secretary-General and taking into
account the observations in his report describing the problems
encountered by the Force in carrying out its mandate,

Determined to secure urgently the total fulfilment of the mandate
and objectives of the Force in accordance with resolutions 425 (1978)
and 426 (1978),

Acting in 1esponse to the request of the Lebancse Government,

1. Decides to renew the mandate of the United Nations Interim
Force in Lebanon for a period of four months, that is, until 19
January 1979;

2 Calls upon lsracl, Lebanon and all others concerned to
co-uperate fully and wurgently with the United Nations in the
implementation of Security Council resolutions 425 (1978) and 426
(1978).

v Reyuests the Secretary-General 10 report to the Security
Council in two months on the implementation of the present resolution
in order 1o allow 1t to assess the situation and to examine what further
mcasures should be taken, and to report again at the end of the
four-month penod

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Secretary-
General made reference to the growing financial deficit
under which UNIFIL had to labour and stressed the
nced for adequate financial support so that the Organi-
zation could at least provide the adequate minimum
conditions for the troops in the field .}

During the 2085th meeting members of the Council
praised UNIFIL for its work under trying circum-
stances and in varying degrees took exception to the
Israeli refusal to surrender all of the occupied territory
in Lebanon to the United Nations Force.’® The mem-
bers stressed the need for a speedy completion of the
mandate given to UNIFIL and emphasized once again
the principal need for the resumption of negotiations
aimed at a comprehensive peace settlement .’

Al the beginning of the 2086th meeting, the Council
invited the representatives of Lebanon, Israel and the
Syrian Arab Republic to participate in the discussion of
the item on the agenda without vote.?** The Council also
decided, by vote, toinvite the representative of the PLO
in accordance with previous practice. '™

At the 2086th meeting the representatives of Leba-
non, lsracl and the PLO amplified their positions

Y Ibid pata 9

YUFor erstscismi of the Israeli position, tbid . Canada, para. 28,
}rance, paras 80, 52, Yederal Republic of Germany, para. 76; Indua,
para 39, huwait, paras 94-100, Nigeria, para. 112; President
(Czechoslovakia), pars 132; USSR, para 118, United Kingdom,
para 45 Umted States. paras 21-23 invoking the responsibilities of
States under Article 25 of the Charter

"¢ Tuo delegations (President (Czechoslovakia), tbud . para. 133,
USSR, para 121) specifically renewed the call for the resumption of
the Geneva Peace Conference, wheredas the representatives spoke in
genesal terms of the search for peace in the Middle Fast

Y bor detands, see chapter 1
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regarding the continued deadlock in Southern l.ebanon
involving UNIFIL and the immediate parties.

Decision of 6 October 1978 (2089th meeting): resolu-

tion 436 (1978)

At the beginning of the 2089th meeting, following the
adoption of the agenda, the President stated that he had
convened the meeting as a result of approaches made to
him as President by several delegations. The purpose of
the meeting was to make every possible atternpt to put
an end to the cycle of viclence around Beirut causing
loss of human life, suffering and destruction.

He added that the Council was ready to proceed to
the vote on a draft resolution’® which the members had
before them. The draft resolution was put to the vote
and adopted unanimously as resolution 436 (1978).)
The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Nating with grave concern the deteriorating situation in Beirut and
ity surroundings,

Deceply grieved at the consequent loss of life, human suffering and
physical destrucuion,

Noting the appeal made on 4 October 1978 by the President of the
Security Council and the Secretary-General,

I Calls upon all those involved in hostilities in Lebanon 1o put
an end to acts of violence and observe scrupulously an immediate and
cffective cease-fire and cessation of hostilities so that internal peace
and national reconciliation may be restored based on the preservalion
of Lebanesc unity, territorial integrity, independence and national
sovereignty.

2. Calls upon all involved to allow units of the International
Committee of the Red Cross into the area of conflict to evacuate the
wounded and provide humanitarian assistance;

3. Supporis the Secretary-General in his efforts and requests him
to continue these efforts to bring about a durable cease-fire and to
keep the Security Council informed on the implementation of the
cease-fire.

After the adoption of the resolution, the President
announced that, in view of the urgency of the measures
taken by the Council, the members had agreed not to
make statements.’?

Decision of 23 October 1978 (2091st meeting): resolu-

tion 438 (1978)

At the 2091st meeting on 23 October 1978, the
Security Council included the report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Emergency Force
(UNEF) for the period 25 October 1977 to 17 October
1978 dated 17 October 1978 1n its agenda.

The report of the Secretary-General described the
activities of UNEF for the period from October 1977 to
October 1978. The Secretary-General stated that the
situation in the Force's area of operation had remained
stable and that UNEF had continued efficiently to
discharge its mandate. He also pointed out that the
various ongoing cfforts to implement resolution 338
(1973) had been dealt with in a comprehensive report?!

117 S/1 2483, adopted without change as resolution 436 {1978).
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on the Middle East problem which he had submitted on
17 October 1978 in pursuance of General Assembly
resolution 32/20 of 25 November 1977.

The Secretary-General concluded that despite the
prevailing quiet in the Egypt-Isracl sector, the situation
in the Middle East as a whole would remain unstable
and potentially dangerous unless a comprehensive peace
settlement could be reached. Taking into account all the
factors involved and after consultations with the Gov-
ernments of Egypt and Israel, he recommended the
extension of the mandate of UNEF for a further period
of one year.

The Security Council considered the report of the
Secretary-General at its 2091st meeting. Following the
adoption of the agenda, the President drew the attention
of the Council members to a draft resolution®? and
announced that during consultations prior to the meet-
ing the members had agreed on the procedure to be
followed, namely that representatives wishing to speak
would do so after the vote on the draft resolution. Then
he put the draft resolution to the vote; it was adopted by
12 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 438
(1978); one delegation did not participate in the vot-
ing.*** The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 338 (1973) of 22 October, 340 (1973) of
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973, 346 (1974) of 8 April
and 362 (1974) of 23 October 1974, 368 (1975) of 17 April, 371
(1975) of 24 July and 378 (1975) of 23 October 1975, 396 (1976) of
22 October 1976 and 416 (1977) of 21 October 1977,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Emergency Force,

Recalling the Secretary-General's view that the situation in the
Middle East as a whole continues to be unstable and poteatially
dangerous and is likely 10 remain so unless and until a comprchensive
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be
reached, and his hope that urgent efforts will be pursued by all
concerned to tackle the problem in all'its aspects. with a view both to
maintaining quiet in the region and to arriving at a just and durable
peace settlement, as called for by the Sccurity Council in its resolution
338 (1973),

I.  Decides to renew the mandate of the United Nations Emer-
gency Force for a period of nine months, that is, until 24 July 1979;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to submit at the end of this
period a report on the developments in the situation and on the steps
taken to implement Security Council resolution 338 (1973);

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

After the adoption of the resolution, the representa-
tive of the USSR expressed misgivings about the
attempt to utilize UNEF for purposes other than those
spelled out in resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973)
and indicated that his Government would not agree to
altering the mandate of the Force and to drawing it into
the implementation of a possible secparate agreement
sponsored by the United States. His Government viewed
the ongoing talks between Israel and Egypt as contra-
dicting the task of establishing lasting peace in the
region and suggested again that the Geneva Conference

2 §/12899, adopted without change as resolution 438 (1978)
" For the President’s statement and the voting, sec 20915t mtg .
paras -3

be resumed to achieve such a comprehensive settle-
ment.

The representative of Kuwait stated that his Govern-
ment had agreed to the extension of UNEF for another
nine months since the mandate remained as previously
defined and pointed out that he would cxpect the
Secretary-General to inform to Council immediately
and thoroughly if the situation changed dramatically **

The representative of the United States noted that his
Government would have preferred an extension of the
mandate for a full year but had accepted thc compro-
mise of nine months. In view of various remarks by
other delegations, he argued that the ncgotiations which
were held in Washington within the framework of the
Camp David agreements were expressly ticd in with the
commitment in resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973)
to work towards a full and comprehensive settiement in
the Middle East. While his Government agreed that the
Secretary-General should inform the Council of signifi-
cant changes in the depioyment and functioning of
UNEF, it did not accept the view that he was obligated
to seek the specific approval of the Council for every
deployment within the area; the Charter contemplated
the need for the Secretary-General to exercise reason-
able latitude in this respect.

Decision of 30 November 1978 (2101st meeting): reso-
lution 441 (1978)

At the 2101st meeting ‘'on 30 November 1978, the
Security Council included the report of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ-
er Force (UNDOF) for the period 18 May to 24
November 1978 dated 24 November 19787 in its
agenda.

The report of the Secretary-General described the
activities of UNDOF for the period of 18 May to 24
November 1978. The Secretary-General obscrved that
with the co-operation of both parties, the Force had
been able to contribute to the maintenance of the
cease-fire called for in resolution 338 (1973). He noted
that despite the prevailing quiet in the Israel-Syria
sector, the situation in the Middle East as a whole
continued to be potentially dangerous as long as no
peace scttlement was reached. In the prevailing circum-
stances, he considered the continued presence of
UNDOF in the area to be essential and recommended
that the Security Council should extend the mandate of
the Force for a further period of six months, until 31
May 1979,

The Security Council considered the report at its
2101st meeting. Following the adoption of the agenda,
the President drew the attention of the Council mem-
bers to a draft resolution?’® which he immediately put to
the vote. It was adopted by !4 votes to none as

0915t mtg. USSR, paras 4-13 For a similar warning against
the i1dea of using the Force to seme a separate agreement, ibid.:
Czechoslovakia, paras 21-26

Y Ihid . Kuwait, paras 30-39

M tbid | United States, paras. 41-44

WS/12934, OR 1ird vr  Suppl fir Oct -Dec 1978, pp. 64-61.

11 S5/12941, adopted withoul change as resolution 441 (1978).



Part 11

m

resolution 441 (1978); one delegation did not participate
in the voting.?® The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council.

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations disengagement Observer Force,

Decides:
(a) To calf upon the parties concerned to implement immediately
Security council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973,

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31 May
1979,

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

Regarding the resolution just adopted, the President
made the following complementary statement on behalfl
of the Council:

As s known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (S/12934) states in para-
graph 32 that “"Despite the present quict in the Isracl-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and 1s likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be
reached”. This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view ol
the Security Council.

He added that the delegation of China, which had not
participated in the voting, wished to make it known that
it took the same position regarding his statement. 3@

Members of the Council spoke in support of the
successful functioning of UNDOF, but expressed once
again their growing concern about the so far futile
search for a comprehensive peace settlement. Two
delegations renewed their call for the resumption of the
Geneva Conference, whereas the representative of the
United States suggested that the Camp David accords
constituted a first step towards a lasting peace in the
Middle East’*' One representative deplored that the
freedom of movement was still not fully established in
the area under UNDOF's supervision.’#

Decision of 8 December 1978 (2106th meeting): state-
ment by the President

At its 2106th meeting on 8 December 1978, the
Security Council included the interim report of the
Sccretary-General under Security Council resolution
434 (1978) concerning the United Nations Interim
Force in lLcbanon (UNIFIL) dated 18 November
1978 in its agenda.

In his interim report on UNIFIL the Secretary-Gen-
eral stated that since the Council, in its resolution 434
of 18 September 1978, had extended the mandate of
UNIFIL for a further period of four months, the Force
had continued to use its best efforts to ensure that its
arca of operation would not be uscd for hostile activities

™ For the voling, see 21015t mig., para 2

MO For the President’s statement, thid | para )

4 bor the argument in tavour of the resumption of the Geneva
Conference, sbrd - Crechoslovaloa, paras. 25-30, USSR, paras. 11-)7
1 or the viewpoint of the United States, ibid | paras 45-51.

Whid Canada, paras 1X-2)

MAESA929. OR B3rd ur Suppi for Oct -Dec 1975 pp 60-6)

of any kind, and, in the area where UNIFIL exercised
full control, effective action continued to be taken to
prevent entry of armed personnel and a progressive
normalization of lifc had been observed. However,
despite UNIFIL efforts to secure full deployment in the
arca handed over by Israel to the de facto armed
groups, little progress had been achieved and the Force
had been subjected to periodic harassment.

The Secretary-General reaffirmed that an esscntial
pre-condition for the success of UNIFIL was the
co-operation of all concerned, but co-operation on the
part of the Lebanese de facto forces in the arca and the
Government of Israel was still lacking, and the complete
deployment of UNIFIL and the re-establishment of
Lebanese authority in the area were therefore blocked.

The Secretary-General observed that restoration of
the authonity and sovercignty of the Lebanese Govern-
ment in Southern Lebanon was the only durable and
reliable way to secure normality in the area and that

UNIFIL was there 1o protect all groups of the popula-
tion.

The Security Council considered the interim report at
its 2106th meeting. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the representatives of Lebanon, Israel and the
Syrian Arab Republic wecre invited to participate,
without vote, in the discussion of the item 3%

After a briel statement by the Secretary-General in
which he indicated that the situation in Southern
Lebanon had not changed since the issuance of his
interim report and that the overriding objective re-
mained the full implementation of resolution 425
(1978),3 the President made the following statement*
which had been prepared in the course of consuliations
among members of the Council and which the Council
approved by consensus:}*’

The Security Council has studied the Secretary-General’s report
contained in document S/12929, submitted in pursuance of resolution
434 (1978} The Council associates itsell with the views of the
Sccretary-General set forth 1n the report regarding the obstacles
placed against the full deployment of the United Nations Interim
Force in Lebanon and against the total impiementation of resolutions
425 (1978) and 426 (1978).

The Council expresses its deepest concern over the grave situation
in Southern Lebanon.

The Council 18 convinced that these obstacles constitute a challenge
to iy authority and a defiance of its resolutions. The Council therefore
demands the removal of these obstacles, specifically described and
referred to in the Secretary-General's report under consideration, as
well as in his previous reports submitied to the Council

The Council believes that the unimpeded deployment of the Force
in all parts of Southern Lebanon will contribute significantly to the
restoration of the authority of the Lebanese Government and the
preservation of Lebanese sovercignty within Lebanon’s internationally
recognized boundaries

The Counail therefore calls upon alf those not fully co-operating
with the Force, particularly Israel 1o desist forthwith from interfening
with the operations of the Force 1n Southern Lebanon and demands
that they comply fully without any defay with the implementation of
resolutiony 425 11978) and 426 (1978)

Y4 For details, see chapter 111

¥ 2106th mig , paras 3-6

344 [hrd  para. 7. The statement was also 1ssued as 5/12958.
W bid | para 8
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The Council calls upon Member States that are in a position to do
»0 10 bring their influence 10 bear on those concernced so that the Force
may discharge its responsibilities unimpeded.

The Council notes with appreciation the efforts made by the
Secretary-General and the United Nations staff, and the commanders
and soldiers of the Force for the implementation of resolution 425
(1978). It also takes this opportunity to express its particular
appreciation 1o the countries that have contributed troops or arc
assisting in the deployment and facilitating the task of the Force.

The Council decides to remain seized of the problem. and to review
the situation if and when necessary, before 19 January 1979, so as to
consider practical ways and means that will secure the full implemen-
tation of its resolutions.

Following the approval of the President’s statement,
the representative of China announced that his delega-
tion supported those points in the statement which
condemned the continued Israeli defiance but dissociat-
ed itself from anything relating to UNIFIL."** Members
of the Council criticized in varying degrees the obstruc-
tion practised by the Israeli Government in Southern
Lebanon and its continuous maintenance of the de facto
forces serving as its proxy in violation of resolutions 425
(1978) and 426 (1978). In view of Israeli non-compli-
ance, a few delegations suggested that the Council take
stern measures to enforce its resolutions.’*

The representative of Lebanon once more presented
his Government’s case regarding the situation in South-
ern Lebanon and placed the responsibility for the crisis
upon Isracl,’ whereas the representative of Israel
claimed that his Government had merely acted to
provide its citizens with the security against PLO
attacks and that beyond that it had implemented the
relevant resolutions of the Security Council fully and
even acted in support of the functioning of UNIFIL in
the designated area of operation.’”

Decision of 19 January 1979 (2113th meeting): resolu-
tion 444 (1979) .

At its 2113th meeting on 19 January, the Security
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL) for the period 14 September 1978 to 12
January 1979 dated 12 January 19792 in its agenda.

In the report covering the developments relating to
UNIFIL during four months since September 1978, the
Secretary-General pointed out that the activities of
UNIFIL were concentrated on three objectives: to
ensure that the area where it was fully deployed was not
used for hostile activities of any kind and to promote a
progressive return to normal conditions; to extend its
deployment in the border area; and to assist the
Government of Lebanon in restoring its effective au-
thority in the area.

34 2106th mtg.. China, paras 10-12

*See here the stalements by Kuwait cnvisaging Chapter VI
measures againsl Israel if its defiance continued (ibrd . paras 35-16).
by India (ibid., para 112), which found the lack of authority of the
peace-keeping force intolerable. and by the LSSR (1hid | para. 72)

YO fhid, Lebanon, paras 121-147

' Ibid |, Israel. paras 151-173

B1S/13026. OR. 34th yr . Suppl fur Jan -March 1979, pp. 23-27

In the arca where 1t had full control, UNIFIL. had
continued to take effective action to prevent the entry of
armed personnel and to provide the population with
some measure of assurance and safety. However, despite
encrgetic efforts there had been virtually no further
progress in deploying the Force in the area in the south
held by de facto armed groups; accordingly, UNIFIL
had not yet been able to complete the tasks assigned to
it by resolution 425 (1978) because it lacked the
co-operation of both the de facto forces under Major
Haddad and the Israeli Defence Force.

Taking into account all aspects of the prevailing
situation, the Secretary-General recommended the cx-
tension of the mandate of UNIFIL for a further period
of six months. He added that the Government of
Lebunon agreed to the extension und expressed his
conviction that, despite all its difficultics, UNIFIL
performed an essentially stabilizing function and that its
premature withdrawal would inevitably disrupt the
fragile peace which existed in southern Lebanon.

The Security Council considered the report during its
2113th mecting. Following the adoption of the agenda
and subsequently during the meeting, the representa-
tives of Lebanon, Isracl and the Syrian Arab Republic
were invited, at thcir request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote.’ During the
meeting the representative of the PLO was also invited,
by vote and in accordance with the Council's previous
practice, to participate in the discussion of the item
without the right to vote.’**

At the beginning of the 2113th meeting, the President
put a draft resolution’® which the members of the
Council had before them, to the vote; it was adopted by
12 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 444
(1978). one member did not participate in the voting.’*
The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) of 19 March,
427 (1978) of 3 May and 434 (1978) of 18 September 1975,

Recalling also the statement made by the President of the Security
Council on 8 December 1978 (S/12958),

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Interim Force in | cbanon of 12 January 1979. contained in
document $/13026 and Corr |,

Expressing concern at the grave situation in Southern Lebanon
resulting from obstacles placed in the way of the full implementation
of resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1975).

Reiterating i1ts conviction that Lhe continuation of the situation
constitutes a challenge to its authonty and a defiance of its
resolutions,

Noting with regret that the Force has reached the end of its second
mandate without being enabled to complete all the tasks assigned to it,

Stressing that free and unhampered movement for the Force is
cssential for the fulfilment of s mandate within its entirc area of
opcration,

Reaffirming the necesity {or the stnict respect for the sovereignty,
ternitorial integrity and political independence of Lebanon within ats
internattonally recognized boundaries.

Y For detarls, see chapter 11!

Y4 Sce 2113th mig . paras 261-265 for relevant statements and the
vole on the tnvitation 1o the PLO

150813042, adopted witheut change as resolution 444 (1979).

** For the vote, see 211 3th mix . para 4
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Re-emphasizing the temporary nature of the Force as set out 1n ats
terms of reference,

Acting in responsc to the request of the Government of Lebanon
taking into account the report of the Secretary-General,

1. Deplores the lack of co-operation, particularly on the part of
lsrael, with the efforts of the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon fully to implement ils mandate. including assistance lent by
Israch 10 irregutar armed groups in Southern Lebanon;

2. Notes with great appreciation the efforts being made by the
Secretary-General, the commanders and soldiers of the Force and the
staff of the United Nations, as well as by Governments which have
lent their assistance and co-operation;

3. Expresses its satisfaction with the declared policy of the
Government of Lebanon and the steps already taken for the deploy-
ment of the Lebanesc army in the south and encourages it 10 increase
1y efforts, in co-ordination with the Force, (o re-establish its authority
in that area;

4 Decides to renew the mandate of the Force for a period of five
months, that is, until 19 June 1979;

S Calis upon the Secretary-General and the Force to continue to
take ali effective measures deemed necessary in accordance with the
approved guidelines and terms of reference of the Force as adopted by
the Sccurity Council and invites the Government of [.cbanon 10 draw
up. in consultation with the Secretary-General, a phased programme
of activitics to be carried out over the next three months 1o promote
the restoration of its authority;

6  Urges all Member States which are in a position to do so to
bring their influence to bear on those concerned, so that the Force can
discharge its responsibilities fully and unhampered,

7. Reaffirms its determination, in the event of continuing ob-
struction of the mandate of the Force, to examine practical ways and
means in accordance with relevant provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations to secure the full implementation of resolution 425
(1978);

8. Decides to remain seized of the question and to meet again
within three months to assess the situation.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Presi-
dent made the following statement®®” on behalf of the
Security Council:

The Security Council, after considering the report of the Secrelary-
General in document $/13026 and Corr. |, paid special attention, at
its meeting on 19 January 1979, to the question of the restoration of
the authority of the Lebanese Government over the entire territory of
Southern Lebanon

The Council takes note of the recent efforts made by the
Government of 1.ebanon to establish a presence in the southern part of
the country and expressed the hope that the continvation and
expansion of such activities will be encouraged

The Council accordingly suggests that the Government of { ebanon,
i vonsultation with the Secrctary-General, should draw up a phased
programme ol activities 1o be carried out over the next three months
tu promaote the restoration of is authority.

The Council requests the Secretary-General to report to it by 19
April 1979 un the implementation of this programme.

After the statement of the President, the Secretary-
General urgently appealed to the parties in the area to
co-operate with UNIFIL in the pursuit of its objectives
and called upon members of the Council who were in a
position to do so to bring their influence to bear on those
concerned in support of the efforts to implement the
Sccurity Council's resolutions.*™

Members of the Council were united in deploring the
continued refusal of Israel to co-operate with UNIFIL

Cbid . para S The statement was abo assued as documient
AR
YR hed paras T

and n expressing growing alarm about the exacerbation
of the bitter conflict in Southern Lebanon. The repre-
sentative of Lebanon reported to the Council new acts of
aggression by Isracl or its agents and renewed his appeal
that the Council mike a new concerted effort to enable
UNIFIL to complete its task.’® The represcntative of
Israel rejected all these charges and accused the PLO of
initiating the hostilities against the people of Israel and
Lebanon 3%

Decision of 26 April 1979 (2141st meeting): President’s
statement

On 19 April 1979, the Secretary-General issued a
special report® in which he informed the Security
Council of two occasions on 15 and 18 April when the
de facto forces under Major Haddad had shelled
UNIFIL positions including its headquarters and bar-
racks. These attacks which were launched in connection
with the move of the Lebanese army contingent into
Southern Lebanon resulted in a number of serious
casualties and in substantial damage to buildings and
equipment.

On the same day, the Secretary-General also submit-
ted an interim report®*? under Seccurity Council resolu-
tion 444 (1979) concerning UNIFIL. In this report the
Secretary-General supplied information to the Council
on the elaboration of the phased programme of activities
to promote the restoration of the authority of the
Lebanese Government in Southern Lebanon called for
by the Security Council and described the situation in
the UNIFIL area of operation. He stated that discus-
sion had been concentrated on the first phase of the
programme of activities, which included four points: (a)
the increase of the Lebanese civilian administrative
presence in the South, including reinforcement of the
Lebanese gendarmerie; (b) the further deployment of
Lebanese military personnel in Southern Lebanon; (¢)
the intensification of efforts by the United Nations and
UNIFIL to consolidate the cease-fire and to put an end
to harassment by the de facto forces led by Major
Haddad; and (d) efforts to secure further deployment of
UNIFIL and control of the border area, emphasizing
the need to make diplomatic contacts to enlist the
co-operation of the Government of Israel.

The Sceretary-General indicated that little progress
had been achieved despite intensive efforts on the basis
of the above plan, as Major Haddad had expressed
strong opposition 1o the move of the Lebanese army
contingent into the UNIFIL area of operation in
Southern Lebanon and bhad threatened to fire on
UNIFIL and Lebanese army units if the proposed move
should take place. As the Secretary-General had made
known in his special report of the same date’® the
threat was indeed carried out. But Israel finally agreed
to help UNIFIL implement that move.

The Secretarv-General stated in conclusion that the
de facto forces continued to oppose co-operation with

M bed L ebanon, paras 132U

Wt Israel paras 216-298

S IS OR HHth v Suppl tor April-June 1979, p 42
WIS d Pp 47-%0

AN Cited above in note el
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UNIFIL and the objectives laid down by the Security
Council. In this regard the position of the Government
of Israel would be crucial for efforts to achieve further
progress in the coming months.

In a letter’™ dated 25 April 1979, the representative
of Lebanon drew the attention of the Council to the
grave situation which had resulted from Isracl’s obstruc-
tion to the implementation of the “phased programme
of activities” called for in resolution 444 (1979) and
requested a meeting of the Council to examine the
interim and special reports of the Secretary-General
dated 19 Apnil.

At its 2141st meeting on 26 April 1979, the Security
Council included the interim report of the Secretary-
General under resolution 444 (1979) concerning
UNIFIL and the letter by Lebanon in its agenda.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
indicated that since the receipt of the Secretary-Gener-
al's report, extensive consultations had been held with
the members of the Council and other interested parties
and, as a result, he had been authorized to make the
following statement which had been agreed upon by the
members of the Council:?*

The Security Council had studied the Secretary-General's interim
report on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, circulated on
19 April 1979 in document S/13258, in accordance with the request
made by the Council at its 2113th mecting, on 19 January 1979,

On behall of members of the Council, 1 wish to state that they are
following with the deepest concern the significant increase of tension
in the arca, particularly during the past months, and that they share
the Secretary-General's anxiety over the present situation in which the
Force is unable fully to implement its mandate. | wish to express to
the Secretary-General the satisfaction and appreciation we feel for the
cfforts that he has undertaken towards the full implementation of
Council resolution 425 (1978), and also to commend most highly the
performance of the officers and men of the Force under the most
difficult circumstances. If for any reason the Force were 10 be eroded.
a highly dangerous and volatile situation would inevitably arise in the
arca.

Members of the Security Council share the views expressed in the
Secretary-General's report about what should still be done 1owards the
full implementation of the objectives of resolution 425 (1978) and
emphasize in this connexion the importance of the deployment of the
Force in all parts of Southern Lebanon.

The Security Council expresses its special satisfaction at actions
taken by the Government of Lebanon and in particular the deploy-
ment of the Lebanese army contingent under the “phased programme
of activities”™ Members of the Council consider that the continuation
of such efforts, called for by the resolutions of the Council. should
ultimately lcad to the return of the effective authority of the
Government of Lebanon over all its territory. In this respect. the
Council reiterates its call for strict respect for the territonial integrity,
umity, sovereignty and political independence of lebanon within its
internationally recognized boundaries. Members of the Council con-
sider that all measures should be taken urgently towards the
implementation of the ““phased programme of activities™, and particu-
farly such measures as arc deemed necessary 1o ensurc the safety of
the Force and of its headquarters. If such measures are not taken and,
a fortiori, if further serious incidents occur. they feel that the Council
should meet without delay 1o consider the situation

4$/13270, OR. 34th yr.. Suppl for April-June 1979 pp. 58.

See 21415t mig, para I The statement was also issued as
document $/13272

Decision of 15 May 1979 (2144th meeting): President's
statement

By letter dated 7 May 1979, the representative of
Lebanon referred to the increasing difficulties encoun-
tered by UNIFIL whose safety was not yet ensured and
expressed his Government's view that it was imperative
for the Council to consider taking further steps towards
the full implementation of resolution 425 (1978) und the
phased programme of activities called for tn resolution
444 (1979), which was a first step on that course. He
charged thal, contrary to the claims of Isracl, Isracli
military personnel were still inside Lebanon, that they
exercised a determining influence in the border area and
that the continued utilization by Israel of the so-called
de facto Christian forces which it equipped, financed
and controlled, remained a major obstacle to tmplemen-
tation of the Security Council resolutions and restora-
tion of Lebanese national sovereignty.

At its 2144th meeting on 15 May 1979, the Security
Council included the Lebanese letter in its agenda.
Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
made the following statement as a result of consulta-
tions held with members of the Council:?’

Since the President’s statement was read out to the Council on 26
April 1979 (21415t meeting), grave events have occurred in Southern
L.cbanon which have merely served to show the precarious and fragile
situation in that area. That the situation is not even worse is due
largely to the presence of the United Nations Interim Force in
L.ebanon, whose forces are trying 1o fulfil their mandate in extremely
difficult conditions and with an excmplary dedication admired by us
ali. This was particularly underiined in the report of the Secretary-
General to the Council of 9 May 1979, contained in document
$/13308.74

In view of the gravity of these events the Government of Lebanon
has decided to request the Council to give further consideration to the
situation and has accordingly addressed to me the letter contained in
document $/13301.

Members have been informed of the steps taken in recent days
under the auspices of the Council to secure a rapid improvement in
that situation. These cfforts seem to have produced some results. Talks
have resumed between the representatives of the United Nations and
the Government of Israel on various points that it is essential to try to
settle if the Force is 10 carry out its mandate successfully.

These talks must be pursued with perseverance but in an atmo-
sphere conducive to the (ull implementation of resolutions 425 (1978)
and 444 (1979).

As it has done since the events that led to the establishment of the
Force. the Council is following the situation with the deepest attention
and concern.

1 am confident that the Council will be mecting at an early date to
debate this question and to take any action warranted by develop-
ments in the situation.

In the absence of any objections to this line of action, the President
of the Council will proceed with his present diplomatic efforts.

The President adjourned the meeting, having indicat-
ed that the Council would remain seized of the question
before it and would meet again whenever further
consideration appeared 10 be necessary

45/13301, OR. 341k v v Suppl for April-June 1979, pp. 89-92.

% For the President’s statement, see 2144th mig , para. 2

8 The special report of the Secretary-General (S713308. OR. 34th
yr. Suppl for April-June 1979 pp 105-106) described in detail an
mncursion, on 9 May 1979 of Israels troops into the UNIFIL area of
aperation

W0 See Mddth mig . para 3



Part 11

178

Decision of 30 May 1979 (2145th mecting): resolution

449 (1979)

At its 2145th meeting on 30 May 1979, the Security
Council included the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force
(UNDOF) for the period 25 November 1978 to 24 May
1979 dated 24 May 1979 in its agenda.

The report gave an account of the activities of the
Force during the period from November 1978 to May
1979, The Secretary-General noted that UNDOF had
continued, with the co-operation of the parties, to fulfil
the tasks entrusted to it and that during the period
under review the cease-fire had been maintained with-
out serious incidents.

He pointed out that despite the prevailing quiet in the
Israel-Syria sector, the situation in the Middle East as a
whole continued to be potentially dangerous and was
likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East
problem could be reached. He expressed his hope that
determined efforts would be made by all concerned to
tackle the problem in all its aspects with a view to
arriving at a just and durable peace settlement, as called
for by the Security Council in its resolution 338 (1973).

In the circumstances, the Secretary-General consid-
ered the continued presence of UNDOF in the area to
be essential and recommended that the Security Council
extend the mandate of the Force for a further period of
six months, until 30 November 1979. He added that the
Governments of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic
had agreed to the proposed extension.

At the 2145th meeting, following the adoption of the
agenda, the President put a draft resolution’” which was
before the members of the Council, to the vote: it was
adopted by 14 votes to none as resolution 449 (1979);
one member did not participate in the voting.*”? The
resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Sccretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Decides

{a)  To call upon the parties concerned 1o implement immediately
Secunty Counuil resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973,

th)  Tu renew the mandate of the United Nutions Disengagement
Obaerver barce for another period of six moaths, that is, untid 30
November 1979,

() 1o request the Secretary-General 1o subnut at the end of this
period a report on the developments in the situntion and the measures
taken tnamplement resolution 338 (1973)

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Presi-
dent made the following complementary statement on
behalf of the Sceurity Council?”?

As v known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (5/13350) states in para.
graph 28 that, “despue the present quict in the Israel-Syria sector, the

CUSAIISG, OR. 34th yr. Suppl  for April-June 1979, pp
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VUS/1AAST, adopted without change as resolution 449 (1979).

"3 For the vote, see 2145th mtg., para 3
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sttuation n the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and 15 hkely 10 remain so unless and until a comprehensive
scitlement covering all aspects of the Middie East problem can be

reached™. This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of
the Security Council

The President added that the delegation of China
wanted to make it known through him that as it had not
participated in the vote on the resolution, it took the

same position regarding his statcment on behalf of the
Council.

Decision of 14 June 1979 (2149th meeting): resolution
450 (1979)

By letter*™* dated 30 May 1979, the representative of
Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the Security
Council to discuss the rapidly deteriorating situation in
Southern Lebanon resulting from Israelt escalation of
its attacks and the adverse effect this might have on the
implementation of Council resolutions 425 (1978) and
444 (1979).07

At its 2146th mecting on 31 May 1979, the Sccurity
Council included the letter by Lebanon in its agenda.
The Council considered the item during its 2146th 10
2149th meetings on 31 May to 14 June 1979. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the representatives of Israel
and Lebanon were invited to participate, without vote,
in the discussion of the item.»* At the same meeting, the
Council also decided, by a vote and in accordance with
its previous practice, to invite the representative of the
PLO 10 participate in the deliberations without the right
10 vote.’”’

At the outset of the 2146th meeting, the Secretary-
General gave an account of the heavy daily exchange of
artillery and mortar fire between the de facto forces and
other armed clements, including shelling of targets in
the UNIFIL area of operation. The armed clashes
shook the trust of the local population in the ability
of UNIFIL to keep the peace. The Commander of
UNIFIL had finally been able to bring the parties to
agree to a new cease-fire which would commence on 31
May. In view of the grave situation inside and outside of
UNIFIL's area of operation, the Secretary-General
expressed his hope that the newly restored quiet would
prevail and permit the continuation of the search for a
comprehensive settlement.’™

The representative of Lebanon pointed out that the
open conflict which began on 25 April had not stopped
yet. His Government had decided to turn once again to
the Council to request the following steps: (1) the
Council should issue an injunction for the halting of ali

1745013356, OR. 34th vr  Suppl Jor April-June 1979, p. 157

Y4 n a letter also dated 30 May 1979 (S113361, ibid., pp.
15%-160), the representative of Lebanon transmitted a memorandum
of his Government in which the position regarding Lebanon’s relations
with fsrael and n particular the worsening situation in Southern
Lebanon were set out in detail The Government expressed its
conviction that 1t had become imperative properly to redefine the
mandate ané prerogatives of UNIFIL so as to assure to the Force
freedom of ceployment and securc the total and unconditional
withdrawal of lsrael
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acts of hostility against Lebanon and for an end to the
Isracli violation of Lebanese sovereignty; (2) a strong
and determined effort should be made to fulfil the
mandate of UNIFIL; (3) the General Armistice Agree-
ment of 1949, the only valid framework of peace in
Southern Lebanon, which was designed to lead to a just
and permanent settiement of the Palestinian question,
should be immediately restored. The representative of
Lebanon expressed his delegation’s willingness to discuss
with Council members the text of a draft resolution
which would incorporate these proposals. If nothing
would be done, the war in Lebanon would deepen and
widen, jeopardizing all efforts to restore the sovereignty
and territorial integrity of Lebanon. He concluded with
an appeal 1o the Council members to strengthen the
effective role of UNIFIL as peace-keeper in the area.’™

The representative of Israel replied that his Govern-
ment was cager and ready to negotiate a peace agree-
ment with Lebanon whose sovereignty and territorial
integrity it fully supported. He renewed his charges
against armed bands of the PLO, to which the Secre-
tary-General had referred as “armed clements,” and
insisted that his Government was merely exercising its
rights and duties of self-defence under Article 51 in
order to protect its citizens. To support his viewpoint he
cited from lectures delivered by Fawcett at The Hague
Academy of International Law %

After a bricf statement by the representative of the
PLO., in which he restated the long-standing claim of
the Palestinians for their right to self-determination and
to a homeland in Palestine,”® the President indicated
that he planned to adjourn the meeting and that the
date for the next meeting would be set soon. He also
addressed an appeal to all parties to respect the
cease-fire in accordance, inter alia, with the Armistice
Agreement and to refrain from all acts of violence to
help UNIFIL to carry out the mission entrusted to it
under Security Council resolution 425 (1978).#

The Council resumed the consideration of the item at
its 2147th meeting on 12 June 1979, when it included in
addition to the letter by Lebanon the report of the
Secretary-General on UNIFIL %

The report of the Secretary-General was dated 8 June
1979 and covered the developments relating to UNIFIL
for the period from 13 January to 8 June 1979. The
Secretary-General pointed out that contacts with the
parties concerned had been maintained both at United
Nations Headquarters and in the area, with a view to
further implementing the UNIFIL mandate, and that
deployment of a Lebanese army battalion in the
UNIFIL area of operation and an increase of Lebanese
civilian administrative personnel in Southern Lebanon
represented important steps towards the restoration of
the Lebanese Government's authority and sovereignty in

79 2146th mig.. paras 20-35S
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Southern Lebanon. He noted, however, with regret that
despite all efforts, a stalemate had persisied since
mid-April, and that the situation had been aggravated
by the conditions of heightened tension in the arca.

The Secretary-General emphasized once again the
indispensable function which UNIFIL was performing
in bringing calm to the area and in reducing the active
threat to international peace and security. For that
reason, he recommended the extension of the mandate
of UNIFIL for a further period of six months and added
that the Lebanese Government had agreed to this
recommendation.

During the 2147th and 2148th meetings on 12 and 14
June 1979, the Security Council invited the representa-
tives of Egypt, Iran, Ireland, Jordan, the Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, the Nectherlands and the Syrian Arab
Republic to participate, without vote, in the discussion
of the enlarged agenda 3

At the beginning of the 2147th meeting on 12 June
1979, the President drew the attention of the Council
members to a letter™ dated 6 June 1979 from the
representative of Kuwait transmitting the text of a letter
dated 25 May from the Chairman of the Executive
Committee of the PLO addressed to the Secretary-Gen-
eral and a letter’ dated 11 June from the representa-
tive of Lebanon addressed to the Secretary-General,
both letters dealt with renewed attacks by the Israeli
armed forces against targets on Lebanese territory.’¥’

The Secretary-General briefly informed the Council
about the renewal of hostilities in the UNIFIL area of
operation since the submission of his report, and empha-
sized both the difficulties confronting UNIFIL and the
indispensable function performed by the Force in bring-
ing calm to a sorely affected area and in reducing the
active threat to international peace and security.’®

At the same meeting the representative of Lebanon
addressed himself to the issues raised in his letter dated
11 June and recalled his suggestion of 31 May that the
Council adopt an action-oriented resolution that would
put an end to the hostilities in Southern Lebanon by
checking Israeli aggression, giving UNIFIL greater
means to carry out its mandate and restoring the
General Armistice Agreement of 1949. Such a resolu-
tion would have to produce an immediate return to the
cease-fire. which should in turn be conducive to a
solution of the prevailing stalemate.’* .

During the deliberations at the 2147th through
2149th mectings, members of the Council and other
speakers praised the achievements of UNIFIL, which
despite very trying circumstances had been able to
advance the implementation of its mandate under
resolution 425 (1978), but they also expressed anger and
concern at the continuing hostilities involving de facto
Christian Forces, other armed elements and at times

W4 For details, see chapter 111,
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Israeli troops impeding the work of UNIFIL and
barring the restoration of the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of Lebanon under its legitimate Government.
Several representatives including the Israeli representa-
tive cngaged in extensive exchanges regarding the
Israeli position that its retaliatory acts against attacks
originating from the PLO on Lebanese soil were in
accordance with the right of self-defence under Article
51 of the Charter.’® A number of delegations called for
sanctions against Israel in view of its continued defiance
of Security Council resolutions.”’

At the beginning of the 2149th meeting on 14 June
1979, the President drew the attention of the Council
members to a draft resolution’ which had been pre-
pared during consultations among Council members. In
the course of the same meeting the President put the
draft to the vote: it was adopted by 12 votes to none,
with 2 abstentions as resolution 450 (1979), one mem-
ber did not participate in the voting.’*’ The resolution
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling ns resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) of 19 March,
427 (1978) of 3 May and 434 (1978) of 18 September 1978, and the
statement made by the President of the Security Council on &
December 1978 (S$/12958),

Recalling also. and particularly. its resolution 444 (1979) of 19
January 1979 and the statements made by the President of the
Security Council on 26 April (S/13272) and on 15 May 1979,

Having studied the report of the Secretary-Genera! on the United
Nanons Interim Force in Lebanon,

Acting 1n response 1o the request of the Governmem of Lebanon
and noting with concern the questions raised in its letters addressed to
the Sccurity Councit on 7 May, 30 May and 11 Junc 1979,

Reaffirniing s call for the stnict respect for the territorial
integrity, umty, sovereignty and pohtical independence of Lebanon
within its internationally recognized boundaries,

Expressing 11s anxiety about the continued existence of obstacles to
the full deployment of the Force and the threats 1o its very security, its
frecdom of movement and the salety of iy headquarters, which
prevented the completion of the phased programme of activities,

Convinced that the present situation has senious consequences for
peace and secunity in the Middle #:ast and impedes the achievement of
a jusl, comprehensive and durable peace in the arca,

I Strongly deplores acts of violence aganst Lebanon that have
led to the displacement of civibans, including Palestinians, and
brought about destruction and loss of innocent lives,

Y Calls upon Isael to cease forthwith ity acts against the
terntonal iniegrity, unity, soverergnty and pohitical independence of
| chanon, iy parhcular its incursions into l.ebanon and the assistance
1t contimucs to lend to irresponsible armed groups.,

Vo Cally also upon all parues concerned to refrain from activities
inconsistent with the vbjectives of the United Natons Interim Force in
1 chanon and to co-operate for the fulfilment of these objectives:

4 Reurrates that the objectives of the torce as set oul in
resalutions 429 (197K%). 426 (197%) and 444 (1979) must be attained:

W or relevant statements regarding the interpretation of Article
Stosee M14Tth mig Ruwait, para 44, 214%th mig  kgypt. paras
9t 2l mg beael, paras 8.9 Far g detaded discussion of
the 4t guments, see ahva the relevant section in chapter X1 below

o calls ooanvoke Chapter VIE of the Charter or 1o apph
ctlective measures under the Charter, see 2147th mtg Kuwait, para
S rechostovakes, parg 6K, 213NLh mlz Jordan, para 79, Syrian
Arah Republic, para 110, 2149th mtg USSR para 146

VS0 subsequently adopted without change as resolution 450
AN

Y ar the vote, see 2149th mig | para 148
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S Highly commends the pecformance of the Force and reiterates
W terms of reference as set out in the report of the Secretary-General
of 19 March (974 and approved by resolution 426 (1978}, in
particular that the Force must be enabled to function as an cffective
military unit. that 1t must enjoy freedom of movement and communi-
cation and other facihities necessary for the performance of s tasks
and that il must continuc to be able to discharge its duties according
W the above-mentioned terms of reference, including the right of
self-defence:

6 Reaffirms the validity of the General Armistice Agreement
between fsracl and Lebanon n accordance with its relevant decisions
and resolutions and calls upon the parties to take the necessary steps
10 reactivate the Mixed Armistice Commussion and 1o ensure full
respect for the safcty and freedom of action of the United Nations
Truce Supervision Organization.

7. Urges all Member States which are in a position to do so to
bring their influence to bear on those concerned, so that the Force can
discharge its responsibilities fully and unhampered;

8 Decides to renew the mandate of the Force for a period of six
months, that s, untit 19 December 1979:

9 Reaffirms ity determination, in the event of continuing ob-
structian of the mandate of the Force, 10 examine practical ways and
means in accordance with relevant provisions of the Charter of the
United Nuations to secure the full implementation of resolution 428
(1978).

10 Decides 10 remain scized of the question

Decision of 29 August 1979 (2164th meeting): invita-
tion accorded to the PLO

By letter’* dated 24 August 1979, the representative
of Lebanon requested the President to convene an
urgent meeting of the Security Council in view of the
continued escalation of violence and the loss of civilian
lives resulting from lIsraeli attacks and shelling of
Lebanese territory. He stated that the Lebanese Gov-
ernment felt that the deteriorating situation in Southern
Lebanon was endangering peace and security and that it
was imperative to ask the Council to take appropriate
measures, including the imposition of sanctions against
Isracl, to put once and for all an end to aggression
against Lebanon .}

At the close of the 2163rd meeting on 24 August
1979, following the adjournment of the Council’s discus-
sion of the question of the exercise by the Palestinian
people of its inalienable rights, the President drew the
attention of the Council to many recent reports about
intense military activity in Southern Lebanon and said
that he had been informed that the UNIFIL Command-
er had been instructed to make every effort to arrange
an immediate cease-fire in the arca. He recalled the
Secretary-General's recent appeal for restraint on the
part of all the parties and issued his own appeal that the
hostilities be brought to an end.’* '

In a letter’® dated 28 August 1979, the representative
of Lebanon requested that measures be taken urgently
to ensurc the safety, integrity and freedom of movement
of UNIFIL by providing the Force with weapons
and cquipment of a defensive character, to reconsider
the definition of the area of operation of UNIFIL,
to increase the number of posts and personnel in

WS 3SE6. OR d4thvr Suppl fur July-Sept (97V. pp 117-1IX

Y The letter contined references 1o two previous letters dated 12
August 1979 (S713509 and S/13S10, tbrd . pp. 114-115) in which the
new araeli attacks were set out in detail
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the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization
(UNTSO) on the border with Israel and to reactivate
the Mixed Armistice Commission.

In a second letter®* also dated 28 August 1979, the
representative of Lebanon again requested a meeting of
the Security Council at the earlicst possible date in
order to help consolidate the de facto cease-fire.

At its 2164th meeting on 29 August 1979, the
Sccurity Council included the letters dated 24 and 28
August from the representative of L.ebanon in its agenda
and considered the item at its 2164th and 2165th
meetings.

During the 2164th and 2165th mectings, the Security
Council decided to invite the representatives of Ireland,
Israel, Lebanon, Netherlands and the Syrian Arab
Republic to participate, without vote, in the discussion
of the question.’® A1 the 2164th meeting, in accordance
with the Council's past practice, the Council also
decided, by vote, to invite the representative of the PLO
to participate in the discussion.®

Opening the deliberations, the President conveyed
to the Council pertinent information regarding the
establishment of the de facto cease-fire in Southern
Lebanon and the casualties suffered by the contingents
of UNIFIL as a result of the recent hostilities.*!

At the same meeting, the representative of Lebanon
called for the full implementation of all the relevant
Council resolutions in order to make Southern Lebanon
a zone of peace. He indicated that his Government did
not ask for the adoption of another resolution which
logically would have to contain measures under Chapter
VI of the Charter to force Israel into compliance with
the will of the international community.

Instead he proposed that the Council reconsider the
ongoing peace-keeping operation and in particular the
objectives put forward by his Government in its memo-
randum dated 28 August 1979 (S/13519). These pro-
posals had been devised to strengthen the safety,
integrity and freedom of operation of UNIFIL, to
expand and deepen its operations in Southern Lebanon,
1o increase the number of observers in the area and to
reactivate the Israeli-Lebanese Mixed Armistice Com-
mission. He reaffirmed his Government's readiness to
work together with UNIFIL to progress towards peace
in the area, stressed the crucial significance of the
conditions in UNIFIL’s area of operation for Southern
Lebanon as a whole and emphasized once again the
principal importance of implementing resolution 425
(1978) .«

During the subsequent deliberations at the 2164th
and 2165th meetings, members of the Council were
united in their appreciation of the cease-fire attained
and in their appeal to the parties o <eck a more stable
and extensive condition of peace in the areu as a whole.

BYS013820. OR 34th vr Suppl for Julv-Sepi 1¥7V. p 120
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The precarious situation that had not yet cased for the
members of the United Nations Force was also general-
ly deplored.

The representative of France specifically suggested
that an increase in the number of United Nations
observer posts along the southern border of 1.ebanon as
well as the reactivation of the Isracli-Lebanese Mixed
Armistice Commission would be advantageous in the
current situation.®’

The President speaking in his capacity as representa-
tive of the United States condemnced the violent acts
committed by both sides in the arca of conflict and
called upon thc parties to co-operate fully with
UNIFIL, demanded of Isracl an end of its policy of
pre-emptive strikes on Lebanese soil and urged the
Palestinian leadership to help heal the wounds of
Lebanon. He called for a complete, immediate and
lasting halt by all parties to all shelling, terrorism and
other acts of violence.**

The representative of Kuwait issued a new appeal to
the Council that in view of Israel's continuous defiance
of the decisions of the world Organization measures
under Chapter VII should be considered and imposed .+*

At the end of the 2165th meeting on 30 August 1979,
the President reminded the Council members of his
appeal issued at the 2163rd meeting and expressed
satisfaction that this appeal had been heeded. He
concluded his remarks by appealing to all concerned to
make permanent the cessation of hostilities and to
implement resolution 425 (1978) in all its parts,**

Decision of 30 November 1979 (2174th meeting):
resolution 456 (1979)

At its 2174th mecting on 30 November 1979, the
Security Council included the report®’ of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ-
er Force (UNDOF) for the period 25 May to 23
November 1979 dated 23 November 1979 in its agenda.

The report of the Secretary-General covered the
activities of UNDOF from May to November 1979. The
Secretary-General stated that UNDOF had continued
to function cffectively with the co-operation of the
parties. He added, however, that despite the prevailing
quict in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation in the
Middle East as a whole remained potentially dangerous
unless and until a comprehensive peace settlement could
be reached. Under the circumstances, he concluded that
the continued presence of the Force was essential und
recommended the extension of its mandate for another
six months until 31 May 1980. He indicated that the
Governments of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic
had agreed to the proposed extension

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft

% thid., para. 37

44 1bid., paras. 67-77. For contradictory statements regarding the
origins and cessation of acts of violence, see Lhe interventions by the
representatives of Israel and the PLO
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resolution*® which he immediately put to the vote: it
was adopted by 14 votes to none as resolution 456
(1979); one member did not participate in the voting.+®
The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Huving conaidered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Decides

{¢) Tocall upon the parties concerned to implement immediately
Security Council resalution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973;

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nation Disengagement

Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31 May
19%0;

(¢} To request the Secretary-General 1o submit at the end of this
period a report on the developments in the situation and the measures
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973).

After the vote the President made the following
complementary statement*® on behalf of the Security
Council regarding the resolution just adopted:

As is known, the report of the Sccretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (S/13637) states in para-
graph 25 that “despite the present quict in the Isracl-Syria sector, the
situation 1n the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and is likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive
seltlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be
reached”. This statement of the Sccretary-General reflects the view of
the Security Council

Decision of 19 December 1979 (2180th meeting): reso-
lution 459 (1979)

At its 2180th meeting on 19 December 1979, the
Security Council included the report*!! of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba-
non (UNIFIL) for the period from 9 June to 10
December 1979 dated 14 December 1979 in its agenda.

The Secretary-General covered in his report the
activities of UNIFIL from June to December 1979 and
noted that despite intensive efforts both at Headquarters
and in the field, it had proved very difficult to make
significant progress in fulfilling the mandate of the
Force during that period.

The Secretary-General reported that during the earli-
er part of the period under review there had been serious
cvchanges of fire, involving the armed clements, on one
stde, and the de facto force or the Israeli forces, or both
combined, on the other. A de facto cease-fire brought
about through UNIFIL on 26 August had defused the
highly dangerous situation but the basic problems
remained unresolved. The essential problem, in the view
of the Secretary-General, was the inability of UNIFIL
to assume complete and peaceful control over its area of
operation as a preliminary to the restoration of the
cffective authority of the Lebanese Government in the
entire arca. One main element of the problem was the
intransigence of the de facto forees, which had contin-
ued and intensified their encroachments into the UNI-
FIL area of co-operation and had established four

s S 1 60, adopted without change as resolunion 456 (1979).
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positions which were a source of constant tension and of
increased harassment of the local population. Another
problem resulted from the continuing attempts by
armed elements to infiltrate the UNIFIL area.

The Secrctary-General added that in order to main-
tain the cease-fire and to consolidate the UNIFIL area
of operation, a plan of action had been formulated,
setting out those objectives as first essential steps and
the restoration of the sovercignty and authority of the
Lebanese Government over the territory of Lebanon as
a whole as the long-term objective, including the
reactivation of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice
Commission. He pointed out that the Lebanese Govern-
ment had given full support to the plan.

The Secretary-General also observed that an essential
factor in the successful implementation of UNIFIL's
mandate was the position of the Isracli Government, in
as much as the de facto forces were supported by Israel,
and its attitude towards the situation in Southern
Lebanon was interrelated with its perception of the
situation in the Middle East as a whole. Since a
withdrawal or reduction of UNIFIL at the current
juncture would, in his view, be extremely dangerous, the
Secretary-General recommended that the mandate of
the Force be extended for another period of six months.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution*'? which had been drawn up during consulta-
tions among the members. Then, the Council decided to
invite the representatives of Lebanon, Isracl and the
Syrian Arab Republic to participate in the discussion,
without the right to vote ‘" and, in accordance with the
Council's past practice, also decided, by vote, to invite
the representative of the PLO to participate in the
discussion !¢

In accordance with the agreement reached during
consultations, the President first put the draft resolution
to the vote: it was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 2
abstentions, as resolution 459 (1979); onc member did

not participate in the voting.*'* The resolution reads as
follows:

The Securits Councl.

Recalling ws resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (19781 of 19 March,
427 (197%) of 3 May and 439 (1978) of 18 September 1978, 444
(1979) of 19 January and 450 (1979) of 14 June 1979, as well as the
statements made by the President of the Secunity Council on 8
December 1978 (S/12958), on 26 April (8/13272) and on 15 May
1979,

Recalling s debate on 29 und 30 August 1979 and the statements
of the Secretary-General concermng the cease-fire.

Having studied the seport of the Secretary-General on the United
Natwns Intenim Foree in Lebanon.

dcnng 1 response W the request of the Government of Lebanon
and noting with concern the continued violations of the cease-fire, the
attacks on the Force and the difficulties in implementing Security
Counait resolutions,

425/13693, adopted without change as resolution 459 (1879).

43 2180th mtg . paras 2and 184

414 For the relevant arguments and the vote {10 votes in favour. !
against, with 4 abstentions), ibid . paras 3-6

413 For the vote, ibid.. para. 7



Chapter VI, Maintenance of internutional peace and securily

Fxpressing its anxiety about the continued existence of obﬂacles}o
the full deployment of the Force and the threats to its very security, its
freedom of movement and the safety of its headquarters,

Convinced that the present situation has serious consequences for
peace and security in the Middle East and impedes the achievement of
a just, comprehensive and durable peace in the area,

Reaffirming its call for the strict respect for the territorial
integrity, unity, sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon
within its internationally recognized boundaries, and welcoming the
efforts of the Government of Lebanon to reassert its sovereignty and
restore its civilian and military authority in Southern Lebanon,

| Reaffirms the objectives of resolutions 425 (1978) and 450
(1979),

1. Expresses its support for the efforts of the Secretary-General
to consolidate the cease-fire and calls upon all partics concerned 1o
refrain from activities inconsistent with the objectives of the United
Nations Interim FPorce in Lebanon and 10 co-opernte for the fulfilment
of these objectives:

3. Calls upon the Secretary-General and the Force to continue to
tuke all effective measures deemed nccessary in accordance with the
approved guidelines and terms of reference of the Force as adopted in
resolution 426 (1978);

4. Takes note of the determination of the Government of
Lebanon Lo draw up a programme of action, in consultation with the
Secretary-General, to promote the restoration of its authority in
pursuance of resolution 425 (1978);

S.  Takes note also of the cfforts of the Government of Lebanon
to obtain international recognition for the protection of the archaeo-
logical and cultural sites and monuments in the city of Tyre in
accordance with international law and the Convention of The Hague
of 1954, under which such cities, sites and monuments are considered
10 be a heritage of interest to all mankind;

6. Reaffirms the validity of the General Armistice Agreement
between Israel and Lebanon in accordance with its relevant decisions
and resolutions and calls upon the parties, with the assistance of the
Secretary-General, 10 take the necessary steps to reactivate the Mixed
Armistice Commission and to ensure full respect for the safety and
freedom of action of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organiza-
tion;

7. Highly commends the performance of the Force and its
Commander, and reiterates its terms of reference as set out ia the
report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 1978 and approved by
resolution 426 (1978), in particular that.the Force must be enabled to
function as an efficient military unit, that it must enjoy freedom of
movement and communication and other facilities necessary for the
performance of its tasks and that it must continue 10 be able to
discharge its duties according 10 the above-mentioned terms of
reference, including the right of self-defence;

8. Urges all Member States which are in a position to do so to
continue to bring their influence 10 bear on those concerned, so that
the Force can discharge its responsibility fully and unhampered;

9 Decides 10 renew the mandate of the Force for a period of six
months, that is, until 19 June 1980:

10.  Reaffirms its determination, in the event of continuing
obstruction of the mandate of the Force, to examine practical ways
and means in accordance with relevant provisions of the Charter of
the United Nations to secure the full implementation of resolution 42%
(1978),

11 Decides to remain scized of the question

Following the adoption of the resolution, Council
members expressed their appreciation for the activitics
and extension of UNIFIL and for the maintenance of
the de facto cease-fire in the area; they also deplored
recurring violent clashes involving various parties and
called for the full implementation of resolution 425
(1978).

Decision of 24 April 1980 (2218th meeting): resolution
467 (1980)
In a letter*'® dated 10 April 1980, the representative

SN 1INRS OR. 3Sthyr, Suppl tor April-June 1980 po 1Y

of Lebanon drew the attention of the Security Council
to renewed acts of aggression committed by Israeli
armed forces inside Lebanese territory including direct
clashes with UNIFIL and announcing its intent to curry
out patrols in the UNIFIL area of operation. in view of
the latest confrontation the Government of Lebanon
requested a meeting of the Council at the carhiest
possible convenience to put an end to Isracli aggression
and to enable UNIFIL to acquire full control over the
totality of its area of operation.

On 11 April 1980, the Seerctary-General submitted a
special report*” on UNIFIL in which he informed the
Council of a dangerously escalating level ol tension i,
and adjacent to, the area of vperation of the Foree,
where serious incidents had occurred because of violent
harassment by the de facto forces of long-established
observation posts manned by observers of UNTSO.
Since 6 April, the de facto forces had sought (orcibly to
establish a permancnt presence in a village in the area
of deployment of the Irish battalion. Furthermore,
starting on 8 April, Isracli tanks, armoured vehicles and
personnel had moved into Southern Lebanon, including
the area of deployment of UNIFIL, following an attack
by Palestinian armed elements on the Israeli Kibbutz
Misgav Am during the night of 6/7 April 4

At its 2212th meeting on 13 April 1980, the Security
Council included the Lebanese letter and the special
report of the Secretary-General on UNIFIL in its
agenda and considered the item during its 2212th to
2218th meetings from 13 10 24 April 1980. In the
course of its deliberations, the Council decided to invite
the representatives of Lebanon, Fiji, lIreland, Isracl,
Italy, Netherlands, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and the
Syrian Arab Republic to participate, without vote, in
the discussion of the question.*® Jn accordance with its
past practice, the Council also decided, by vote, to invite
the representative of the PLO to participate in the
debate.**® The Council further decided, at the request of
the representative of Tunisia, to extend an invitation to
Mr. Clovis Maksoud and Mr. Hammadi Essid under
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure **!

At the 2212th meeting on 13 April 1980, the Secre-
tary-General informed the Council of further develop-
ments in the current crisis which had been brought
about and was exacerbated by intolerable aggression .
and harassment experienced by the UNIFIL personnel.
He presented in detail the attacks and casualties
suffered by members of the Force and emphasized his
responsibility and the Council’s for the peace-keeping
force in Southern Lebanon,

At the beginning of the 2213th meeting on 14 April
1980, the Sccretary-General, in an additional short

CTSOLIRRE abid pp 1512

4% In three addenda to his speaial report issued on 16 and 18 April
(S/13888. Adds 1-3). the Secretary-General provided the Security
Counal with further information on the continuing acts of harassment
by the de facto forces against UNIFIL which had resulted in the
murder of two Irish soldiers by the de facto forces ubid  pp 17-18)

% kar details, see chapter 111

420 For tne arguments and the vote 110 1n favour, | against, with
4 abstentions), sce 2213th mtg., paras. 3-7.

UM Makscad was insred atthe 2200 meg., para. 5, Mr. Essid
attne 220 e paca Y bor Purther denails, see chasrer 1]
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statement, informed the Council members as 1o the
Israel withdrawal from Lebanese territory, as an-
nounced by the Government of Isracl, the inability of
UNIFIL to confirm that due to severe restrictions on its
freedom of movement in its area of operation and as to
the extreme difficulty under which UNIFIL continued
1o labour, with its headquarters isolated, important
equipment immobilized and major roads closed to
UNIFIL troops trying to resupply observation posts on
the international border.*?

The representative of Lebanon stated that the Isracli
withdrawal was in doubt, as Israel, since 1978, had
remained on Lebanese ground conducting military oper-
ations there. He called for a real and total withdrawal of
the Israeli forces as well as for the disbanding of the de
facto forces who were nothing but an accessory of
Israel’s occupation. He considered the attacks against
UNIFIL as most dangerous and called upon all those
who wanted peace in the area to defend the Lebanese
boundaries. He demanded once again the immediate
cessation of hostility against UNIFIL, the free, total
deployment of UNIFIL up to the international bounda-
ries, a clear injunction against further attempts to
prevent UNIFIL from carrying out its full mandate, the
condemnation of Israel's aggression and the dismantling
of the de facto forces and the reactivation of the
Armistice Agreement. He indicated that a draft resolu-
tion along these lines would be submitted at the
appropriate time through the appropriate channels.*?

The representative of France expressed his great
distress about the harassment and attacks against
UNIFIL resulting from Israel's intervention in Southern
Lebanon. He also condemned the operations launched
by the de facto forces against the United Nations Force
and the violent terrorist act of taking children as
hostages at the Misgav Am kibbutz ¥

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel
accused the international community of disregarding the
cause of all the crises in Southern Lebanon and laid the
blame for the Israeli acts of reprisals on the PLO
terrorists whose violent attacks against targets in Israel
such as the Misgav Am kibbutz called for forceful
pumishiment at the source, that is against PLO camps in
1.cbanon. He concluded that, in taking all the measures
to protect the lives and safety of its citizens, the
Government of Israel merely exercised its inherent right
of sclf-defence recognized under Article 51 of the
Charter .4

At the 2214th meeting on 14 April, the representative ’

of the USSR charged that Isracl once again had
violated the norms of international law and resolutions
of the Sccurity Council by its own acts of aggression in
Lebanon and by supporting the anti-Government forces
of Naddad He condemned the harassment of UNIFIL
by the Isracli and the de facto forces and accused the
United States of blocking effective measures by the

Sccurity Council against the aggressors. His delegation

42221 th mtg., paras. 10-13.
bud., paras. 15-32.
244, paras. 33-39.
3 Id | paras. 41-78.

belicved it essential for the Council to adopt a resolution
which would condemn Isracl outright and provide for
extremely forthright measures against it.+:®

At the 2216th meeting on 16 April 1980, the repre-
sentative of Lebanon expressed deep regret at the death
of two UNIFIL soldiers and raised the question whether
the Israeli forces had indeed completely withdrawn from
l.ebanese territory.*”” The representative of Isras! restat-
ed from his previous intervention that after having taken
certain precautions to foil further PLO attacks against
innocent Isracli civilians, all Israch soldiers had with-
drawn behind the border. But the Lebanese representa-
tive refused to accept the Israeli assertion.**

At the beginning of the 2217th meeting on 18 April
1980, the President drew the attention of the Council
members to a draft resolution*”® sponsored by Tunisia.

In the preambular part of this draft resolution, the
Security Council would have recalled the relevant
resolutions adopted in the past and in particular the
terms of reference and general guidelines of the Force
as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19
March 1978 (S/12611) and confirmed by resolution 426
(1978); in the operative part the Security Council would
have (1) reaffirmed its determination to implement the
relevant resolutions, particularly resolutions 425 (1978),
426 (1978) and 459 (1979); (2) strongly condemned the
military. intervention of Israel in Lebanon and the
violation of Lebanese sovereignty and territorial integri-
ty, and called for the complete withdrawal of Israeli
forces and the immediate cessation of all direct and
indirect Israeli military action inside the internationally
recognized boundaries of Lebanon; (3) strongly con-
demned all violations of the General Armistice Agree-
ment between Isracl and Lebanon and the provision of
military assistance to illegal armed groups, as well as all
acts of interference with the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization; (4) strongly condemned all
attacks on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba-
non and the United Nations Truce Supervision Organi-
zation, as well as all obstructions and hostile activities in
or through the area of operation of the Force that were
inconsistent with Security Council resolutions and the
mandate of the Force, which was designed to ensure the
peaceful character of the area of operation, to control
movement and to take all measures deemed necessary
for the effective restoration of the sovercignty of Leba-
non; (5) strongly condemned the acts that had led to
loss of life and physical injuries among personnel of the
Force and of the United Nations Truce Supervision
Organization, as well as their harassment and abuse, the
destruction of property and matériel and the disruption
of communications; (6) strongly condemned the deliber-
ate shelling of the field hospital of the Force, which
enjoys special protection under international law; (7)
commended the efforts undertaken by the Secretary-
General and by the interested Governments to secure

4262214th mig., paras. 43-54.

4272216th mig., paras. 50-55

48 tbid., paras. 57 and 59

4298713897, OR, 35th yr., Suppi. for April-June 1980, pp. 23-24.
The draft was subsequently revised (S/13897/ Rev . 1) but was not pressed
0 a vote. For the President’s remarks, see 2217th mig.. para. 3.
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the withdrawal of lsraeli forces from Lebanon, as well
as the cessation of hostilities, and to enable the Force to
carry out its mandate effectively without interference;
(8) commended the performance of the Force in carry-
ing out its duties with great restraint in very adverse
circumstances: (9) called attention to the provisions in
the mandate that would allow the Force to use its right
of self-defence, and called attention to the terms of
reference which provided that it would use its best
cfforts to prevent the recurrence of fighting and 1o
ensure that its area of operation would not be utilized
for hostile activities of any kind; (10) called upon all
parties concerned and all those capable of lending any
assistance to co-operate with the Secretary-General in
restoring peace and security and in enabling the Force
to fulfil its mandate and further to reactivate the
General Armistice Agreement of 1949 conducive to the
restoration of the sovereignty of Lebanon over all of its
territory up to the internationally recognized bounda-
ries; and (11) requested the Secretary-General to report
as soon as possible on the completion of the withdrawal
of Israeli troops, the cessation of hostilities and all acts
inconsistent with the mandate of the Force.

At the 2217th meeting, the Under-Secretary-General
for Special Political Affairs made a statement in
accordance with rule 22 of the Council's provisional
rules of procedure and informed the members of the
Council of critical developments in the last few days
leading to the cold-blooded murder of two Irish soldiers
of the UN Force by members of the de facto forces.**®

After this short report the President, speaking on
behalf of the Security Council, made the following
statement which had been agreed upon by all the
members of the Security Council:*?

I am authorized by the Security Council 10 make the following
statement on behalf of its members, pending action on the resolution
which the Security Council is considering on the overall situation in
Lebanon and on the acts of hostility against Lebanon, the United
Nations interim Force in Lebanon {UNIFIL) and the United Nations
Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine (UNTSO).

The members of the Security Council are shocked and outraged at
the report that the Security Council has received on the attacks on the
Force and the cold-blooded murder of peace-keeping soldicrs by the de
Jacro forces.

This unprecedented, barbaric act against a peace-keeping force is a
direct challenge to and a defiance of the authority of the Security
Council and the mission of the United Nations in maintaining
international peace and security.

The Security Council strongly condemns all those who share in the
responsibility for this outrageous act. The Council reaffirms its
intention to take such determined action as the situation calls for to
enable UNIFIL 10 take immediate and toial control of its entire arca
ol operations up to the internationally recognized boundaries.

The Council extends its deep-felt condolences to the Government of
Ireland and the families of the victims.

The Council also commends the valiant action of the commanders
and soldiers of UNIFIL and the courage of the United Nations
observers under the most adverse circumstances

Following the statement of the President on behalf of
the Council, members of the Council and other speakers
who had already expressed their condemnation of the

4302217th mtg.. paras. 5-14.
SV 1bid ., para. 18,

recent attacks against UNIFIL personnel and facilities
in previous meetings joined in stating, in clear and
unecguivocal terms, their shock and dismay at the brutal
killing of unarmed peace-keepers.

At the 2218th meeting on 24 April 1980, the repre-
sentative of Tunisia indicated his delegation’s full sup-
port for the efforts undertaken by the President of the
Council to lead the debate to a responsible decision and
to promote a positive and constructive conclusion
through the adoption of a resolution having the broadest
possible support of the Council "

Speaking in his capacity as representative of Mexico,
the President stated that the representutives of the
countries contributing troops to UNIF apreed on
three points: they had no doubt about the fact that the
illegal forces were receiving direct assistance from
Israel; they regretted that the Force was limited to
preventing incursions as a consequence of the harass-
ment to which it was subjected; and they considered it
necessary that the Force be deployed in the entire area
of operations under its jurisdiction. He added that the
conditions of deployment had been changed due to the
fact that not all parties to the conflict were prepared to
comply with resolution 425 (1978) and that therefore
the Force had been put in a very vulnerable position.*»

Resuming again his functions as President of the
Council, he announced that it was his understanding
that the draft resolution®** which had been prepared in
the course of consultations could be put to the vote. The
draft resolution was adopted by 12 votes to none, with 3
abstentions, as resolution 467 (1980).9% It reads as
follows:

The Security Council,

Acting in response to the request of the Government of l.ebanon,

Having studied the special report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 1) April 1980 and the
subsequent statements, reports and addenda,

Having expressed itself through the statement of the President of
the Security Council of |18 April 1980,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978), 427 {1978), 434
(1978), 444 (1979), 450 (1979) and 459 (1979),

Recalling the terms of reference and gencral guidelines of the
Force, as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19 March
1978 confirmed by resolution 426 (1978), and particularly:

{@) That the Force “must be able 1o function as an integrated
and efficient military unit”™,

{6) That the Force “must enjoy the freedom of movement and
communication and other facilities that are necessary for the perform-
ance of its tasks”,

(¢) That the Force “will not use force except in self-defence™,

(d) That “self-defence would include resistance to attempts by
forceful means to prevent it from discharging its duties under the
mandate of the Secunty Counuail™,

1. Reaffirms 1ts determination 1o implement the above-men-
tioned resolutions, particularly resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978) and

4112218th mtg., paras. 4-12. The revised draft sponsored by Tunisia
(S/13897/Rev.1) contained a number of substantial changes in terms
of the language used and the way the paragraphs of the resolution were
organized. The text was issued on 23 April 1980, but there was no
reference to it at the 2218th meeting.

433 2218th mig., paras. 50-60.

445713905, subsequently adopted without change as resolution 467
(1980).

433For the President’s statement, see 2118th mtg., para. 62. For the
vote, thid ., para. 86
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459 {1979), in the totality of the area of operation assigned to the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, up to the internationally
recognized boundaries;

2 Condemns all actions contrary to the provisions of the
above-mentioned resolutions and, in particular, strongly deplores:

(a) Any violation of Lebanese sovereignty and territorial integri-
ty:

(b) The military intervention of Israel in Lebanon;

(¢) Al acts of violence in violation of the General Armistice
Agreement between Isracl and Lebanon,

(d) Provision of miltary assistance to the so-called de facto
forces,

(¢) ANl acts of interference with the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization,

(N Al acts of hostility against the Force und in or through its
area of operation as inconsistent with Security Council resolutions;

{g) Al obstructions of the ability of the Force to confirm the
complete withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon, to supervise the
cessation of hostilities, to ensure the peaceful character of the area of
operation, 10 control movement and to take measures deemed neces-
sary 10 ensure the effective restoration of the sovercignty of Lebanon;

(h)  Acts that have led 10 loss of life and physical injuries among
the personnel of the Force and of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization, their harassment and abuse, the disruption
of communication, as well as the destruction of property and material;

3. Condemns the deliberate shelling of the headquarters of the
Force and more particularly the field hospital, which enjoys special
prolection under international law;

4 Commends the efforts undertaken by the Secretary-General
and by the interested Goveraments to bring about the cessation of
hostilities and to enable the Force 1o carry out its mandate effectively
without interference;

S, Commends the Force for its great restraint in carrying out its
duties in very adverse circumstances;

6. Calls atrention o the provisions in thc mandate that would
allow the Force 10 usc its right 10 self-defence;

7. Calls attention 1o the terms of reference of the Force which
provide that it will use ils best cfforts 1o prevent the recurrence of
fighting and to chsure that its area of operation will not be utilized for
hustile activities of any kind,

% Reguests the Sccretary-General to convene a meeting, at an
appropriate level, of the lsracl-LeBanon Mixed Armistice Commission
to agree on precise recommendations and further to reactivate the
General Armistice Agreement conducive to the restoration of the
sovereignty of Lebanon over all its territory up to the internationally
recognized boundaries;

9. Calls upon all parties concerned and all those capable of
fending any assistance to co-operate with the Secretary-General in
enabling the Force to fulfit its mandate;

10, Recognizes the urgent need to explore all ways and means of
sccuning the full implementation of resolution 425 (1978), including
enhancing the capacity of the Force to fulfil its mandate in all s
parls;

Il Requests the Secretary-General to report as soon as possible
on the progress of these initiativey and the cessation of hostilities.

Speaking in explanation of their votes, two Council '

members indicated that they had decided 1o abstain on
the vote because the resolution did not provide for
effective measures to overcome Israel’s defiance of the
Council’s decisions and 1o finally implement the relevant
resolutions adopted on the issue;*™ another member
explained his delegation’s abstention by suggesting that
the text of the resolution was not sufficiently balanced
and comprehensive 4

$65ee 2218th mig.: German Democratic Republic, paras. 67-69,
USSR, paras. 83-91.
97 7bid.: United States, paras. 70-85.

Decision of 30 May 1980 (2224th meeting): resolution
470 (1980)

At its 2224th meeting on 30 May 1980, the Security
Council included the report** of the Secretary-General
on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force

(UNDQOF) for the period 24 November 1979 10 23 May
1980 dated 23 May 1980 in its agenda.

The report covered the activities of UNDOF, which
had continued to supervise the observance of the cease-
fire between lsrael and the Syrian Arab Republic.
During the period under review the cease-fire had been
maintained without any complaints by either party. The
Secretary-General warned, however, that despite the
present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation in
the Middle East continued to be potentially dangerous;
he remained hopeful that a comprehensive settlement
covering all aspects of the Middle East problem could
be reached. But in the prevailing circumstances, he
recommended that the Council extend the mandate of
the Force for a further period of six months until 30
November 1980, with the assent of the Governments of
Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic.

At the 2224th mecting, the President drew the
attention of the Council members to a draft resolution**®
which he immediately put to the vote. It was adopted by
14 votes to none as resolution 470 (1980); one delega-
tion did not participate in the voting.**® The resolution
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Maving considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Decides:

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately
Security Council resolution 338 (1973);

(6) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30
November 1980;

(¢} To request the Secretary-General to submit at the end of this

period a report on the developments in the situation and the measures
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973).

After the adoption of the resolution, the President
made the following complementary statement on behalf
of the Security Council:*'

As is known, the report of the Sccretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (5/13957) states in para-
graph 26 that )

“Despite the present quiel in lhc_lsrael-ngia sector, the situation
in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous
and is likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive
seitlement covering all aspects of the Middie East problem can be
tcached

This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of the
Sccunty Council,

Decision of 17 June 1980 (2232nd meeting): resolution
474 (1980)

At its 2232nd meeting on 17 June 1980, the Security

O8S5/11957, OR, 35th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1980, pp. 64-60
4395/13967, adopied without change as resolution 470 (1981
#0See 2224th mtg., para. 2, for the voting.

1 tbid., para. 3.
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Council included the report*? of the Secretary-General
on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL) for the period 11 December 1979 to 12 June
1980 dated 12 June 1980 in its agenda.

The report contained an account of developments
relating to the functioning of UNIFIL for the period
from December 1979 to June 1980. The Secretary-Gen-
eral noted that, despite the intensive effort made both at
United Nations Headquarters and in the field to fulfil
the mandate of UNIFIL, grave difficulties had prevent-
ed progress during the period under review. The report
gave a detailed account of the increasingly tense situa-
tion in Southern Lebanon culminating in the violence of
April and involving recurrent infiltration of UNIFIL's
area of operation by the de facto forces as well as by
armed elements (mainly PLO and the Lebanese Nation-
al Movement).

The Secretary-General emphasized that the most
serious problems had arisen with the de facto forces,
which had not only prevented a further deployment of
UNIFIL but had attempted to establish additional
encroachments and confronted the Force with heavy
artillery bombardments, resulting in the death of UNI-
FIL soldiers. The de facto forces were dependent on the
Israeli forces. On occasion, UNIFIL had sought the
intercession of the Israeli authorities to curb the hostile
activities of the de facto forces against UNIFIL or
against the civilian population in the UNIFIL area. Ina
few instances, Israeli intervention had resolved specific
difficulties, but the Israeli authorities continued their
support of the de facto forces and had made incursions
into Lebanese territory and maintained a number of
positions in the enclave. Regarding the attitude of the
PLO, the Secretary-General reported assurances of
continued co-operation with UNIFIL, but he also
pointed out that the Force had frequently been subject-
ed to attempts by armed elements to infiltrate personnel
and weapons into its area of operation. In recent weeks
in particular, sizable groups of the Lebanese National
Movement had attempted to force their way into the
UNIFIL area.

In conclusion the Secretary-General observed that the
use of force in self-defence would not by itself achieve
significant progress in the implementation of the UNI-
FIL mandate. A peace-keeping operation must achieve
its major objectives through means other than the use of
force, and that consideration certainly applied to UNI-
FIL. Therefore, the main road to full implementation of
the UNIFIL mandate lay in political and diplomatic
cfforts, which must secure genuine co-operation with the
Force in the interest of security and normality for all
concerned. Owing to his conviction that UNIFIL,
despite all the difficulties it had to face, was performing
an indispensable service to peace in Lebanon and in the
Middle East as a whole, the Secretary-General recom-
mended that the mandate of the Force be extended for
another period of six months, a recommendation with
which the Government of Lebanon had expressed full
agreement.

SIS OR SSthyr  Suppl for Apel-fuse 1IN0 pp 92-99.
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At the beginning of the 2232nd meeting, the Counci)
decided to invite the representatives of Ireland, lscael,
Lebanon and the Netherlands to participate, without
vote, in the discussion of the agenda item.**

The President drew the attention of the Council
members to a draft resolution* which had been drawn
up in consultations among the members, and immedi-
ately put it 10 the vote: it was adopted by 12 votes to
none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 474 (1980); one
member did not participate in the voting ** The resolu-
tion reads as follows:

The Security Counvil,

Kecalling s resolutians 428 (197%), 426 (1978), 407 (1918), 444
L1978), 444 (1979), 450 (1979), 459 (1979) and 467 (1980), ax welt
as the statement by the President of the Security Councl of 18 April
1980.

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 12 June 1980,

Acting in response 1o the request of the Government of Lebanon
and noting with concern the questions raised in its letters addressed 1o
the Security Council on 8 May, 17 May and 27 May 1980,

Convinced that the present situation has serious consequences for
peace and security in the Middle East,

Reaffirming its call for the sirict respect for the territorial
integrity, unity, sovercignty and political independence of Lebanon
within its internationally recognized boundaries,

Commending the pcrformance of the Force, yet expressing its
concern about the ceatinued existence of obstacles to the full
deployment of the Force and its freedom of movement, the threats to
1s security and the safety of its headquarters,

1. Decides to rencw the mandate of the United Nations lnterim
Force in Lebanon for a period of six months, that is. unul 19
December 1980, and reiterates its commitment to the full implementa-
tion of the mandate of the Force throughout its entire area of
operation up to the internationally recognized boundaries, according
10 the terms of reference and guidelines as stated and confirmed in the
appropriate Security Council resolutions,

2. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations [nterim Force in Lebanon and fully endorses the
conclusions and recommendations expressed therein;

3. Sirongly condemns all actions contrary to the provisions of the
mandate and, in particular, continued acts of violence that prevent the
fulfilment of this mandate by the Force;

4. Takes note of the steps already taken by the Secretary-Gen-
cral 10 convene a meeting of the Isracl-Lebanon Mixed Armistice
Commission and urges the parties concerned to extend to him their
full co-operation in accordance with the relevant Security Council
decisions and resolutions, including resolution 467 (1980);

5. Takes note of the efforts deployed by Member States, and
more particularly the troop-contributing countries, in support of the -
Force and urges all those which are in a position to do so to continue
10 use their influence with those concerned so that the Force can
discharge its responsibilities fully and unhampered:

6 Reaffirms its determination. in the event of continuing ob-
strucuion of the mandate of the Force, 10 examine practical ways and
means to securc the full implementation of resolution 425 (1978),

7. Decides to remain seized of the question.

Following the adoption of the resolution. Council
members and other representatives expressed concern
about the continuing hostile acts directed against UNI-
FIL from various sides in the area of operation, about
the seemingly unending presence of the Force in South-

MIF

ur detadds, see chapter 111
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ern Lebanon and the lack of progress in implementing
the relevant provisions of resolution 425 (1978).

Decision of 30 June 1980 (2242nd mecting): resolution
476 (1980)

By letter*® dated 28 May 1980, the representative of
Pakistan, which at that time served as Chairman of the
Organization of the Islamic Conference, requested, in
accordance with the decision taken by the Eleventh
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, held at Islam-
abad from 17 to 22 May 1980, an immediate meeting of
the Security Council to examine the dangerous situation
arising from the latest decision by the Israeli authorities
seeking to annex and declare Al-Quds Al-Sharif (the
Holy City of Jerusalem) as the capital of Israel and to
consider the consequences of this decision on the
endeavours for achiecving a comprehensive, just and
lasting peace in the Middle East.

At the 2233rd meeting on 24 June 1980, the Security
Council included the letter of the representative of
Pakistan in its agenda. It considered the issue during the
22331d 10 2236th, 2238th, 2239th, 2241st and 2242nd
meetings from 24 to 30 Junc 1980. During these
meetings the Council decided to invite the representa-
tives of Algeria, Bahrain, Chad, Cuba, Democratic
Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt. Gabon, Gambia, Guinea,
Guinca-Bissau, Indonesia, Iran, [raq, Israel, Jordan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia,
Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emir-
ates, United Republic of Cameroon, Upper Volta,
Yemen and Yugoslavia to participate, without vote, in
the discussion of the item.*’ At the 2233rd meeting, the
Council also decided, by vote, that an invitation, in
accordance with past practice, be accorded to the
representative of the PLO to participate in the debate.*#
At the same meeting, the Council extended an invitation
to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional
rules of procedure; at the 2236th meeting, the Council
invited, also under rule 39, the Rapporteur of the
Committice on the Exercise of the Inalicnable Rights of
the Palestman People ¢

The Forcign Manister of Pakistan, speaking in his
capacity as Chairman of the Islamic Conference of
Foreign Ministers, stated that the Eleventh Islamic
Foreign Ministers’ Conference had requested an urgent
ineeting of the Security Council to consider the danger-
ous situntion arising from Israel’s latest moves 1o
consolidate its illegal annexation of the Holy City of
Jerusalem and to declare it as the permanent capital of
Israel. A bill which recently had been introduced in the
Isracli Parliament with the full backing of the ruling
coalition would declare Al-Quds Al-Sharif as Israel’s
capital. This move to alter juridically the status of

S 13966, OR, ISth vr, Suppl for Apeit June 1980, p. 1.

ST kar detads, see chapter M

HE T he vote was 10 votes 1o 1, with 4 abstentions. For the vote and
relevant discussion, see 2233rd mig., paras. 25, For further details,
see chapter 11

49 See chapter LI for details regardimg the insitations under rule 39
of the provisional rules of procedure
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Jerusalem had been followed by the decision to shift the
office of the Israeli Prime Minister to East Jerusalem.
The Islamic Conference had declared its opposition to
these measures unequivocally and appealed to the
Security Council to declare the annulment of the Israeli
measures and, in case of defiance by Israel, 1o impose
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter against
Israel.

He reviewed the decisions taken by the Islamic
Conference and by the United Nations in regard to the
status of Jerusalem after its occupation by the Israelis in
1967. In view of the long history of Isracli intransigence,
he felt that the Security Council should bring all
possible pressure to bear on the Israeli authorities to
rescind forthwith the administrative and juridical mea-
sures taken by them to annex Al-Quds. If Israel
continued to flout the verdict of the international
community and persist in its design to declare Jerusalem
its capital, the Council would have to impose sanctions
under Chapter VII of the Charter.*®

The views expressed by the Foreign Minister of
Pakistan were amplified in somewhat varying ways by a
large number of Council members and other representa-
tives who had been invited to participate in the discus-
sion 4" Other representatives also criticized the Govern-
ment of Israel for its plans regarding Jerusalem and

strongly appealed to Isracl to desist from these illegal
moves.**?

At the 22415t meeting on 30 June 1980, the President
of the Council drew the attention of the members to a

draft resolution®® which was sponsored by 39 Member
States. 4%

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt
addressed himself to the draft resolution which his
Government had decided to co-sponsor as it covered the
decisive aspects of the issue regarding Jerusalem; he
mentioned in particular the reaffirmation of previous
Assembly and Council resolutions deploring earlier
Israeli measures, the renewed emphasis on the inadmis-
sibility of the acquisition of territory by force and the
reassertion of the principle that as an occupying Power
Israel had to comply scrupulously with the existing legal
obligations and responsibilities. He concluded that the

4W2233rd mig., paras. 10-29.

431 For the texts of relevant statements, see 2233rd mig.: Moroceo,
paras. 31-54; PLO, paras. $6-84; 2234th mig.: Egypt, paras. 60-15; Jor-
dan, paras. 4-58; Mauritania, paras. 77-104; 2235th mtg.: Cuba,
paras. $6-72; Kuwail, paras. 5-28; Syrian Arab Republic, paras. 74-86,
M. Maksoud, paras. 30-54; 2236th mig.: Qatar, paras. 77-90; Saudi
Arabia, paras. 22-43; Tunisia, paras. $-20; Turkey, paras. 62-75; Yemen,
paras. 92-104; and Mr. Gauci (Rapporteur, Committee on the Exer-
cise of the Inahenable Rights of the Palestinian People), paras. 45-60;
2238th mtg.: German Democratic Republic, paras. 50-38; lraq,
paras. §04-112; USSR, paras. 11-26; Zambia, paras. 37-49; 223%th mig..
Bahrain, paras. 63-79; China, paras. 14-20; Lebanon, paras. 124-134,
Philippines, paras. 2-13; Somalia, paras. 99-109; Sudan, paras. 81-97;
Urnuted Arab Emirates, paras 111-122; 24ist mtg." Algeria. paras. 13-25.

41See 1n particular 22415t mtg.: France, paras. 68-73, United
Kingdom, paras. 74-79, both of whom referred to a decision taken by
the European Community on the issue of Jerusaiem, i

$35/1403 1. subsequentls adopted without change as resolution 476

1980).

( “‘T)hinyﬂgh( sponsors were listed by the President at the 2241st mtg.,
para. 3. The thirty-ninth sponsor was mentioned at the beginning of
the 2242nd mecting.
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adoption of the draft resolution would be an added
confirmation of the illegality of the Isracli designs on
Jerusalem 4

At the 2242nd meeting on 30 June 1980, the Presi-
dent, speaking in his capacity as the representative of
Norway, expressed support for the draft resolution, but
noted that in his Government’s view subsequent steps
envisaged in the text would not constitute measures
under Chapter VII of the Charter.

Resuming his functions as President he stated that it
was his understanding that the Council was ready to
vote on the draft resolution ¢

Prior to the vote, the representative of the United
States reiterated his Government’s programme of pursu-
ing the Arab-Isracli talks under the Camp David
Agreements which the United States viewed as the most
auspicious path to peace in the area. As the draft
resolution was judged to contribute little if anything to
the ongoing process of negotiations, the United States
felt that its abstention on the text would signal its
determination most clearly, while indicating its disap-
proval of the Isracli moves regarding Jerusalem.*

Then the President put the draft resolution to the
vote; it was adopted by 14 votes against none with one
abstention, as resolution 476 (1980).4* It reads as
follows:

The Security Councll,

Having considered the letter of 28 May 1980 from the representa-
tive of Pakistan, the current Chairman of the Organization of the
Islamic Conference, contained in document 8§/13966,

Reaffirming that the acquisition of territory by force is inadmis-
sible,

Bearing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem and, in particular,
the nced to protect and preserve the unique spiritual and religious
dimension of the Holy Places in the city,

Reaffirming its resolutions relevant 1b the character and status of
the Holy City of Jerusalem, in particular resolutions 252 (1968), 267
(1969), 271 (1969), 298 (1971) and 465 (1980),

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,

Deploring the persistence of lsrael in changing the physical
character, demographic composition, institutional structure and the
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem,

Gravely concerned about the legislative steps initiated in the Israeli

Knesset with the aim of changing the character and status of the Holy
City of Jerusalem,

I Reaffirms the overriding necessity for ending the prolonged
occupation of Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including
Jerusalem;

2. Strongly deplores the continued refusal of Israel, the occupy-
ing Power, to comply with the relevant resolutions of the Security
Councit and the General Assembly;

3. Reconfirms that all legislative and administrative measures
and actions taken by lIsrael, the occupying Power, which purport 1o
alter the character and status of the Holy City of Jerusalem have no
legal validity and constitute a flagrant violation of the Geneva
Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War and also constitute a serious obstruction to achieving a compre-
hensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East;

43522415t mtg., paras. $-11.

456 See 2242nd mug., para. 12. A similar reservation regarding Chap-
ter VIl measures was expressed by the representative of the United
Kinﬁdom (ibid., para. 25).

4357 1hid., paras. 14-22.

438 For the vote, ibid., para. 23.

4 Reiterates that all such measures which have altered the
geographic, demographic and historical character and status of the
Holy City of Jerusalem are null and void and must be rescinded 10
compliance with the reicvant resolutions of the Secunity Council;

5. Urgently calls on lsrac!. the occupying Power. to abide by the
present and previous Security Council resolutions and 1o desist
forthwith from persisting in the policy and measures affecting the
character and status of the Holy City of Jerusalem;

6. Reaffirms its determination, in the cvent of non-compliance by
Isracl with the present resolution, to exumine practical ways und
means in accordance with relevant provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations to secure the full impiementation of the presemt
resolution.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the represen-
tative of Pakistan expressed his satisfaction at the
Council's decision and indicated that if Isracl did not
abide by this resolution the best means of enforcing the
will of the United Nations would be the application of
measures provided for under the Charter.***

The representative of Israel rejected the Council
decision as another element in a long chain of resolu-
tions ignoring the rights, interests and concerns of
Isracl. He charged that the resolution merely served the
interests of the enemies of Israel and suggested that
peace could be obtained only through honest dialogue
and negotiation.*®

Decision of 20 August 1980 (2245th meeting): resolu-
tion 478 (1980)

By letter®! dated 1 August 1980, the representative of
Pakistan, the current Chairman of the Islamic Confer-
ence, recalled paragraph 6 of Security Council resolu-
tion 476 (1980), pointed out that in total disregard of
the will of the international community and in flagrant
violation of the Council’s resolutions Israel had persisted
in its designs to alter the status of Jerusalem and had
enacted a law proclaiming it as the capital of Israel, and
requested an immediate mecting of the Council to
examine, in accordance with resolution 476 (1980),
paragraph 6, ways and means to implement the resolu-
tion.

At the 2245th meeting on 20 August 1980, the
Security Council included the letter in its agenda and
discussed the item at that meeting. The Council decided
to invite the representatives of Algeria, Bahrain, Chad,
Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Gambia, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia,
Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sencgal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Upper
Volta and Yemen to participate, without vote, in the
discussion of the item.“? The Council also decided, by
vote, to invite the representative of the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization to participate in the debate, in
accordance with past practice. %’

4397bid., paras. 27-37.

“01hid., paras. 56-58.

41S/14084, OR, 35th yr., Suppl. for Julv-Sept. 1980, p. 2}

42 For details, see chapter II1.

43 The vote was 10 votes to 1, with 4 abstentions. For the vote and
relevant discussion, see 2245th mtg., paras. 4-8. For further details,
sce chapter 111.
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At the beginning of the meeting, the President drew
the attention of the Council members to a draft
resolution** sponsored by 35 Member States and to
another draft resolution*® which had been prepared in
the course of the Council’s consultations.

The first draft resolution sponsored by 35 Member
States would have provided for the Council to condemn
Israel for its refusal to comply with resolution 476
(1980), would have called the Israeli action a threat to
international peace and security and would have invoked
Article 41 of the Charter calling upon all Member
States to apply measures against Israel, including the
interruption of economic and military relations with
Israel 4

At the 2245th meeting, the representative of Pakistan
indicated that the Islamic Conference had decided 10
seck u meeting of the Council to discuss the further
deterioration of the situation regarding Jerusalem due to
the formal annexation of the city by act of the Israch
parliament. He recalled Council resolution 476 (1980)
and urged the Council members to take decisive action
through the imposition of economic and military sanc-
tions under Chapter VII against Israel %’

The representative of Tunisia echoed in unequivocal
terms the demand of the representative of Pakistan for
stern measures by the Council and added that the 35
sponsors of draft resolution S/14106 considered them-
selves duty-bound to put the text before the members,
but not to call for an immediate vote so that the draft
could be ensured of the widest possible support.#*

Prior to the vote, the representative of the German
Democratic Republic stated that in view of the severe
worsening of the situation regarding Jerusalem his
delegation had been ready fully to support the 35-Power
draft resolution (S/14106), but was willing to vote for
the second draft (S/14113) as the minimum of what the
Council should do, because the Islamic Conference
viewed this resolution as a further step towards urging
Israel to comply with United Nations decisions,%*

The Secretary of State of the United States suggested
that & common vision of Jerusalem’s future should be
rcalized in the framework of negotiations for a compre-
hensive peace in the Middle East, not by unilateral
actions or attempts to impose sanctions against Israel
under Chapter VI1. He pointed out that his Government
was {ully committed to the process begun with the
Camp David Accords that was designed to lead to a
final comprchensive peace agreement. He added that

45713106, OR. 35th vr . Suppl. for July-Sept 1980, pp. 36-37.
The draft submitied on 13 August 1980 was not pressed to the vote.
The text of /14113 which had been elaborated 1n consultations was
to 4 sgnihwcant degree sdentical to 5714106

& S/1411 1 adopted wathout change as resolution 478 (1930)

4 I'heee were other nunor editorial changes which did not affect
the thrust of the draft resolution For the Tull text, see reference given
1 foatnote 464

W DISth ng , paras. 12:28. For a sumlar view, 1bud . Egypt,
patis. 63 X6

A hd | pacas 34 4

922490 mitg., paras. 88-99 For a surular view, 1bid.: USSR,
parus. 129 140

the draft resolution that had been elaborated in the
course of consultations still was deficient in parts and

that his Government had decided to abstain in the
vote 470

Then the President put the draft resolution contained
in document S/14113 to the vote; it was adopted by 14
votes in favour, none against, with | abstention, as
resolution 478 (1980).4" It reads as follows:

The Security Council.
Recalling its resolution 476 (1980),

Reaffirming again that the acquisition of territory by force is
inadmissible,

Deeply concerned over the enactment of a “basic law™ in the Israeli
Knesset proclaiming a change in the character and status of the Holy
City of Jerusalem, with its implications for peace and security,

Noting that Israel has not complied with resolution 476 (1980},

Reaffirming its determination to examine practical ways and
mcans, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the Charter of
the United Nations, tu secure the fult implementation of its resolution
476 (1980). in the event of non-compliance by Israel,

1. Censures in the strongest terms the enactment by Israel of the
“basic law™ on Jerusalem and the refusal to comply with relevant
Security Council resolutions;

2. Affirms that the enaciment of the “basic law™ by lsracl
constitutes a violation of international law and does not affect the
continued application of the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, in
the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied since June 1967,
including Jerusalem;

3. Determines that all legislative and administrative measures
and actions taken by lsrael, the occupying Power, which have altered
or purport 1o alter the character and status of the Holy City of
Jerusalem, and in particular the recent “"basic law™ on Jerusalem, are
null and void and must be rescinded forthwith;

4. Affirms also that this action constitutes a serious obstruction

to achieving a4 comprchensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle
East;

S.  Decides not 1o recognize the “basic law” and such other
actions by fsracl that, as a result of this law, seck to alter the
character and status of Jerusalem and calls upon:

(4} All Member States to accept this decision;

(b)  Those States that have established diplomatic missions at
Jerusalem to withdraw such missions from the Holy City:

6. Requesis the Sccretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution before 15
November 1980,

7. Decides to remain seized of this serious situation.

After the adoption of the resolution, a few delegates
expressed satisfaction with the Council’s decision as
appropriate response to Isracel’s defiance.*™?

Arab representatives deplored the muted quality of
the Council's reaction to the worsening situation in
Jerusalem,*? whereas the representative of Israel an-
nounced that his Government would ignore the appeal
of the Council and continue to carry out the full
integration of the city of Jerusalem within Israel.#™

W ibid., pards. 101-128

4“1 For the vote, ibud., para. 127.

2 fbhd . France, pa:as. 146-152, and the United Kingdom,
paras. 141-144,

41 Gee, for example, ibid.: Jordan, paras. 154-168; also PLO,
paras. 170-195. See abo the short starement by Egypt, 1bid ., paras. 203-
206.

44bid.: Isracl, paras 197-201.




Chapter Vitl. Maintenance of international peace and vecwrity

Decision of 26 November 1980 (2256th meeting):
resolution 481 (1980)

At its 2256th meeting on 26 November 1980, the
Security Council included the report®’* of the Secretary-
General on the United Nations Disengagement Force
(UNDOF) for the period 24 May to 20 November 1980
dated 20 November 1980 in its agenda.

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the
period from May to November 1980. The Secretary-
General indicated that UNDOF had continued, with the
co-operation of the parties, to perform its functions
cffectively and that the situation in the sector bad
remained quiet.

Nevertheless, the Secretary-General warned that the
situation in the Middle East as a whole continued to be
potentially dangerous, unless and until a comprehensive
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East
problem could be reached. In the existing circumstances
the Secretary-General considered the continued pres-
ence of UNDOF in the area to be essential. He
therefore recommended that the Council extend the
mandate of the Force for a further period of six months,
until 31 May 1981, and pointed out that the Govern-
ments concerned had given their assent.

At the 2256th meeting, the President drew the
attention of the Council members to a draft resolution*™
which he immediately put to the vote. It was adopted by
14 votes to none as resolution 481 (1980); one member
did not participate in the voting.*”? The resolution reads
as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,

Decides:

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

() To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31 May
1981,

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

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Council, made the following
complementary statement*™ regarding resolution 481
(1980):

As is known, the report of the Sccretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (S/14263) states in para-
graph 27 that “‘despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East as a whole continues 1o be potentially
dangerous and is likely 10 remain so unless and until a comprehensive
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be
reached™. This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the view of
the Security Council

98714263, OR. 35th yr Suppl for Oct -Dec 1980, pp. 45-47
470 S/14269, adopted without change as resolution 481 (1980)
AN For the vote, sec 2256th mig , para. 2

4MFor the statement, ibid., para. 3.

Decision of 17 December 1980 (2258th mcecting): reso-
lution 483 (1980)

At its 2258th meeting on 17 December 1980, the
Security Council included the report”” of the Sccrctary-
General on the United Nations Interim Force in l.eba-
non (UNIFIL) for the period 13 June to Il December
1980 dated 12 December 1980 in its agenda.

The report contained an account of developments
relating to the functioning of UNIFIL from June to
December 1980. The Secretary-General indicated that,
despite strenuous efforts at all levels during the period
under review, UNIFIL had been prevented from making
further progress towards implementing fully the objec-
tives of resolution 425 (1978). He stressed that UNIFII
could fulfil its mandate only if it had the full support of
all the parties concerned and that the situation in
Southern Lebanon could not be isolated from the
extremely complex developments in the region. The
scarch for a comprehensive, just and lasting scttlement
of the Middle East problem continued to be frustrated,
affecting the circumstances in which UNIFIL had to
function. The Secretary-General pointed out that during
the period in question, the activities of armed elements,
the de facto forces and IDF in and near the UNIFIL
area of operation had continued and, in some cases,
intensified.

The Secretary-General reported that the Chief of
Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organi-
zation in Palestine (UNTSO) had continued his efforts
towards the reactivation of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed
Armisticc Commission in accordance with Security
Council resolution 467 (1980), and that a first meeting
had been convened under his chairmanship at UNIFIL
headquarters at Naquoura on | December. Efforts
continued to convene another meeting.

Although UNIFIL had not been able fully to imple-
ment its mandate, the Secretary-General recommended
that its mandate be extended for another six months
because he had no doubt that it was performing an
indispensable service as a vital mechanism for conflict
control in an extremely volatile situation. He indicated
that the Government of Lebanon had agreed to the
extension and urged all sides to make a determined
cffort to consolidate the UNIFIL area, in particular
through removal of the five positions established there
by the de facto forces and the two established by armed
clements.

At the 2258th meeting, the Council invited the
representatives of Isracl and Lebanon to participate,
without vote, in the discussion of the agenda item.40
The President drew the attention of Council members to
a draft resolution®' which had been prepared in the
course of consultations among the members. As agreed,
the President immediately put the text to the vote: it
was adopted by 12 votes in favour, none against, with 2
abstentions, as resolution 483 (1980); one member did

4TS, 14295, OR. 35th yr . Suppl for (Wi -Dec 1980 pp 113-122.
40 Eor details, see chapter 111
41 $14298, adopted without change as ~2solution 457 1 1980)
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not participate in the voting.*** The resolution reads as
follows:

The Security Council,

Kecalling its resolutions 425 (1978, 426 (197R), 427 (1978), 434
LI9TR). 443 (1979), 450 (1979), 459 (1979), 467 (1950) and 474
(1980).

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 12 December 1980,

Nouting the letter dated 13 December 1980 from the Permanent
Representative of Lebanon to the Secretary-General,

Convinced that the present situation has serious consequences for
peace and security in the Middle East,

Reaffirming its call for the strict respect for the territorial
inegrity. unity. sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon
within its internationally recognized boundaries,

|.  Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General on the

CUnited Nations [nterim Force in Lebanon;

2 Decides 1o renew the mandate of the Force for a period of six

months, that s, until 19 June 1981, and reiterates its commitment to
the full implementation of the mandate of the Force throughout its
cntire arca of operation up to the internationally recognized bounda-
rien, according to the terms of reference and guidelines as stated and
confirmed in the appropriate Security Council resolutions;

Vv Commends the performance of the Force and reiterates its
terms of relerence as set vut in the report of the Secretary-General of
19 March 1978 and approved by resolution 426 (1978), in particular
that the Force must be enabled to function as an efficient military
unit, that it must enjoy freedom of movement and communication and
other facilities necessary for the performance of s tasks and that it
must continue 10 be able to discharge 1ts duties according to the
above-mentioned terms of reference, including the right of self-
defence;

4 Expresses us support for the Lebanese Government in its
efforts to strengthen its authority, both at the civilian and at the
mihitary level, in the zone of operation of the Force,

S.  Commends the Secretary-General for his efforts to reactivate
the Isracl-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commussion, takes note of the
preparatory meeting that was held on Monday, 1 December 1980, and
calls on all parties 1o continue such efforts as are necessary for the
total and unconditional implementation of the General Armistice
Agreement;

6 Requesis the Secretary-General to 1ake the necessary mea-
surcs 10 intensify discussions among all the parties concerned, so that
the Force may complete its mandate, and to report periodically on the
results of his efforts 1o the Security Council;

7 Reaffirms its detcrmination, in Lhe event of continuing ob-
struction of the mandate of the Force, to examine practical ways and
means tsecure the full implementabion of resolutson 425 (1978)

Fallowing the adoption of the resolution, the represen-
tative of ebanon referred 1o his letter®! dated 15
December 1980, in which he bhad  transmitted  his
Government's views regarding the Scerctary-General's
report, and emphasized that lcbanon wanted 1o see
several issues taken up in a practical manner: these were
the sccurity, safety and freedom of movement of the
personnel of the Force and of UNTSO:; the complete
withdrawal of Israel and full deployment of the Force in
the total area of operation: the complete cessation of all
hostile activities; and the reactivation of the Israel-
l.cbanon Mixed Armistice Commission. He hoped that
resolution 483 (1980), just adopted, would be interpret-
ed in the light of these expectations. His Government
would no longer put much trust in UNIFIL if its

Whar the vole, see 2258th mug ., para )

WIS/14296, OR, 35th yr., Suppl. for Oct -Dec. 1980, pp. 122-123.

extension again failed to bring the fulfilment of such
practical needs ¥

A few members expressed appreciation for the contin-
ued functioning of UNIFIL in Lebanon and stated in
varying ways their strong wish to sec the full implemen-
tation of resolution 425 (1978) and the restoration of
peace and sovereignty in the area.

B. THE MIDDLE EAST PROBLEM INCLUDING
THE PALESTINIAN QUESTION

Decision of 26 January 1976 (1879th meeting): rejec-
tion of six-Power draft resolution

In its resolution 381 (1975) of 30 November 1975,
extending the mandate of UNDOF, the Security Coun-
cil had also decided “to reconvene on 12 January 1976,
to continue the debate on the Middle East problem
including the Palestinian question, taking into account
all relevant United Nations resolutions.’

In accordance with that decision, the Security Coun-
cil, at its 1870th meeting on 12 January 1976, included
the “Middle East problem including the Palestinian
question” in its agenda.** The Security Council consid-
cred the issue at its 1870th to 1879th meetings from 12
to 26 January 1976. During its consideration of this
item, the Council decided to invite the representatives of
Algeria, Bulgaria, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic
Yemen, Egypt, German Democratic Republic, Guinea,
Hungary, India, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Mauritania,
Morocco, Poland, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen
and Yugoslavia to participate, without vote, in the
discussion of the question. &’

At the 1870th mecting, the President of the Council
referred to the statement made by the President at the
1856th meeting on 30 November 1975 following the
adoption of resolution 381 (1975), in which he had
expressed the understanding of the majority of the
Council that when it convened on 12 January 1976, the
representatives of the PLO would be invited to partici-
pate in the debate. Based on that statement the
President put forward the proposal that the representa-
tive of the PLO be invited to participate in the current
debate, pointing out that the proposal was not being
made under rule 37 or rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure, but that if it was adopted, the invitation
would confer on the PLO the same rights of participa-

4842258th mtg., paras. 15-36.

43 Among those relevant resolutions were General Assembly reso-
lutions 3375 (XXX) entitled “lnvitation to the Palestine Liberation
Organization to participate in the efforts for peace in the Middle
EFast™. resolution 3376 (XXX) entitled “Question of Palestine™, inter
alia requesting the Council to consider as soon as possible after |
January 1976 the question of the exercise by the Palestinian people of
their inalienable nights recogmized 1n resolution 3236 (XX1X), and
resolution 3414 (XXX) entitled “The Situation in the Middle East™,
(nter alia requesting the Counail 1o seck the 1mplementation pf all
relevant resolutions aimed at estabhishing just and lasting peace in the
Middle East.

46 £or the adoption of the agenda, see 1870th miy . para. 12.

o Eor details, see chapter 1)
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tion as were conferred when a Member State was
invited to participate under rule 37.4%*

After an extended procedural debate with regard to
this proposal focusing in particular on the issue whether
or not the Council had decided at its 1856th meeting on
30 November 1975 to invite the PLO to participate at
the meeting on 12 January 1976, the Council decided,
by 11 votes in favour to one against, with 3 absten-
tions,*® to issue the invitation to the PLO.

In opening the discussion, the representative of the
PLO stated that the willingness of the Security Council
specifically to consider the Palestinian question was a
welcome sign for the Palestinians that there existed now
profound and widespread understanding for their pre-
dicament. He submitted that had there not been a
question of Palestine there would not have been what
was mistakenly termed *“the Middle East crisis”. He
summarized the unfolding of the tragedy affecting the
Palestinian people within the framework of the resolu-
tions of the United Nations and the concepts underlying
them. In his view the development since the disruption
of the unity of Palestine was characterized by unjust
resolutions and by resolutions which tried, sometimes
partially, to relieve oppression and injustice and were
never implemented. He pointed out that the decision of
the PLO to resume the armed struggle in 1965 arose
from its bitter recognition that the Palestinians could
not expect to attain their goals merely through political
options.

He suggested that the inclusion of the question of
Palestine in the agenda of the General Assembly
following the aftermath of the war in October 1973
resulted in the recognition by the international com-
munity of the following basic facts: first, that the
question of Palestine was the central issue of the Middle
East conflict; secondly, that peace in the Middle East
was contingent upon the realization of the inalienable
rights of the Palestinian people, beginning with their
right to return, to self-determination and to sovereignty
on their soil; thirdly, that the 1967 war was not a
conflict over regional frontiers between the Arab States
and Isracl, but the inevitable result of the continued
usurpation of Palestinian land and violation of Palestin-
ian rights; and fourthly, that resolutions of the Arab
Summit Conference in Rabat and General Assembly
resolution 3237 (XXIX) confirmed the PLO as the
representative of the Palestinian people.

In conclusion, the representative of the PLO stressed
that the Palestinian people wanted peace for themselves
and for the Jews, that its struggle was directed against
the Zionist movement, and that it appealed to the
Security Council to bring about forceful measures that
would promote the hopes of the Palestinian people for
peace with justice for the whole East.*

% For the President’s statement and propusal. see 1870th meeting,
paras 1dand 1§

“** For the statements on the invitation 1o the PLO. 1hid.. paras
I'1-103. 105-120. For further details, see chapter {11

% For the vote, see 1870th mtg. para 104

U IR20th mug , paras 138-189

At the 1871st meeting on 13 January 1976, the
representative of Egypt stated that his Government's
policy regarding the Palestinian question was guided by
the following six clements: (1) The Council debate
should be focused primarily on the political aspects of
the Palestinian question, and the Council should resolve
that peace in the Middle East must be based on the
achievement by the Palestiman people of their national
rights. (2) Egypt called for the establishment of an
independent Palestinian entity. (3) Egypt cxpected lsra-
el's complete withdrawal from all Arab territories
occupied since 5 June 1967. (4) The Geneva Peace
Conference had not yet been given the chance 10 deal
with the situation in the Middle East in a comprehensive
and constructive way. (5) The Government of Egypt did
not see the Council debate as an alternative but rather a
prerequisite to the Peace Conference which should be
resumed with the participation of all parties concerned,
including the PLO. (6) The Council should support the
call for the reconvening of the Peace Conference and
request the Secretary-General, the Soviet Union and the
United States to issue the invitations.*?

At the same meeting, the representative of the Syrian
Arab Republic welcomed the new phase in the Council’s
consideration of the Middle East problem as a whole.
He hoped that this would be another step on the road to
just and lasting peace in the area. He reiterated his
Government's view that resolution 242 (1967) did not
supersede other United Nations resolutions adopted
previously or subsequently on the Middle East issues
and that therefore the search for solutions could not be
restricted to the scope of that Council resolution; the
Council itselfl had demonstrated the validity of his
argument with the adoption of resolution 338 (1973).
He then proceeded to review some General Assembly
resolutions containing provisions of direct relevance to
the Palestinian question and indicated that the Arab
States were willing to talk about peace and its necessary
requirements and guarantees as soon as the two precon-
ditions for peace, namely the total Israeli withdrawal
from all occupied Arab territories and the recognition of
the inalienable national rights of the Palestinian people,
were put into implementation '

At the 1872nd meeting on 14 January 1976, the
representative of France suggested that the components
of an over-all settlement were obvious: (1) The Arab
territories occupied by lIsrael since 1967 must be
evacuated. (2) The rights of the Palestinian people to an
independent homeland must be recognized. (3) The
right of all States of the area to exist within frontiers
which must be recognized, guaranteed and secured
should be affirmed. Regarding the procedure to be
followed in secking a settlement, resolution 338 (1973)
provided that a settlement could emerge only from
genuine negotiations among the parties. The French
Government believed that the Palestinians should be
able to express their views in those negotiations and

9118715t mig ., paras. $-50
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hoped that everything would be ready for the resump-
tion of negotiations along those lines.**

At the 1873rd meeting on 15 January 1976, the
representative of the USSR pointed out that the politi-
cal settlement in the Middle East entailed two key
conditions: the withdrawal of Israchi troops from all the
Artab territories occupied in 1967 and the satisfaction of
the legitimate national rights of the Arab people of
Palestine, including their inalicnable right to create
their own State. His Government remained convinced
that a just and lasting peace could be achieved through
implementation of the decisions of the Council and of
the General Assembly on the Middie East. To facilitate
this aim he again urged the resumption of the Geneva
Peace Conference with the participation of all parties
concerned, including the PLO .+

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
Kingdom proposed that the aims of the Council should
be to assist the resumption of negotiations, with the
participation in them of all the parties concerned, to
reaffirm the existing resolutions of the Council, in
particular resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973),
setting outl the framework of a lasting settlement, to
recognize the fundamental importance of the Palestin-
ian problem and to take account of the legitimate
political rights of the Palestinian people.***

At the 1876th meeting on 19 January 1976, the
representative of the United States underlined the
importance of resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) as
the foundation and framework for the required negotiat-
ing process which had already taken place and which, if
continued, would offer hope for the future. He added
that efforts to change the agreed basis for negotiations
would not guarantee a solution or even progress and
would not be worth the risk. Instead, he argued, the
Council should refrain from endangering what had
already been achieved and, having succeeded in estab-
lishing an agreed framework of procedure and principles
for a settlement and in creating conditions for the
establishment of the Geneva Conference as a forum in
which the implementation of those could be ncgotiated,
the Council should not now seck to prejudge the work of
that Conference.*!

At the same meeting, the representative of India
stated that resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) had
su far failed 1o bring about a just and lasting settlement
because the Palestinian question had remained neglect-
¢d. He expressed hope that the Council, in establishing
4 suttable framework of principles and procedures for
the scttlement of the Middle East problem, would
stipulate the national right of the Palestinian people to
have a State of their own, without prejudice to the
rights of the State of {srael ¢

At the 1877th meeting on 21 January 1976, the
representative of Algeria proposed that the Council
should consider as non-negotiable the following three

CUINTInd mitg L paras 4654
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principles: first, that the Palestinian people was an
interested party in any settlement; secondly, that the
PLO was the genuine representative of the Palestinian
people; and thirdly, that as refugees the Palestinians had
the right 10 return to their homes and to recover their
properties and that as a people they enjoyed the right to
self-determination as far as the definition of their
national future was concerned. These principles implicd
that the Council would have to expand the framework
set out in resolution 242 (1967) in order to facilitate
progress towards a solution acceptable to all parties.

At the 1879th meeting on 26 January 1976, following
long and detailed deliberations during the previous nine
meetings, the representative of Pakistan introduced a
draft resolution*® sponsored by Benin, Guyana, Paki-
stan, Panama, Romania and the United Republic of
Tanzania. He indicated that the draft was the result of
two weeks of informal consultations within groups of
interested countries and between the sponsors and the
remaining members of the Council. The draft did not
reflect in full the position of any particular group or
even of the sponsors, but offered a much wider consen-
sus of views. The representative of Pakistan suggested
that the exclusive focus on the framework contained in
resolution 242 (1967) had so far hindered the Council in
reviewing other proposals contained in more recent
United Nations resolutions. He mentioned that the view
of the Palestinian question as merely a refugees problem
also was a shortcoming in that Council resolution and
expressed the hope that the Council members would be
willing to accept the reasoning underlying the draft
resolution.

He then described in some detail the provisions of the
draft resolution under which the Security Council, in
the preamble, convinced that the question of Palestine
was the core of the conflict in the Middle East, would
express its concern over the continuing deterioration of
the situation in the Middle East, deeply deplore Israel’s
persistence in its occupation of Arab territories and its
refusal to implement the relevant United Nations reso-
lutions, reaffirm the principle of inadmissibility of
acquisition of territories by the threat or use of force,
reaffirm further the necessity of the establishment of a
just and lasting peace in the region based on full respect
for the Charter of the United Nations as well as for its
resolutions concerning the problem of the Middle East
including the question of Palestine, and, in the operative
part, first, affirm (@) that the Palestinian people should
be enabled 10 exercise its inalienable national right of
self-determination, including the right to establish an
independent State in Palestine in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations; (b) that the Palestinian
refugees wishing to return to their homes and live at
peace with their neighbours had the right to do so and
those choosing not to return had the right to compensa-
tion for their property; (¢) that Israel should withdraw
from all the Arab territories occupied since June 1967;
(d) that appropriate arrangements should be established
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to guaraniee, in accordance with the Charter, the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and pohtical mdcpcn-
dence of all States in the arca and their right to live in
peace within secure and rccogm?cd boundarics; second-
ly, decide that the provisions contained in paragraph |
above should be taken fully into account in all interna-
tional efforts and conferences organized within the
framework of the United Nations for the establishment
of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East: thirdly.
request the Secretary-General to take all the nccessary
steps as soon as possible for the implementation of the
provisions of the present resolution and to report to the
Security Council on the progress achieved; and {ourthly,
decide to convene within a period of six months to
consider the report by the Secretary-General regarding
the implementation of the present resolution, and in
order 10 pursue its responsibilities regarding such imple-
mentation,’®

The representative of the United Kingdom repeated
his delegations’s commitment to the principles and
provisions of resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973)
and, in order to restore the importance of those resolu-
tions, proposed an amendment consisting of a new
operative paragraph which would have the Council
reaffirm the principles and provisions of its resolutions
242 (1967) and 338 (1973) and dcclare that nothing in
the foregoing provisions of the resolution superseded
them o

The representative of Pakistun expressed his astonish-
ment that following the detailed consultations among
Council members the representative of the United
Kingdom now insisted on introducing this amendment.
Since the step was completely unexpected, he asked that
the meeting be suspended for one hour.’®

When the meeting was resumed two hours later, the
President announced that the Council would proceed to
vote first on the amendment presented by the delegation
of the United Kingdom 3

Prior to the vote on the amendment, the representa-
tive of the United States stated that his delegation
would abstain on the amendment, as the draft resolution
altered the rights, entitlements and expectations that the
amendment sought to reaffirm.*

Other statements prior to the vote on the amendment
reflected the divergence of views ranging from full
acceptance of the text to explicit rejection, as deter-
mined by the judgement whether resolutions 242 (1967)
and 338 (1973) were crucial to the peace process or had
become useless or a hindrance 3%

% For the introduction of the draft resolution. see 1879th mig
paras 310

02 See 1879th mig.. paras. 12-15 For the text of the amendment
see S 11942 OR. 3ist yr., Suppl jorjan March 1076 p 2|
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the amendment, the Libyan Arab Republhic (paras 15 and 36) stated
ity opposttion, whereas the representatives ot Japan (para 273,
Pakistan (paras 42-44), USSR (paras 2X-3%Y) and the Presidend
tUnited Republic of Tanzamia) tparas S3-59) stated ther sarving
feasons Tor abstaining
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The amendment was then put to the vote, received 4
votes in favour, 2 against, and 9 abstentions, and was
not adopted, having failed 1o obtain the required
majority.*

Then the draft resolution (8/11940) was put to the
vote and received 9 votes in favour, one agnnst, and 3
abstentions; China and the Libyan Arab Republic did
not participate in the vote. Owing to the negative vote ol
a permanent member of the Council the draft was not
adopted >

Following the vote, the Secretary-General stated that
it was his duty to express the general and growing
anxiety in the international community that stagnation
and stalemate in the Middle East peacce process could
only tead to further frustration and violence and called
upon all the parties concerned to persist in the efforts
for peaceful settiement.*®

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of
the United States stated that after long and careful
cxamination, his Government had decided that its
responsibility to seek further progress towards an over-
all peace settiement in the Middle East required it, cven
if it stood alone, to preserve the framework for negotia-
tions established in resolutions 242 (1967) and 338
(1973).0

The representative of France said that his delegation
viewed the draft as complementary to the Council's
resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) and therefore
had voted in its favour. Despite the defeat of the draft,
he felt that the debate in the Council had been
meaningful in that it implied the affirmation of the
right of the Palestinian people to an independent
State s"

The representative of the USSR indicated that his
delegation expressed its deepest regret that, because of
the negative vote cast by the United States, the Council
could not adopt the draft resolution on such an impor-
tant question. The inalienable national rights of the
Arab people of Palestine had been recognized by
members of the Council and by many other Member
States in the course of the Council's deliberations. This
position had been reflected to a considerable degree in
the text of the draft resolution *

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
juined Council members in conveying his disappoint-
ment at the defeat of the draft resolution which, as he
explained in some detail, offered a strong reaffirmation
of the right of every people to self-determination and
thus clear support for the right of the Palestinian people
to establish an independent State in its homeland, in
conformity with the Charter of the United Nations. He
also latled to comprehend how the United States and
other Governments could refuse to endorse the Charter
principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of

Forthe vote on the amendment see ihid | para. S6
*Earthe vote onthe draft resevation see ibed | para 67
Secchid | paras 69 72
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territory by the threat or use of force in the case of the
occupicd Arab territories. In view of this constellation
he suggested that the United Nations and its Secretary-
General take up the task of establishing a just and
lasting peace in the region with the help of the
uverwhelming majority of Member States.*”

C. REQUEST BY THE LIBYAN ARAB REPUBLIC AND
PAKISTAN FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE SERIOUS
SITUATION ARISING FROM RECENT DEVELOPMENTS
IN THE OCCUPIED ARAB TERR[TORIES

Decision of 25 March 1976 (1899th meeting): rejection
of five-Power draft resolution

By letter’'* dated 19 March 1976, the representatives
of the Libyan Arab Republic and Pakistan requested an
urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the
serious situation arising from recent developments in the
occupied Arab territories. They pointed out that the
situation continued to deteriorate in Jerusalem and
other parts of the occupied West Bank and was
becoming explosive. Under these circumstances, they
called on the Security Council to take prompt and
effective measures which would halt the deterioration of
the situation and put an end to Israeli defiance of its
existing decisions on Jerusalem. They also requested
that representatives of the PLO be invited to participate
in the debate as on previous occasions.

At the 1893rd meeting on 22 March 1976, the
Security Council included the letter in the agenda under
the title “"Request by the Libyan Arab Republic and
Pakistan for consideration of the serious situation aris-
ing from recent developments in the occupied Arab
territories” and considered the item during its 1893rd to
1899th meetings from 22 to 25 March 1976.

During these meetings the Council decided to invite
the representatives of Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Iraq,
Israel, Jordan, Mauritania, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian
Arab Republic, Tunisia, and Yugoslavia to participate,
without vote, in the discussion of the question.’'

At the 1893rd meeting, the Council also decided, by
vote, that the representatives of the PLO should be
invited to participate in the debate, in accordance with
the Council's past practice M

At the beginning of the discussion of the question, the
President drew the attention of the Council members to
two letters®’ duted 1 March and 15 March 1976

id | pp 9V 02

OS0! I p 126

MY Lar et see chapter 1)

M The vote was 1) votes in Lavour, 1 aguinst, and 3 abstentions
Tar redevant staenents regarding the prupusal to invite the PLO and
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Chapter 1

T he letter dated 1 March 1976 from the representative of the
Fibvan Arab Repubhe to the President of the Securty Council
(S 12000, OR. Sist yr . Suppl for Jun -March 1976, pp. 108-109)

conbarned as oan oannex a letter dated 23 ebruary 1976 from the
atinp reprosentative of the PLO reporting an detail the recent
viehations by el o) the Holy Places in Jerusalem and other acts of
appression i oveupied Palestine: the letter dated 15 March 1976 from

the teprosentative of Saudi Arabia to the Secretary-General (512012,
bl pp 12V 123) tansmitted a statement by members of the Islamic
€ unference concerming those developments in Jerusalem.
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containing information regarding the violation of the
sanctity of Al Agsa Mosque in Jerusalem

At the same meeting, the representative of the Libyan
Arab Republic referred to the call for an urgent mecting
from the delegation of Pakistan and his own delegation
as the situation in Jerusalem and other parts of the
occupied West Bank continued to deteriorate. He men-
tioned the detailed information about widespread pro-
tests against the occupation authorities by Palestinians
in Jerusalem and other areas and large-scale arrests as
well as other repressive measures ordered by the Israceli
authoritics. He also noted with appreciation the state-
ment of concern by the Secretary-General about these
recent clashes which had resulted from the ruling of an
Israeli magistrate on 28 January 1976 concerning
prayer by Jews in the Al Agsa Mosque in Jerusalem.
The Israeli policy aimed at radicaily changing the
cultural, religious, demographic and political status of
the land and undermining the universal sacred character
of the Holy City, in violation of Security Council and
General Assembly resolutions.

He warned that every time Israel defied the United
Nations without receiving the appropriate response, the
authority of the Organization was further eroded and
demanded that the international community must take
effective measures by imposing appropriate sanctions
against Israel s

The representative of the PLO described in detail the
measures of suppression to thwart popular anger against
the forces of occupation. He expressed the great appre-
ciation of the Palestinians to the Secretary-General for
his genuine concern, but added that he was confident in
his assumption that the Council would utilize its powers
under the Charter to deal with the situation in Palestine.
He specifically urged that faced with the great variety
of violations by the Israeli occupiers the Council would
invoke its powers under Article 36 of the Charter or any
other suitable Article, exercise its authority and seck a
decisive, effective resolution in order to bring justice to
the Palestinian people.*'®

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt
expressed his alarm about the explosive situation in the
occupied Arab territories created by Israel’s intransigent
policy of perpetuating its control over those territories in
violation of international law and international stan-
dards of civilized behaviour. He added that the Council
could no longer acquiesce in the continuation of this
illegal occupation. If Israel persisted in its policy of
repression and coercion, it would be solely responsible
for the disruption of the processes of peace. In view of
the dangerous situation that Israel had created in the
occupied territories, in flagrant breach of its legal
obligations deriving from the norms of international law
and the Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,
his Government believed that the Council should adopt
a resolution calling for: the exercise by the Palestinian
people of the right to self-determination: the condemna-
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MY (hid. | paras 49-69



194

Chapter V1L Maintenance of international peace and security

tion by the Council of Israel’'s brutal and illegal actions
in the occupied territories; and the taking of immediate
and effective steps with a view to putting an end to these
violations and to rescinding all previous measures taken
by the occupation authorities in Jerusalem and in the
West Bank. 3%

At the 1894th meeting on 22 March 1976, the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic expressed
the viewpoint that Israel’s occupation of Arab territories
not only was a flagrant violation of the United Nations
Charter and the Universal Declaration on Human
Rights but also constituted a continued act of aggression
according to the definition of aggression adopted by
General Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX). The right
of the Palestinians to resist the Israeli occupation with
all means at their disposal was legitimate under the
Charter and international law. He called upon the
Security Council to adopt the necessary measures to put
an end to Israel's violations of the human and national
rights of the Arab population in the occupied territories.
Israel’s persistent violations and repressive measures
against the Arab inhabitants could be terminated only
with the complete withdrawal of the Israeli occupation
forces from the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and the rest
of the occupied Arab territories.’?!

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel
criticized the invitation to the PLO to participate in the
Council discussion as incompatible with the provisional
rules of procedure as the PLO could not be seen as
cqual to a Member State of the United Nations. He also
set out in detail his Government's response to the
accusations brought against Isracl and stated that its
encmics had wilfully misrepresented the facts; while a
Jerusalem magistrate had ruled that the penalties of the
law could not be applied to some Jews praying in the
vicinity of the Al Agsa Mosque, the Government
continued to enforce the law that restricted the access of
non-Moslems to that Holy Site of Islam. He therefore
rejected the charges against his Government as mali-
cious and unwarranted.’2

The representative of Yugoslavia called upon the
Council to condemn Israel for the acts perpetuated by it
recently in the occupied territories and with regard to
the civilian population; the Council should further
demand that Israel put a stop immediately to the
oppression of the civilian Arab and Palestinian popula-
tion by its occupation forces, that it desist from mass
arrests, curfews, administrative detention and trials by
military courts, from the persecution of intellectuals,
collective punishments, destruction of houses, forcible
transfers of population and closing down of stores and
commercial establishments. The Council should also
condemn the Israeli policy of the establishment of any
settlements in the occupied territories. '

At the 1895th meeting on 23 March 1976, the
representative of the USSR stated that a whole series of

SV 1893rd g L paras 71-104
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completely impermissible actions by the Isracli occupa-
tion forces had aroused mass protests by the Aradb
population. His delegation condemned the highly arbi-
trary acts against the Arabs in the occupied territories
and considered that an end should be put 10 such acts
once and for all. Israel should be compelled to respect
the appropriate decisions of the Security Council and
the General Assembly and to withdraw its troops from
all the Arab territories occupied since 1967 .4

At the 1896th meeting on 23 March 1976, the
representative of the United States welcomed the oppor-
tunity to hear the representative of the PLO, bt
expressed his regret that the Council did ot adhere to
its rules of procedurc in inviting the  Palestinians.
Regarding the issue under discussion, he pointed out
that for his Government the big question was the
problem of the occupied territories vis-a-vis the right of
Isracl to be and to be secure to which the Americans
were strongly and decply dedicated. He added that the
United States remained committed to the implementa-
tion of the bargain embedded in resolution 242 (1967)
providing for the withdrawal of Isracli forces in return
for termination of all claims or states of belligerency
and respect for an acknowledgement of the sovereignty,
the territorial integrity and the political independence of
every State in the area and their right to live in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries free from
threats or acts of force.

He took up the issue of the administration of the holy
sites and suggested that the Government of Israel
should abide by the standard contained in article 27 of
the Fourth Geneva Convention Relative to the Protec-
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War, i.c. preserve the
religious practices as they were at the time the occupa-
tion began, an attitudec maintained by the Israeli
Government. With regard to the status of Jerusalem,
the United States Government did not regard any of the
unilateral measures, including expropriation of land or
other administrative action, as anything other than
interim and provisional and without effect for the final
and permanent status of the city. The situation in the
occupied territories should also be seen in the light of
the appropriate standards of international law: the
occupier had to maintain the territory as intact and
unaltered as possible; substantial resettlement of the
Israeli civilian population in occupied territories was
illegal under article 49 of the fourth Geneva Conven-
tion. As far as prospective action of the Security
Council was concerned, his delegation would apply three
tests: First, would the facts and judgements on which
the draft resolution was based correspond to the actual
situation? Secondly, would the Council's action in
practice advance the proper administration of the arcas
involved? Thirdly, and most important of all, would the
Council’s action help or hinder the peaceful settlement
process for which resolutions 242 (1967) and 338
(1973) had established the framework?*
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At the 1899th meeting on 25 Muarch 1976, the
representative of Pakistan introduced a draft resolu-
tion*?* sponsored by the delegations of Guyana, Panama,
the United Republic of Tanzania and his own delega-
tion, which, in the preambular part, would have the
Council express deep concern at the serious situation
which had arisen in the occupied Arab territories as a
result of continued occupation and at the measures
taken by the Israeli authorities icading to the present
grave situation, including measures aimed at changing
the physical, cultural, demographic and religious char-
acter of the occupied territorics and, in particular, the
city of Jerusalem, the establishment of Israeli settie-
ments in the occupied territories and other violations of
the human rights of the inhabitants of those territories,
emphasize the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territory by war, recall and reaffirm the resolutions of
the General Assembly and the Security Council calling
upon Israel to rescind all measures already taken and to
desist from taking any further action which would alter
the status of the city of Jerusalem and the character of
the occupied Arab territories, note that, notwithstanding
the aforementioned resolutions, Israel persisted in its
policy aimed at changing the physical, cultural, demo-
graphic and religious character of the city of Jerusalem
in particular, and reaffirm the urgent nced for establish-
ing a just and lasting peace in the Middle East; under
the operative part of the draft resolution, the Council
would (1) deplore Israel’s failurc 1o put a stop to actions
and policies tending to change the status of the city of
Jerusalem and to rescind measures already taken to that
effect; (2) call on Israel, pending the speedy termination
of its occupation, to rcfrain from all measures against
the Arab inhabitants of the occupied territories; (3) call
on Israel to respect and uphold the inviolability of the
Holy Places which were under its occupation and to
desist from the expropriation of or encroachment upon
Arab lands and property or the establishment of Israeli
settlements thereon in the occupied Arab territories and
to desist from all other actions and policies designed to
change the legal status of the city of Jerusalem and to
rescind measures already taken to that effect; and (4)
decide 10 keep the situation wnder constant attention
with a view 1o mecting again should circumstances so
regmre

The representative of Pakistan indicated that in
preparing the draft the sponsors had sought to accom-
modate the viewpoints of the Council members and of
the parties i order to ensure unanimous approval of the
resolution The sponsors had attempted 1o formulate the
general concern about what had happened in Jerusalem
and o the occupied territories, but if any delegation
wished 1o raise further questions or make additional
suggestions, the sponsors stood ready to listen to them
and to aceept them af at all feasible The sponsors were
convinced that the draft resolution would facilitate the
peaceful settlement of the Middie Fast problem and
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would be very unhappy if it could not be approved
unanimously.*?’

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of
the United States indicated that his Government had
carefully mcasured the draft resolution against the
criteria put forward by him at an earlier mecting and
had concluded that it failed to meet them, cspecialiy
because it reflected or implied judgement which on
balance did not correspond to the actual situation in the
area. In his Government's view Israel had admiristered
the Holy Places in Jerusalem in a way that actively
minimized tensions. As the United States was currently
involved in an effort to regain the momentum in the
negotiating process, his Government felt that the draft
before the Council would not facilitate the process of
peaceful settlement and had decided to cast a negative
vote 32

At the same meeting, the President put the draft
resolution to the vote: it received 14 votes in favour and
| against and failed of adoption, owing to the negative
vote of a permanent member of the Council *%

D. THE SITUATION IN THE OCCUPIED
ARAB TERRITORIES

Decision of 26 May 1976 (1922nd meeting): adjourn-
ment

By a letter dated 3 May 1976,%° the representative of
Egypt requested an urgent meeting of the Council to
consider the situation that had developed on the West
Bank and in the Gaza Strip as a result of the policies
and practices that were being applied in those territories
by the Isracli authoritics. He also requested that the
representative of the Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO) be invited to participate in the debate.

At the 1916th meeting on 4 May 1976, the Council
included the letter from Egypt in its agenda, without
objection,”’! and considered the matter at seven meet-
ings held from 3 to 26 May 1976. Following the
adoption of the agenda the Council decided, by vote, to
invite the representative of the PLO, in accordance with
the Council’s past practice, to participate in the debate.
The representative of the PLO was then invited to take
a seat at the side of the Council chamber.*’® Subse-
quently the President invited the representaiives of
Israel and the PLO to take seats at the Council table 3?

In the course of the meeting, the representatives of
Egypt. Isracl, Jordan, Kuwait, Qatar, Saudi Arabia.
Somalia, the Syrian Arab Republic and Yemen were
invited, at their request, to participate in the debate
without the right to vote.

SULR99h mitg L paras 29-42
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Opening the debate, the representative of Egypt said
that since the Security Council's last consideration of
the question in March 1976 the situation in the
occupied Arab territories had deteriorated further and
further as a result of Israel's adamant policy of contin-
ued forceful occupation of those territories and its
indiscriminate and repressive measures against the Arab
population there. He cited press criticism of Israel for
its practices and its expansion of Isracli settlements in
those territories, often resulting in the displacement of
the Arab populations from their land. He also criticized
Israel’s human rights record in the territories, recalling
the resolution®* adopted by the United Nations Com-
mission on Human Rights on 13 February 1976, based
on the reports of the Secretary-General and the Special
Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Involving the
Human Rights of the Population of the Occupied
Territories, deploring Isracl's violations of the inhabi-
tants” human rights and condemning certain specific
Israeli policies and practices in those territories. He
stressed the unshakeable resolve of the Arab inhabitants
of the occupied territorics to regain their lands and
doubted that Isracl had the capacity to suppress those
aspirations. In any scarch for a peaceful settlement of
the Palestinian question, the indisputable position of the
PLO as the sole and legitimate representative of the
Palestinian people, its success in that role, and the
necessity for full recognition of its position by all the
parties concerned would have to be taken into consider-
ation.3*

At the 1917th meeting on 5 May 1976, the represen-
tative of the PLO said that the success of PLO
candidates in the municipal elections conducted in the
occupied territories in April 1976 by the Israeli authori-
ties had sent a distressing message to Israel of the
patriotism, solidarity and viability of the PLO. Unfortu-
nately, that victory had only served to inflame the
Israclis and to harden the attitude of the Israeli
Government against the interests of the Palestinians, so
that the Government had accelerated the establishment
of Jewish settlements and the displacement of Arab
inhabitants in the occupicd territories in keeping with
the surreptitious Zionist design of eradicating all Arabs
from the so-called land of Israel. He invited the Council
to bear in mind a number of fundamental points,
namely: the continued occupation of the Arab territo-
ries, the accompanying lsrach practices in those territo-
ries, the establishment of Jewish settlements there, the
violations of the Arabs’ human rights, and the disregard
of the purposes and principles of the United Nations
Charter by Israel.s»’

The representative of Jordan said that the intransi-
gence of Israel made it necessary for the Arab countries
to resort to the Security Council frequently. Even
though no cffective measures appeared 1o follow, it was

‘" See section € above

M Resolution 2 (XXX (see F SIRR. FSCOR ADth Session.
.5(1[:(‘/ Saoodop sy

" 1916th mig.. paras 13-4}
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important to keep the international community apprised
of the plight of the people in the occupied termtones. He
described recent developments on the West Bank,
including mass protests against the lsrach occupation
He also drew particular attention to a reported “master
plan™ by which Isracl intended to annex to Jerusalem
vast areas on the West Bank for Jewish settlement and
to affect the physical, demographic and cultural compo-
sition of the Holy City to the detriment of the Arab
sector. He appealed to the Council to act immediately
by prevailing upon Israel to respect human nights, to
preserve the character of the occupied arcas, and, above
all, to end its occupation finally and irreversibly. **

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
charged that there was growing collaboration between
Israel and South Africa, as evidenced from the officiat
visit of the Prime Minister of South Africa to Isracl in
April 1976, and that thc two countries were pursuing
similar racist policies. He emphasized that the contin-
ued illegal occupation of the occupied territories by
Israel was the root cause of the Middle East problem.
He therefore urged that the Council condemn lIsrael’s
repressive practices, demand an end to them, order a
halt to any Jewish settlements in the occupied territories
and instruct Israel to end its illegal occupation immedi-
ately.’»®

The representative of Israel charged that the Security
Council had become an international forum utilized at
will by Arab countries, but that the Council did not deal
cqually with malpractices attributed to those Govern-
ments. He mentioned a number of events in that
connection, such as the civil strife in Lebanon involving
Syria and the PLO, Egypt's record of the trcatment of
its nationals and the harassment of civilians by the
Jordanian authorities. He rejected the allegations of
violations of human rights by lsrael, pointing to the
large number of people, including Arabs, who entered
the arcas under Israeli administration cither as tourists
or for medical treatment. He defended the conduct of
the recent elections on the West Bank which, despite the
expected success of candidates hostile to Israel, had
been a free and democratic exercise by Arabs under
Israeli administration. He also charged that despite the
interim agreement of September 1975 between Egypt
and Israel, and the subsequent disengagement agree-
ments with Egypt and the Syrian Arab Republic, his
Government's efforts towards an end to hostilities in the
Middle East had still elicited no response from the Arab
countries. In his delegation's view the complaint under
discussion was a frivolous exercise unrelated to the crux
of the matter, 10 wit the failure of the Arab countries to
recognize Israel’s right of existence as an integral part
of the Middle East. He affirmed his Government's
determination to continue its efforts in the search for
peace M0

The representative of Saudi Arabia criticized as
untenable Israel’'s dogmatic stance of basing its claim to

‘“™tbid | paras 12.38
Y Jhid | paras 40-59
S4C thid  paras 64-114
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a geographical homeland on the biblical myth of a gift
from God, a dogma which, he said, was sustained
through utilization of the mass media under Jewish
influence. He predicted that in due course Israel's
adamant hold over Palestine would come to an end, and
urged Isracl to adapt its attitudes towards a peaceful
change so as to gain acceptance in the arca by the Arab
world 3¢

The representative of the USSR emphasized the
position of the PLO as the sole and legitimate represen-
tative of the Palestinian people. He quoted from various
official Soviet statements which pointed out that failure
to solve the Middle East question had already led to
four armed conflicts between Israel and the Arab
States, and that another similar conflict could not be
discounted. It was necessary to end the arms race in the
Middle East. Three fundamental and related elements
were required for a solution of the problem, namely: the
withdrawal by Israel to its pre-1967 borders, the
restoration of Palestinian rights, including the right to
create their own state, and institution of international
guarantees for the security of all States in the area. To
that end the Soviet Union favoured a resumption of the
efforts under the aegis of the Geneva Conference in
which the PLO would participate on an equal basis.**

The representative of China said that in China’s view,
the question of the situation in the occupied Arab
territories was an integral part of the whole Middle East
problem, the solution to which was hampered by the
super-Power rivalry in the area. 11 was thercfore neces-
sary to eliminate that rivalry and to prevail upon lIsrael
to withdraw from all the occupied Arab territorics,
objectives that could be achieved by promoting close
unity among the Palestinian and othcr Arab people in
their struggle 34

The representative of the Sudan dismissed Israel's
claims of humane administration and economic ad-
vancement for the people in, the areas under its occupa-
tion, arguing that Isracl regarded those areas as a
supplementary market for its trade and a source of
supply for unskilled labour. Similar claims of advance-
ment for colonial peoples had been made by the colonial
Powers, but in fact, the record of colonial history
showed foreign domination to be an evil which retarded
political and cconomic development

Speakers from other Arab States expressed similar
views regarding the Middle East problem as a whole.
They denounced Isracl’s practices in the vecupied terri-
tories and criticized Isracl for attempting to play down
or even divert attention from those complaints. They
dentificd, with varying degrees of emphasis, the follow-
g clements of the problem: the continued illegal
occupation of Arab territories by Israel, Israel’s estab-
hishment of Jewish settlements an those  territories,
{sracl’s violation of the human rights of the inhabitants

MUdbid | patas 120-146
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there, characterized by some as reminiscent of South
Africa’s racial injustices; the status of the Holy City of
Jerusalem; and the restoration of the Palestinians’
rights, including the right 10 return to their homes and
to establish their own state. The speakers pointed out
that solutions to the above clements of the problem had
alrcady been set out in various United Nations resolu-
tions, and that all that was needed was for the Security
Council to find the means of enforcing the relevant
decisions. They believed the Security Council to have
the capacity in that regard and urged it 1o have the
moral strength to do so.%*

The representative of Romania urged the Council 1o
explore all possibilities and formulate a decision incor-
porating a consensus of all the views expressed by the
various speakers. For its part, Romania believed that no
lasting peace for the area could ever bc obtained
without finding a solution to the Palestinian problem
and without the direct participation of the PLO in the
search for such a solution.

The representative of Pakistan urged the Council to
initiate appropriate action along the lines already sug-
gested to bring peace in the occupied territories and to
resolve the Middle East problem on a permanent basis,
otherwise the Council would find itself in the same
situation as in March 1976.3¢

At the beginning of the 1922nd meeting on 26 May
1976, the President of the Security Council read out the
following statement, which he had been authorized to
make following his consultations with all members of
the Council:

Following the request submitted by Egypt on 3 May 1976, the
Sceurity Counal held seven mectings between 4 and 26 May o
consider the situation in the occupied Arab ternitories After consult-
g all the members, the President of the Council concludes that the
anority of the members agreed on the following

Grave anvicty was cxpressed over the present situation in the
occupied  Arab territories  concern was also expressed about the
well being of the population of those territories

The Geneva Convention relaine to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, is applicable to the Arab
territaries occupred by Israel since 1967 The occupying Power was
therefore cilled upon to compls stnictly with the provisions of that
Convention and to refrain from and rescind any measure which would
violate them  In this regard, the measures taken by Israel in the
acvupied Arab territonies which alter their demographic compuosition
or peagraphical character, and in particular the establishment of
settlements, were deplored Such measures. which cannot prejudge the
outcome of the ¢fforts to achieve peace, constitute an obsiacte to
peace

The Secunits Counail should continue to follow the situation
Clanely 4

The representative of the Libyan Arab Republic said
that the statement just read by the President was
inadequate in dealing with the central issue of the
problem. namels the withdrawal of Israel from the

occupied territories, and added that Libya did not

HUNee s particuiar the stziements by the representatives of
Ruwail, T90sth g . paras 3213 Yemen. ohid  paras 18-34, Libya.
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accept the provisions of resolution 242 (1967) as a basis
for a solution of the problem **

The representative of the United States said that his
delegation had dissociated itself from the President’s
statement of the view of the majority of the Council
because while it contained much that his delegation
could accept, it lacked the requisite balance. In particu-
lar he criticized the failure to mention the rights
accruing to Israel as the occupying Power, under the
Geneva Convention, or to recognize the achievements of
the Israeli administration in the occupied territories.
Nevertheless aspects of Israeli policy, in particular the
establishment of settlements, were increasingly a matter
of concern. 3%

The representative of Israel criticized the decision of
the Council and, referring to decisions of certain other
United Nations organs or specialized agencies, com-
plained that the international community did not under-
stand the operation of natural justice in international
relations. If it were acting with honour and impartiality,
the Council could not ignore the numecrous acts of
terrorism committed by PLO terrorists in Israel and in
the occupied territories. He asserted that the failure to
find a solution to the problem lay with the divided Arab
States themselves. Israel had accepted Security Council
resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) as a basis for the
negotiation of a solution to the Middle East problem 3"

The representative of Jordan replied that the 1967
borders could not be the basis of peace without address-
ing the question of the rights of the Palestinian peo-
ple.st

In the absence of objection, the meeting was ad-
journed.

Decision of 11 November 1976 (1969th meeting):
statement by the President on behalf of the members
of the Security Council.

By a letter’s dated 20 October 1976, the representa-
tive of Egypt requested a meeting of the Council to
discuss the situation in the occupied Arab territories
resulting from repressive Israeli measures there, despite
the action by the Council during the last series of
mectings on the subject in May 1976.

By another letter of the same date** the representa-
tive of Egypt requested that the representative of the
PLO be invited to participate in the debate.

Al the 1966th meeting on | November 1976, the
Council included the letter from Egypt in its agenda,
without objection,”** and considered the matter at four
meetings held from | to 1! November 1976. Following
the adoption of the agenda at the 1966th meeting the
Council decided, by vote, to invite the representative of
the PLO, in accordance with the Council's past practice,
to participate in the debate.’*
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*** The proposal 1o invite the representative of the PLO was carried

In the course of the meetings the representatives of
Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia, Isracl, Jordan, Maurn-
tania, Morocco, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and the Syran
Arab Republic were invited at their request to partici-
pate in the debate without the right to vote. ™

The representative of Ligypt recalled pertinent pas-
sages in the statement read out by the President at the
1922nd meeting on 26 May 1976, and charged that
instead of heeding the measures called for by a majority
of the Council in the statement, Isracl had ignored all
those measures, and had in fact continued to work
methodically and persistently against all the points
contained in the statement. He also referred to other
Security Council resolutions, such as resolution 298
(1971) concerning the status of the city of Jerusalem
and resolution 271 (1969) concerming the holy AL Agsa
Mosque, which he said Isracl had flouted, as well as to
the Israeli practices condemned by the General Assem-
bly in its resolution of 15 December 1975 He
contended that Israeli policies in the occupied territories
were based on well-studied and documented Govern-
ment guidelines for the eventual annexation of those
territories by Israel. In view of those developments
Egypt had decided to come 1o the Sccurity Council
again in the hope that the Council would condemn those
Israeli policies and declare them to be a threat to peace
and security.’¥

The representative of the PLO said that the situation
in the occupied Arab territories was deteriorating and
that nothing had been done to prevent the recurrence of
violence there or to deal with the root cause of the
problem. He charged that Israeli practices in the
occupied territories were a deliberate Government de-
sign to demoralize and subjugate the Arab inhabitants
and annex their land, while overlooking or treating with
benign disinterest the wrongdoings of the Israeli resi-
dents or visitors there %

The representative of Jordan complained in particular
about the events in Hebron, where the entire city
population of 60,000 had been imprisoned for 16 days.
As a result of the increasing construction of Israeli
settlements in the occupied territories, there would soon
be nothing left of Security Council resolution 242
(1967), which Israel was urging Arab States 10 heed.
He stated two prerequisites for a just peace; the prompt
withdrawal by Israel from all occupied Arab territorics

and restoration of the legitimate national rights for the
Palestinians.**

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
charged that in preparation for the annexation of the
occupied Arab lands, Israel contemplated getting rid of
as many Arabs as possibie through expulsions, harass-

by 11 votes in (avour 1o one against, with 3 abstentions For the
relevant statement regarding the invitation and for details of the
voting, sce 1966th mtg., paras 2-22 as well as chapter 11
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““* See General Assembly resolution 3823 (XXX)
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ment and persecution. He therefore appealed to the
Council to invoke the powers available 10 it under the
Charter so as to defuse the explosive situation in the
Middle East 3%

The representative of Israel rejected characterization
of the situation in the occupied territorics as dangerous
and explosive, and said that there had been no blood-
shed at all in Israel or in the territories under Israeli
administration. Actually it was in Lebanon that carnage
was taking place, about which the Security Council was
doing absolutely nothing. He concluded that the Coun-
cil's convocation at the request of Egypt was unjustified,
and wondered how long it would be willing to let itself
be used in that way. In defending his Government's
policies in the occupied territories, he said that with
regard to the Holy Places Israel would continue to
adhere strictly to the fundamental principle of free
access to those places by all believers. Contrary to the
allegations of previous Arab speakers, Israeli authorities
were fostering harmonious religious relations among all
the residents in the territories and economic and social
gains had accrued to the inhabitants in the occupied
territories since they had come under Isracli administra-
tion. Rather than engaging in sterile debates it would be
more profitable for the parties concerned to engage in
direct negotiations, as called for in Security Council
resolution 338 (1973), provided that the other parties
recognized Israel’s right to exist as an integral part of
the region.’®!

The representative of the USSR said that, since the
representative of Israel had brought up the situation in
Lebanon, it was worth noting that, according to a recent
routine report of the Chiel of Staff of the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSQ),
Israel had contributed to the chaos there by violating
Lebanese airspace with its aircraft, territorial waters
with its warships and militarily occupying positions on
Lebanese territory 3¢ .

At the 1968th meeting on 9 November 1976, the
representative of the USSR stated that the situation in
the occupied Arab territories resulted from Israel’s
continued occupation of those territories, a situation
which was indicative of Isracl's design to annex them.
He reaffirmed that, in the view of the Soviet Union, the
only way to o just and lasting peace was through a
resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference on the
Middle East, the Soviet Union was ready to extend its
cfforts 1o that end.*

During the course of the debate a number of other
speakers appealed, in various terms, for firm action by
the Security Council to adopt appropriate measures to

ensurc compliance with the relevant United Nations
resolutions
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At the 1969th meeting on 11 November 1976, the
representative of China said that his Government con-
demned Israeli practices in the occupied territories and
deeply sympathized with the plight of the people in
those territories. He reiterated his Government’s firm
support for the Palestinian and other Arab people in
their struggle against Isracli zionism and against big-
Power machinations in the area.*

The representative of Romania expressed his Govern-
ment's conviction that since no solution to the Middle
East problem could be achieved without resolution of
the Palestinian question, it was imperative to resume the
Geneva Conference on the Middle East and to ensure
that the interests of the Palestinian people were repre-
sented there by the PLO. In that connection he ex-
pressed his Government's belief that the United Na-
tions, particularly the Security Council and the Secre-
tary-General, must play an important role in the
exercise.*®

In the course of the 1969th meeting the President of
the Security Council, on authority of the members of
the Council, read out the following statement, which he
said had been agreed following his consuitations with all
of them:

As a result of consultations over which | presided with all members
of the Council, | am authorized as President to make the following
statement on behalf of the Council

Fullowing the request submitted by Egypt on 20 October 1976, the
Security Council held four meetings between | and 11 November 10
consider the situation in the occupied Arab territories, with the
participation of the representative of the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation. After consulting all the members. the President of the Council
states that the Council has agreed:

1. To express its grave anxiely and concern over the present
serious situation in the occupied Arab territories as a result of
continued Israeli occupation.

2. To reaffirm its call upon the Government of Israel to ensure
the safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of the territories
and to facilitate the return of those inhabitants who have fled the
arcas since the outbreak of hostilities

3. To rcaffirm that the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War is applicable to the
Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, Therefore. the occupy-
ing Power is called upon once again to comply strictly with the
provisions of that Convention and to refrain from any measure that
violates them  In thas regard, the measures taken by lsracl in the
oceupied Arab terrtones which alter thewr demographic compositon
or geographical character. and n particular the estabhshment of
settlements, are strongly deplored Such measures, which have no legal
validity and cannot prejudge the outcome of the efforts 1o achieve
peace. constitute an obstacle to peace

4 To consider once more that al. legislative and administrative
muasures and actions taken by Israci, ncluding expropristion of land
and properties thereon and the transfer of populations. which tend to
change the legal status of Jerusalem. are invalid and cannot change
that status, and urgently to call upor Israel once more 10 rescind all
such measures atready taken and to cesist forthwith from taking any
further action which tends to change the status of Jerusalem. In this
connection, the Council deplores the failure of Isracl to show any
regard for Security Council resolutiors 237 (1967) of 14 Junc 1967,
252 (19681 of 21 May 1968 and 29: 1971} of 25 September 1971
and General Assembly resolutions 2267 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of 4
and 14 July 1967

‘S 1969(h mig . paras -8
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S.  To recognize that any act of profanation of the Holy Places,
religious buildings and sites or any encouragement of, or connivance
at, any such act may seriously endanger international peace and
security

The Council decides to keep the situation under constant altention
with a view to meeting again should circumstances require ™

Following the President's statement, the representa-
tive of the United States said that his delegation took
exception to some of the criticisms levelled against
Israel during the debate, particularly those regarding
access to the holy sites. With regard to the central
problem of the Middle East, he said that a satisfactory
solution could be obtained only through negotiations for
a just and lasting peace in accordance with Security
Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). On its
part the United States vowed to stand by its previous
commitments regarding those resolutions "

The representative of Israel said that his delegation
rejected the statement just read by the President as it
was biased against Israel, particularly in its failure to
condemn equally Arab defilement of the Israeli Holy
Scrolls of Law; its disregard of the salient provisions of
Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338
(1973), and its failure to address the central issue of the
unwillingness of the Arab States to sit down and
negotiate with Israel directly.’”?

Decision of 22 March 1979 (2134th meeting): resolution
446 (1979)

By a letter dated 23 February 1979 addressed to
the President of the Security Council, the representative
of Jordan requested a meeting of the Council to
consider the status of the city of Jerusalem and the
Israeli policy and practice of settlements and coloniza-
tion in the rest of the occupied Arab territories.’™

At the 2123rd meeting on 9 March 1979, the Council
included the letter from Jordan in its agenda without
objection,*’* and considered the matter at eight meetings
held between 9 and 22 March 1979. At the same
mecting the Council decided, by vote, to invite the
representative of the PLO, in accordance with the
Council’s past practice, to participate in the debate.’’
Also at the same meeting the Council decided to extend
an invitation under rule 39, at his request, to the
Vice-Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People."”

In the course of the meetings the representatives of
Democratic Kampuchea, Egypt, German Democratic
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Republic, Hungary, [ndia, Indonesia, Iran, Iray, Isracl,
Jordan, Lebanon, Mauritania, Pakistan, Qatar, Roma-
nia, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somaha, Sudan, Syran
Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraintan Soviet So-
cialist Republic, Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia
were invited, at their request, to participate in the
debate without the right to vote *™

At the 2123rd meeting the representative of Jordan
distributed to members of the Council maps and accom-
panying notes*™ indicating what he termed a terrifying
record of the continuing establishment of lsracli settle-
ments in the occupied territories, thereby usurping
slowly but deliberately more and more of whatever was
left of the Palestinian lands, in flagrant disregard of
Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) and W
(1973). The Council was faced with the question of the
continued existence of the Palestinians as a people and
of their lands as a homeland, since, he stated, the Israch
occupation authorities had so far confiscated Arab land
amounting to about 29 per cent of the entire West
Bank.®*® He then described as pretexts the arguments
which the Israelis used as justification for such usurpa-
tion and gave a detailed account of the location and
methods used by the Israclis in that cxercise. In addition
he alleged that Isracl had started an intensive exploita-
tion of water resources on the West Bank partly to cater
to the needs of the increasing population in Israel, and
partly to deprive the Arab population in the occupied
territories of a vital element of subsistence and thereby
force them to vacate their lands. With regard to the
Holy City of Jerusalem he said that the Israeli authori-
ties were pursuing policies with a similar purpose in
mind, turning Arab areas into uninhabitable slums and
taking over Arab places of worship or else harassing
Arab worshippers there. The representative of Jordan
appealed to the Council to impose a moratorium on any
further construction of Israeli settlements in the occu-
pied territories and ensure Israel’'s compliance there-
with; send a Security Council commission of inquiry to
the area for an on-the-spot investigation into the com-
plaints brought to the Council; and, in the event that the
complaints should be confirmed by the commission,
exercise its powers under the Charter, including Chap-
ter V11, 10 ensure compliance

The representative of Israel rejected the statement by
the representative of Jordan as being full of inaccuracies
and instead asserted Israel’'s commitment to peace by
pointing to the Camp David agreement of September
1978, worked out during negotiations which Jordan had
refused an invitation to join. Jordan's request for a
meeting was therefore mischievous and obstructive to
the course of international peace.**

™ For details regarding the imatations, see chapter 111

5™ Included tn Secunity Cournctl document 85213149 issued at the
request of the representative of Jordan (see OR 34th 17, Suppl for
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0 The representative of Jordan sa:d that braeh stavstivs conceded
the land so far taken over by the Israehs to amount to 27 per cent of
the West Bank
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The representative of the PLO referred to the draft
resolution presented to the Council in March 1976,%
vetoed by the United States at the 1899th meeting, and
said that action had encouraged Isracl’s intransigence,
as did the enormous American financial assistance to
that country. Using the map distributed by the represen-
tative of Jordan he gave further details of the Israeli
practices and intentions regarding scttlements and the
effect they were having on the Arab populations in the
occupied territories. The representative of the PLO said
that the Camp David agreement would, in effect, leave
Isracli military authorities in control of the occupied
territories and was therefore unacceptable. Instead the
PLO would continue to rely only on the formulas set out
in the various relevant resolutions of the Security
Council and the General Assembly, failing which the
Palestinian people would resort to all Jegitimate means,
including the use of force, to resist their elimination.®

Other Arab representatives charged that Israel had
ignored the actions by the Security Council, the General
Assembly and other international bodies regarding its
occupation of the Arab territories. Nevertheless, they
would continue to advocate eventual termination of
fsracli occupation of all the territories, including Jerusa-
lem, which must be preserved as a multi-communal and
international Holy City, and the restoration to the
Palestinian people of all their inalienable rights. They
protested Israel’s reported intention to make Jerusalem
its capital as well as its diversion to its own benefit of
the economic assets of the territories and abuse of the
inhabitants, and supported Jordan’s request for a Secur-
ity Council commission of inquiry.**!

The Vice-Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise
of the Inalicnable Rights of the Palestinian People said
that the Arab complaints brought to the Council on the
present and previous occasions were similar to com-
plaints against Israel received by that Committee. The
Committee considered that a just and lasting peace in
the region could be achieved only with a solution to the
Palestinian question, including the right of the Palestin-
ian people to return and their right to independence and
sovereignty in Palestine, and that, accordingly, no other
agreements purporting to promote such peace could be
tenable outaide the framework of the relevant resolu-
tons amnd Charter of the United Nations

The representiatives of other Islamic countries noted
that the question of Jerusalem touched the most cher-
ished sensibilities of millions of rehgious adherents in
the world and called for the restoration of Arab
sovereignly over Jerusalem.

The representative of Bolivia said  that while his
country had opened its doors 1o many Jews flecing from
Nant Germany, st was opposed to termtorial conquest.

PENCe NI OR s ar  Suppl for Jun Afarch 1976 p 130

YN 0d mig paras 92138

MU0l mp Fpavpt paras 139 18 Lebinn paras 1885060,
M2thomtg drag paras S U Swvian Arab Ropobiic paras SSR7
JEMSthomte Ruwant, paras 4-29 21 27th mtg OQatar paras 6-14

MMM mig paras 165 1X0

TOAth o mg Padastan, paras 1726 Tran paras 90-100.
Purkey, paras 29:35 20 258th mty  [ndonesia, paras (43151, 21 26th
mtg Sencgal. paras 19-32.2127th g Bangladesh, paray 1639

His delegation therefore appealed to the Council to
undertake appropriate remedial action, including that
which would restore and maintain the status of the Holy
City of Jerusalem

The representative of Yugoslavia stated that the
international community was justified in its indignation
at israel's attempts to dispossess the Arab inhabitants in
the occupied territories and to change the character of
the city of Jerusalem. 1t was up to the Sccurity Council
to institute the requisite measures to that end ***

At the 2125th meeting on 13 March 1979, the
representative of Israel complained that the Council was
biased in responding to issues raised before it by the
Arab States while consistently ignoring Israel’'s com-
plaints. The current deliberations by the Council had
nothing to do with the realities of the situation. Instead,
the timing of the Council's meeting was intended to
frustrate the ongoing peace efforts, as highlighted by
the visit to the Middle East of the President of the
United States. In defence of the Israeli settlements
programme he argued that some of the settlements
complained about had existed in the West Bank for
centuries. Furthermore, in view of the Arab States’
rejections of peace with Israel, the establishment of the
scttlements was necessary for Israel’s security purposes.
With regard to Jerusalem he said that Isracel's policy
was based on its law on Protection of Holy Places of
June 1967, when the city was reunited, which guaran-
teed unrestricted access to members of all faiths. He
also pointed to political and economic advances which
he said the Arab inhabitants had achieved in the
occupied territories since they had come under Israeh
administration %

The representative of India said that Israel’s declared
rationale for its practices in the occupied territories had
no justification in law and must therefore be regarded as
a flagrant violation of the fourth Geneva Convention of
1949. Thus, the United Nations, especially the Security
Council, had a ciear duty to redress the situation.*

At the 2126th meeting on 14 March 1979, the
representative of Jordan responded to Israel’s accusation
regarding Jordan's refusal to join the Camp David
process, and pointed out that his Government rejected
both the procedure and substantive results of those
talks. The premises upon which the exercise was based
fell short of what Jordan considered to be correct and
necessary, namely: assurance of the eventual self-deter-
mination and sovercignty of the Palestinian people:
prospects for a comprehensive settlement that would at
once solve the issues of the occupation of Arab territo-
ries and Palestinian sovercignty: and assurance against
fragmentation of the problem Unfortunately, he said,
the failure to observe those guidelines meant that the
United States had already taken sides with Egypt and
Israel, and Jordan could not commit itself blindly to a
process without a clear idea of the expected result of
that process.**
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Chapter V111, Maintenance of infernational peace and security

Many other speakers who participated in the debate’”!
identified the central issues of the Middle East problem
as the question of the Palestinian people, the continued
occupation of Arab territories by Isracl, the establish-
ment of Israeli settiements in those territories and the
status of the City of Jerusalem. They cautioned that
failure by the Council to deal with those issues squarely
would leave the Middle East in a state of constant
threat to international peace and sccurity. Many of
them criticized the Camp David process principally on
account of its failure to address those issues comprehen-
sively. The representatives from Arab States in particu-
lar denounced the Camp David accord, citing its
rejection by the Arab Summit Conference held in
Baghdad in November 1978.

At the 2127th meeting on 15 March 1979, the
representative of the USSR reviewed Isracl's record of
disregard for the decisions of the United Nations and,
within the context of the Camp David arrangements,
said that the so-called autonomy for the people of Gaza
and the West Bank was a sham. Morcover, he pointed
out, no secparate agreement purporting to promote
Palestinian interests could have any juridical validity
without the full participation by the lawful representa-
tives of the Palestinian people. Consequently, his delega-
tion supported the demands and measures against Isracl
advocated in the Security Council by Arab and other
States.’™

At the 2128th meeting on 16 March 1979, the
representative of China reiterated his Government’s
position that the Israeli-occupied territories formed an
inseparable part of the Middle East problem and
decried the fact that prospects for any solution to that
problem were hampered by the super-Power rivalry and
intervention in the region.’®

At the same meeting, the representative of Kuwait
introduced a draft resolution co-sponsored by Bangla-
desh, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia.**® He explained the
principal provisions of the draft resolution, which he
said did not go beyond what had alrcady been stated
and reaffirmed in previous resolutions. He ¢emphasized
the urgency of the matter by pointing out that if the
resolution were adopted, the proposed commission
would be obliged to report to the Council by the end of
May 19793

At the 2131st meeting on 19 March 1979, the
representative of Norway said that his Government felt
that, all things considered, only a settlement which
recognized Israel's right to exist within secure and
recognized boundaries and assured the legitimate na-
tional rights of the Palestinian people could bring a just
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and lasting peace to the Middlc East. The provisions
and objectives of the Camp David agreement, if careful-
ly implemented, provided an initial step towards such a
comprehensive solution.*™

The representative of Israel rejected the allegations
that Isracl was plundering the water resources in the
occupied territories for its own use, and pointed out
that, in fact, it was Isracl which supplied water to the
Arab towns during shortfalls there. He also denied the
applicability of the Geneva Convention of 1949 to
Israel's administration in the West Bank and Gaza, and
he quoted leading international legal sources to prove
that point. He urged the Council not to give way to the
opponents of peace, but to recognize the process under
way towards the objective of peace, which wis based on
the Council's own resolution 242 (1967).*

The representative of Jordan rejected Israel’s at-
tempts not to recognize the applicability of the Geneva
Convention of 1949. He stated that Israel had not
occupicd a non-sovercign territory on the West Bank in
1967: that territory had been under Palestinian occupa-
tion for thousands of years—a situation that had been
reaffirmed by resolutions of the United Nations—and
had been operating under a system of unity with its
counterpart on the East Bank. He reiterated his com-
plaints of violations of human rights by the Israeli
authorities in the occupied territories and challenged
Israel to accept the proposed commission of the Security
Council.*®

At the 2134th meeting on 22 March 1979, the
representative of the United Kingdom recalled the
statement issued by the Security Council on 11 Novem-
ber 1976 and regretted that its provisions had not been
heeded. In his Government's view lIsrael’s settlement
policies posed a major obstacle to peace. Meanwhile, in
light of the imminent conclusion of the Camp David
agreement the United Kingdom delegation expressed
reservations on the proposal to send a Sccurity Council
commission to the Middle East. Accordingly his dclega-
tion intended to abstain on the draft resolution before
the Council. although that abstention should not be
taken to indicate acquiescence in the Isracli policies in
the occupied territories.®'

The President, speaking in his capacity as the repre-
sentative of Nigeria, said that the historical record of
the Israeli lcaders indicated a clandestine intention to
annex the occupied territories, although Israel pretended
to favour a policy of coexistence with the Arab inhabi-
lants there. Israel should not be allowed to formalize its
mythical claim to the West Bank as a gift from God. He
urged the international community to prevail upon
Isracl to comply with the relevant United Nations
resolutions; otherwise that country must be prepared to
face the punitive measures provided under the Char-
lCr,M):
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The draft resolution before the Council was put 10 the
vote and was adopted as resolution 446 (1979) by 12
votes to none, with threc abstentions.®' The text of the
resolution reads as follows:

Vhe Security Counctl,

Having heard the statement of the Permancent Representative of
Jordan and other statements made before the Councit,

Stressing the urgent nced to achieve a comprehensive, just and
lasting peace in the Middle East,

Affirming vnce more that the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, is
applicable 1o the Arab territories occupicd by Isracl since 1967,
including Jerusalem,

1. Determines that the policy and practices of lsrac! in establish-
ing sctilements in the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied
since 1967 have no legal validily and constitute a serious obstruction
to achicving 2 comprchensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle
East

2 Strongly deplores the failure of isracl to abide by Security
Council resolutions 237 (1967) of (4 June 1967, 252 (1968) of 21
May 1968 and 298 (197)) of 25 September 1971, by the consensus
statement made by the President of the Council on 11 November 1976
and by General Assembly resotutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V)
of 4 and 14 July 1967, 32/5 of 28 October 1977 and 33/113 of 18
December 1978,

3 Calls vnce more upon lsract, as the occupying Power, to abide
scrupalously by the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August t949, to rescind its
prcvious measures and to desist from taking any action which would
result in changing thc legal status and geographical nature and
matcerially affecting the demographic composition of the Arab territo-
ries occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, and, in particular, not
to transfer parts of its own civilian population into the occupied Arab
territories:

4.  Establishes a commission consisting of threc members of the
Security Council. to be appointed by the President of the Council after
consultation with the members of the Council, 10 examine the
situation relating to settlements in the Arab territories occupied since
1967, including Jerusalem;

S.  Requests the Commission 10 submit its report to the Security
Counacil by 1 July 1979:

6. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the Commission
with the necessary facihities to enable it to carry ouf its mission;

7. Pecides to keep the situation in the occupred territories under
constant and close scrutiny and to reconvene in July 1979 1o review
the situation in the hght of the findings of the Commission

Speaking after the vote, the representative of the
Pited States cniticized the confrontationa] tenor of the
debate, winch hie sind had ignored the positive process
under way for a peaceful settlement of the Middle Fast
question that was built upon the foundations of Security
Council resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). In the
circumstances he doubted the utility of creating a
Security Council commission of inquiry; instead the
United States appealed to all members to support the
peace process under way . *

The representative of Jordan expressed his delega-
tion's gratitude to the Security Council for agreeing to
the establishment of a Security Council commission,
although he expressed disappointment that three delega-
tions had found it necessary (o abstain from the vote.*

M b para 113
MNP paras 16 1A
MR paras 1S T6d

The representative of Israel said that the real purpose
behind the resolution just adopted was to frustrate the
peace process under way. Moreover, his delegation
despaired of the proposed commission, judging from
similar United Nations fact-finding commissions which
had come up with predctermined and hostile conciu-
sions.*®

The representative of the PLO pointed out that the
resolution avoided the central issue of the Palestinian
people, and said Israel’s real intention, declared on
several occasions by Government leaders, was never to
return to the border of 1967.%

In a note dated 3 April 1979%* the President of the
Security Council stated that, following his consultations
with the members of the Council, it had been agreed
that the commission established under paragraph 4 of
resolution 446 (1979) would be composed of Bolivia,
Portugal and Zambia.

Decision of 20 July 1979 (2159th meeting): resolution
452 (1979)

On 12 July 1979, the Commission established under
resolution 446 (1979) submitted its report,*® which was
included in the agenda of the Security Council without
objection at the 2156th meeting on 18 July 1979 and
was considered at four meetings held between that date
and 20 July 1979.

Following the adoption of the agenda at the 2156th
meeting the Council decided, by vote, to invite the
representative of the PLO, in accordance with the
Council's past practice, to participate in the debate ¢'°
Also at the same meeting the Council decided to extend
an invitation under rule 39 to the Acting Chairman of
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inaliecnable Rights
of the Palestinian People.*"

In the course of the meetings the representatives of
Egypt. Jordan, Israel and Syria were invited, at their
request, to participate in the discussion without the right
to vote.

At the 2156th meeting the President of the Council
invited the members of the Commission to introduce
their report. ¢

The representative of Portugal, Chairman of the
Commission, described the procedures and methods
adopted by the Commission for the proper implementa-
tion of its mandate. While all the other Governments in
the area concerned had extended assistance and co-oper-
ation to the Commission, he reported with regret that
the Government of Israel had rejected any collaboration
with the Commission. Nevertheless, the Commission
had been able to gather useful and pertinent informa-
tion by taking note of the official information conveyed
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by the other Governments concerned, by receiving su_ch
information from appropriate United Nations bodies
and from the PLO, and by hearing individual witnesses
in connection with the plight of the Palestinian refugees
and the status of the city of Jerusalem. The Commission
had analysed all the information thus obtained and
drawn the conclusions contained in the report. He
emphasized the Commission’s conviction that the Isracli
settlements were being used as a political weapon to
reinforce Israel's presence in the occupied territories,
and that Israel’s practices in those territories, including
Jerusalem, were in violation of the Geneva Convention
of 12 August 1949, as well as against international law
relative to military occupation.s"

The representative of Bolivia endorsed the Chair-
man's statement and emphasized his delegation’s view
that it was important to respect the territorial sovereign-
ty of States. With regard 1o Jerusalem, his delegation
was convinced that the measures recommended to the
Council by the Commission might preserve the status of
that city and create there an atmosphere of harmony
among the believers in Judaism, Islam and Christiani-
Ly o1

The representative of Zambia also associated his
delegation with the statement made by the Chairman of
the Commission and added his delegation’s view that
Israel’s settlements policy in the occupied Arab territo-
ries was a modern form of colonialism. Israel's colonial-
ist policy was the more objectionable because its imple-
mentation entailed the expulsion or displacement of the
Arab inhabitants. His delegation therefore appealed to
the Council to demand that Israel immediately stop the
establishment, construction and planning of any future
settlements and dismantle the existing ones.'*

The President expressed the appreciation of the
Council for the good will and conscientiousness with
which the Commission had undertaken the difficult task
entrusted to it by the Council *'*

The representative of Israel charged that Jordan's
timing for initiating the establishment of the Security
Council Commission had been intended to frustrate the
progress of the Camp David peace talks, a view that he
said was amply vindicated by Jordan's refusal to join in
those talks. Noting the input obtained by the Commis-
sion from the Committee on the Exercise of the
Inalicnable Rights of the Palestinian People and by the
PLO, he asserted that the Commission's report natural-
ly and predictably presented a one-sided and distorted
treatment of its mandate. His Government had rejected
Security Council resolution 446 (1979) by which the
Commission had been established, and he asserted that
the conclusions of the Commission were based on the
erroncous premises of that resolution and were contrary
to principles of international law. He questioned why
the Commission had ignored the position expressed by
his delegation during the Council's consideration of the
Middle East question in March 1979 and wondered
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why the Commission had not verified st so-called
findings by checking them against readily available
sources in the United Nations acchives. He said that the
population in the West Bank had increased by 16.4 per
cent between 1967 and 1978, which showed the falsity
of the allegations that the Israeli authorities had
expelled or displaced Arab inhabitants therefrom. He
also referred to the many Moslem and Christian tourists
and pilgrims that had visited Jerusalem since 1967, a
fact that, he said, had been convenicatly ignored by the
Commission. Conscquently, his delegation rejected the
Commission’s report and asserted instead that his
Government would continue with the peace talks under
way as the best prospect o real peace i the Middle
East.

The representative of Jordan referred 1o the Comnus-
sion’s rcport and noted that the Commission had
confirmed the existence of 133 Israeli scttlements in the
occupied territories, including 17 in and around Jerusa-
lem. His delegation commended the work of the Com-
mission and urged that it pursuc its assignment. Hc
added that Israel's talk of reunification of Jerusalem in
effect amounted to designs to annex that city altogeth-
cr_ew

The representative of Egypt commended the Commis-
sion’s efforts. His delegation deeply regretted Israel's
refusal to co-operate with the Commission or to allow it
10 visit the occupied territories. Nevertheless. his Gov-
ernment fully supported the Commission's conclusions
and recommendations, which could serve as a basis for
the Council’s firm action against Israel's settlements
policy in the occupied territories.s®

The representative of the PLO expressed his delega-
tion'’s regret that owing to lIsrael’s refusal to co-operalc
with the Commission, it had been unable to talk to
Palestinians in the occupied territories. Israel’s attitude
was indicative of that country's real intentions not to
vacate the occupied territories. He referred to the
Commission’s recommendation for a demand (or Israel’s
immediate cessation and dismantling of its settlements
in the occupied territories and noted that the recommen-
dation was a mere restatement of a position taken by the
Council itself since 1967, 1o which Isracl had paid no
heed, and the situation had continued to deteriorate. He
hoped that the Council would endorse the Commission's
recommendations. if only in appreciation of the Com-
mission’s objective efforts.**

At the 2157th meeting on 19 July 1979, the represen-
tative of Kuwait criticised Israel's attitude as hypocriti-
cal, since that Government claimed that it had nothing
to hide and yet denied the Commission access to the
occupied territories. His delegation accepted and en-
dorsed the recommendations of the Commussion and
hoped that the Council would make them the basis of
measures for fulfilling legitimate expectations. namely:
respect for international law, observance of the Geneva
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Convention, adherence to the United Nations Charter
and implementation of the Sccurity Council decisions.*??

The representative of France said that despite Israel’s
non-co-operation the Commission had presented infor-
mation that justificd the international concerns about
that Government's practices in the occupicd territories.
France was therefore ready to join in any efforts by the
Council aimed at remedying the situation on the basis of
and within the framework of the Commission’s recom-
mendations. !

The representative of China urged that, on the basis
of the Commission’s findings, which clearly confirmed
the accusations against Israel, the Security Council
should adopt a resolution strongly condemning that
Government for its aggression and expansionist poli-
cies b

The Acting Chairman of the Committee on the
Exercise of the Inalicnable Rights of the Palestinian
People expressed satisfaction that the Commission had
presented findings of Israeli practices in the occupied
territories which his Committee had on several occa-
sions drawn to the attention of the Council. It was
particularly pertinent to note the Commission’s reaffir-
mation that Isracl's settlements policy had no legal
validity and constituted a serious obstruction to a
comprechensive and lasting peace in the Middle East.
Endorsement by the Council of the Commission’s rec-
ommendations should be a first step towards endorse-
ment of the Committee’s own recommendations to the
Council >

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic said
that the Commission's report had provided the Council
with irrefutable evidence of Israel’'s real designs in the
occupied territories. Consequently, his delegation felt
that the Council had sufficient grounds for invoking the
provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter against Israel
and also for reprimanding the United States, which his
delegation regarded as the overall supporter of Israel #*

The representative of Jordan argued that the Camp
David accords were all the more unacceptable because
they did not, in his delegation's view, conform to the
provisions of either Securiy Council resolutions 242
L1007 and VIS (197 1) or General Assembly resolutions
IS (1) and 194 (1), both of which his delegation
comsidered still binding. He assured the Council that,
contrary 1o Israel’s allegations characterizing them as
encmies, Jordan, Syria and the Palestinian people were
very much commitied to the cause of peace™”

AL the 2188 th meeting on 20 July 1979 the represen-
fative of Lt regected Isrels contention that the
establishment of settlements m the occupied ternitones
could be justitied on security grounds. He fully endorsed
the Commission’s recommendations and appealed to the
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Council to prevail upon lsrael to implement the relevant
Council resolutions adopted since 1967.6*

The representative of Bangladesh drew  particular
attention to the Commission's findings and conclusions
concerning the status of Jerusalem, a city that symbol-
ized the most cherished feehings of the adherents of the
three great religions in the world. He therefore urged
the Council 10 take immediate corrective and remedial
measures to arrest and reverse the deteriorating situa-
tion regarding the holy city of Jerusalem ¥

The representative of USSR said that the Commis-
sion's findings revealed the true intentions of the ruling
circles in Israel to annex the occupied territories and to
expel their Arab inhabitants. His delegation dismissed
the so-called Camp David accords as a means to a
comprehensive and just settlement in the Middle East
and supported proposals that the Council consider
applying against Israel the sanctions provided for under
Chapter Vi1 of the Charter.*®

At the 2159th meeting on the same day the President
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a
draft resolution,®’* which he said had emerged in the
course of consultations among the members.**

The representative of Portugal introduced the draft
resolution, which he said incorporated the conclusions
and recommendations of the Commission and took into
account the view of the members of the Council that the
settlements policy was illegal and that its continuation
not only hindered any progress towards a peaceful
solution to the Middle East conflict but also violated the
Gencva Convention of 12 August 1949.6

The draft resolution was then put to the vote and was
adopted by 14 votes 1o nonc with onc abstention (the
United States) as resolution 452 (1979). The resolution
reads as follows:

The Security Council

Taking note of the report and recommendations of the Security
Cauncil Commssion established under resolution 446 (1979) of 22
March 1979 o examine the situation relating 1o settlements in the
Arab territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem. contained
n document $713450 and Corr 1 and Add.1,

Strongh deploring 1he lack of co-operation of Israel with the
Commission,

Convderomg that the pobos of Tarael 1o establishing settlemernts 1»
the oocupied Arab terntories has ne legal vahdity and constittes 2
vaalation ol the Geneva Comvention relatne 1o the Protection of
Coilian Persons 1in Time of War, of 12 August 1649,

Deepls oncerned by the pracuces of the Isracli authorities iIn
implementing that settlements policy 1n the occupied Arab LErritornes.
wctuding Jerusalem, and ity wonseyuences for the local Arab and
Paleshiman population, '

¢ mphaszong the aeed for confronting the msue of the evisting
witlements and the need to consider mieasures to safeguard the
ynpartial protection of property serzed.

Rearimg o mond the speaific status of Jerusalem and reconfirming
pertinent Secunts Coundil resulutions concerning Jerusalem, and In
particular the need Lo protedt and presense the unique spiritual and
religious dintension of the Holy Places a that aity.
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Drawing atteniion 10 the grave conscquences which the sctllu'ncm\
policy is bound to have on any attempt to reach a peaceful solution 1n
the Middle East,

| Commends the work done by the Security Council Commis-
sion established under resolution 446 (1979) in preparing the report
on the establishment of Isracli setticments 1n the Arab territories
occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem;

2. Accepis the recommendations contained in the report of the
Commission:

3. Calls upon the Government and people of Israel 1o cease, on
an urgent basis, the establishment. construction and planning of
seltlements in the Arab territories occupied since 1967, including
Jerusalem;

4. Requests the Commission, in view of the magnitude of the
problem of settiements, to keep under close survey the implementation
of the present resolution and 1o report back to the Secunity Council
before 1 November 1979,

Speaking in explanation of votc the representative of
the United States said that his delegation had abstained
from the vote because the resolution, like the Commis-
sion’s report, went beyond the question of lIsrachi
settlements. and included such extraneous matters as
the status of Jerusalem. Nevertheless, he reaffirmed his
delegation’s opposition to Israeli settlements in the
occupied territories as prejudicial to the outcome of the
peace negotiations and contrary to the fourth Geneva
Convention of 1949, He repeated his Government's
request to Isracl to cease the establishment of such
settlements in the occupied territories.

The President of the Council, speaking in his capacity
as the representative of the United Kingdom, expressed
his delegation's disappointment at Isracl's refusal to
co-operate with the Commission. Such co-operation
would have helped to clear up several uncertainties, such
as the siatistical data regarding the actual number of
Israeli settlers in the occupied territories or the propor-
tion of land used for those settlements. In any case, his
delegation was opposed to the policy of Isracli settle-
ments and regarded them as an obstacle to peace in the
area

Decision of 1| March 1980 (2203rd meecting) resolution
465 (1980)

Between 5 and 22 February 1980 eight communica-
tions®* were received in connection with the situation
that had developed in the Arab city of Al Khalil
(Hebron) following the reported establishment of Israeli
settlements there. In its letter of 15 February 1980
Morocco, on behalf of the members of the Islamic
Conference, requested an urgent meeting of the Security
Council to consider the situation in Al Khalil (Hebron).
Similarly, the letter from Jordan referred to the second
report of the Security Council Commission established

¢4 2159th mtg., paras 20-23

Y Ibid . paras. 46-48
_ *% Letters dated 5 Feb 1980 from Israel (S/13781, OR, 35th yr.
Suppl for Jan -March 1980, p 3B}, 11 Feb 1980 from Tunisia
(S/13791, Jhid . p. 44), 14 Feb 1980 from Egypt (S/13795, Ibid . p
46). 14 Feb 1980 from Tumsia (S'13798, /bid . p 49), IS Feb 1980
from Jordan ($/1380). /hid . p 49). 15 Feb 1980 from Morocco
(S/13802, /bid . p 50). 20 Feb 1980 from the Acung Chairman of
the Commuttee on the Exercise of the Indlicnable Rights of the

Palestinian Peaple (S/1311. fhud . p ST). and 22 beb 1980 from
Morocco (S 1S fhid  p SK)

under resolution 446 (1979)*Y and also requested o
meeting of the Council to consider Israel’s defiance of
the Council’'s decisions and to examinc the situation
relating to settlements in the Arab territories occupied
since 1967, including Jerusalem.

At the 2199th meeting on 22 February 1980 the
Security Council included the letters from Jordan and
Morocco in its agenda, without objection,*™ and consid-
cred the matter at five meetings held from 22 February
to | March 1980.

At the 2199th meeting the Security Council decided
to extend an invitation under rule 39, at his request, to
the Acting Chatrman of the Committee on the Exercise
of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People *?

At the same meceting the Council also decided, by
vote, Lo invite, In accordance with past practice, the
representative of the PLO 1o participate in the discus-
sion. 40

Also at the same meeting the Council decided to
extend an invitation under rule 39, at the request of the
representative of Tunisia, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud and
Mr. Fahd Qawasma.*"' The representative of Tunisia
later expressed the hope that in view of the Council's
decision, the President of the Council or the Secretary-
General of the United Nations would request the local
authorities to permit Mr. Qawasma to travel 1o New
York and address the Council * Later, the Council was
informed that Mr. Qawasma’s application for permis-
sion to travel to New York had been denied by the
Israeli administering authorities.*4’

In the course of the five meetings the representatives
of Afghanistan, Algeria, Cuba, Egypt, Indonesia, Israel,
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Morocco, Pakistan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Viet Nam and Yugoslavia were invited,
at their request, to participate in the discussion without
the right to vote.** Comments in connexion with the
invitation extended 10 the representative of Afghanistan
were made by representatives of Bangladesh, China,
Norway, Portugal, the USSR, the United Kingdom and
the United States, speaking on a point of order

The representative of Portugal, in his capacity as
Chairman of the Security Council Commission Estab-
lished under Resolution 446 (1979), introduced the
Commission’s second report. He said that the Commis-
sion had again failed to secure the co-operation of
Israel, despite concerted efforts to that end; nevertheless
the Commission had been able to gather information
which confirmed its original findings and it stressed the
gravity of Israel's adamant policy of establishing settle-
ments, expanding those already in existence and plan-

#3°S/13679, OR, 34th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1979, p. 106.

6382199th mtg., preceding para. 1.

839 7bid., paras. 2 and }

640 The proposal 10 invite the representative of the PL.O was adopted
by 10 votes to one with 4 abstentions. For the relevant statements
regarding the invitation and for details of the voting, see 2199th mtg.,
paras. 4-10, as well as chapter 111

641 2199th mtg., paras 1114

&2 ibid., para. 174

H1%ee statement by the representative of Israel, 2200th mig.,
paras. 117-120

s For full details regarding the invitatuons, see chapter TH.

~2202nd mtg , pardas 10K-126
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ning further settlements in the occupied territories. In
the circumstances the Commission found it necessary to
reiterate the conclusions and recommendations con-
tained in its first report

The representative of Morocco, in his capacity as
Chairman of the Islamic Group, said that the Commis-
sion’s findings left no doubt about Israel’s official
designs to colonize and annex the occupied territories.
Morocco was particularly concerned at Israel’s attempts
to transform the character of Jerusalem and its viola-
tions of other Holy Places in the occupied territories. He
reaffirmed the Moslem world's solidarity with the
Palestinian people in their struggle for the restoration of
their legitimate rights.*¥

The representative of Jordan reviewed the Commis-
sion findings and noted that even after publication of
the Commission's first report Israel had defiantly con-
tinued to construct new scttlements in the occupied
territories, thereby displacing more and more Arab
inhabitants and confiscating their land. He described
the location, size and nature of the new such settie-
ments, particularly those constructed around Jerusalem.
With regard to the situation in Al Khalil {Hebron), he
stated that following the murder of an lsracli soldier
there on 31 January by an unknown assailant, the
Israeli occupation authorities had for 11 days imposed a
23-hour curfew on the city's inhabitants, during which
their homes had been subjected to abusive and destruc-
tive searches, all communications with the outside world
had been interrupted, perishable goods had rotted, and
Moslems had been prohibited from performing their
Friday prayers in a holy mosque while militant Israch
settlers prayed there illegally or harassed the Palestinian
population. After drawing the Council’s attention to the
Commission’s recommendations, he urged the Council
o apply against Israel the punitive measures provided
for under Chapter VIl of the Charter .6

The representative of ISracl said that its peace treaty
with Egypt notwithstanding, Isracl was entitled to apply
appropriate measurces to cnsure ils security, a point
which the Council should not ignore. With regard to
cvents in Al Khalil (Hebron), he said that the allega-
hons by the Arab States were a distortion of the true
tacts dn fact, he said, Israel’s poticies were applied in
such o way as 1o fachitate and promote good communal
relations between the Arab and Jewish inhabitants of
that ¢ity Before their brutal hquidation in 1929, Jews
had been hving in Hebron for many years, and he
stressed Isracel's position of principle that Jews had the
right to live in any part of the land of Israel

The representative of the PLO expressed satisfaction
that the findings of the Commission’s second report had
vindicated the complaints of his delegation with regard
in particular 1o the deprivation of water resources of the
Arab inhabitants, the continued occupation of Arab

645 2199th mig , paras. 18-30
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lands and establishment of Israeli settlements there, the
question of Jerusalem and the destruction of Arab
religious shrines %

The representative of Egypt said that as one of the
countries that the Commission had visited, his delega-
tion had carefully studied its second report, and he
supported its conclusions and recommendations with
particular emphasis on the establishment of settlements
and the status of the Holy City of Jerusalem. He urged
the Council to act in conformity with the Commission's
recommendations.*

At the 2200th meeting on 25 February 1980, Mr.
Maksoud said that the international community should
grasp Israel’s real intentions for the creation of a greater
Isracl. The league of Arab States had vigorously
opposed the Camp David agreements because in the
final analysis the so-called autonomy plan was a mere
administrative device intended 1o secure Israel's sove-
reignty over the West Bank and Gaza in perpetuity. He
appealed to the Council 10 institute punitive measures
against Israel ¢%?

The Acting Chairman of the Committee on the
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People said that Israel's denial of an exit permission to
Mr. Qawasma was an implicit admission of guilt for the
recent events in Al Khalil (Hebron) which had so
shocked the international community. Those events were
not isolated incidents but part of a series of systematic
violations by Israel of the United Nations Charter and
of the fourth Geneva Convention.*

The representative of Syria drew the Council’s atten-
tion to reported Israeli plans to establish new settle-
ments in the Golan Heights and to transform the
demographic composition of that area, in contravention
of United Nations resolutions and of the fourth Geneva
Convention. Concurring in the findings and recommen-
dations of the Commission’s report, he suggested that
the Council should apply against Israel the measures
provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter.s*

The representative of Cuba recalled the various
conclusions and recommendations of the sixth confer-
ence of the Heads of State or Government of the
Non-Aligned Countries in Havana in 1979 regarding
the situation in the Middle East.*** As Chairman of the
Group of the Non-Aligned Countries in the United
Nations, he appealed to the Council to heed the wishes
of the Non-Aligned Countries and of the overwhelming
majority of the Member States by applying against
israel without delay the measures provided for in the
Charter of the United Nations.**

At the 2201st meeting on 26 February 1980, the
representative of Zambia said that by its practices in the
occupied territories Israel was consolidating the coloni-
zation of those territories.

602199th mig., paras 120-160
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Chapter VII1. Maintensnce of internations) peace and security

The representative of China said that by their recent
statements and acts the Israeli authorities had left in no
doubt their policy of aggression 1o perpetuate the
occupation of Arab territories. He urged the Council to
uphold justice and adopt a resolution strongly condemn-
ing Israel as well as practical and effective measures
that would put an end to Israel’s criminal acts **

The representative of the USSR said the conclusions
of the Commission's second report and the facts present-
ed by the representatives of Jordan, the PL.O and other
Arab States had exposed the Camp David agreements
as a camouflage for facilitating continued Israeli occu-
pation of Arab territories. He reiterated that Isracl
could count on a secure existence within the fronticrs of
1967 only if it gave up all the occupied Arab lands and
ceased to hinder the exercise of the national rights of
the people of Palestine.s%°

The representative of the United Kingdom empha-
sized the illegality of the Isracli settlements in the
occupied territories and the negative effect those policies
had on the search for a comprehensive peace in the area.
In his Government’s view, any unilateral transformation
of the demographic and physical nature of the territories
in question, including the status of Jerusalem and the
Holy Places, was contrary to the fourth Geneva Conven-
tion of 1949 s

At the 2202nd meeting on 27 February 1980 the
representative of Israel denied that the PLO was a
moderate organization seeking a peaceful settlement
with Israel, as its avowed policy was victory through the
destruction of Israel. Israel was naturally concerned for
its national security because, he said, the combined
military establishment of the Arab countries far exceed-
ed that of NATO. He dismissed the Commission's
second report as preconceived, like the first one, and
rejected many of its findings and the conclusions based
thereupon, which deserved no credence.%'

The representative of Kuwait criticized Israel’s claim
10 the right to settle anywhere in Palestinian territory, a
claim that he charged was encouraged by the political
support it received from the United States. Owing to the
constraints upon the Council which precluded punitive
measures against Israel, he suggested that it might be
more realistic for the Council to reassure the suffering
people of Palestine that the Council and the internation-
al community as a whole were aware of their ordeal s

The representative of Lebanon attacked the Israeli
policies in the West Bank which he said caused Palestin-
1ans 10 flee their homes and seck refuge in Lebanon. His
Government dreaded the prospect that sooner or later
an attempt would be made to establish settlements in
Southern Lebanon or 10 occupy that territory by proxy.
If that were allowed to happen the tragic situation in the
Middle East would be exacerbated

6822015t mug., paras. 42-46
649 /bid., paras. 47-62.

0 [bhid ., paras. 95-100.
6612202nd mitg., paras. 4-5$
&l ihid |, paras. 57-79.

43 b | paras. 182-192

At the 2203rd meeting on 1| March 1980 the Presi-
dent drew the attention of the Council 10 a letter dated
29 February 1980 from the representative of Tunisia
transmitting the statement that Mr. Qawasma had
intended to make to the Council. The President also
drew attention to the document before it containing a
draft resolution prepared in the course of consulta-
lions. b6

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft
resolution, which received 15 votes in favour and was
thereby adopted unanimously as resolution 465
(1980).%* the text of which reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Yuking note of the reports of the Secunty Counall Comnussion
established under resolution 446 (1979) to examine the sitvaton
relating to settlements in the Arab territories occupied since 1967,
including Jerusalem, contained in documents S/13450 and Corr.! and
Add.1 and S/13679,

Taking note also of letiers from the Permanent Representative of
Jordan and the Permanent Representative of Morocco, Chairman of
the Islamic Group,

Sirongly deploring the refusal by Israel to co-operate with the
Commission and regretting its formal rejection of resolutions 446
(1979) and 452 (1979),

Affirming once more that the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, is
applicable to the Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967,
including Jerusalem,

Deploring the decision of the Government of Isracel officially to
support Israeli settlements in the Palestinian and other Arab territo-
rics occupied since 1967,

Deeply concerned by the practices of the Israeli authorities in
implementing that settlements policy in the occupied Arab territories,
including Jerusalem, and its consequences for the local Arab and
Palestinian population,

Taking into account the need to consider measures for the
impartial protection of private and public land and property, and
waler resources,

Bearing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem and, in particular,
the need to protect and preserve the unique spiritual and religious
dimension of the Holy Places in the city,

Drawing attention to the grave consequences which the settlements
policy is bound to have on any attempt to reach a comprehensive, just
and lasting peace in the Middle East,

Recalling pertinent Security Council resolutions, specifically reso-
lutions 237 (1967). 252 (1968), 267 (1969), 271 (1969) and 298
(1971). as well as the consensus statement made by the President of
the Council on 11 November 1976, i

Having invited Mr. Fahd Qawasma, Mayor of Al-Khalil (Hebron),
in the occupied territory, to supply it with information pursuant to
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure,

1. Commends the work done by the Security Council Commis-
sion established under resolutian 446 (1979) in preparing the report
contained in document S/13679;

2 Accepts the conclusions and recommendations contained in the
report of the Commission,

3 Calls upon all parties. particularly the Government of Israel,
to co-operate with the Commission,

4 Stwrongly deplores the decision of Israel 1o prohibit the free
travel of Mayor Fahd Qawasma in order to appear before the Security

Council and requests israel 10 permit his free travel 1o United Nations
Headquarters for that purpose;

6642203rd mig., para 3
6635/13827 (see the text of resolution 463 (1980), which follows).



S Deternunes that all measures taken by Israel to change the
physical character, demographic compasition, institutional structure
or status of the Palestinlan and other Arab territonies occupied since
1967, including Jerusalem. or any part thercof have no legal validity
and that Isracl’s policy and practices of setthng parts of its population
and new immigrants in those territories constitute a Magrant violation
of the Geneva Convention relauve 1o the Protection of Chvilian
Persons in Time of War and also constilute a serjous obstruction 1o
achieving a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East:

6. Strongly deplores the continuation and persistence of Israel in
pursuing those policies and pracuces and calls upon the Government
and people of Isracl to rescind those measures. 10 dismantle the
existing scttlements and in particular to ccase. on an urgent basis, the
establishment, construction and planning of sctilements in the Arab
Lerritories occupicd since 1967, including Jerusalem,

7. Calls upon all Suates not 1o provide lyracl with any assistance
tu be used specifically in connexion with settlements in the occupied
ternionces:

K Requests the Comminsion 1o continue 1o examine the situation
relating 1o settlements in the Arab territones occupied since 1967,
including Jerusalemy, 1o invesugate the reported serious depletion of
natura) resources, particularly the waler resources, with a view 1o
cnsuring the protection of those important natural resources of the
territories under occupation, and to kecp under close scrutiny the
implementation of the present resolution,

9. Requesis the Commussion 10 report to the Security Council
before | Scptember 1980 and decides to convenc at the carliest
possible date therealier in order to consider the report and the full
implementation of the present resolution.

Speaking after the vote the representative of the
United States said that his Government regarded the
Isracli settlements as illegal under international law and
as an obstacle to a just and lasting peace in the Middie
East. His delegation had supported the draft resolution
just adopted, despite certain reservations; nevertheless,
his delegation considered that the basic framework for
peace efforts in the area, including the Camp David
accords, was resolution 242 (1967).%¢

The representative of the USSR said that his delega-
tion had supported the draft resolution although it did
not respond fully to the demands made of the Security
Council or express the Council's intention to institute
the necessary effective measures in the event of Israel’s
continued non-compliance.®’

The representative of Jordan expressed gratitude for
the unanimous vole on the resolution which upheld
ety and iternational Law although his delegation
worrld have wishied a clear warming 1o Israel in the event
ol s non-comphance ™

The representative of Israel said that his delegation
regretted that the resolution just adopied ignored Isra-
el's fundamental right to self-preservation and legiti-
matte concern for s security and defence ™

Decision of & May 1980 (222151 mecting): resolution
4068 (19X

By detter dated ¥ May 19800 the representative of

Funiva requested an urgent mecting of the Security
Council ta consider the expulsion measure taken by the
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Israeli authoritics against the Mayors of Al Khalil
(Hebron) and Halhoul and the Islamic Judge of Al
Khalil (Hebron).

At the 2221st meeting on 8 May 1980 the Counci)
included the letter from the representative of Tunisia in
its agenda without objection®” and considered the
matter in the course of that meeting.

At the same meeting the Council decided to invite, at
their request, the representatives of Israel and Jordan to
participate in the discussion without the right to vote.t™
Also at the same meeting the Council decided, by vote,
to invite, in accordance with past practice, the represen-
tative of the PLO to participate in the discussion.s”

The President drew the attention of the Council to the
document before it*’* containing the text of a draft
tesolution prepared in the course of consultations. The
Council then proceeded to vote on the draft resolution,
which received 14 votes in favour to none against with
one abstention (the United States) and was adopted as
resolution 468 (1980), the text of which reads as
follows:

The Security Council.

Recalling \he Geneva Convention of 1949,

Deeply concerned at the expulsion by the Israeh military occupa-
tion authorities of the Mayors of Hebron and Halhou) and of the
Sharia Judge of Hebron,

1. Calls upon the Government of Isracl, as the occupying Power,
1o rescind these illegal measures and to facilitate the immediate return
ol the expelied Palestinian lcaders so that they can resume the
functions for which they were ¢lected and appointed:

2. Requests the Secretary-General to report upon the implemen-
1ation of the present resolution.

Speaking after the vote the representative of the
United States said that while the United States held the
expulsions of the two Mayors and the Judge to be
contrary to the fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, it
considered that the failure of the Council to condemn
the murder of Isracli citizens showed the Council's
deliberations could not achieve a balanced result. More-
over, the United States had to take into consideration
the peace negotiations it was participating in.*”

The representative of the USSR said that although
his delegation had voted for the draft resolution, he was
disappointed that it did not condemn [srael for its illegal
acts against the three Palestinian leaders.®™

The representative of Israel referred to recent atroci-
ties committed against Jewish residents, including the
attack against a group of Jewish worshippers in Hebron
on 2 May 1980 in which six had been killed; an issue to
which the Security Council had chosen not to respond.
He justified Israel’s action against the three Palestinian
personalities because they abused their offices, on
instructions from the PLO and the Arab rejectionist

87122215t miy., para. S
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'3 The proposal 10 invite the representative of the PLO was adopted
by 10 votes to one with 4 abstentions. For the reievant statement by
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States, by inciting the local Arab population to acts of
violence and subversion against Isracl and the Israelis.
The deportation of the three individuals had been
validly ordered under legislation carried over from the
British Mandatory authorities.®”

Decision of 20 May 1980 (2223rd meeting): resolution

469 (1980)

Pursuant to paragraph 2 of resolution 468 (1980) of 8
May, the Secretary-General submitted a report®™ in
which he relayed information received from the repre-
sentative of Israel to the effect that for the reasons
already indicated to the Council by the representative of
Israel.*™ the Government of Israel was unable to rescind
the expulsion orders against the Mayors of Hebron and
Halhoul and the Islamic Judge of Hebron. The Secre-
tary-General also noted reports that the three individu-
als had been denied re-entry to the West Bank by the
Israeli authorities.

By a letter dated 16 May 1980.** the representative
of Jordan requested a mecting of the Council to
consider what he called Israel’s defiance of resolution
468 (1980),

At the 2222nd meeting on 20 May 1980 the Council
included the letter from the representative of Jordan in
its agenda without objection®*’ and discussed the matter
at two meetings held on 20 and 22 May 1980.

At the 2222nd meeting the Council decided to invite,
at their request, the representatives of Israel and Jordan
to participate in the discussion withou* the right to vote.
At the same meeting the Council decided, by vote, to
invite, in accordance with past practice, the representa-
tive of the PLO to participate in the discussion.®?

Also at the same meeting®® the Council decided to
extend invitations under rule 39, at the request of the
representatives of Tunisia, to Messrs. Fahd Qawasma,
Mohamed Milhem and Rajab Attamini.

Opening the debate at the 2222nd mecting, the
representative of Jordan said that the illegal deportation
of the three Palestinian individuals concerned was
indicative of Israel’s genocidal design against the Pales-
tinian people, which could be traced back to that
country’s reneging on the implementation of General
Assembly resolutions 181 (I1) and 194 (I11). He wel-
comed the presence of the three individuals concerned,
who would plead personally for the implementation of
their right to return as mandated by the Security
Council in its resolution 468 (1980).s%

The representative of Isracl defended his Govern-
ment’s deportation of the three individuals and non-
compliance with Security Council resolutions 465

8722215t mig., paras. 25-49.

6785713938, OR, 35th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1980, p. 48.
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(1980) and 468 (1980). because they had repeatedly
advocated a holy war (ythad) against Israel and had
even called for an oil boycott against the Limited States
He cited provisions of the fourth Geneva Convention of
1949 and of The Hague Regulations of 1907 which
permitied the occupying Power 10 maintain the existing
local penal law and to take all measures 1o restore and
assure public order and safety ®

At the 2223rd meeting on 20 May 1980, Mr. Milhem
addressed the Council saying, as Mayor of Halhoul,
that the persecution of Arab inhabitants had intensificd
over the last 13 years of Israeli occupation; the persecu-
tion was indiscriminate, including the razing of town
buildings and Arabs’ houses, the expulsion ol Arab
inhabitants, the confiscation of their lands, and the
killing of young and innocent children. The real reason
the Israelis had moved against the two Mayors and the
Judge was that the three leaders had spoken out against
Israeli tortures, had opposed the conversion of the Holy
Mosque of Abraham, had opposed the imposition of
heavy taxation and above all because they had categori-
cally opposed lIsrael's continued occupation of their
territory. He declared that he and his colieagues would
never accept any autonomy programme such as was
being discussed under the Camp David framework since
it would amount to fraudulent autonomy. Instead, he
pledged that he and his colleagues were prepared to
work together for genuine peace under the umbrella of
the United Nations and its resolutions for the benefit of
all future generations in the area, including Israelis.®

Mr. Qawasma said that he came from Al Khalil, the
sccond oldest city. He charged that following the
establishment of Israeli settiements in Al Khalil, peace-
ful protests by the Arab inhabitants had been ignored
by the Isracli military forces, who had instead protected
the Jewish perpetrators of excesses. Isracl's decision to
expel him had nothing to do with the violent events in
Al Khalil, but occurred because he and his colleagues
had dared 10 oppose the Camp David accords. The
Palestinians were puzzled, he said, as to how they could
be expected to have confidence in the United States
when that country made public declarations of the
illegality of the Isracli settlements and at the same time
disbursed billions of dollars to Israel every year for the
establishment of Israeli settlement on Arab lands.s*?

Al the same meeting the President put to the vote the
draft resolution before the Council in document
S/13949.%% which had been prepared in the course of
consultations. The draft resolution received 14 votes in
favour to none against with one abstention (the United
States) and was adopted as resolution 469 (1980), the
text of which reads as follows-

The Security Counal

Having considered the report suhmutted by the Secretary-General
on 13 May 1980. under Security Council resolution 40¥ (1980,

Recalling the Geneva Consention relative to the Protection of
Ciwihan Persons in Tame of War, »7 12 August 1949, and in particular

S fbud., paras. 38-71.
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article 1. which reads “The High Contracting Partics undertake to
respect and 1o ensure respect for the present Convention n all
crcumstances”™, and article 49, which reads “ladividual or mass
forcible transfers, as well as deportations of protecied persons from
occupied territory 1o the territory of the occupying Power or to that of
any other counlry, occupied of not, are prohibited, regardless of their
motive™

I.  Strongly deplores the failure of the Government of Israel to
implement resolution 468 (1980).

3. Calls again upon the Government of Isracl. as the occupying
Pawer. to rescind the illegal measures taken by the Isracli military
occupation authorities in expelling the Mayors of Hebron and Hathoul
and the Sharia Judge of Hebron, and to facilitate the immediate
return of the expelled Palestinian leaders so that they can resume the
functions for which they were elected and appointed,

v Commends the Secretary-General for his efforts and requests
hm to continue his efforts in order to cnsure the immediate
implementation of the present resolution and to report 10 the Security
Council on the result of his efforts at the earhest possible date.

On 24 May 1980 the Secretary-General submitted a
report”® pursuant to Security Council resolution 469
(1980) in which he relayed the response of the Isracli
Government to his appeal regarding the three Palestin-
ian deportees. The report stated that the Government of
Israc), while deploring the failure of the Security
Council resolutions to mention the attack on Jewish
worshippers in Hebron, would abide by the decision of
the High Court of Isracl to which a petition in behalf of
the three individuals concerned had been submitted for
consideration.

Decision of 5 June 1980 (2226th meeting): resolution
471 (1980)

By a letter dated 3 June 1980% the representative of
Bahrain, in his capacity as Chairman of the Arab Group
for the month of June, requested the convening of an
urgent meeting of the Security Council to consider the
assassination attempts against the clected Mayors of
Nablus, Ramallah and Al Birech and the detention of
several Palestinian students in occupied Palestinian
territory.

By another letter of the'same date,* the representa-
tive of Bahrain, in the same capacity, transmitted the
text of a letter from the Chairman of the Exccutive
Committee of the PLO, charging that certain actions of
the Isracli authorities in the occupied Palestinian terri-
torics constituted an attempt to deprive those territories
of their national leaders.

At the 2226th meeting on S June 1980 the Council
included the letter (8/13977) from the representative of
Bahrain in its agenda without objection,*? and consid-
cred the matter in the course of that meeting.

At that meeting the Council decided to invite the
representatives of Bahrain, Egypt, Isracl and Jordan, at
their request, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote. At the same meeting the Council decided
to invite. by vote, in accordance with past practice, the
representative of the PLO to participate in the discus-
ston *¥

oG G0, OK. $Sthvr Suppl for April-June 1980, p 67

s W) thed  p 8D

S Wk, fhedd . pKS

#123226th mitg , preceding para. 1.

Y The proposal (o invite the representative of the PLO was adopted
by 10 votes to onc agamst with 4 abstentions. For the relevant statement

Also at the same meeting the President drew atten-
tion to a document before the Council®® containing the
text of a draft resolution prepared in the course of
consultations.

The representative of Bahrain alleged that the crimi-
nal acts perpetrated against the elected Mayors in the
West Bank by fanatical Israeli elements were intended
to uproot and annihilate the Palestinian people so that
the occupied Arab territories might forever be kept in
Israeli hands. His dclegation held the United States
accountable for Isracl's intransigence through its supply
of conventional and sophisticated weapons to Israel,
permitting continued occupation of the Palestinian
homeland, and being a party to the Camp David
negotiations, which his delegation regarded as intended
to perpetuate and legalize that occupation.*®

The representative of Israel described the explosions
on 2 Junec 1980 in which the Mayors of Nablus,
Ramallah and Al Bireh and an Isracli technician had
been injured. The Government and people of Isracl had
been outraged by those criminal acts, and while the
identity of the perpetrators of the crimes was still
unknown an investigation was already under way.**

The Council proceeded to vote on the draft resolution
before it, which received 14 votes in favour to none
against with one abstention (the United States) and was
adopted as resolution 471 (1980).¢" The resolution
reads as follows:

The Securiiy Council,

Recalling once again the Geneva Convention relative 1o the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,
and in particular article 27, which reads,

“Protected persons are entitled, in all circumstances, Lo respect
for their persons . . . They shall at all times be humanely treated,
and shall be protected especially against all acts of violence or
threats thereol . . .7

Reaffirming the apphicability of the Geneva Convention relative to
the Protection of Cwvilian Persons in Time of War to the Arab
territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem,

Recalling also its resolutions 468 (1980) and 469 (1980),

Reaffirming its tesolution 465 (1980). by which the Security
Council determined “that all measures taken by Israel to change the
physicul charucter, demographic composition, institutional structure
or status of the Palestinian and other Arab ternitories occupied since
1967, including Jerusalem, or any part thereof have no legal validity
and that Israel's pohicy and practices of setthng parts of its population
and new immigrants in those territories constitute a flagrant violation
of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civihan
Persons in Time of War and also constitute a serious obstruction to
achieving ¢ comprchensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East”
and strongly deplored the “continuation and persistence of lsrael in
pursuing those policies and practices”,

Shocked by the assassination aliempls against the Mayors of
Nablus. Ramallah and Al Birch.

Deeply concerned that the Jewish settlers in the occupied Arab
rerritories are allowed to carry arms, thus enabling them to perpetrate
crimes against the civilian Arab population,

by the representative of the United States concerning the invitation
and for details of the voting, se¢ 2226th mtg., paras. 2-6, as weil as
‘hapter I )
‘ V&sm‘m; for the text of the draft resolution see resolution 471
(1980).

69422261h mtg., paras. 10-27.

98 1h,d , paras. 29-44.

o9 [bid., para. 56.
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|, Condemns the assassination atiempts aganst the Mayors of
Nablus. Ramallah and Al Bireh and calls for the immediate apprehen-
wion and prosecution of the perpetraturs of these crimes;

2. Expresses deep concern that lsracl, as the occupying Power,
has failed to provide adequate protection to the civilian population in
the occupied territories in conformity with the provisions of the
Geneva Convention relative 1o the Protection of Civihan Persons in
Time of War:

3. Calls upon the Government of Israel to provide the victims
with adequate compensation for the damages suffered as a result of
these crimes; '

4  Calls again upon the Government of Israel to respect and o
comply with the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civiban Persons in Time of War, as well as with the
relevant resolutions of the Security Council,

5. Calls once again upon all States not 1o provide Isracl with any
assistance to be used specifically in connexion with settlements in the
accupied territories;

6. Reaffirms the overriding necessity to end the prolonged
uccupation of Arab territorics occupied by Israel since 1967, including
Jerusalem;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to report on the implementa-
tion of the present resolution.

Speaking after the vote the representative of the
United States stressed his Government's condemnation
of the brutal crime perpetrated in the West Bank on 2
June 1980 and any other kind of violence, but explained
that his delegation could not support the draft resolution
because it contained unacceptable or incomplete provi-
sions. For its part the United States delegation regarded
resolution 242 (1967), as the best basis for a just
settlement of the conflict and upon which the Camp
David accords had been based.

A number of speakers after the vote denounced the
assassination attempts against the three Mayors in
particular and all violence in general which they regard-
ed as a hindrance to the search for a lasting peace in the
area.*® .

The representative of Israel criticized the resolution
just adopted as the Council had over the years failed to
show similar sentiments with regard to the numerous
atrocities committed against the Jewish people by the
PLO terrorists. His delegation regarded the adoption of
the resolution as a cynical and hypocritical measure
which did not enhance the image of the Council or of
the United Nations organizatior '

Decision of 19 December 1980 (2260th meeting): reso-
lution 484 (1980)

At the 2259th meeting on 19 December 1980, the
Council included in its agenda without objection™' the
item entitled: “The situation in the occupied Arab

territories™ and discussed the matter at two meetings
held on that day.

At the 2259th meeting the Council decided to invite,
at their request, the representative of Egypt. Israel and

#82226th mig., paras. $7-64.

*9See statements by (he representative of the United Kingdom
(2226th mip., paras. 65 and 66); France (1bid., paras. 67-70); USSR
(bid.. paras. 71-80); Egypt (ibid., paras. 8291y, Jordan (ibid.,
paras. 93-9); and PLO (bid | paras. 101-129)

'0/bid., paras. 131-150.

7012259th mig., preceding para. |.

Kuwait to participate in the discussion without the right
to vote.™?

At the same meeting the Council decided, by vote, to
invite, in accordance with previous practice, the repre-
sentative of the PLO to participate in the discussion.’®
Also at the same meeting the Council decided to extend
invitations under rule 39, at the request of the represen-
tative of Tunisia, to Messrs. Clovis Maksoud, Fahd
Qawasma and Mohamed Milhem.”

The President of the Council indicated that agree-
ment had been reached among the members that the
mecting would be devoted to the question of the
expulsion of the Mayors of Al Khalit and Hathoul and
the Sharia Judge of Al Khalil.

The Secretary-General made a statement in which he
reviewed the developments regarding the threc expelled
offictals since the submission of his report’™ on 24 May,
indicating that according to information received from
the Permanent Mission of Israel to the United Nations,
the appeals against the expulsion orders had been
dismissed by both the Israeli military review board and
the Supreme Court. Thereafter the Israeli Government
had effected the expulsions despite his representations
pursuant to the relevant Security Council resolutions on
the matter.’®

The representative of Kuwait said the measures taken
against the two Mayors and Judge were illegal and
immoral and should be condemned.

The representative of Israel said that his Govern-
ment’s policies were dictated by the responsibility accru-
ing to every Government to preserve law and order and
to maintain human life. He asserted that the expulsion
orders had been effected after exhaustion of the last
legal recourse available to the appellants under Isracel’s
principles of the rule of law and independence of the
judiciary.”’

Mr. Milhem said that a just decision would hardly be
expected from an Advisory Military Tribunal composed
of three members personally appointed by the Isracli
commander of the West Bank. He expressed great
disappointment that their hopes to return to their homes
and duties had been dashed, and challenged Israel to
show genuine intentions for peace by allowing them to
return and stay. He appealed to the Council to ensure
that Isracl implemented its two resolutions.”®*

Mr. Qawasma dismissed the hearings conducted by
the Advisory Military Tribunal to consider their case as
farcical and blatantly lacking in justice, although the
Deputy President of the High Court of lsrael had
dissented from upholding the expulsion order and de-
clared that the fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 was

02 For details regarding these invitations, see 2259th mig., paras. 1,
9 and 10, as well as chapter !

03 The proposal o invite the representative of the PLO was adopted
by 10 votes to one with 4 abstennons. For the relevant siatement by
the representative of the United States concerning the invitation and
for details of the voting, see 2259th mig., paras. 2-8, as welil as chap-
ter |]1.

“04See document S/13960 referred 1o above

7012259th mig., paras. 14.22

T thid | paras. 24-36.

07 [bid., paras. 38-60.

08 7bid., paras. 62-78.
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applicable to the occupied territories. The High Court
had also recommended a review of the expulsion order
since it was a political rather than a legal decision.
Nevertheless the Israeli Government had remained
adamant in defying the decisions of the Security Coun-
cil.’®

At the 2260th meeting, many members of the Coun-
cil”® noted that the Council was meeting for the fourth
time in a year to hear the same complaints against
Isracl and to learn again of Israel's defiance of the
Council's decisions. Some of the speakers noted that
Israel's attitude was in fact a direct violation of Article
25 of the Charter of the United Nations. They therefore
advocated the institution of any effective measures that
would divert Israel from its obduracy.

The President of the Council, in his capacity as the
representative of the United States, announced his
delegation's intention to support the draft resolution
before the Council but pointed to the necessity of taking
into account the problem of the occupied territories as a
whole, which his delegation held could be resolved only
through negotiations based on Security Council resolu-
tions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973)."

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft
resolution before it, which received 15 in favour and was
thereby adopted wunanimously as resolution 484
(1980).7? The text of the resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 468 (1980) and 469 (1980),

Taking note of General Assembly resolution 35/122 F of 11
December 1980,

Expressing its grave concern at the expubsion by Israel of the
Mayor of Hebron and the Mayor of Hathoul,

1. Reaffirms the applicability of the Geneva Convention relative
1o the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August
1949, 10 all the Arab territories occupied by Isracl in 1967,

2 Calls upon Israel, the occupying Power, 10 adhere to the
provisions of the Convention,

3. Declares it imperative 1t the Mayor of Hebron and the
Mayor of Halhou!l be enabled to return to their homes and resume
their responsibilities;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report on the implementa-
tion of the present resolution as soon as possible.

E. THE QUESTION OF THE EXERCISE BY THE
PALESTINIAN PEOPLE OF ITS INALIENABLE RIGHTS

Decision of 29 June 1976 (1938th meeting): rejection of
four-Power draft resolution

At its 1924th meeting on 9 June 1976, the Security
Council included the report of the Committee estab-
lished under General Assembly resolution 3376
(XXX)" in its agenda under the title “The question of
the excrcise by the Palestinian people of its inalienable
nights™.

% 1bid ., paras. 80-98.

'0%ee statements by the representatives of Tunisia (2260th mig.,
paras. 2-8). Bangladesh (ibid., paras. 9 18), the USSR (ibid.,
puras. 19-27), Zambin (ibid., paras. 28-32), and the German Democratic
Rc’\ublic (thid., paras. 39-42).

Wibid., paras. 87-89.

MW thid., pars. 91.

7135/12090, dated 29 May 1976. For the text of the report, see
GAOR, 3ist session, Suppl. No. 35,

Under General Assembly resolution 3376 (XXX) of
10 November 1975.7'* the Assembly had established a
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalicnable Rights of
the Palestinian People and requested that the Commit-
tee consider and recommend to the Assembly a pro-
gramme of implementation, designed to enable the
Palestinian people 1o exercise the rights recognized in
paragraphs 1 and 2 of the same resolution. The
Assembly also requested that the Sccurity Council
consider as soon as possible after 1 June 1976 the
question of the exercise by the Palestinian People of its
inalienable rights, based on the report to be prepared by
the new Committee no later than | June 1976 and to be
submitted to the Council by the Secretary-General.”"

By letter dated 28 May 1976, the Chairman of the
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of
the Palestinian People submitted to the Secretary-Gen-
cral the report requested by the General Assembly in
resolution 3376 (XXX) and asked that the report be
transmitted to the Security Council for its consider-
ation.’'®

In its report, the Committee stressed the inalienable
right of Palestinians to return to their homes and
proposed a two-phase programme to implement the
exercise of that right. The first phase would involve the
return of Palestinians displaced in the June 1967 war.
The Committee recommended that the Security Council
should request the immediate implementation of its
resolution 237 (1967) inter alia calling upon the Gov-
ernment of [sracl to facilitate the return of those
inhabitants who had fled the areas of conflict since the
outbreak of hostilities and that such implementation
should not be related to any other conditions. It further
recommended that the resources of the International
Committee of the Red Cross and/or the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
Near East might be employed in the solution of any
logistical problems involved in the resettiement of those
Palestinians returning to their homes. For the second
phase, dealing with Palestinians displaced between 1948
and 1967, the Committee recommended that the United
Nations, in co-operation with the States directly in-
volved and the PLO, should proceed to make the
necessary arrangements to enable those Palestinians to
exercise their right to return to their homes and
property or to receive just compensation in accordance
with General Assembly resolution 194 (111).

In order to implement the right of the Palestinian
people to self-determination, national independence and
sovereignty, the Committee recommended that a time-
table should be established by the Security Council for
the complete withdrawal, no later than 1 June 1977, of
the lIsracli forces from the areas occupied in 1967. If
necessary. temporary peace-keeping forces should be
provided by the Council to facilitate the process of
withdrawal 1t also recommended that the Council
should request Israel to desist from the establishment of

14 Generd: Assembly resolution 3376 (XXX). paras 3 and 4.
T thid paras Tand 8
1 For the letter. see GAOR 113t session, Suppl Mo 35.p.17.
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new settlements and to withdraw during that period
from settlements established since 1967 in the occupied
territories. Israel was also to be requested to abide by
the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12
August 1949, and to declare its recognition of the
applicability of that Convention. The evacuated territo-
ries should be taken over by the United Nations, with
the co-operation of the League of Arab States, and
subsequently handed over to the PLO as the representa-
tive of the Palestinian people. The Committee also
recommended that, as soon as the independent Palestin-
jan entity had been established, the United Nations, in
co-operation with the States directly involved and the
Palestinian entity, should make further arrangements,
taking into account General Assembly resolution 3375
{(XXX), for the full implementation of the inalienable
rights of the Palestinian people, the resolution of
outstanding problems and the establishment of a just
and lasting peace in the region, in accordance with all
relevant United Nations resolutions.

At its 1924th meeting on 9 June 1976, the President
of the Security Council read out the text of a letter
dated 9 Junc 1976 from the Chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People requesting to address the Security
Council in his capacity as Chairman of the Committee,
together with the Rapporteur of that Committee, and to
participate in the deliberations of the Council.”? With
the consent of the Council, the President extended an
invitation under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure to the Chairman, the Rapporteur and other
members of the Committee.”"?

The President also read out the text of a letter of the
same date from the representatives of the Libyan Arab
Republic and Pakistan requesting that the PLO be
invited, in accordance with the past practice of the
Council. Following a bricf statement by the Representa-
tive of the United States opposing the request, the

Council decided, by vote, to issue the invitation to the
PLO.™

During the consideration of the item at its 1924th,
1928th and 1933rd to 1938th meetings on 9 to 29 June
1976, the Council also decided to invite the representa-
tives of Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bulgaria, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Egypt,
German Democratic Republic, Guinea, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Lao People's Democratic Re-
public, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Poland, Qatar,
Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia,
Turkey, United Arab Emirates and Yugoslavia to

parti;ipatc, without vote, in the discussion of the
question .’

7' For the President’s stalement and the text of the lelter, sce
1924th mtg . para 2

% For the tnvuation, ibid., para. 4.

" The vote was 11 votes in favour. | against. with 3 abstentions
For the statements ol the President und of the representative of the
United States and for the vole, sece 1924th mtg . paras S-13 For
details see chapter 111

20 For details. see chapter 11

At the 1933rd meeting on 24 June 1976, the Council
decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Amin Hilmy 11
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedurc.’™

At the 1924th meeting on 9 June 1976, the Chairman
of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People opencd the Councit's
discussion and introduced the report preparcd by his
Committee. He pointed out that the Palestine question
had come before the United Nations for the first time in
1947 and since then had been a constant subject of
major concern to the international community as a
whole. The adoption of resolution 181 (Il) on 29
November 1947 led to a series of tragic cvents resulting
in four wars as well as the displacement of an entire
people deprived of its fundamental civic and national
rights. He suggested that the erroncous approach of
dealing with the Palestinian problem only from the
humanitarian aspect of aid to the refugees was the basic
cause of the aggravation of the Israel-Arab conflict. The
determination of the Palestinians in recent years helped
to correct this error and overcame the indifference of
the world community leading to the adoption of a
number of United Nations resolutions reaffirming and
spelling out the inalienable rights of the people of
Palestine.

The Chairman of the Committeec then offered a
detailed description of the relevant resolutions as they
referred explicitly or implicitly to the principal rights of
the Palestinian people, including the right to seif-deter-
mination without external interference; the right to
national independence and sovercignty and the right to
return to their homes and property from which they had
been displaced and uprooted. He stated that the work of
the Committee had been carried out under the impact of
the resurgence of the Palestinian movement and that all
its reccommendations had their basis in resolutions and
decisions adopted by the General Assembly or the
Security Council. The Committee had focused on the
right of return of Palestinians and their right to
self-determination, independence and national sove-
reignty. It felt that the return of the Palestinians should
immediately and unconditionally be made possible in
accordance with Council resolution 237 (1967) of 14
June 1967. Moreover, the Committee had decided to
submit the following recommendations to the Council
for consideration and adoption: (1) the Council should
set a time-table for the complete withdrawal of Israeli
occupation forces, with a deadline of 1 June 1977; (2)
the Council should establish temporary pcace-keeping
forces; (3) a temporary United Nations adminis: ration
should be set up and charged with handing over the
evacuated territories to the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation. Pending completion of the evacuation of those
territories, Israel should refrain from any violation of
human rights in the occupied territories and from its
policy of establishing Jewish settlements. The Chairman
concluded by pointing out that the Committee’s propos-
als required in-depth involvement by the United Nations

' The request was made by the Lidvan Arab Republic. For
detarls, see chapter HH
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and that the Council's reaction to these proposals was
cagerly awaited.

At the 1934th meeting on 25 June 1976, the represen-
tative of the United Kingdom explained that his delega-
tion had voted against General Assembly resolution
3376 (XXX) which was the basis for the report of the
Committee and for the Council's current meeting,
because, as had been explained by the representative of
ltaly speaking on behalf of the nine members of the
European Community, that resolution had taken no
account of the Council resolutions 242 {1967) and 338
(1973) which provided the principles for a peaceful
settlement and the framework for negotiations. He
added that the British delegation also had abstained in
the vote on resolution 3236 (XX1X) concerning Pales-
tinian rights because it did not take into account all the
essential clements for a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East, in particufar, the need to recognize the
right of all States in the region, including Israel, to live
within secure and recognized boundaries.

The representative of the United Kingdom then
summarized his Government's views regarding the situa-
tion in the Middle East and in particular the Palestine
question. He emphasized that the problem had to be
resolved through negotiations and not through war, that
the solution involved Isracli withdrawal from territories
occupied in June 1967, respect for and acknowledge-
ment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and politi-
cal independence of every State in the area and their
right to live in peace within secure and recognized
boundaries. and the recognition of the right of the
Palestinian people to the expression of their national
identity. The last element, the recognition of the Pales-
tinian right to a national identity, had to be added to the
principles of resolution 242 (1967) without supplanting
the Council's decision. His Government welcomed the
fact that the Committec had bascd its recommendations
on resolutions commanding a wide degree of support in
the United Nations. The settiement of the problem of
Palestinian refugees could only be brought about within
the context of negotiations for a comprehensive settle-
ment and remained a most urgent problem. He regret-
ted that the right of all States to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries had not been men-
toned at all in the concluding section of the Commit-
tec's report. He suggested that the Council's aim should
be to get the negotiations going again instead of setting
arbitrary time-tables and he called upon the Council to
try to check the dangerous polarization in the positions
of the two sides.™!

At the same meeting, the representative of Pakistan
stated that the Israelis wished the world to forget that
General Assembly resolution 181 (11) of 1947 which
brought their Stale into existence, also recognized the
continued existence of the Palestine State. He also
addressed criticism by some against the Committee
report and pointed out that if the views of those critics
were not reflected in the report, it was due to their

VP9 Ath mtg , paras TR-48
Oygiath mig . paras 621

systematic boycott of the Committee and their failure to
extend to it the necessary co-operation.’

The representative of France put forward his Govern-
ment's position which entailed the reaffirmation of the
right of the Arab States to recover the territories lost in
1967, the right of the Palestinian people to an independ-
ent country, and the right of every State in the area to
live in peace within sccure and recognized boundaries,
and expressed regret that the Committee had dealt with
the first two elements, but disregarded the third. His
Government acknowledged the right of the Palestinian
people to a homeland and maintained its clear support
for the rights of the State of lsracl; it called upon the
international community to take the same position. He
added that in his Government's judgement, based on
Council resolution 338 (1973), a settlement could only
result from genuine negotiations between the parties and
that the Palestinians must be given a voice in the
negotiations. To advance this objective, the Council
should lay down the principles and recommend to the
parties the terms of an appropriate scttlement. The
Council should not issue deadlines and time-tables, but
direct all its efforts towards the resumption of genuine
negotiations.’®

The representative of the USSR stated that his
Government's position regarding the principles of settle-
ment in the Middle East differed substantially from the
viewpoint presented by the representative of the United
Kingdom, although the latter had tried to claim an
identity of the two. While the USSR calied for the
withdrawal of lIsraeli troops from all Arab territories,
the United Kingdom did not include the word “all”; the
USSR also endorsed the legitimate national demands of
the Arab people of Palestine, including their inalienable
right to establish their own State, whereas the United
Kingdom in a nebulous formula supported the right of
the Palestinian people to the expression of their national
identity; lastly, the Government of the USSR called for
international guarantces for the security and inviolabili-
ty of the frontiers of all Middle Eastern States, whereas
the United Kingdom did not refer to such international
guarantees.’

The representative of the United Kingdom replied
that the intention of his delegation had been to draw
attention to the wide agreement on the three principles
as an integrated whole without suggesting that the view
held by the USSR of these three principles was identical
1o that of the United Kingdom.””

At the 1935th meeting on 28 June 1976, the represen-
tative of the USSR stressed the importance of the
Council addressing as an independent political problem
the question of the exercise by the Palestinian people of
its inalienable rights. This was especially noteworthy
since the representatives of the Palestinian people par-
ticipated directly in this detailed discussion of the
question. The Soviet delegation believed that the exer-
cise of the inalienable rights by the Palestinians and the

Y d | paras 24-41
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solution of the Palestine problem were key clements for
a just and lasting settiement in the Middle East. Only
an all-embracing solution could lead to lasting peace in
the arca, and a majority of Council members opposed
therefore separate steps which often created additional
difficulties. He set out the Soviet view regarding the
solution of the problem and made special mention of the
call for the resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference.
He expressed full support for the reccommendations of
the Committee, in particular the call for equal and full
participation of the representatives of the Palestinian
people in all peace efforts under the aegis of the United
Nations.’®

At the same meeting, the representative of Guinea
spoke in favour of the Committec’s recommendations
and proposed that in Jerusalem, for which the people of
Guinea felt particular concern, a 45-member legislative
body representing the three religious communities and
an executive organ under 2 United Nations commission-
er appointed by the Secretary-General should replace
the current Israeli control. He appealed to Isracl to
refrain from any act intended to alter the legal status of
Jerusalem. He also called for the abandonment of the
Jewish settlements in the occupied territories and for the
unconditional withdrawal of Israeli citizens who had
been settled in those territories since 1967. He urged the
Council to consider all measures that might lead Israel
to implement the recommendations proposed by the
Committee, but suggested that the full responsibility be
left 1o the General Assembly in the event of a total lack
of co-operation on the part of Israel.’®

The representative of Italy suggested that the only
realistic way to deal with the Palestinian problem was
within the established negotiating framework compre-
hending all the aspects of the broader issue of the
Arab-Israeli conflict; this approach had not been taken
sufficiently into consideration in the report of the
Committee. Since the Committee had not offered in
clear terms the framework for a territorial solution of
the Palestinian problem, but had referred to a possibility
of the Council members, assisted by the Secretary-Gen-
eral, either in closed session or through informal consul-
tations, searching for those moves which would contrib-
ute to an overall settlement, he believed that what was
needed most at this point would be an effort to bring up
to date and supplement the provisions of resolution 242
(1967) in order to grasp the Palestinian issue in the
larger context of the whole Middle East problem ¢

At the 1936th meeting on 28 June 1976, the represen-
tative of China stated that the essence of the Palestine
question and the whole Middle East issue lay in Israeli
Zionist aggression and the contention between the two
super-Powers for hegemony in that region. He called
upon the Security Council unequivocally to recognize
the complete restoration to the Palestinian people of
their national rights free from external interference and
to recognize that the Palestinian people were entitled 10

"% 1935th mtg . paras. 11-32
' fbid | paras 35-46
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resort 1o all means to regain the above rights. This
would also require that the Council demanded the
immediate, unconditional and complete Isracli with-
drawal from all the occupied territories.”™

At the same meeting, the representative of Japan
indicated that the problem of Palestine was a crucial
issue requiring solution together with the other issues of
the Middle East problem. His Government had studied
the report of the Committee carefully, but felt that
some of the recommendations contained in the report
could hardly be implemented either legally or political-
ly. Under these circumstances, his delegation would not
be in a position 1o support those recommendations. He
urged the adoption of some concrete steps including the
resumption of the Geneva Conference with the par-
ticipation of the Palestine Liberation Organization in an
attempt to achieve an early agreement.”?

At the 1937th meeting on 29 June 1976, the represen-
tative of the Syrian Arab Republic expressed strong
support for the report and recommendations of the
Committee, stressed the urgency of enabling the Pales-
tinian people 1o exercise its inalienable rights to self-
determination and restoration of its national indepen-
dence and sovereignty and called upon the Security
Council to implement all of the Committee's recommen-
dations without further delay. He remarked with partic-
ular reference to the provisions of resolutions 242
(1967) and 338 (1973) that the principle of the
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war did
not allow for any exceptions and that therefore the
Israelis would have to withdraw from the occupied
territories completely and unconditionally.”

At the beginning of the 1938th meeting also held on
29 June 1976, the President drew the attention of the
Council members to a draft resolution”* which had been
submitted the same morning and was sponsored by
Guyana, Pakistan, Panama and the United Republic of
Tanzania.”™

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
Republic of Tanzania stated that the report of the
Committee contained four important elements: {a) the
right to self-determination, national independence and
sovereignty of the Palestinians; (b) the right of the
Palestinians to return to their homes; (c) the withdrawal
by Israel from all occupied Arab territories; and (d) the
right of all States in the region to exist in peace within
recognized boundaries. He then introduced the draft
resolution which was sponsored by the delegations of
Guyana, Pakistan, Panama and by his own delegation:
Under this draft, in the preamble, the Council would
have referred to its consideration of the report of the
Committee, expressed deep concern that no just solution
to the problem of Palestine had been achieved, and that
this problem therefore continued to aggravate the
Arab-lsraeli conflict, of which it was the core, and to
endanger international peace and security, and recog-
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nized that a just and lasting peace in the Middle East
could not be established without the achievement inter
alia of a just solution of the problem of Palestine on the
basis of the recognition of the inalicnable rights of the
Palestinian people; in the operative part of the draft
resolution, the Council would have taken note of the
report of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien-
able Rights of the Palestinian People and would have
affirmed the inalicnable rights of the Palestinian People
10 self-determination, including the right of return and
the right to national independence and sovereignty in
Palestine, in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations.”®

At the same meeting, the representative of the United
States criticized the report of the Committee in its basic
approach as misguided, since in the view of his Govern-
ment the issues in the Middle East were of a complexity
that defied resolution by committees but required seri-
ous negotiations by the parties. His delegation main-
tained its support for the framework contained in
resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973). With regard to
the draft resolution, he indicated that his delegation
judged the draft as totally devoid of balance, stressing
the rights and interests of one party, and rejected in
particular the affirmation of specific political rights for
the Palestinians because his Government remained con-
vinced that those rights and interests must be negotiated
by the parties before they could be defined in resolutions
of the Council. For those reasons, his delcgation intend-
ed to vote against the draft resolution.””’

The representative of the PLO stressed that it was
high time that the Council address itsclf to the question
of the Palestinian rights and expressed full support for
the resolutions adopted by the General Assembly and
the recommendations contained in the report of the
Committee and explained the significance of the recom-
mendations for the people of Palestine. He concluded by
appealing to the Council and its members to confront
the core of the Middle East problem, to promote the
implementation of the General Assembly resolutions,
not to fall victim to procedures and modalities which
would not be appropriate to the questions of Palestine
and 1o adopt measures that would contribute signifi-
cantly to the restoration of justice and peace in Pales-
tine.”™

During the same meeting., the draft resolution was put
to the vote it received 10 votes in favour, | against, and
4 abstentions and was not adopted owing to the negative
vote of a pernranent member, ™

In explination of the vote, the representative of
France suggested that in regard 1o operative paragraph
tof the draft resolution, the Council's taking note of the
report of the Committee did not justify having recourse
to a draft resolution. Instead, the Council could have
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left it to the President to draw conclusions from the
debate at a stage when the report was still a provisional
document to be reviewed by the Committee before being
transmitted to the General Assembly.’#

Decision of 27 October 1977 (20415t meeting): adjourn-
ment

In a letter™ dated 13 September 1977 addressed to
the President of the Security Council, the Chairman of
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights
of the Palestinian People referred to his previous letter™?
dated 8 June 1977 calling attention to paragraph 4 of
General Assembly resolution 31/20 of 24 November
1976, in which the Assembly had urged the Security
Council to consider once again as soon as possible the
recommendations of the Committee on the Exercise of
the Inalicnable Rights of the Palestinian People, in
order to take the necessary measures to implement
them, and requested that the President hold consulta-
tions with a view to convening a meeting of the Security
Council on the subject at a suitable date. He added that
in the Committee’s opinion the meeting should be held
before the General Assembly considered item 30 of its
provisional agenda, entitled “Question of Palestine™, so
that the Committee could submit its conclusions con-
cerning the discussion in the Council to the Assembly.
He attached to his letter a copy of the report’™? of the
Committee which the Council had reviewed in 1976 and
which the General Assembly subsequently had taken
note of and endorsed.

At its 2041st meeting on 27 October 1977, the
Security Council included the letter in its agenda and
considered the item at that meeting. At the beginning of
the meeting, the President informed the Council mem-
bers that in a letter dated 24 October 1977 the
Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People had re-
quested to be invited to address the Council on the
agenda item. The President recalled the previous deci-
sion in this respect and proposed to follow the same
practice. In accordance with this proposal the Council
decided to invite, under rule 39 of its provisional rules of
procedure, the Chairman of the Committee.’*

The President also informed the Council that on 2§
October 1977 the representative of Sencgal, by letter.
had requested that the representative of the Palestine
Liberation Organization be invited to participate in
accordance with the previous decisions of the Council in
that matter. Following a short intervention by the
representative of the United Siates criticizing the pro-
posed invitation as inappropriate and asking that it be
put 1o the vote, the Council decided, by vote, to invite
the representative of the PLO to take part in the debate
in accordance with past practice.’

140 bid . paras. 125-128

MU 8/12399. OR. $2nd yr . Suppl for Jul\-Sept 1977 p 81

T8712345 bid . Suppl for April-June 1977 pp. 55 and 56

"4 See note 713 abave

4 For the President’s statement and the iavitaton, see 2041t
mtg . paras fand 2

45 For the deciston to invite the PLO, see 20415t mtg., paras. 3-7.
For further detasls, see chapter (1]



18

Chapter Vill. Maintenance of international peace and security

The Security Council further decided 1o invite thc
representatives of Egypt and the Syrian_ Arat_) Republic
to participate, without vote, in the discussion of the
question.™

The Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of
the Tnalienable Rights of the Palestinian People opened
the discussion of the Council and recalled the decision
of the General Assembly at its thirty-first session to
take note of the report of the Committee and to endorse
the recommendations contained therein; the Assembly
had also urged the Council to consider once again those
recommendations so as to achieve early progress to-
wards a solution of the problem of Palestine. His
Committee had been charged by the Assembly with the
task of promoting the implementation of its recommen-
dations and of reporting back to the Assembly at its
thirty-second session.

The Chairman of the Committee reported that in the
debate of the General Assembly on the question of
Palestine a vast majority of delegations supported the
Committee report and agreed in secing the question as
the central element in the Middle East conflict which
could be brought to a lasting peace settlement only if
the legitimate rights and aspirations of the Palestinian
people were taken into account. Most of the speakers in
the Assembly debate had stressed that a satisfactory
solution to the Palestinian question could not be
achieved outside the framework of an overall settlement
of the Middle East problem.

He pointed out that the task of the Committee
consisted, above all, in righting the basic imbalance
which had characterized the various United Nations
approaches to the Palestine question, and in giving the
Palestinian issue its true dimension. He mentioned
various suggestions which the Committee had made to
the Council to help facilitate the Council's work towards
a positive approach in the Palestine problem. The main
concern now should be the implementation of decisions
that had been adopted by the United Nations. He noted
with satisfaction the joint Soviet-American statement of
1 October 1977 putting forward common views regard-
ing the resolution of the Middle East conflict including
the realization of the legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people and the revival of the Geneva Conference with
participation of all the parties.

He concluded his statement by posing the question
whether Israel could calmly continue with its policy of
territorial expansion, injustice and obstruction of the
exercise of the Palestinian rights and emphasized once
again that by adopting the recommendations of the
Committee, the Council would considerably increase the
chances of a peaceful settlement in the Middle East.’>

The representative of the Libyan Arab Jamabhiriya
stated his strong support for the Palestinian cause and
the work of the Committee and warned that the Council
was confronted with an extremely serious and dangerous
situation in the Middle East which threatened world

4 For details, see chapter HI.
7 See 20415t mig , paras. 13-47

peace and security, the Palestine question being the
essence of the whole problem. He commented on the
Soviet-American statement of | October and mentioned
that after the issuance of the joint statement the United
States Government had insisted to delete the phrase
“national rights” from the text because that expression
would include the right to self-determination and the
right 1o establish a State; the United States and lsracl
had also issued a joint statement, a week later, which
made the first joint statement meaningless, as it reiter-
ated the view that resolutions 242 (1967) and 33X
(1973) remained the basis for the resumption of the
Geneva Peace Conference and that the acceptance of
the Joint US-USSR statement of 1 October 1977 by the
parties was not a prerequisite for the reconvening and
conduct of the Geneva Conference.’

The representative of the USSR renewed his Govern-
ment's support for the Palestinian people and for its
representative, the Palestine Liberation Organization,
and cxpressed the conviction that opportunities for
progress towards the establishment of a just and lasting
peace in the Middle East were now taking shape. This
would require the earliest reconvening of the Geneva
Peace Conference. In this connection he noted the joint
Soviet-American statement on the Middle East.™*

At the end of the 2041st meeting, the President stated
that, after prior consultations with members of the
Council, it had been agreed Lo adjourn the debate on the
question. The next meeting of the Council on that issue
would be fixed after consultations among members.”®

Decision of 29 June 1979 (2155th meeting): invitation
to the PLO

By letter”' dated 13 March 1979 the Chairman of the
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of
the Palestinian People informed the President of the
Security Council that the Committee had authorized
him to bring to the attention of the Security Council
General Assembly resolution 33/28 A of 7 December
1978, in which the Assembly once again urged the
Council to consider and take a decision on the recom-
mendations of the Committee endorsed in three carlier
Assembly resolutions. The new Assembly resolution also
requested the Committee, in the event that the Council
failed to consider or to take a decision on those
recommendations by 1 June 1979, to consider that
situation and to make suggestions. In the light of the
renewed mandate 10 the Commitiee to make further
suggestions to the Assembly or the Council, as provided
for in General Assembly resolution 33/28 B, the Chair-
man of the Committee emphasized that concrete action
by the Council on the basis of the implementation of the
Committec’s recommendations would without any doubt
lead to the achievement of tangible progress towards a
solution to the question of Palestine.
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In a further letter”™? dated 27 June 1979 addressed to
the President of the Security Council the Chairman of
the Committec referred to a letter’ dated 24 May 1979
from the President of the Council informing him that
the Council had held consultations with the members of
the Council concerning the meeting of the Council on
the question of Palestine and conveyed to the President
the conclusion of his Committee that the Council should
resume the consideration of the Committee's recommen-
dations as soon as possible, since considerable time had
clapsed since the last discussion of these issues at the
20415t meeting of the Council on 27 October 1977.

At the 2155th meeting on 29 June 1979, the Council
included the two letters from the Chairman of the
Committee in its agenda and considered the question at
its 2155th and 2160th to 2163rd meetings on 29 June,
27 July, 23 and 24 August 1979.

At the beginning of the 2155th meeting, the President
informed the Council that the Chairman of the Com-
mittee had requested by letter to be invited to address
the Council, in accordance with the provisions of rule 39
of the provisional rules of procedure. The Council
decided, in accordance with past practice in this matter,
1o extend an invitation to the Chairman of the Commit-
tec on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People.”

At the same meeting, the Council also decided, by
vote, to invite the representative of the PLO to partici-
pate in the debate, in accordance with the Council’s past
practice.’

During the deliberations on the issue of Palestinian
rights, the Council further invited the representatives of
Afghanistan, Cuba, Egypt, the German Democratic
Republic, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, the Lao People’s Demo-
cratic Republic, Morocco, Senegal, Sri Lanka, the
Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turkey and Yugoslavia,
at their request, to participate in the debate without the
right to vote.”

At the 2155th meeting on 29 June 1979, the Chair-
man of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien-
abic Rights of the Palestinian People reminded the
members of the Council of the endorsement of the
Committee’s recommendations by the General Assem-
bly and of the Assembly's recurrent request that the
Council consider and adopt those recommendations with
a view to facilitating the ongoing attempts to solve the
Palestinian question. The Council had been seized of
this question since October 1977, but certain members
of the Council had succeeded in suspending the exami-
nation of the Committee’s report, but the members of
the Committee felt that they could not accept further
delay. The Chairman pointed to the Assembly’s recent
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resolution 33/28 of 7 December 1978, in which a
deadline of 1 June 1979 had been set for the Council's
renewed consideration of the issue. He added that at
various points in time members of the Security Council
had expressed support for the national legitimate rights
of the Palestinian people, deplored the deepening crisis
in Lebanon requiring the dispatch of a United Nations
Force and submitted evidence that Israel continued to
deny the national rights of the Palestinians, especially
through its provocative policy of establishing settlements
in the occupied Arab territories. He restated the basic
aims as set by his Committee, pointed to the congruence
between these and the objectives set by the Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of the Europecan Community in their
statement of 18 June 1979 and appealed once more to
the Sccurity Council to assist in achieving progress in
the issues of the Middle East and in particular of the
Palestinian question.™’

At the same mecting, the representative of lsrael
stated that the only basis for peace in the Middle East
was the framework spelled out in Council resolution 242
{1967) which had resulted in the first treaty between an
Arab state and Israel. He warned against the adoption
of the recommendations issued by the Committee as
they were designed to subvert the principles of resolu-
tion 242 (1967).7%

The representative of the PLO recalled the suffering
of the Palestinian people since 1947 when they were
driven out of their homeland and stressed their determi-
nation to continue the struggle in order to attain and
freely exercise their inalienable rights. He pointed out in
detail what he perceived as shortcomings of the Camp
David accords of September 1978, in particular the
exclusion of Palestinian representation in the agreement
itself, as the parties usurped that right for themselves;
he also noted that the accords envisaged a final resolu-
tion of the Palestinc problem which would preclude the
exercise of the inalienable national right of the Palestin-
1an people to self-determination and statehood in Pales-
tine, the right of return for the Palestinian refugees and
the right of the Palestinians to choose their own
representatives. The provisions of the Camp David
accords and the relevant General Assembly resolutions
were not compatible, and the divergence between them
would further hamper the prospects for a solution of the
Palestinian question.”™

A1 the close of the same meeting, the representative
of Kuwait mentioned that it had been agreed in
informal consultations that the beginning of the debate
on the report of the Committee on Palestine would be
confined to a few speakers so as to make the atmosphere
conducive to serious negotiations with a view to arriving
at a constructive document. The hope was to resume the
deliberations at the end of July or beginning of August.
He confirmed that his delegation was clearly committed
1o the resumption of the debate at the end of July.™®
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The President also referred to the understanding
reached in the course of consultations and added that
the members of the Council would be informed of the
date of the next meeting in accordance with that
understanding.”

At the 2160th meeting on 27 July 1979, the Rappor-
teur of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People suggested that over the
years, a quasi-unanimous international consensus had
laboriously been devised on the essential parameters of
an cquitable solution in the Middle East. These parame-
ters had not yet been incorporated in a unanimous
Security Council pronouncement. He rejected charges
that the Committee had specifically been set up to
by-pass Council resolution 242 (1967); the Committee
had never ignored the importance of that resolution, but
had tried to put it in the proper perspective. If justice
were to prevail in the Middle East issue, a matter in
which the United Nations had a clear r-sponsibility, the
Committee felt that its recommendations should be
taken into account in all negotiations.”!

At the same meeting, the representative of the
Palestine Liberation Organization set out in detail the
historical and political significance of the basic Palestin-
ian rights and concluded that the international com-
munity, including the United Nations, had never given
its consent to the Zionist concept of Israel; that on the
contrary, the United Nations, in its partition recommen-
dation, like the League of Nations before it, prohibited
the actions which led Israel to approximate its own
Zionist conception of itself; under these circumstances,
the United Nations was under no obligation to protect
or safeguard the Zionist character of Israel, particularly
in its demographic aspect, but, on the contrary, was
under an obligation to the Palestinian Arabs to restore
their rights and to undo the actions of Israel which led
to the denial of those rights.™?

In accordance with the understanding reached in
consultations on 30 July 1979, the Council continued its
consideration of the issue at its 2161st meeting on 23
August 1979.7¢4

At that meeting, the representative of Egypt con-
firmed the basic quality of resolution 242 (1967) which
enjoyed universal support and suggested to the Council
that the recognition of the legitimate rights of the
Palestine people by Isracl in the Camp David accords
constituted a break-through that should be utilized and
expanded in further steps, on the way to a solution of
the Middle East problem. In view of this development
the Council should consider formally recognizing the
legitimate rights of the Palestinians in the same way
that it had recognized the right of all States in the area,
including Israel, to exist.’’

At the same meeting, the representative of Cuba
criticized the continuing blockage by Israel and the
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United States of measures that would promote the
solution of the Palestine question and reported that the
Committee had prepared a draft resolution to be
presented to the Council, which was based on the
Charter of the United Nations and on international
principles recognized by all Member States and stated
the minimum of eclements essential to state the case for
the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people. He
added that his delegation would have preferred to issue
an explicit condemnation of Israel and to invoke meas-
ures under Chapter VII of the Charter, but that the
members of the Committee wanted to submit a draft
that would be acceptable to all Council members. He
deplored that the United States refused to accept even
that munimal dratt resolution, thus maintang its
policy of ignoring the rights of the people of Palestine.’

The representative of the Palestine Liberation Organ-
ization expressed his regret about the resignation of the
President as representative of the United States due to
his public acknowledgement of having met with the
PLO representatives and deplored that the acceptance
of the Palestinian question as a just cause and the
recognition of the rights of the Palestinian people were
reprimanded and punished by the Government of the
United States. This inflexible position taken by the
United States made it utterly difficult for the Palestin-
ians to reach their legitimate goals of self-determination
and statchood.”’

At the beginning of the 2162nd meeting on 24 August
1979, the President drew the attention of the Council to
the text of a draft resolution™® sponsored by Senegal.’®

At the same meeting the Chairman of the Committee
on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People, speaking also in his capacity as
representative of Senegal, introduced the draft resolu-
tion which his Committee had prepared. The draft was
sober and prudent, reflecting the provisions of the
Charter and recalling principles on which there already
existed an international consensus. The Committee had
to make major sacrifices regarding its basic positions in
order to accommodate if possible, all the members of
the Council, but this was done in the desire to work for
peace. The Chairman added that certain members of
the Council refused to co-operate with the Committee
on the pretext that they had not voted in favour of the
resolution setting up that body.

He then introduced in detail the draft resolution
which, in its preambular part, would have the Council,
convinced that the question of Palestine was the core of
the conflict in the Middle East, reaffirm the urgent
necessity of the establishment of a just and lasting peace
through a comprehensive settlement based on full re-
spect for the principles and purposes of the Charter of
the United Nations, as weil as for its resolutions
concerning the problem of the Middle East and the
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question of Palestine, express its concern over the
continuing deterioration of the situation in the Middle
East, and deeply deplore Israel’s persistence in its
occupation of the Arab territories, including Jerusalem,
and its refusal to implement the relevant United Na-
tions resolutions, reaffirm the principle of the inadmissi-
bility of acquisition of territories by the threat or use of
force, reaffirm also its resolutions on the Middle East
and the question of Palestine, particularly resolutions
232 (1967), 242 (1967), 252 (1968), 338 (1973) and
other relevant resolutions. In the operative part, the
Council would have (1) affirmed (a) that the Palestin-
ian people should be enabled to exercise their inalien-
able rights of self-determination, nationa! independence
and sovereignty in Palestine, in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations and relevant resolutions
of the Security Council and the General Assembly; (b)
the right of Palestinian refugees wishing to return to
their homes and live at peace with their neighbours to
do so and the right of those choosing not to return to
receive compensation for their property, in accordance
with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and
General Assembly resolutions, in particular resolution
164 (1I1) of 11 December 1948; and (2) decided that
the provisions contained in paragraph 1 above should be
taken fully into account in all international efforts and
conferences organized within the framework of the
United Nations for the establishment of a just and
Jasting peace in the Middle East.

In conclusion, the Chairman of the Committee point-
ed out that the members of his Committee had agreed
to omit any mention of a ‘Palestinian State”, to
mention onc example of the flexibility shown, and urged
the Council 1o decide quickly and in the interest of the
Palestinian people.’

At the 2163rd meeting on 24 August 1979, the
representative of Kuwait emphasized that the only aim
of the draft resolution submitted to the Council was the
recognition of the right of the people of Palestine to
self-determination. He deplored that a memorandum
issued by the United States Secretary of State in 1975
to the effect that there should be no recognition of or
negotiation with the PLO disqualified the United States
from any constructive role concerning the right of the
Palestinians to the achievement of a comprehensive
peace.™!

The representative of the United Kingdom reaffirmed
his Government's adherence to the Council’s resolutions
242 (1967) and 338 (1973) as the framework for a
negotiited settlement of the Middle East issue and
called upon the PLO to accept without qualification
Isracl’s right to exist and the commitment to a negotiat-
ed settlement on that basis

The Prestdent, speaking in his capacity as representa-
tive of the United States, stated that it was his
Government's policy to bring the Palestinian people into
the peace process and summanized the basic approach o

T dhd | paras S1S
U206 ied g L paras 923
U Ibid | patas TH-K6

securing a comprehensive peace in the Middle East: (1)
the current stage of the peace process, centred on
negotiations between Egypt, Israel and the United
States, neceded a chance to succeed; (2) the basis of
making peace was Security Council resolutions 242
(1967) and 338 (1973) in their entirety; (3) the right of
Israel and its neighbours to live in peace, within secure
and recognized borders, was fundamental; and (4) the
legitimate rights of the Palestinian people, including
their right to participate in determining their future,
must be realized. He added that his Government
appreciated the significance of the Council debate and
the statesmanship shown throughout.””

The representative of Kuwait remarked, in explaining
why the Council had not voted on the draft resolution
submitted by the representative of Senegal, that lengthy
consultations had been held so that the image of the
President would not be blemished with a veto on the
issuc of Palestinian rights.”™

The President announced that the date and time of
the next meeting of the Council for further consider-
ation of the agenda item would be fixed following
consultations among the members of the Council and
adjourned the meeting.”

Decision of 30 April 1980 (2220th meeting): rejection of

draft resolution

In a letter” dated 6 March 1980, the Acting
Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People drew the
attention of the President of the Security Council to
paragraphs 7 and 8 of General Assembly resolution
34/65 A, entitled “‘Question of Palestine”, in which the
Assembly once again urged the Council to consider the
recommendations of the Committee and to act on them
and also reiterated its request that, if the Council failed
to act by 3t March 1980, the Committee consider the
situation and make appropriate suggestions. The Acting
Chairman furthermore restated the basic principles as
formulated by his Committee for the pursuit of a
comprehensive settlement of the Middle East issue
including the Palestinian question. Since the Council
had not voted upon the draft resolution which had been
presented during its deliberations in August 1979, it was
still seized of the question. He asked that the Council
take practical measures with a view to implementing the
Committee's recommendations designed to restore to
the Palestinian people their inalienable rights.

By letter’” dated 24 March 1980, the Chairman of
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights
of the Palestinian People requested that the President
convene the Council urgently since the developments in
the occupied Palestinian and other occupied Arab
territories, including Jerusalem, constituted continuing
violation by Israel of the inalienable rights of the
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Palestinian people, and since the date gnvisaged in
paragraph 8 of resolution 34/65 A was imminent.

At the 2204th meeting on 31 March 1980, the
Security Council included the two letters in its agenda
and considered the issue at its 2204th to 2208th, 2219th
and 2220th meetings on 31 March to 9 April and 29 to
30 April 1980. During its deliberations the Council
decided to invite the representatives of Algeria, Bahrain,
Bulgaria, Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Guyana,
Hungary, India, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Mada-
gascar, Morocco, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, the
Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab
Emirates, Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia to partici-
pate, without vote, in the discussion of the item.”*

At the 2204th meeting, the Council also decided to
extend invitations, under rule 39 of the provisional rules
of procedure, to the Chairman and the Rapporteur of
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights
of the Palestinian People.””

At the same meeting, the Council further decided, by
a vote, that an invitation should be accorded to the
representative of the PLO to participate in the debate,
in accordance with the Council's past practice.”™®

At the same meeting, the Council also decided, at the
request of the representative of Tunisia, to extend an
invitation to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of the
provisional rules of procedure.”™

The Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, as the
first speaker in the debate, reminded the Council
members that the Palestinian issue had been on the
Council’s agenda since 1976 and that the Committee’s
recommendations were all based on previous Council
and General Assembly resolutions. He also pointed out
that the Committee had clearly refused a sine die
postponement of the discussion of the question of
Palestine in the Council, but noted with regret that
certain Council members continually requested further
delay and thus prevented the Council from acting. He
warned that the Council’s inaction allowed Israel to
present the world with further faits accomplis that
made progress towards peace ever more difficult and
encouraged it to persist in its delinquency. He reaf-
firmed on behalf of the Committee Israel's right to
exist, but added that, on the pretext of its desire for
absolute security, Israel could not totally deny the
existence of the Arab Palestine and of the legitimate
and inalienable rights of the Palestinian people.™?

The Rapporteur of the same Committee pointed out
that the solution proposed by the United Nations was
objective and comprehensive and contained a legal
cndorsement of the right of Israel to exist within secure
borders; this opinion had been repeatediy confirmed by
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780 The vote was 10 votes in favour, 1 against and 4 abstentions. See
2204th mtg., paras. -7, for the statement of the representative of the
United States and for the vote. For further details, see chapter 111.

T8 For further details, see chapter [1§.

7822204th mug., paras. 12-37.

the present United Nations membership and accepted
by the PLO, through its support of the Committee's
recommendations.™’

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel
reaffirmed his Government's position that Jordan was
the national home of the Palestinian Arabs and that the
long-term solution of the Middle East problem was
feasible only in the framework of the Camp David
accords.™

At the 2208th meeting on 9 April 1980, the represen-
tative of Algeria stated that the Camp Duvid agree-
ments lacked validity for several reasons: no State had a
right to conclude an international treaty that would
abrogate elementary principles of international law, but
that was exactly what had been done in those agree-
ments in that the contracting parties had eliminated the
right of the Palestinian people to self-determination.
Moreover, the Government of Egypt had actually
usurped the right of the Palestinians to conclude a
treaty for themselves by signing the Camp David
agreements providing for the abrogation of the inalien-
able rights of the people of Palestine.

He proposed instead that the Geneva Conference
should be reconvened, with the participation of the
PLO, in order to start peace negotiations under the
auspices of the United Nations. The world community
should reject the Camp David agreements as a plan for
the liquidation of Palestinian national rights and the
disruption of the territorial integrity of neighbouring
Arab States.™

At the beginning of the 2219th meeting on 29 April
1980, the President drew to the attention of the Council
members the text of a draft resolution,” sponsored by
Tunisia.””’

Al the same meeting, the representative of Tunisia
introduced the draft resolution which had been prepared
by the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People and reproduced, in
their essence, its recommendations dating back to 1976.
Under the preambular part of this draft resolution, the
Council would have taken note of General Assembly
resolution 34/65; stated its conviction that the question
of Palestine was the core of the conflict in the Middle
East; reaffirmed the urgent necessity of the establish-
ment of a just and lasting peace through a comprehen-
sive settlement based on full respect for the principles
and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, as
well as for its resolutions concerning the problem of the
Middle East and the question of Palestine; expressed its
concern over the continuing deterioration of the situa-
tion in the Middle East, and deeply deplored the
persistence of Israel in its occupation of the Palestinian
and other Arab territories, including Jerusalem, and its
refusal to implement the relevant United Nations reso-
lutions; and reaffirmed the principle of the inadmissibil-

3 bid., paras. 39-65.

"84 1bid., paras. 67-121.

7852208th mtg., paras. 26-72.

%65/13911, OR, 35th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1980, pp. 30-31.
972219th mig., para. 3.
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ity of acquisition of territory by the threat or use of
force. In the operative part of the draft resolution, the
Council would have, first, affirmed (a) that the Pales-
tinian people, in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations, should be enabled to exercise its
inaliecnable national right of self-determination, includ-
ing its right to establish an independent State in
Palestine; (b) the right of Palestinian refugees wishing
to return to their homes and live at peace with their
neighbours to do so, and the right of those choosing not
to return to receive equitable compensation for their
property; secondly, reaffirmed that Israel should with-
draw from all the Arab territories occupied since June
1967, including Jerusalem; thirdly, decided that appro-
priate arrangements should be established to guarantee,
in accordance with the Charter, the sovereignty, territo-
rial integrity and political independence of all States in
the area, including the sovereign independent State of
Palestine as envisaged in paragraph 1 (a) of the
resolution and the right to live in peace within secure
and recognized boundaries; fourthly, decided that the
provisions contained in paragraphs |, 2 and 3 of the
present resolution should be taken fully into account in
all international efforts and conferences organized with-
in the framework of the United Nations for the
establishment of a just, lasting and comprchensive peace
in the Middle East; fifthly, requested the Secretary-
General Lo take all the necessary steps as soon as
possible for the implementation of the provisions of the
present resolution and to report to the Security Council
on the progress achieved; and sixthly, decided to con-
vene within a period of six months to consider the report
of the Secretary-General regarding the implementation
of the resolution and in order to pursue its responsibili-
ties regarding such implementation.”

Prior to the vote, at the same meeting, the representa-
tive of the United States indicated that his delegation
would oppose the draft resolution as his Government
was committed to the approach embedded in the Camp
David accords as the only workable framework for a
Middle East settlement and did not view the draft
resolution as an acceptable alternative.”?

The President then put the draft resolution to the
vate, it received 10 votes in favour, | against, and 4
abstentions and was not adopted owing to the negative
vote of a permanent member of the Council.’®

Alter the vote, the representatives of France and the
United Kingdom noted that their delegations had ab-
stained on the draft resolution, because the review of the
Palestinian yucestion by the Council of Ministers of the
European Community had not been completed.™ The
representative of the PLO called the vote of 10 in favour
against a single negative vole a victory and recognition
of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people.™

82220th mtg., paras. 80-B4. The draft resolution failed of adop-
tion since one permanent member cast a negative vote.

89 /pid., paras. 139-150.

0 (bid., para. ISI.

1 /bid., France, paras. 154-158; United Kingdom, paras. 153-158.

M2 bid., paras. 174-192.

THE SITUATION IN NAMIBIA

Decision of 6 June 1975 (1829th meeting): rejection of
draft resolution

By letter™ dated 24 April 1975 addressed to the
President of the Security Council, the President of the
United Nations Council for Namibia transmitted the
text of a press statement of the Council for Namibia in
which it expressed shock and dismay over an incident
that had taken place on 23 April in the black township
of Katutura (Windhoek) when the South African police
had opened fire on unarmed workers, killing one Nami-
bian and seriously wounding 10 others. The Council for
Namibia demanded the immediate and unconditional
release of another 295 Africans arrested in connection
with the incident.

By letter’ dated 27 May 1975 addressed to the
Secretary-General, the representative of South Africa
transmitted the text of a letter from the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of South Africa and excerpts from a
speech made at Windhoek by Prime Minister Vorster on
20 May which stated that the basis of the South African
Government's approach to the question of South West
Africa was that it was for the peoples of South West
Africa themselves to determine their own political and
constitutional future in accordance with their own freely
expressed wishes, without interference from South Afri-
ca, the United Nations or any other outside entity.

The meeting of the Security Council was called in
accordance with resolution 366 (1974)™ by which the
Council had decided to meet before 30 May 1975 for
the purpose of reviewing South Africa’s compliance with
the terms of that resolution.

At the 1823rd meeting on 30 May 1975 the Council
adopted its agenda™ and considered the item at the
1823rd to 1829th meetings from 30 May to 6 June
1975.

In the course of its deliberations the Council invited
the representatives of Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cuba,
Dahomey, the German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
India, Liberia, Nigeria, Pakistan, Romania, Saudi Ara-
bia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, the United Arab
Emirates, Yugoslavia and Zambia, at their request, to
participate, without vote, in the discussion of the item.™’

The Council also extended invitations as requested
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure to the
President and other members of the United Nations
Council for Namibia, to Mr. Sam Nujoma, President of
the South West Africa People’s Organization (SWA-
PO) and his delegation, to the Reverend Canon Burgess
Carr of the All-Africa Conference of Churches and to
Mr. Abdul Minty of the Anti-Apartheid Movement of
London.”™’

ES/1T0Y. mumeographed  For the text of the statement. see
A/AC 1317124
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