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the substantive phase on 16 September, the two intcrloc- 
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.‘l’ 

ITEMS RELATING TO THE MIDDLE EAST 

A. THE SITUATION IN THE M~nnt.~ 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 1975rz* 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 Middle 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 
favourcd its renewal for no less than six months on the 
grounds that UNEF was an integral part of the 
Discngagcmcnt Agreement of I8 January 1974. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
of the Security Council invited the rcprcscntativcs of 
Egypt and Israel. at their request. to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote.ll’ The Security 
Council considered the report at the I82 1st meeting. 

The President announced that the members of the 
Council had agreed to put the draft resolution to the 
vote bcforc statements were made. The draft rcsolu- 
tion.rr’ which had hccn prepared in the course of 
mtcnsivc consultations among all Council members. was 
put to the vote and adopted, by a vote of I3 in favour, 
none against and no abstentions; two delegations did not 
participate in the voting.‘>* 

The resolution reads as follows: 

l152257th mlg.. prras. 7-10. 
‘:‘SJI 1670, OR, jOrh yr, Suppl /or Aprrl-June lV7S. pp 9-13 
‘I’ For Currher delads. see chaprcr III 
‘X S/I 1675. adopled ulthoul change as resoluiron 36g (1975) 
I29 11(2lrr mig, para 7 

Thr Sr~rr)~ C‘ouncrl. 

Rtmllrng IIS resolutions 330 (1973) of 22 Oc~obcr. 340 (197~) of 
25 Oclobcr and 341 (1973) of 27 Oclobcr 1973. 346 (1974) ofg April 
and 362 ( 1974) of 23 October 1974. 

Hovrng comldtrrd (hc rcpor~ of rhc Sccrclary-General on rhc 
United NatIons Emergency Force (S/l 1670 and Corr I and 2). 

Hwing norrd the dcvclopmcn~s I” rhc siluslion In the Middle East, 

Exprrrrrng conwrn over rhc prevailing stale of icnslon in the area, 

Dtcidr.t 

(0) To call upon the parties conccrncd IO lmplcmcnt immedlalcly 
Sccurify Council resolution 338 (1973); 

(b) To rcneu the mandate of Ihc United Nations Emergency 
Force lor a period of three monrhr. that is. until 24 July 1975; 

(r) To rquerl the Sccreury-General IO submil ar rhc end of this 
period a report on rhc dcvclopmcntr in the srtuarion and the measures 
laken lo implement rcsolurion 338 (1973). 

After the vote, the Council heard statements regard- 
ing the extension of the UNEF mandate and the 
continuing search for a comprehensive pcacc settlement 
in the Middle East. Several rcprcsclltativcs 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 rcsump- 
tion of the Geneva Peace Conference and a strcngthen- 
ing of the United Nations role in the pcacc proccss.‘r* A 
few representatives noted that the financing of UNEF 
fell within the competence of the General Assembly and 
needed not bc discussed in the Counci1.r” The rcprcscn- 
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 reprcsenta- 
tivc 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 settlement 
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 2 I May l97S11b in its agenda. 

‘)o For WXIS of rclevanl sralcmcnrs. ICC 182lsr mtg : COSLI Rrca. 
paras 10s. I 13. Guyana. paras 90-97; Israel. pdras I3 I-I 35; Ilaly. 
paras 33-46: Sweden. paras 63-75; Unlrcd Republic of Tanzania. 
paras. 76-85. and Unrlcd Stales, pards 20-Z’ 

“I For texts of r&van! slatcmcnls. rbtd Byeloruwan SSR. paras 
98-104. Guyana, paras 90-97. Presldcnc (France). paras 123-129. 
USSR. paras 9-19 

I” For 1~x1s of rclevam slrlcmcnts. lhrd Prcsldcnt (France). 
paras 90-97. Sweden. paras 63-75 

IJJ For lexls of rclcvanl stalcmcnts. rbrd Bycloruwan SSR. 
s 

aras 
98-104: Egypt. paras 137-171; President (France). paras. I2 -129: 
USSR, paras 9-19 

ry lbrd Prcsldcm (France). paras I23 I!9 
I” Ibrd Egypt. paras 137-l 7 I 
“bS/I 1694. OR, .lO!h yr., Suppl for .4pril-Junr 1075. pp 27-30. 
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In the report covering the period from 27 November 
1974 to 21 May 1975, the Secretary-General informed 
the Security 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 cease-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 Israel-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 
quiet but to provide an atmosphere conducive to further 
efforts towards the achievement of peace. With the 
agreement of the Governments of Syria and Israel 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 I3 
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: 

Thr Srruriry Council. 

Huving muidrrrd the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force. 

Iluwn~ norrd the c(forlr made IO cstabltsh a IastrnE and )usl peace 
In the Mrddlc East area and the developments III Ihe situation in the 
area. 

Erprrssing concrrn over the prevailing slate of tension in the area, 

Rrafjirming that the IWO aerccmcnts on dl~engagement of forces 
arc only a step towards the rmplemcma\ion of Security Council 
resolurion 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973. 

Orodrs. 

((I) To call upon the parties concerned to lmplcmcnt immediately 
Sccurily Council resolution 338 (1973): 

(6) To renew the mandate of the United NatIons Disengagement 
Observer Force for another per& of six months. 

(c) To request the Sccre)ary.Gencral to submn at the end of th,s 
period a report on the developments rn the situation and the measures 
taken IO implement rcsolulwn 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 lo intensify their search for a comprehensive 
peace settlement in accordance with Security Council 
resolution 338 ( 1973),lJ0 called for the resumption of the 
Geneva Conference.lQ and expressed deep concern 

“‘S/I 1700. adopted wtthour change a, rcsolullon 369 (1975). 
I” For the Prcsldcni’s declaration and the vote. see 1822nd mlg . 

pans l-3 
I’” For IC%I~ of rclevanr \!JIcmcnts. rbrJ Bycloruw~n SSR. p.lr.r\ 

X2-90. Co513 R~ca. pdr;ls bS-74: Frdncc. pJr.i\ 75.HI. J;lp.~n. par.r\ 
9. LJ. Prcsrdcnt tGuy;lnr I, p.rr.rr 101.109. Swcdcn. paras 37-42. 
USSR. parer 411-64. LntLcd Kmgdom. pdr4, ?I-25. Unl(cd Rcpubllc 
of Tanranla. pdrar 91-99 

‘a For 1~x1s of relcvdnt ualemcnlr. Ib,d Byclorursian SSR. paras 
82-90. France. parac 75.81 1 SSR. para, 1X-64 

about the continued restrictions on the freedom of 
movement of some contingents of the Observer Force.“’ 

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

Decision of 24 July 1975 (1833rd meeting): resolution 
371 (1975) 
At the 1832nd meeting on 21 July 1975, the Security 

Council included the report of the Secretary-General on 
UNEF dated I6 July l975’*1 in its agenda. 

In his report on the operations of UNEF for the 
period I3 April to I5 July 1975, the Secretary-General 
informed the Security 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 rqmt the Secretary- 
General emphasized that the continued presence of 
UNEF was essential, but that he was obliged to convey 
10 the Council the view of the Government of Egypt, as 
set out in detail in a letter”’ dated I4 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 
Ictter”’ that it favoured a further extension of the 
mandate of UNEF for six months. 

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

At the I833rd meeting on 24 July 1975, the Security 
Council invited the representatives of Egypt and Israel, 
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: 

Baled on dwuwonc I have held with the Sccrct.rry-General of the 
llnllcd Nar~ons and members of the Sccurl!y Council. and laking 
accuunl of the yravrry of the srtuallon In the Mtddlc Earl. I believe a 
further eatenwon of the mandate of the Unucd Nations Emergency 
Force would make In the present clrcumstanccs a slgnificanl contribu- 
twn IO crcaling an atmosphere conducive IO progress towards agree- 
ment on 4 JUSI dnd lasllng pcacc in the area Therefore. on behalf or 

Ihe Securlry Council. I appeal IO Your Excellency IO reconsider the 

I” For ICXII of rclcvanr siatementr. rbtd Byelorussran SSR. paras 
82-90. Prcwdcnl (Guyana). paras 101-109. USSR. parar 48-64. 

I’! S:I 1758. OH. .Wrh VI. Sup 
f 

I /or /u/v-Srpr 1075. pp. 16-18 
“‘.s:ll757. IhId. pp 14-15 he lcflcr rddrcr\cd IO the Socrctary- 

(;cncr.ll *;I\ I\\ULV~ I” .I rune by Ihc Secretary-General on I5 July 
197q 

‘a For the IcIJcr dated 16 Jul\ 1975 from the rcprcscn~rtivc of 
Ivr)cl w Jhc PrwdcnJ of Ihe Securny Council ICC S/I 1759. Ibid., p. 
I’) 
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.,rtltudc of Egypt on the ~iiualtun. I ~SSUX Your Excellency that the 
ccurily Council. appreciative of Ihc cons(rucIive measures already 

taken lowards peace. ~ollowr the sr1ua1ion very closely and cmpbasrzer 
rhc imporlancc of achieving further progress lowards a jusl and 
la$trng peace and prcvcn1ing a slalcmalc rn 1hc Mrddlc EL+sl. 

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. I” These two delegations ex- 
plained before the vote their decision to dissociate 
themselves from this appeal regarding the extension of 
UNEF.“’ 

At the lg33rd 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 received the 
Egyptian reply’@ on 23 July; in this reply the Govern- 
ment of Egypt noted the Council’s corlcern 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 bc allowed after the vote.“’ 

Accordingly, the draft resolution was put to the vote 
and adopted as resolution 371 (1975) with I3 votes in 
favour. none against and no abstentions; two delegations 
did not participate in the voting.“J 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Nrwllrng ilr rcsolulrom 33U ( 1973) of 22 Oclobcr. 340 (197)) of 
25 Ocrclbcr and 34) (1973) of 27 Oclobcr 1973. 346 (1974) of 8 April 
and 362 (1974) of 23 October 1974 and 368 (1975) of I7 April 1975. 

Tuking IRIO OCL‘OUIII the let(cr dared 14 July 1975 addressed by the 
Dcpu~y Prime Mrnrster and Minister for Foragn Affairs of the Arab 
Rcpublrc ol Egypt IO the Secretary-General, 

Brurrng rn nrrnd the appcrl addrcrvcd by the President of ihe 
Sccurrcy Councrl IO the Govcrnmcnc of the Arab Rcpublrc of Egyp1 on 
21 July I975 and cxprcwng rd~trl;~c~wn fur the reply of (hc 
(iovernmcnl uf rhc Arab HepublIc of I:gyp~ Iherclo. 

//uvtng ~on~r(/~‘r~J Ihc report of 1hc Sccrcl.iry-(iencr~l on the 
(Jnllcd VJlwnr t:mcrpcncy I’orcc (S/I I75h). 

I” I or 1hc 1cs.1 of the uppc.rI. see IHI?nd rnig Proldcnt. para!, 2 
and 3 

I” lur the wnc. lhrd, pJr.1 a f<lr rhc Prcrrdcn1’\ opcnrnp 
\~~lcmcn~. rhrd para\ 2 and 1 

I” lbtd Chrna. parJ 4. Iraq. par.ts 5-7 
“‘The ICII of 1he Egypllan reply IS comrlncd in rl nutc by the 

i’rcsiden1 of the Sccuruy Counctl (S/l 1771. OH. JOlh )‘r, Suppl /or 
lul/4~pt 1975. p. 26). 

M 5/ I I774/Rcv. I. subscqucn~ly adop1cd urrhour change as rcsolu- 
IlOll 171 (1975) 

I.6 
“I For 1hc Prcsrdcnt’s opening sta1cmcm. WC Ill))rd m1g.. p,rrab 

“: lbrd, para 6 

In statements following the vote several delegations 
expressed great satisfaction about the ultimate acccp- 
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;r” two delegations reiterated their appeals for a 
reconvening of the Geneva Conference”’ and for the 
complete freedom of movement for all UNEF contin- 
gents.16 One member took note with regret of the 
Secretary-General’s inability to inform the Council 
about recent high-level contacts involving the Cd-Chair- 
men of the Geneva Conference and expressed the hope 
that modalities could be devised to give the Secrctary- 
General unrestricted access to all the proceedings of 
that Conference held under United Nations auspices so 
that hc could discharge his mandate of keeping the 
Council fully informed.“’ 

Decision of 23 October I975 (I 85lst meeting): rcsolu- 
tion 378 (1975) 
At the IgSlst meeting on 23 October 1975. the 

Security Council included the report of the Sccrctary- 
General on UNEF dated 17 October 1975”” in its 
agenda. 

In his report on the operations of L’\EF for the 
period I5 July to I6 October 1975. the Sccrctar!-Gcn- 
eral summarized the major devclopntrnts that had 
occurred during the three months period. The Force had 
continued efficiently to carry OUI 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 Lieutenant-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.“’ 

I” I or ICIIS ol rclcv.rn1 sta1cnrcmh. lbrd Japan. paras. 88-94; 
Sccrc1ary-(icncr.rl. p.trar U-IO. lJni1cd Kingdom. pAra> 130-I 37; 
llnrlcd State\. paras 60.65 

I)’ For ICRI\ or rclcv.rnr sl~~cnrcn~s. rbrd C‘or~r Rrca. prras. 79-87. 
b.gyp1. prrr\ 12.27: France. parrl 146.154. USSR, paras 66-78. 
Uniwd Krngdom. paral I JO- I37 

I” lbtd t)vclurur~n SSK. paras IN-145. USSR, paras 66-78. 
1% /hrd Uycloruw.rn SSR. para% 138.145. USSK. paras 66.7U 

“’ fbrd Cruyana. p~rds I IO- I24 
‘“St1 1849. OR. Mrh VI, Suppl for Ocrober-Drcrmkr 197s. pp 

12.16. 
“9 See S/l 1108. OH. JOIh )“, Suppl, /or July-Srpr 1975. p. 48 

for the note by the President of the Securuy Council containin the 
exchange of commumcallons between the Sccrc1ary-General an a (he 
Prcrldcnt rcgardrng rhcsc rppomrmcms and the consent or the 
Council 
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The Secretary-General summarized the additional 
functions entrusted to UNEF resulting from the Agrec- 
ment between Egypt and Israel of 4 September 1975’@’ 
and the Protocol of 22 September 19751b’ and listed in 
detail the specific responsibilities that the lJNEF per- 
sonnel had to carr) out under the new ;Lgrec’mcnt.‘b: He 
indicated that bused on the incrcascd manpower rc- 
quiremcnts resulting from the hgrccmcnt and on having 
the necessary resource\ in cquipmcnt and material at its 
disposal. the incrcahc in the costs of 1JNF.I for a period 
of one year endIng 24 October IV76 was tcntativcly 
cstimatcd at 532 milhon over and above the authorized 
lcvcl of 565 million for the prcviuus )c;Ir.‘“’ 

The Secretary-General indicated that since his lust 
report there had been some progress in the implcmcnta- 
(ion of resolution 338 (1973). also rcflcctcd in the 
Agreement between Egypt and Israel. The presence of 
UNEF remained essential to help maintain the cease- 
fire and to assist in the implementation of the new 
Agrcemcnt. In these circumstances, the Secretary-Gen- 
eral recommended the extension of the mandate of 
UNEF.lb’ 

At the beginning of the 18f;lst meeting, the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Security 
Council to the draft resolution’“’ which had resulted 
from consultations among Ihc mcmbcrs prior to the 
meeting. The mcmbcrs had ;~lso agreed in consultations 
that rcprescnt;ltivcs could .\pc;lk :Iftcr the vote on the 
draft resolution. The Prcsidcnt then called on the 
Sccrctary-Gcncral in conncxion with hi\ report.‘“” 

The Sccrctary-General highliphtcd the main clcmcnts 
of his report, underlined the stringent economy applied 
in detormininp the udditiomrl needs of IiNIiF and 
strcsscd the great slpnificancc of the l:nitcd Nations 
peace-keeping function in the Middle East and the 
support which the Council continued to show for these 
operations.‘n’ 

Following the statement of the Sccrctary-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 msndatc of LNEF for one year. until 
24 October 1976.1b” 

IM For the Prcvdcnc’r opcn~ng rcmJrk% ICC IX5 151 mrg pclra I. 
lb’ Ib/d. pdras 3-8 
lb* For the ICXI of the Ic!:cr of the forclgn \l,n,,tsr ,,I Fgvpl. jh,d, 

p3r.1 IO 

Then the President put the draft resolution (S/l 1856) 
IO the vote; it received 13 votes in favour, none against 
and no abstentions, with IWO members not participating 
in the vote, and was adopted as resolution 378 ( 1975).lbp 

The resolution reads as follows: 

//,,~rttg t~,~f,d 111~ Jcrclopr~~cnt\ I” the *itu.llwn in 111~ SldJlc 1:~. 

I~UUIIK ,/urlhvr nt~~t~l Ihc .Sccrcl;lry-(;encr;lI’\ YICW Ihat .,ny 
rC\JtJll4lfl of the w;~rcb fttr J wmprchcn~ivc wllhncnl covcrlng 111 

,~qnx~\ of the Mlddlc 121x1 problem could be cbpccially dangerour in 
ihc monlh> IO wmc and IhJl II is his hope. thcrcforc. that urgent 
cUor~r will be undertaken by all concerned IU tackle the Mlddlc Earl 
problem In all 11, arpeclr. with a wcu both IO mainlalning quiet in the 
region and IO arrwing 31 the cumprchcnsivc scttlcmcnt called for by 
Ihe Security Council in iIs resolurion 338 (1973). 

I DcY.idrr 

(0) To call upon all the parties concerned IO implcmcnt immcdi. 
.~tcly Security Cuuncll rc\olul~on 33ll (1973). 

(h) To rcncv the mands~c or the Unwd Na~wns Emcrpncy 
t%rcc for 3 pcrlod of one year. Ihal is. until 24 Ociobcr 1976; 

Ic) To rcquc\l the SccrciaryGcncral IO submll at the end ul thi$ 
pcrnwl a report on the dc\cltrpmcntr in the si[ualmn and the skps 
cxken IO lmplcmcnl rcsolul~un 33X (1973). 

2 ~rprr\~r< I,\ cve$idrnlr that the Fwcc will be maintained 

ulth mrimum clflclcncy 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 UNIiF 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.llJ and a few representatives called for the 
resumption of the Geneva Peace Conference.” 

Decision of 30 November 1975 (1856th meeting): 
resolution 38 l (1975) 
At the 1856th meeting on 30 November 1975, the 

Security Council included the Report of the Secretary- 
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General on the United Nations Discngdgemcnr Observ- 
cr Force (CNDOF) dated 24 November l975176 in its 
agenda. 

In his report on the operations of UNDOF for the 
period 22 May to 24 November 1975,‘” the Secrctary- 
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 obscrvcd that. although the 
situation in the UNDOF area of operations had rc- 
mained gcncrally quiet. it would remain unstable and, 
with the passage of time, become increasingly dangcr- 
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 197.5. 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 to a renewal 
of UNDOF for another six-month period. The President 
of the Syrian Arab Republic conveyed 10 the Sccrctary- 
General his disappointment at the lack of progress in 
the negotiations foreseen under resolution 338 (1973) 
and requested that the Council reconvene in Januar) 
1976 to hold a substantive debate on the Middle East 
problem. including the Palestinian questlon with the 
participation of representatives of the Palestine Libera- 
tion Organization (PLO). The Government of Israel 
remained opposed to 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 Israeli authorities did not 
accept the Security Council as the negotiating body for 
the Middle East problem. The Secretary-General de- 
scribed his cont,lcts with the Governments of Egypt and 
l.ebanon as m1)51 useful but not directly related to the 
question of the prolongation of the UNDOF mandate. 
lie concluded III\ report with the formal recommcnda- 
tlun LU Ihe Security Council to cxlcnd the mandate of 
UNDOI for another six months. on the assumption that 
the C‘ouncil would reach agreement on ;I corresponding 
decl\ion. a\ rcquebted by one of the partlc:, 

,\I the opening of the IHWh mcctlng. the President 
drcu the a{IcntIun of the rncmbcrs ,)f lllc Council to the 
Secretary-(ieneral’s proposal 10 renew the mandate of 

UNDOF and to the draft rtsoIution17P which had &en 
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 rcsolution1@0 and a draft 
statement by the President of the Council.“’ In prescnt- 
ing these two texts the representative of Guyana rc- 
ferred 10 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 Middle 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 l&our of 
the draft resolution should not be seen as support for the 
provision calling for a Council debate on the situation in 
the Middle 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.l*za 

The President then put the draft resolution to the 
vote; it obtained I3 votes in favour, none against, with 
no abstentions. and was adopted as resolution 381 
(1975); two members did not participate in the vo- 
ting.lNzb 

The resolution reads as follows: 

Hovtng comidrrrd the repor of the Secretary-General on the 
Urukd Nation, Dwngagcmcnt Observer Force. 

~/awn~ nofrd the drscuAo,ns ul the Sccrctary4ieneral with all 
parllo cunccrncd un Ihc >itualron in the Mrddlc Eabt. 

CxprrrrrnR ctmrrn over Ihc conitnued stale of tension in the area. 

Dwidrc 

(11) ‘lo, rc,~,nvenc un I2 January 1976. IO con~~nuc the debate on 
the Mrddle t-.Itt prtlblem rncludlng the Palcstln~.tn questton. IJkW 
IIIIO accwnt all rclcvani bnrtcd %Jtron\ rcwlutwns. 

(b) 1~0 ~CIICW Ihe mandate ol the Uniwd Natronr Dlscngagcmcnl 
Obscrvcr t-orcc for another pcrwd of $18 months. 

(1.1 TV, rcquot the Sccr~~ary.(;cncral IO keep Ihe Securlly 
(‘ouncrl lnformcd on further dcvclopmcncc 

I’” S/I I WA. subsequently adopted ulthoui change a) rcwhwon 38 1 
11975) 

‘#” Ihtd 
In’ ~II 1~89. .Igrced lo rn prior conwltai1ons and pronounced after 

the Jdoptwn ul rcwlutlon JSI t IS-<) 
I’! lX(6th m,g pards 5.16 
“Jr lid, pardr 19.20. 
‘la For the VOIC we rbrd par., ?? 
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III accordance with the agreement reached at the 
consultations between members of the Council, the 
President then read the following statcmenl:lllc 

It IS the understanding of the majority of the Security Council that 
when it reconvenes on 12 January 1976 in accordance with ppralraph 
(0) of resolution 381 (1975) the representatives of the Palatine 
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 10 make use of 
the time to promote the search for peace. Some 
members slrcssed the need 10 seek ways and means that 
would help in the pursuit of an overall just and lasting 
seltlement in the area;“’ several representatives exprtss- 
ly supported the special Council meeting to be held in 
January 1976”’ and the proposal to invite the PLO to 
participate in the debate. I” The suggestion to reactivate 
the Geneva Peace Conference was renewed;‘@* one 
delegation raised the issue of the restrictions imposed on 
some UNDOF conlingents in violation of their right to 
freedom of movcmcnt.~~’ 

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

Decision of 8 December 1975 (I 862nd mecling): rejec- 
tion of five-Power draft resolution 
By Ic1tcr”’ 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 villages in various parts of 
Lebanon and, in view of the gravity of the situation 
which endangered peace and security, rquested an 
urgent meeting of the Security Council. 

By a letter of the sanie date,“* the representative of 
Egypt also requested an urgent meeting of the Council 
lo 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 meeting the 
representative of Saudi Arabia were invited, at their 

Iuc S/I 1889. Sex ibid, para. 23 
‘I) For the texts ol relevant statements see 1856th mtg.: Byelows- 

ras 103-I 16. Italy. paras. 90-101: Japan, pras. M-71; 
KEZ*(bR). fa ras 138-159; Sweden. paras. 121-128; United 
Kmfdom. paras 8 I- 9; Umtcd Republic of Cameroon, paw. 38-47. 

’ ’ /bid China. paras. 29-31; Costa Rica, paras. W-63; Iraq. 
48-53. Maurltanla. parar 32-37: President (USSR), paras. II k”‘, -IS9; 
Sweden. paras 121-128. United Republic of Tanzania. pros. 
129-l 37 

‘I’ Ibrd.. Bycloruwan SSR. paras 103-l 16; China. pras. 29-31; 
Mauri1ama.p aras 32 37. President (USSR). paras 138.159; Swakn. - 
parar 121-l 8; Un~tcd Republic of Tanzania. paras 129.137. 

I” lbrd: Byclorusstan SSR. paras 103-l 16; President (USSR), 
paras 138-159 

‘I’ Ibrd. Bycloruwan SSR. paras 103-l 16. 
“‘S/I 1892. OR, 30th ,r. Suppl. for Oc-r -Drc 1975. p 50. 
‘W 9 I 1893. OR. 30th :,r Suppl jw Orr -0~ 1975 

request. to participate without the right to vote in the 
discussion of the item on the agenda.19“ 

The President then drew the attention of the Council 
members 10 the Icltcr’p’ from the rcprcsentativc of 
Egypt requesting the participation of the PLO in the 
discussion of the item. He informed the Council (hat in 

informal consultations prior lo the meeting the repre- 
scntativcs of Guyana, Iraq, 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 Mcm- 
her State was invited IO participate under rule 37.19’ 

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 
Israeli attacks on Palestinian refugee camps in Lebanon. 
The French Government condemned the Israeli 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, lo its regret, be unable to 
associate itself with the proposed decision of the Coun- 
cil.19’ 

Before putting the proposal to the vote, the President 
called on representatives who wished to explain their 
vote before the voting .I” 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 
procedurc.19’ 

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 scat at the Council table. 

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

Ipo For further details see chapter Ill 
‘*’ SI I I893 
“I 1859th rnlg . parar. 3 and 4 
“I For the exchange between the rcprcsentatwe of France and the 

Pfesident. ibid, para< 5. I I 
Iw /bid. para I I 
I*’ For the texts of statements in favour of the proposal to invite the 

PLO, ibrd Byclorussian SSR. paras. 54-57. Iraq. paras. 30-34. 58-63; 
USSR. plras 35-47. 64-66. 68. for statements opposmg the su ated 
procedure. tbrd: Costa Rica. parar. W-83. Italy. parar 19-27; Y apart. 
parer. 28.29. Prcsldcnt (UnIted Kingdom). paras 76.77; United 
States. parar 12-18. 48.53 and 67. For a dct~&zd dtscuuiott of this 
case. see chapter I I I 

‘* For the VOIC. rbld, para 78 
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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 
Israel defied the Council’s dtiisions and the Council 
was reluctant to adopt measures that would deter Israel 
from repeating its attacks and because the Lebanese 
Government had hoped that its behaviour would con- 
tribute to the efforts lo 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 Israeli 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 
Slates were not allowed to determine on their own what 
should bc termed preventive acts, unless the world 
returned 10 the law of the jungle. The representative of 
Lebanon demanded that attacks against its sovereignty 
and territorial integrity cease 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 10 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 lo its dcci- 
sions.‘9’ 

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 slated 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 to 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 
Israeli 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 Israel the most severe 
sanctions in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations.‘w 

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

to self-determination and national independence in the 
Palestinian home1and.m 

At the 1860th meeting on 5 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 Council should seek 10 facilitate the accommoda- 
tion of opposing views through rendering impartial and 
reasonable judgcments on the issues properly within its 
compelence.“’ 

The representative of the USSR condemned the 
Israeli 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,, f  the Geneva 
Peace Conference as the best-suited international ma- 
chinery specifically created for the settlement of the 
Middle East conflict with the involvcmcnt 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.M1 

The representative of Japan reaffirmed his Govcrn- 
mcnt’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.1o’ 

Al the 1861~1 meeting on 8 December, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolution*a which had been submitted by Guyana, Iraq, 
Mauritania, the United Republic of Cameroon and the 
United Republic of Tanzania.m’ 

At the same meeting the representative of Guyana 
informed the Council of the declaration issued by the 
Coordinating Committee of the Non-Aligned Countries 
in the United Nations, which condemned the Israeli 
attacks as a threat to international peace and security 
and appealed to the Council 10 take steps lo restrain 
Israel from pursuing its policy of aggression and from 
defying United Nations resolutions.m 

At 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 
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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- 
rity 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 
prcmcditated air attacks against Lebanon in violation of 
its obligations under the Charter and Security Council 
resolutions, call upon Israel to desist forthwith from all 
military attacks against Lebanon, and issue once again a 
solemn warning to Israel that if such attacks were 
repeated, the Council would have to consider taking 
appropriate steps and measures to give effect to its 
decisions.10’ 

resolutton should be voted on at the same meeting.“’ In 
accordance with the rules of procedure the President 
put the ltalian motion for adjournment to the vote: it 
received 6 votes in favour, 8 votes against, and l 
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 vole. 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 
votc.l” The five-Power draft resolution received I3 votes 
in favour and I against. with I abstention, and was not 
adopted, owing to the negative vote of a permanent 
member.“? 

At the I862nd meeting, on 8 December the rcprcsen- 
tativc 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 violcncc. and would call upon 
all parties to refrain from any action which might 
endanger negotiations aimed at achieving a just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. He asked that these 
amendments be put to the vote.?“” 

Decision of 28 May 1976 (1923rd meeting): 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 1976116 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. 

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 dccid- 
cd.‘W 

The representative of the United Republic of Camcr- 
oon, speaking on behalf of the five sponsors of the draft 
resolution, referred to the fact that the proposals by the 
United States had already 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 lo 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.“0 

In order to give the Council more time IO find a 
constructive solution that all members could support, 
the representative of ltaly moved for an adjournment 
until the next day.1” The representative of Iraq objected 
to the motion and asked that following the long 
consultations among the Council members the draft 

The Secretary-Gencrdl concluded his report by cm- 
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.r” 

The Secretary-General, in a brief statement, prescnt- 
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 EastzIP 

‘I: lhrd p~rar 109 and 110 
!‘I I ur the \ote. tb,d, I I I 
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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 10 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*o 

The draft resolution was then put to the vote and 
obtained I3 votes in favour. none against, with no 
abstentions; two members did not participate in the 
vote.zz’ It was adopted as resolution 390 (1976) and 
reads as follows: 

~/wrn~ rrmrrdrrrd Ihc repor of the Secretary-General on the 
Ilnltcd N;ltions Olscng;lgcment Observer Force. 

/loving norrd Ihc cfforrs made IO establish a durable and just pcacc 
in 1hc Mlddlc Ea,l area and the developmcnls in the situation in the 
d,C3. 

t‘xprrsring coni’rm OVC~ the prcvallrng stale ol tension in the area. 

Ikidrt- 

(0) To call upon the parlies concerned IO lmplcmcnt immediately 
Sccuriry Council rcsolu1ron 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973; 

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

(c) To rcqucs~ the Secrc1ary-General IO submlc at the end of ttns 
period a report on the dcvclopmcnis in 1hc siluallon and the measures 
1akcn IO lmplcmcnt re,olullon 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 renewed the call for the resumption of the 
Geneva Peace Conference with the participation of the 
representatives of the PL.O.122 

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 
(UN EF) dated I8 October 1976’*’ in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNEF for the 
period from I7 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 expanded as the result of the Agree- 
mcnt between Egypt and Israel of 4 September 1975 
and the Protocol thereto of 22 September 1975. He 

2:” Ihrd Pdld\ I?- 27 
2?’ For Ihe VOIC. thrd, prra 2M 
‘:! I or 1hc lc!I> of rclcvanl %Idlcmcnl> rcgitrdlng the rcrumplron of 

Ihc (icncva Pcdsc C onlcrcncc. rbrd Benin. paras 128.132; RomanrJ. 
pdr~s 73.W. USSR. Parr\ 30-49 

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 10 efforts at several 
levels 10 promote an early 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 
l9762*’ 10 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 
essenlial. 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 
rcsolution2*’ 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.z2b In the course of the meeting the represen- 
tative of Saudi Arabia was invited to address the 
Council on the agenda item.2z’ 

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 VO~C.~” Resolution 396 (I 976) reads as 
follows: 

Rrw/lrng its rcsolu1lonr 338 (1973) of 22 October. 340 (1973) of 
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 October 1973. 346 (1974) of 8 April 
dnd 362 (1974) of 23 Oclobcr 1974. 368 (1975) of 17 April, 371 
(1975) of 24 July and 378 (1975) of 23 October 1975. 

Having ronstdrrrd the report of 1hc Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Emergency Force. 

Ifovrng norrd the developments in the srluatlon in the MIddIe East. 

Rrcolltng the Sccrclary-General’s wcu 1hat any relaxation of the 
bearch for a comprehensive sculcment covering all aspects of 1he 
Mlddlc Easr problem could be dangerous and his hope that Urgent 
cffor~s WIII be undertaken by all concerned to tackle the Middle East 
problem in all 11s aspea,. with a +ICW both IO mainlainmg quicl in 1hc 
region and IO arriving dI the comprehensive settlcmenl called for by 
the Sccur~y Counc-ll In II\ roolullon 13~ (1973). 

Norrng that ihc Sccwdry-Gcncrdl rccommcndc the cKw-wm of 
Ihc mandllc of Ihc I-urcc lor one \car. 

I I)cw d,$ 

(4 1,) ~AII up,,” ,111 the p.~rl~cr <unccrncd IU lmplcmcnt rmmcdl- 

dldy SCCU,ll) CUUnCll ,C>dUllU~l I!8 t 197)). 

“‘S/I2210. ON. jlrr I’,. Surpl /r,r 0,~ -Drc. IV76 pp 4-b. 
II’S/1 22 19. %ubscqucnlly adopted ulrhuut change .II roolulion 396 

11976) 
*‘a 1964th ml8 . ,-UfdS I-4 
I” Fur dctaII\. WC chdptcr I I I 
2:g Fur 1hc ~UIC. wz 1964th mt8, pdrd IO 
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(b) f,, renew rhc m:lndJtc of the llnrtcd Natronr Emergency 
I ,VCC r,lr ,I pcricd of one )c,rr. th.lt is. un~ll 24 Octubcr 1977. 

(,‘) 7,) rcques~ the Secretary-(;cncr.lI IU submit al the end of this 
p<.r& ;I rclx,rt on the dcvrlupmcnl~ I” the \itu,l!lnn and Ihc measures 

I.lhcn 10 rmplcmcnt rcsolutlon 33X (1973). 

2 t’.rp~~cr 111 ronjidrncr that the Force WIII bc maintained 
ulth marlmum cfficlcncy and economy 

In statements following the vote 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 dclcgations specifically asked that the Geneva 
Peace Conference be reconvened in order to implement 
resolution 338 ( 1973).1zv 

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

At the 1975th meeting on 30 November 1976, the 
Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Disengagement Observ- 
cr Force (UNDOF) dated 22 November 1976*M in its 
:lgcnda. 

In his report on the activities of UNDOF for the 
period 25 May to 22 November 1976. the Secretary- 
Gcncral described the continued functioning of the 
Force 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 I8 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 to 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 
resolutior+ which had been considered by the Council 
in consultations and put it to the vote: it was adopted 
wirh I2 votes in favour. none against, and no abstention; 
three members did not participate in the voting.*Jz 

Resolution 398 ( 1976) reads as follows: 

!lo~n~ wnsidcrrd the report of the Secretary-tiencral on the 
Lmtcd N.IIW~S Dlscngaecmcnt Observer Force, 

Ho\rn# norrd the effort\ made IO establish a durable and just peace 
ln the Mlddlc East area and the urpcnt need IO continue and intensify 
xuch clforrr. 

IO) To call upon the parIle\ concerned IO lmplcmcnt rmmedtatcly 
Sccurbl) Councrl rcsolutlun !I8 11973) of 22 October 1973; 

I!’ For the ICXO of relevant slalcmen!s. rbrd France. paras. 36-46: 
Gu)and. paras 74-78. Japan. parar 82.88. Presrdent (Pakistan). 
paras I IO- I 13: Romania. paras 12-21. IJSSR. parrr 23-35 

2’o S. 12235. OR. jlrr yr Su/-$ JSM Ocr .I)rc IV76, pp. 26-28. 
:I’ S, 12246, subsequentI\ adapled ullhou\ change .I( resolution 398 

(1976) 
2’: f-or the YOIC. see 19751h mip: pdr.r I 

(h) To rcncw the mandate or the United Nations Disenga~emcnl 
Obxcrvcr f‘orcr for nnoihcr pcrmd of IIX month>. thrlt is. until )I May 
1077. 

(c) To rcqucst the SccrctaryXicncral IO \ubmlt 31 the end of this 
pcrrod a report on lhc dcvclopmcnts In the srtu;ltron and the measures 
taken IO implement rcsoluilon 33K (1973). 

After the vole 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 Sccrctary-Gcncral on the United 
Nations Discngagcmcnl Obbcrver Force (S/12235) states in para- 
graph 32 that “dcsprtc the prescnl quiet tn the Israeli-Syria sector, 
there can bc no question that the situation in the Middle East will 
remain unctablc and potentially dangerous unless real progress can bc 
made towards a JUSI and lastmg settlement of the problem in all its 
aspcar" Thus statcmeni of the Secretary-General rctlects the view of 
the Sccurlty 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.~JJ 

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 (I 993rd 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 
3 l/62 concerning the Peace Conference on the Middle 
East*” in its agenda. 

The Secretary-General. in this report, recalled Gener- 
al Assembly resolution 3 I/62 under which the Assembly 
requested inter olio 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 I 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 1 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 

1’1 For the Prcsrdenr’s statement on behalf of the Council, see 
1975th mtg.. paras 2 and 3. 

Ja 
zl’ For the Ic10 of relevant statements. ibtd : France. paras 76-82: 

U !s 
Jn. paras 63-70. Paklcran. paras. 91-101. Romanra. purr. 52-62; 
SR. paras. 6-23 
:!‘S/l2290. OH jlnd yr.. SuppI /w Jan.-March 1977. pp. 10-12. 

The representatne of Egypt, In a letter dated 23 March 1977 
wth’;‘o4,4~~p,. p 21). confirmed his telephone request for a meeting 

ounc~l on 25 March 1977 IO dlscuu the situation in 
the Mrddle Easi tn the hghl 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.zJ6 

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 early February 1977. He visited 
Egypt, the Syrian Arab Republic, Saudi Arabia, Lcba- 
non, Jordan and Israel. met leaders of government as 
well as the Chairman of the PLO and, at the tcrmina- 
(ion 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 
early 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 
meetings of the Conference. whereas Israel maintained 
its opposition to a PLO role in the Conference; lsracl 
indicated willingness to discuss the Palestinian question 
with the Government of Jordan and would not object to 
the inclusion of Palestinian representatives in the dcle- 
gation of Jordan. The PLO asked to be invited to 
participate in the Conference from the outset on an 
equal footing with all the other parties as the sole 
representative of the Palestinian people. The Sccrctary- 
General added that this view was shared by all the Arab 
Governments, especially as related IO 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 wcrc slight differences among the 
partics regarding the timing of the reconvening of the 
Conference, the Secretary-General conveyed his imprcs- 
sion that the parties would be prepared to be flexible as 
regards timing, provided there was a prospect ol the 
Conference’s being convened within a reasonable time- 
limil. 

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

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 bc cstablishcd 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 procc- 
dural problems involved: a further possibility would bc 
the formation of an interim conference secretariat to 
maintain contact with the parties and the &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 ncgotiatcd settlement, that the main 
elements of the problem remained intractable, in partic- 
ular the issue of the participation of the PLO and the 
representation of the intcrcsts 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 
bc intensified and ultimately concluded successfully. 

At the beginning of the 1993rd meeting. the President 
reminded the members of the Council that during 
consultations on I5 March it had been agreed that the 
Council would take up the report of the Sccrctary-Gen- 
era1 at an appropriate time. Before he declared the 
agenda adopted. he rcferrcd to the request of the 
representative of Egypt for a meeting on 25 March.*” 

In the course of the meetings the representatives of 
Egypt, Israel. Jordan, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian Arab 
Republic and Yemen were invited to participate, with- 
out vote. in the drscussion of the item.*” At the 1993rd 
meeting the President informed the Council that he had 
received a letter from the representative of Egypt 
requesting the participation of the PLO in the debate in 
accordance Nith 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 
Councrl but that, if adopted by the Council, the 



invitation to the PLO to participate in the debate would 
confer upon it the same rights of partictpation as those 
conferred on a Member State invited IO participate 
under rule 37.*lq Speaking in his capacity as the 
representative of the United States, the President stated 
that his Government was not able to agree 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 IO votes in favour to I 
against, with 4 abstentions. *‘I 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 tik>rld. In view of 
Israel’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 31162, 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.*‘z 

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 
Israeli 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 peopl~.~*~ 

At the 1995th meeting on 28 March 1977, the 
representative of Israel expressed regret at the Council’s 

2~ See I993rd mtg . pars 3 and 4 
l”) Ibrd , para 7 
?‘I lhrd, para 8 
J’: IhId. p.lrar ?l.S5 
:” lhrd, paras 57.80 
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engaging once again in a futile time-consuming discus- 
sion that 3150 would fail to bring the Middle East even 
;tn 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 31162 of 1976 because its purpose 
was to change the ground rules of the Geneva Peace 
Conference and substitute a dictated settlement for 
direct negotiations between the parties. He reiterated 
tY:l! Israel ~&as and rcmJir:.:.! prep;i:ed 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.z” 

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 
equal 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 Israeli 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 annexalionist 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 overdue in view of the continuing Israeli 
aggression in the occupied territories.l’Y 

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.*‘6 

The representative of Romania emphasized the re- 
sponsibility of the Council to help the Parties to 
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ncgotiatc :l just ;Ind lasting peace. with the participation 
of the PLO. 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 starch for the 
peace process. appeal to all the parties to ensure the 
reconvening of the Peace Conference and rquest 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.*4’ 

The reprcscntativc of Canada pointed out that rcsolu- 
tion 242 (1967) remained the fundamental basis for a 
viable pcacc \cttlement, with due account of the legiti- 
mate aspirations of the Palestinians. tie endorsed the 
call for the resumption of the Peace Conference which 
should as a first step set up negotiations mandated 
under resolution 338 (I 973).“’ 

The representative of the USSR restated his Govcrn- 
ment’s long-standing proposals regarding the settlement 
of the Middle East problem and the reconvening of the 
Geneva Confercr -5. 11~ added th?t t>c 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- 
minatlon 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 
Secretary-(icncral would draw the attention of the 
world community to the tense and dangerous situation 
in the Middle East. He concluded that the USSR as one 
Co-Chairman stood ready to resume the Peace Confer- 
ence at the earliest opportunity.14y 

AI the 1997th meeting on 29 March 1977, the 
rcprcsentativc 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 itself 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 
read) and willing to attend another Peace Conference at 
any lime ;tnd IU discuss all substantive issues without 
prc-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 btatcd 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 \I:62. but if such ;I deciston was not possible, he 
would t’.Ivour ;IdJournment until ;I more auspicious 
monlclil “‘I 

I he reprsbcntativa of Fr;\ncc praised the Secretary- 
Gencr;ll’s report and cmphahilcd In particular the fact 
-. -~ ._. 

that all the interested parties had recognired that it was 
of vital importance not to lose the momentum won so 
far and to see to it that efforts continued to that end 
without interruption. He expressed hope that all the 
parties would make the required efforts to allow a 
reconvening of the Peace Confcrcncc.J>l 

The representative of the Federal Republic of Germa- 
ny drew the attention of the Council to the common 
policy towards the Middle Feast developed among the 
nine States of the European Community. tic rcstatcd 
his Government’s firm belief that Israel should bc read) 
to recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinian 
people within the framework of a comprchsnqlvc scttlt~- 
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 early 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 resumed 
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 rcpre>enta- 
live 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 
efforts of the Government of the United States, and that 
the various cndeavours were geared towards the com- 
mon goal of returning to the Geneva Conference in the 
second half of the year, provided all parties showed 
flexibility on the issues involved. He expressed his 
conviction that the peace process would be furthered 
through the early 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 self-determination of the P;llestinl,ln 
people was the core of the MIddIe EUSI problem and 
that the General Assembly resolutions 3-36 (XXIX). 
3237 (XXIX), 3376 (XXX). 3379 (YXN) and 31’20. 
-- 
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but no longer Security Council resolutions 242 (1967) 
and 338 (1973). constituted a framework for a just or 
lasting solution of the questi0n.l” 

After the 1997th meeting the Security Council did 
not pursue rhc Secretary-General’s report any further. 

Decision of 26 May 1977 (2010th meeting): resolution 
408 (1977) 
AI 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 1977*‘L in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the 
period 23 November 1976 to 23 May 1977. During the 
period UNDOF had been able to contribute to the 
m;lintcnancc of the cease-fire called for by the Security 
Council in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-Gener- 
al briefly referred 10 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 10 a draft resolution.“’ 
hflcr a short intervention by the Secretary-General, 
who informed the Council of the assent to the extension 
by both parties.z’l the draft resolution was put to the 
vote and adopted as resolution 408 ( 1977) by I2 votes to 
none; three members did not participate in the voting.15P 
The resolution reads as follows: 

The S’rcurir~ Council. , 

I/u~~ng ronsidrrrd 1hc report of the Secretary-General on Ihe 
Ijnilcd Nations Dircngagcmcnt Observer Force. 

Hobrng nurrd 1hc elfor1s made IO c\tabhrh a durable and just peace 
in the Mtddle East .lrca and 1hc urgent need IO continue and intensify 
such cfforls. 

E~prrrting conzrm over the prevaihng state of tension in the area, 

Drcrdrs. 

(a) To call upon the parlIes concerned IO implement immediately 
Sccurily Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 Oclokr 1973; 

(b) To rtneu 1hc mandate uf the limtcd hinttons Dtscngagemcn! 
Obwver Force for another pcrwd of six months. that is. until 30 
\o*cmbcr 1977. 

(I ) To rcquc51 1hc Secretary-(icncral IO subml1 at the end of this 
pcrd .I rcporl on Ihc dcvclupmcnl\ In Ihe sItui((wn and the me;lruro 
I.I~CII 10 lmplcmcnl rcwlulion !  JrC ( I97 1) 

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: 

AI I\ known. Ihc rcporr a~f Ihc Sccre1ary-Gcncral on the United 
%a~w,nt Dl>engagcmen1 Obscr\cr Force (S:l!3)3) states in para- 

graph 3I that “ihe prc\cnt quw m the Ivxl-Syria WCIW should not 
obscure the fact that rhc main elements of the Mlddlc lia\t prublenl 
remain unresolved and !hdt Ihc wuatton an rhc :lrra will wntinuc III 
be unstable and dangcroub unless real progrc\\ cdn ww~ bc rn.~dc 
lowards a jus1 and durable scillemcni of 1hc problem In all II\ 
aspects”. This sla!cmcnl of the SccrelaryGencr.~l rcflccls the VICW of 
Ihe Security Council 

He added that the delegations of Benin. China and the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had asked him IO say that, as 
they had not participated in the vote on the resolution. 
they took the same position with regard 10 his slatcrncnt 
on behalf of the members of the Council jhl’ 

In statcmcnts after the adoption uf the resolution 
members of the Council expressed I heir ;~pp~cciation for 
the work done by UNDOF and voiced considcrablc 
concern that the pursuit of a comprehcnsivc pcacc 
settlement in accordance with resolution 33X (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 mecting): rcsolu- 
lion 416 (1977) 
At the 2035th meeting on 21 October 1977. the 

Security Council included the report of the Secrctary- 
General on the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UNEF) dated I7 October 19771b1 in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNEF for the 
period 19 October 1976 to 17 October 1977. The 
Secretary-General indicated that Ihe functions and 
responsibilities of UNEF had not chanpcd, 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 cf- 
forts had been made during the period under review to 
promote an early 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*bz 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 prwcdurc of opcratwc p;tr;lpr.rph I c’. the Sccurll) 
Councd would request the Sccrclary-(;cncrdl IU wbnrlr by 24 &tuber 
l97U a report on the dcvclopmcn1r In 1hc SIIU:IIIMI end on the \tcpr 

lakcn lo implement Council rcsoluiion 338 (1973) Mcmbcr, of ihc 
Council have asked me IO make it clear 1hd1. ,hould dcvclopmcnrs 
occur which would lead the Sccre1ary-General IO cwwder it approprl- 
ale lo rcporl lo the Council a1 an earllcr dale. ihcy uuuld of cour~c 
CnpCCl him IO do \o. and rha1 he wrll continue hl\ cfforr\ to assist 1hc 
early rcsumptwn of Ihc ncgorlalmns for a comprchcnslvc settlcmcnt III 
Ihe Mlddlc E~\I 

lb1 S/ I2 149. \ub,cyucml 
(19771 
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He added that the delegations of China and the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya had asked him to say that they would 
not participate in the vote on the draft resolution and, as 
;I result. did not subscribe to the agreed statement which 
he had juhl read out on behalf of the Council mem- 
hers :n’ 

After a brief 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 v0te.l”’ It reads as follows: 

Ht~~uIIfng II\ rcsolumm 338 (1973) of 22 O~lobcr, 340 (1973) of 
2s Octk>bcr and 341 (1973) uf 27 Oclobcr 1971. 346 (1974) of II April 
.~ntl 362 (19741 of 23 October 1974. 368 (197.0 of 17 April. 371 
(lg75) of 24 July .~ntl 378 (19751 of 23 Ocwbcr 1075. and 396 (1976) 
111 ?? O~~~,bcr 1976. 

//mrn,~ m/cd Ihc devclopmcn~r m the ~IIU~IIIW In the Middle Earl. 

A’I,ccI//I~I~: Ihc Sccrctary.(;cncral’\ view that any relaxation of Ihe 
wdrch for a cumprchcnsivc sclllcmcnl cuvcrlng all arpccls of the 
V~ddlc I.art pwblcrn wuld be d;~npcrou\ and 111, hope Ihal urgent 
cff~~r~\ wuuld bc undcrldkcn by all cuncerncd IO ~acklc Ihe Middle 
f:;l\l prl,blcm on alI IIS ,~~pec~r. ullh a view both IO mainlalning quiet 
on Ihc repum .Ind 10 arrlvln8 .\I ~hc cumprchcn\lvc wttlcmcnc called 
for b) ~hc Sccurlt) (‘ounc~l in II\ rcwlulion >Jtt (1973). 

A~~II!I~ lh.11 IIIC Sccrcl.lr>-(icncral recommend\ Ihe cxlcnrion of 
rhc mand;~ IC ul I hc I’orcc for one year. 

I Ih rd4*c 

(rr) To call upon all Ihe parlIes concerned to implcmcni immcdiale- 
I> .\ccurll) ( uunc~l rcwlullon 338 (1973): 

(h) ‘I’u rcncu Ihc mandate of the Umicd Naliunr Emergency Force 
for J pcrwd uf one year. thal IS. until 24 Oclobcr 1978. 

tc.) lo rcquc\t the Sccwdry-General IO submit a~ the end of this 
period ti repor on the dcvclopmcn~s in the siluallon and on Ihc steps 
lakcn mu lmplcmcnr rcwlulwn 33X (1973). 

2 C r~w~\~~~ II) ‘on/ltltiwr lh31 the Force VIII bc maintained 
ulth n~.~\~mun, cfflclcncy Jnd ccumuny. 

Heprescnlativcs praised the .work of UNEF, but 
stressed the need for quick and substantial progress in 
the pc;~cc effort\, ehpccially in the attempt to reconvene 
lhc (icncv.1 Pcacc Confcrsncc, so that the Council could 
envisapc the date when UNEF would no longer be 
rcquircd lo keep the peace in the area. 

Decision 01 \(I November 1977 (205 1st meeting): reso- 
lution 421) (1977) 
At the 705lst meeting on 30 November 1977. the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
Gcncral on the (Jnited Nations Disengagement Observ- 
cr Force (UNDOF) dared 23 November 19771’5 in its 
agenda. 

The report dcscrlbcd the activities of UNDOF for the 
pcrlod 24 h1;1y 10 23 November 1977. The Secretary- 
(;cncr;ll noted that during the period covered by the 
report C;NI)Of: had continued to carry out its mandate 
.lnd conrrlbtrrc to the maintenance of the cease-fire as 

called for in resolution 338 (1973). The Secretary-&n- 
cral indicated that intensive efforts had been made 
during Ihe past year IO promote an early resumption of 
the negotiating process with the aim of reaching a just 
and lasting peace in the area and that these cfforls 
continued. He concluded by recommending the exten- 
sion of the mandate of UNDOF for another six months 
until 3 I 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.2M After a brief statement by the Secretary- 
General, the draft resolution was put to the vote and 
adopted as resolution 420 (1977) by I2 votes 10 none: 
three members did not participate in the vote.z”’ The 
resolution reads as follows: 

Having mnxidrrrd the report of the ScsrctJryX;cncrJl on \hc 
United Nations Dlscngagcmcnt Observer Force. 

Hovrng norrrl lhc cffurlh m.idc lu cwbllsh J durable and JU~I pact 
in the Middle Earl area and Ihe urgcnl nerd IO conllnuc and mwnsify 
such efforts. 

Exprrtcing rc,ncw~ over Ihc prcvaillng SI;IIC of lenwun m the area. 

lkrrdrs 

(0) To call upon the parties concerned IU unplcmcn~ inrmrdia~rl! 
Sccurily Council resolul~on 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973: 

(b) To rcnw the mandalc of Ihe United Nations Discngagcmcnl 
Observer Force for another period of six months. thal is. until 31 May 
1978. 

(c) To rquerl the Secretary-Gcncral IO subtmt at the end of thls 
period a report on the dcvclopmcn~s in the silualiun and the measures 
taken to implemcnc roolulion 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 repor of the Secrclary-(icncrat on the Unltcd 
Nations Disengagement Observer Force (S/t 2453) slalcs. in pr.r. 
graph 32. thal “the prcrcnl quiet m the Israel-Syrta wzlor bhuuld noI 
ubscurc the f.1~1 lh.iL the maln clcmcntr al Ihe Mlddlc L:.I\I problw 
remam unrcwlvcd rnd lhnl the \iluatwn in Ihc arc;, will cunltnuc III 
be unslablc and dangeruub unless real prugrcss can soon bc nwdc 
towards a ju\I and durable sclltrmcnl of the prublcm III aIt II> 
;IS~XIS” Thi, r(aicmcnl of the Sccrclary.(icncral rcflccts the vicu of 
the Sccurlly Cuunctl 

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.**’ 

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



lkcision of 19 hlarch I978 (2074th meeting): resolution 
425 (1078) 
Rv Ictterlby dated 17 March 1978 addressed to the 

P&dent of the Security Council, the representative of 
Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the Council, 
pursuant to his previous Ietterr’O dated I5 March 1978 
in which he had informed the President of a large-scale 
attack by Israeli land, air and naval forces against 
Lebanese territory. 

Ry letter *‘I dated 17 March 1978 addressed to the 
President of the Council and with reference to his 
previous letter *‘I dated 13 March 1978. the rcpresenta- 
tivc of Israel also requested a meeting of the Council to 
consider continuous acts of terror and violence against 
lsracli civilians, together with the frequent shelling, 
sabotage incursions, bombing and murder being pcrpe- 
trated from Lebancsc territory against Israel, such as 
the attack on I I March by a PLO murder squad on the 
tiailii-Tel Aviv highway. 

AI its 207lst meeting on I7 March 1978, the Security 
(‘ouncil included the two letters in its agenda without 
objectton. Following the adoption of the agenda, the 
representatives of Lebanon, Israel, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Mongolia. Pakistan, Qa- 
tar, Sudan. Syrian Arab Republic, Vict 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 207lst meeting, the Council 
decided, by vote, to Invite the representative of the PLO, 
in accordance with the Council’s previous practice, to 
participate in the debate and to take a scat at the 
Council tab1c.r:’ 

The Council considered the two items on its agenda 
during it.\ 207 1st to 2074th meetings on 17 to I9 March 
1978. 

At the 207lst meeting on I7 March 1978, the 
rcpresentativs of Lebanon briefly outlined the dimen- 
sions of the renewed Israeli aggression and urged the 
United Nations to uphold the spirit and letter of the 
Charter and prevent Israel from according itself 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- 
ers.:” 

The representative of Israel expressed his conviction 
that both States wanted to see the sovereignty of 
Lebanon restored and charged that the Security Council 
in refusing to condemn terrorist actions against Israel 
had betrayed its mandate to promote the establishment 
and maintenance of international peace and security, as 

YOIC) 

proclaimed in Articles 24 and 26 of the Charter. He 
held that the Israeli actions in Lebanon were carried out 
in accordance with its right of self-dcfence as the LJnitcd 
Nations had been unable IO 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 Lebancsc 
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 comprchcnsivc peace binding all peoples in the 
area.“’ 

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

At the 2072nd meeting on I8 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 Secrctary- 
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 Israeli 
trwops.2” 

At the same meetmg the representative of France 
deplored the recurrence of violence in the area, called 
for a cease-tire and the immediate withdrawal of the 
Israeli 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.lM 

At the beginning of the 2073rd meeting on I8 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 delibcr- 
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 ;I 
United Nations peace-keeping force would offer the best 
hope to stabilize the sttuation and to renew the peace 

I’* /hid I\r~cl. pars\ X-70 
I” /bid Jordan. parar ‘3-84 
I“ lbrd I tb\an Arab Jamahlrlyd. pard\ 107-124. PLO, para. 

126.13R. Syrian Arab Rcpubllc. paras 8-- IOJ. alw 2072nd mectln? 
huwall. pra\ 27.46 

I’” 2072nd mlg Eg)pI. pnra\ 7.25 
‘~0 /bid France. paras 47.50 
I”’ 2073rd mtg . para 4 The draft rcwlulwn (Sl2610) ~2. 

subsequently adopted wtthwr change as resolutton 425 (1978) 
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process and declared his Government’s rcadincss to 
contribute to such a peace-keeping force >a? 

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 lerritory; 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 area: 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/l 2610) 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 Secretary-General as called 
for in the draft resolution.” 

The representative of India described the Israeli 
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 ignore 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 ordcr.1”’ 

The represcntativc of the USSR strongly condemned 
the Israeli aggression against Lebanon and the Palestin- 
ian refugees 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 effective steps 
in accordance with the Charter to put an end to that 
aggression and demand the immediate withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from Lebanese territory :g’ 

At the beginning of the 2074th meeting on 19 March 
1978. the representative of Lebanon 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 v0te.l” 

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 Israeli 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 I2 votes in favour, none 
against. and 2 abstentions as resolution 425 (1978); one 
delegation did not participate in the vote.za* The resolu- 
tion reads as follows: 

Thr Srcurtr)~ Council. 
7ukmg nofr of the lellcrr from the Permanent Reprocntatlvc of 

Lcb.lnon And from the Pcrmancnt Reprercntarivc of Israel. 
Iiubrnx heard the statements of the Permanent Rcprcscntatlvu of 

Lcbdnon and Israel. 

Grovcl~. concrmrd at the deterioration of the situation in the 
Middle Easi and II\ consequences IO the mamtenancc of international 

pcacc. 

Convrncud that the present srtuation rmpcdes the achievement of a 
JUS! pcacc in the Mlddle East. 

I (‘o//c for strrct respect for the territorial integrity. sovereignty 
dnd pol~~~~l lndepcndcncc of Lebanon within its internationally 
recognvcd boundarIes: 

? (‘0ll.1 rrpon I\racl immediately IO cease 115 mihiary action 
Jp.lln\t l.cb.rncsc icrriiorial Integrity and withdraw forthwith its 
force\ fn~~l JII I cbdncsc tcrrilory; 

1 hrdr~c. in Ihe Ilght of the requcri of Ihc Government of 
Lebanon. IO c\iabllsh rmmedrarcly under IIS authority a United 
NatIon\ lnlcrlm force for Southern Lebanon for the purpose of 
conflrmlng the wIthdrawal of Israel1 forces. rcslormg iniernatronal 
pcacc rnd vxurlty and assrsting the Govcrnmenc of Lebanon in 
cn\urln# ihe return of II\ cffccllve authorrty In the area. the force IO 
bc cumpscd of personnel drawn from Member SIJIO. 

4 Htiy~rccr~ Ihc SccrctJry~Gcncral IO rcvri IO the Councd 
ulrhln ~wcrli)-four hours on Ihe ~mplcmeniai~on of the present 
rcdullon 
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Chapter 1’111. Mainlenance of internrlional peace and security 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the represen- 
tative of Kuwait expressed his disappointment that the 
Israeli 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 sovereignty, 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. 
tic also was concerned about lsracl’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.lW 

The representative of France underlined that the 
United Nations force to 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’etre of UNTSO 
would not be removed by the presence of the new force 
and that his Government was ready to participate 
directly in the force.*p’ 

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 Forcc.lP: 

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.*p’ 

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 
earliest 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 to confirming the 
cessation of military action in the area, as a prerquisite 
for the implementation of the other parts of the 
resolution.*9’ 

Decision of 19 March 1978 (2075th meeting): resolution 
426 (1978) 
In pursuance of resolution 425 (1978) concerning the 

establishment of the United Nations Interim Force in 
Lebanon (UNIFIL), the Secretary-General submitted 
to the Council on the same day his rcportlq’ in which he 
outlined the terms of reference of the Force, general 

:Og 2074th mlg Kuwdll. pdras 46..(I 

I” Ibrd. France. paras 53.55. 
N’ Ibid Unilcd Sralcs. pdrds M-58 
H’ lbrd Prc\idcnl (C’nltcd KlnRdom). p.,r,~t 61 .h4 
:“’ /hid SCCrC1dr)i~~;CflCr.I~. pardr 67.60 

I” For the report dated IV March 1978. WC \, 1161 I, OH. JJrd yr 
Su/$ /or Jonuor,.March IV’X. pp hl .h? 

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 I9 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- 
tionzM approving that report and setting up the lntcrim 
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,*9’ 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.*9y 
The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcurirv Council 

I Approw the rcporl of the Secretary-General on the imple. 
menldllon of Sccurily Council rcsolulion 425 (1978). contained tr. 
document S/1261 1 of 19 March 1978: 

2. Drrldrs lhal lhc Umted Nations lntcrlm Force in Lebanon 
shall bc cslabllshed m accordance with the above-mcnlioncd reporl for 
an imlldl Period of sia months, and that il shall cownuc in opcralton 
thcrcaflcr. If rcqulrcd. provided the Securely Council so decides 

After the vote the representative of the United States 
indiqted his delegation’s understanding that under the 
authority of General Assembly resolution 321214, 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 Secretary-General announced that he would 
immediately proceed to put into effect the plan of action 
for the despatch of the Force and instruct Lieutcnant- 
General Slilasvuo, Chief Co-ordinator of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle East. to 

z”. S/l !hl!. scSquenlly adoplcd wthour change as rcsolulton 4?h 
ll9:nl 
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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.ml 
Decision of 3 May 1978 (2076th meeting): resolution 

427 (1978) 
Following a number of progress rtports”‘r regarding 

the establishment and functioning of UNIFIL, the 
Secretary-General, in a letter dated I May 1978,“” 
informed the Council that the Chief Co-ordinator of 
United Nations Peace-keeping Missions in the Middle 
East 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 area, he considered it neces- 
sary to 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 each 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.M’ He then 
put the draft resolution to the vote; it received 12 voles 
in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions, and was 
adopted as resolution 427 (1978); one member did not 
participate in the voting.W The resolution reads as 
follows: 

lfovrng ~cmr~drrrd lhc ICIIC~ dared I May 197g from the Secrctnry- 
Cicncral IO the Prctidcnt of the Sccur~ty Council. 

H~~~~oltrnp II\ rcxolullons 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) of I9 March 
IYlX, 

I 4p/v~t~ct the inc‘rcasc In the strength of the Umtcd NatIons 
lnlcr~m l.urcc in I.cbJflun requested by the Sccrclary-General from 
4.000 to approrlmalcly 6,OWl troop; 

2 Takr.f n~/r of the wtthdrawal of lsracll forces that has taken 
place so far. 

1 C’rrll.c upon I\racl IO complete its ulthdrawal from all L&a. 
new tcrrl~ory wIthout any further delay: 

4 f)rp/orr~ the altacks on the l,nllcd NatIons lorcc lhat have 
occurred and demands full rcspcc[ for the Unilcd Nallons Force from 
all parttcs 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 hc would 
now seek to bring into the Force the three additional 
contingents from Fiji, Iran and Ireland 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 UNJFIL soldiers in the discharge of their task. 
Several representatives condemned the failure of Israel 
lo carry out the provisions of resolution 425 (1978) and 
to withdraw immediately and completely from Lebanese 
land;‘O” one delegation even called for measures under 
Chapter VII of the Charter if Israel continued in its 
defiance of the Council’s resolutions.m 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.rrO 

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 I7 May 
1978 dated I7 May 1978”’ in its agenda. 

The report described the activities of UNDOF for the 
period 24 November 1977 to I7 May 1978. During the 
period UNDOF had been able to 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 rcsolu- 

‘0. Ihl‘i pJrJ\ J- 10 
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tion.“’ The draft resolution was put to the vote and 
adopted as resolution 429 (1978) by 14 voles 10 none; 
one member did not participate in the voting.“’ The 
resolution reads as follows: 

The Sccuriry Council. 

~ovtng considcrtd the repor of the Secretary-ticneral on the 
United Natrons Discngagemcnl Observer Force, 

Having noted the efforts made IO csrablrsh a durable and JUSI peace 
in the Middle East area and rhc urgent need IO continue and inlenrify 
such cfforrs. 

&.rprrssing ronccrn over rhc prevailing state of tension in the area. 

Drcidcr. 

(u) To call upon rhc parties concerned to implemenl immediately 
Securily Council resolution 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973: 

(D) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Discngrgcment 
Observer Force for another period of six momhs. th.11 is. umil 30 
Nuvcmbcr 1978; 

(r) To request the SecrclaryGcncral tu submrl a~ the end of this 
period a report on the dcvclopmcnts in the situation and on the 
measures taken IO implcmcnl resolution 3g8 (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 Discngagcmcnt Observer Force (S/12710) states in para- 
graph 36 that “the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector is. however. 
basically precarious, The marn elements of the Middle East problem 
remain unresolved and the situation in the arca as a whole will 
continue IO be unstable and dangerous until real progress can soon be 
made towards a just and durable settlcmcnc 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.‘r4 

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.116 

Decision of I8 September 1978 (2085th meeting): 
resolution 434 (1978) 
At the 2085th meeting on 18 September 1978, the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Interim Force in Leba- 
non (UNIFIL) for the perid 19 March to I3 Septem- 
ber 1978 dated 13 September 19781” in its agenda. 

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

I’) S/12721. adopted without change as rcsolutron 429 (1978) 
I” For the vole. rce 2079!h mrp , para 2 
I” fbld, para 3 

‘I’ For thus suggestton. rbid LSSR. para 29 
)‘* Ibrd.. Kuwarl. para IO 
“‘S’I2845. ON. JJrd ,‘I. Suppl /or Jul,-Srpr 197X. pp 51.57 

Invrta~rons 10 the Councrl mccrrngc on thl\ rcpur~ wcrc Issued at the 
2086th mectrng See below for rclcvanr dcrall\ 

l3 Septcmbcr 197X. The Secretary-Gcncral pointed WI 
that in the first six months of its cxistcncc UN II~II had 
developed cohesion and succeeded in cxcrtrng control 
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 dr 
/oclo armed groups in the area commanded by Major 
Haddad. As a result, the full dcploymcnr of the Force 
and the restoration of the authority of the Lcbancse 
Government in the whole area of operation had been 
prevented. In view of this situation a removal of 
UNIFIL would have disastrous conscqucnccs. As the 
Government of Lebanon had informed him th;tt it was 
fully in agreement with an extension of the mandate, the 
Secretary-General recommended IO 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 I9 September 1978. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
drew the attention of the Council members to a draft 
resolutionl’” sponsored by the United States and to two 
letters received from the representative of Lebanon119 
and from the representative of 1srael’zo 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 resolution 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. ‘:I The resolution reads as follows: 

Rtd/rnR 11s rcsolutrons 42s (1978) and 426 (1’178) u1 I9 March 
and 427 (1978) of 3 May 1978. 

HccollrnR ,n parrtr,ulor that. in IIS rcsulu!run 425 I I97h). Ihc 
Councrl c.rllcd for strrc‘t rctpcc~ for the ~crr~tor~al rntcprrty. srwerergn- 
I) and polr~rcal indcpcndcncc of Lebanon wrthrn II\ rntcrnatiunally 
rccogmrcd boundarrcs. 

Grovr/.v roncrrnrd aI the scrrous condrlions rn l.cb.tnon. whrch 
continue lo endanger Ihc achrevcmcnr of a JUSI anti IJstrng \&Iron of 
the Mrddlc East questjon. 

Hr.Wing con.sidrrrd rhe report of the Sccrct.rry-General dalcd I3 
Septcmbcr 1978 on the rmplcmemation of [he above-mcntroned 
rcsolut~ons. 

Commrndq the outstanding performance of the Lnrtcd hations 
lnlcrrm Force In Lebanon rn scckrng to carry out IIS mandate as 
cstablrshcd rn rcsolu~~ons 425 (1978) and 426 (1978). 

nerp/~ vtr\rd al the loss of lrfe suffered by !hc Force. 

1” S/I 284U. adopted urthou! change as resolu!ron 434 (1978) 
“pS/12835 (rdcnrrcal to S/I 2834). In this Ic~tcr. dated 5 Scptcm- 

her l97U. the rcprcscnratrvc of Lebanon protested sharply against the 
lsraclr accron. whrch he described as a blatant breach of the 
agrccmcnts c\tablrshrng LUIFIL. and the schcdulc of the lsrach with- 
drawal 

1~oS/12M40. tbtd, p 45 In hrc brref rcbultal d.rrcd 8 Scplcmbcr 
1978. the represcntarlvc of Israel srmply astcrtcd rhac Israel had 
complctcd the ulthdr.ru.rl, .rs agreed rn accorddnsc wrth rcsolulron 
425 (197~1. J-d rh:rr thcrcforc Ihc Lebanese charges uerc unfounded 

‘:I f-or fhc $dc. WC YlgCth mrg, para 3 
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(‘on.rcro~rr of rhc progrc\s aIrcad> achwcd h) the Force toward\ 

the cstabllnhmcnt of pcacc and sccur~t~ III Swthcrn Lebanon 

.YIJII~R *r/h roncrrn lhat the Force hJc cnwuntcred obstacles III 
dcploylng freely throughout il\ arca of opcratlon and that II has not 
been possible a\ ycc for the 1.cbanc.x Govcrnmcnr fully to restore tts 
authorlly owr all 11s Icrrllory in accorddncc *lth resolution 425 

(19781, 

Supporting the efforts of the Secretary-General and takmg Into 
account the observations III his report describing the problems 
encountered b) the Force in carrying out its mandate. 

Dr~cmtintid IO sccurc urgcnlly the total fulfilment of the mandate 
and obJcclivcs of the Force m accordance with resolutions 42s (1978) 
and 426 (1978). 

Arrrng In rc\ponsc to Ihc request of the Lcbanccc Government. 

I Dccidrs IO renew the mandalc of the Unltcd NatIons Interim 
Force in I.cbanon for a period of four months, that is, until I9 

January 1979; 

2 (‘u//c upon Israel, Lebanon and all others concerned to 
co-upcrd~c fully and urgently with the Unlicd Nations in the 
Implcmcntalmn of Sccurlty Counctl rcsohions 425 (1978) and 42h 
f 1978). 

1 Hrc(ur~rr the Secretary-General IO report IO the Sccur~~y 
(‘ouncll in IWVO months on the implcmcntation of the present resolution 
in order IO allow II to assess the wuatlon and to caamme what further 
mcawrc\ \hould hc taken, and IO report agaln at the end of the 
four month pcrwd 

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

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.” 

At 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 
decitlcd. by vote. to invite ths rcprescntativc of the Pt.0 
in i\cCc)rd;\nTc with previous practice. I:* 

At the 2086th meeting the reprcsentattvcs of Leba- 
non. Isrxl and the PLO amplified their positions 

regarding the continued deadlock in Southern Lebanon 
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 attcn;pt to put 
an end to the cycle of violence 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 resolutionl” which the members had 
before them. The draft resolution was put to the vote 
and adopted unanimously as resolution 436 ( 1978).‘ln 
The resolution reads as follows: 

h’~lrng rrrh ~rovr concern the dctcrlorulmg wuallon in fkwut and 
IIS surroundings. 

Drrpl) grlrtrd at the consequent loss of MC. human suffering and 
phywal dcstructwn. 

Nofrng the ,Ippcal made on 4 Octolxr 1978 by the President of the 
Security C‘ouncll and the Sccrctar).Gcncral, 

I (‘o//r up<>n all those Imolvcd in hostilities in Lebanon to put 
.~n end IO act\ of vlolcncc and obscrvc scrupulously an immediate and 
C~~CCIIVC ccaw.flrc and cessation of hostilitiu so that internal peace 
and natronal rcconciliatlon may be restored based on the preservation 
of Lebancsc unity. tcrritorlal Integrity, indcpcndence and national 
sovcrc~gnty. 

2 C’ollx upon all mvolvcd to allow units of the International 
Comrmttce of the Red Cross into the area of conflict to cvacuatc the 
wounded and provide humanitarian assistance: 

3 Supporrr the Secretary-General in his efforts and rqucsts him 
lo contmuc these efforts to bring about a durable cease-ftrc and to 
keep the Sccurlty Council tnformcd 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.lJP 

Decision of 23 October 1978 (2091st meeting): resolu- 
tion 438 (1978) 
At the 209lst meeting on 23 October 1978, the 

Security Council included the report of the Secretary- 
General on the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UNtlF) for the period 25 October 1977 to 1’ October 
1978 dated I7 October 1978JM in 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 efforts to implement resolution 338 
(IY73) had been dealt with in a comprehensive report”’ 

1:’ S/I 2xX3. Jdoptcd wlrhout change as rwlullon 436 (1978). 
I:’ I or the VOIC. ICC 2Otioth mlg . yra 5 
‘3 IhlJ, FJ’” 6 
I’” S/I 2R97. OR jjrd II, SuppI for Ocr -DC 19’8. pp 32-35 
‘I’ SO?W~O rhrd. pp 21.31 The report covcrcd thr prmclpal 

dc\clopmcn~~ III the Mlddlc Eat! smce the last comprchcnslvc report 
I\\ucd b) the Secretary-General on I8 May I971 
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on the Middle East problem which he had submitted on 
17 October 1978 in pursuance of General Assembly 
resolution 32120 of 25 November 1977. 

The Secretary-General concluded that despite the 
prevailing quiet in the Egypt-Israel 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 209lst meeting. Following the 
adoption of the agenda, the President drew the attention 
of the Council members to a draft resolutionJJJ 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 
I2 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 438 
(1978); one delegation did not participate in the vot- 
ing.)” The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr Srcuriry Council. 

Rrcolling its resolutions 338 (1973) ol 22 October. 340 (1973) of 
25 October and 341 (1973) of 27 Octotxr 1973. 346 (1974) of 8 April 
and 362 (1974) of 23 O&okr 1974. 368 (1975) of I7 April, 371 
(1975) ol 24 July and 378 (1975) of 23 October 1975. 396 (1976) of 
22 October 1976.and 416 (1977) of 21 October 1977. 

Having considcrrd the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Emergency Force. 

Rrculling the Secretary-General’s view that the situation in the 
Middle Easy as a whole continua to be unstable and po~cnt~olly 
dangerous and is likely to remrm so unless and until a cumprchcnsivc 
scttlemcnt covering all aspects of the Middle EM problem can bc 
reached. and his hope that urgent cflorts will bc pursued by all 
concerned to tackle the problem in all’ its aspects. with a view both IO 
mamtrinin# quiet in the region and to arrrving at a JUSI and durable 
peace settlement. as called for by the Security Councrl rn IIS resolution 
338 (1973). 

I. Lkcidrs IO renew the mandate of the Unltcd Nations Emcr- 
gency Force for a period of nine months, that is. until 24 July 1979; 

2. Rrqursts 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 tmplcment Security Councd resolution 338 (1973). 

3. Exprrsm IIJ confidrncr that the Force wrll be maintained 
wtth maxtmum 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 
sptkd 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 separate agreement 
sponsored by the United States. t(is Government viewed 
the ongoing talks between Israel and Egypt as contra- 
dicting the task of establishing la\tinp peace in the 
region and suggested again that the Geneva Conference 

“:S/l2899. adopted wrrhout change a\ ~CIO~UIIO~ 438 (1978) 
I” For the Prcsldcnt’s stn~cmcnt and the \011nc. WC 2091~ mtp. 
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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 expect the 
Secretary-General to inform to Council immediately 
and thoroughly if the situation changed dramatically.JJ’ 

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 the compro- 
mise of nine months. In view of various remarks by 
other delegations, he argued that the negotiations which 
were held in Washington within the framework of the 
Camp David agreements were cxprcssly tied in with the 
commitment in resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) 
to work towards a full and comprehensive settlement in 
the Middle East. While his Government agreed that the 
Secretary-General should inform the Council of signifi- 
cant changes in the deployment 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 rcason- 
able latitude in this respect.“* 

Decision of 30 November 1978 (210lst meeting): reso 
lution 441 (1978) 
At the 2lOlst 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 I8 May to 24 
November 1978 dated 24 November 1978”’ in its 
agenda. 

The report of the Secretary-General described the 
activities of UNDOF for the period of I8 May to 24 
November 1978. The Secretary-General observed 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 settlement 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 
2lOlst meeting. Following the adoption of the agenda, 
the President drew the attention of the Council mem- 
bers to a draft resolutionJJ* which he immediately put lo 
the vote. It was adopted by 14 votes to none as 

I” ?09I\t mrg USSR. pars\ 1. :j For .r rlmllar uarnmg agamst 
the 1dc.t of using the Force 1~) ICT.C a rcparalc aprccmcnt. ibid: 
C‘rcchoslovakla, parer !I-?6 

I” IhId, Kuwait. parar JO-39 
‘lb IhId, Lnltcd SUI~L Paras JI.Jh 
‘I. S/I 2934. OR ?!rJ i r Su,-p/j, r G-r -I)cc IP’X. pp 64-67. 
“I S’I!941. .tdoorcd wIthout cha-ec as rcwlutlon 441 (1978) 
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resolution 441 (1978); one delegation did not participate 
in the voting. JJp The resolution reads as follows: 

Thr S-n-urrry C’ounrrt. 

~juving mnrrdrwd the report of the Secretary-ficncral on the 
Unltcd Nations disengagement Obscrvcr Force. 

Decidrs 

(0) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediately 
Security council rcrolulion 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 3 I May 

1979. 

(0 To rqucst the Sccrctary-General IO submit at the end of this 
pcrod a report on the developments in the rituatton and the mcasurw 
taken IO implement resolution 338 (1973). 

Regarding the resolution just adopted. the President 
made the following complementary statement on behalf 
of the Council: 

AS ts known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Dircngagcmcnt Observer Force (S/12934) rtatu in parr- 
srrph 32 that “Dcsprte the prcscnt qurct tn the Israel-Syria sector. the 
situdtton in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially 
dangerous and ts likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive 
settlement covering all aspcts of the Middle East problem an bc 
reached”. Thor statement of the Secretary-General rcflccts the view of 
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 slatemcnLM 

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 supcrvision.“l 

Dtcision of 8 December 1978 (2106th meeting): statc- 
mcnt by the President 
At its 2106th meeting on 8 December 1978. the 

Security Council included the interim report of the 
Secretary-General under Security Council resolution 
434 (1978) cunccrning the United Nations Interim 
F’orcc in Lebanon (UNIFIL) dated 18 November 
1078”’ in its agenda. 

In his interim report on UNlFlL 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 USC 11s bcsr efforts IO ensure that its 
area of operation would not be used for hostile activities 

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 lift had been observed. However, 
despite UNIFIL efforts to secure full deployment in the 
area handed over by Israel IO the dc /ucro armed 
groups, little progress had been achicvcd and the Force 
had been subjceted to periodic harassment. 

The Secretary-General reaffirmed that an essential 
prc-condition for the success of UNIFIL was the 
co-operation of all concerned, but co-operation on the 
part of the Lebanese de/ho 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 authority and sovereignty 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 to 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 were invited to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion of the item.” 

After a brief 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),“’ the President made the following statement% 
which had been prepared in the course of consultations 
among members of the Council and which the Council 
approved by consensus?’ 

The Security Council has stud& the Sccrctary-General’s report 
contained in document S/I 2929, submtttcd tn pursuance of rcsolutton 
434 (1978) The Council assocrates ttulf wtth the YICWS of the 
Secretary-General )CI forth In the report rcgardrng the obstacles 
placed a~atnrt the full deployment of the United Nattons lntcrtm 
Force in Lebanon and against the 10~1 rmplcmcntatlon of resolutions 
425(1978)and426(1978) 

The Counctl crptcucs its deepest concern over the grave situation 
in Southern (.cbdnon. 

The Councrl II ronvmccd thnt thcsc oktdcles constrtutc a challenge 
to us nuthortty and a dcftancc of IIS wolutrons. The Council therefore 
demands the removal of these obstacles. spcciftcally dcscrtbal and 
rcfcrrcd IO tn the Sccrctary-General’s report under consideration. as 
ucll as in his prevrous reports submrttcd to the Council 

The Councrl lxl~cvcs that the unrmpcdcd deployment of the Force 
tn all parts of Southern Lebanon utll contrtbute signtficanlly IO the 
rcstoratron of the authortty of the Lcbancsc Government and Ihe 
preservation of LcbJnesc sovcrcrgnty within Lebanon’s mlernationalty 
rccognrxd bixInddrlu 

The Councrl therefore calls upin all rhosc not fully coopcrating 
urth the f.orcc. partrculrrl) Isr~c; to dcrrsr forthwith from intcrfcrmg 
wulth the opcratrons of the Forx I” Quthcrn Lebanon and demands 
[hai they comply fully wlrh,wt an) dcla) wrth rhc lmpkmCnlarion of 
rcwlu:ton\ .I:( I 197X) .tnd Jh (IQ’X) 

IL1 For dctJrIs. see chapter III 
I” 2106th mtg . pards 3.6 
‘- Ihd. p.ird 7 The statcmcnI was dk0 rssucd .ts S/ (2958. 
M’ /hrJ p.,r.l H 
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The Council calls upon Member States thdl .~IC in a position 10 do 
,o 10 bring IheIr innucncc IO bear on those cunccrncd so thJ\ the f’orcc 
ma) discharge 11s responsibilities unimpeded 

The Council notes with appreciation the cfror~s made by the 

Secretary-Gcncral and the United Nations staff. and the commanders 
and soldxrs of the Force for the implemcnlallon of rcsolulion 425 
(1978) It also takes this opportunity to express IIS parlicular 
appreciation IO the countries that have contributed troops or arc 
asslrling in the deployment and facilitaling the task of Ihc Force. 

The Council decides IO remain seized of the problem. and lo review 
the situation if and when necessary. before 19 January 1979. so as IO 

convder practical ways and means that will secure the full implcmcn- 
1.1Lwn of ils resolulions. 

Following the approval of the President’s staltmcnt, 
the representative of China announced that his delega- 
tion supported those points in the statement which 
condemned the continued Israeli defiance but dissociat- 
cd itself from anything relating to UNIFIL.“” Mcmbcrs 
of the Council criticized in varying degrees the obstruc- 
tion practiscd by the Israeli Government in Southern 
Lebanon and its continuous maintenance of the de facro 
forces serving as its proxy in violation of resolulions 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 resoIutions.“p 

The rcprcsenlativt 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,lW whereas the representative of Israel 
claimed that his Government had merely acted lo 
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): rcsolu- 
tion 444 ( 1979) 

At its 21 13th meeting on I9 January, the Security 
Council included the report of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon 
(UNIFIL) for the period I4 September 1978 !o I2 
January 1979 dated I2 January 1979”’ in its agenda. 

In the report covering the developments relating lo 
UNIFIL during four months since Sepbzmbcr 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 lo normal conditions; to extend its 
deployment in the border area; and to assist the 
Government of Lebanon in restoring its effgtive au- 
thority in the area. 

l” 2106th mlg.. Chlna. parar IO-11 
““See hcrc the slalcmcnls by KUW~II cnwsaglng Chapter \‘I1 
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Israel if IIS defiance contlnucd (rhrd. paras 35.361. 
rd. para I 12). whtch found the lack of authority of the 

peace-kccplng force Inrolerablc. and by the LSSR (~bld. para. 72) 
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ln the arca where it had full control. UNI till. had 
continued to take efl’ectlve action to prevent the entry of 
armed personnel and to provide the population with 
some measure of assurance and safety. However. despite 
energetic efforts there had been virtually no further 
progress in deploying the Force in the area in the south 
held by de /ucro 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 /&-IO forces under Major 
Haddad and the Israeli Defcnce Force. 

Taking into account all aspects of the prevailing 
situation. the Secretary-General rccommcnded the cx- 
tension of the m;ln&tc of IJNIFII. for ;I further period 
of six months. tlr :~ddcd th;\t the (icjvcrnmcnt of 
l.cbonon ugrccd 10 the cxtcnaion and cxprcsscd his 
conviction that, dcspitc all its dlfflcultics, UNIFIL 
performed an essenlially 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 mccting. Following the adoption of the agenda 
and subsequently during the meeting, the rcprcsenla- 
tives of Lebanon, Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic 
were invited, at their request, to participate in the 
discussion without the right to vote.l!’ 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 Ihe members of the 
Council had before them, to the vote; it was adopted by 
I2 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution 444 
(1978); one member did not participate in the voting.‘% 
The resolution reads as follows: 

Rrrollrn~ IIS resolutions 42s (1978) and 426 (19711) of I9 March. 
427(197g)of3M~yand434(1978)of18Scptcmbcr 197X. 

E(rro//rng o/so the sidicmcm made by the President of the Sccurtty 
Council on 8 December l97H IS/I 29%). 

Horing srudrrd the report of Ihe Secretary-General on the Utwcd 
hrations lntcrlm Force in I cbanon of I2 January 1979. contained in 
document S/I 3026 and Corr I. 

Exprrrring conrwn at the grave sIIua!ion III Soulhern Lebanon 
rctultlng from obstacles placed in the uay of the full implementation 
of rcsoIuIIons 425 (197R) and 426 (19781. 

Horrraring IIS CD~YI~~IIU~ ihal Ihc contlnuallon of Ihc situation 
constitutes a challcngc IO 11s rlulhwl) and a dcfiancc of iis 
rcsolutlons. 

Aor~ng *.lrh regrpr th;lt Ihe Force has reached the end of its second 
mrndatc uithout being enabled to complete all the larks assigned to it. 

SIressing that free Jnd unhampered movement for lhc Force is 
cwntlal for the fulfilmcnt oi 11s mandate wIthIn 1t5 cntlrc area of 
operatwn. 
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,,tc.rlng ,n rc,l~n~ IO the qwv of the Govcrnmcnt of Lcbdnon 
lJk!ng Into account Ihc report of the Sccrcl~r)~(;cncr~l. 

I. n~p/r,~,~ the lack of cwopcralion. p.tirricularly on the par1 of 

tsr~cl, with Ihe efforts of the Un10d Y;.lrlonc lnrcrrm Force in 
Lebanon fully IO irnplcmcnt IIS m.!ndalc. rncludmg A~YI\L:~IKC lent by 
tsracl 10 Irregular armed groups In Southern Lebanon. 

2 Aotrl wrrh greor opprecrurron the efforts bclng made by the 

Sccrctary-Gcncral, 1hc commanders and soldrcrs of 1hc Force and the 
slJff’ of 1hc United Nations. as well as by C,ovcrnmcnts which have 
lent their assistance and co-opcrallon; 

3 Exprrrses IIS sorixfocrrwr with the declared policy of the 
Government of Lebanon and 1hc steps already taken for 1hc dcploy- 
men! of the Lcb~ncsc army in the south and encourages it 10 increase 
115 efforts. in co-ordination with the Force. 10 rc.cstabhsh its authorrty 
tn Iha area. 

4 f)rcrJr\ IO renew the mandate of the Force for a period of five 
monlhs. !hal I>. un1il I9 June 1979; 

5 (bllr up,,n Ihc SecretaryGeneral and the Force to continue 10 
ldkc all cffcc~~ve measures deemed necessary in accordance with the 
approved guldchncs and terms of reference of the Force as adopted by 
1hc Sccurl\y Counol and invito rhc Governmcnl of Lebanon IO draw 
up. In conbulralwn wllh the Secretary-Gcncral, a phased programmc 
111 acc~v~lrcr 1~) bc carrlcd out over the next three months IO promote 
the rc~lorallon of IIS duthorily. 

6 Ur~rc all Member Stales which arc In a posl1ron IO do so IO 
bring their rnflucncc IO bear on those concerned, so that the Force can 
dlvzhargc IIS rcsponslbilitics fully and unhampered. 

7. R~~jfirnrs its dcterminalron, in the went of continuing ob- 
struction of the mandale of the Force. 10 cxamlnc practical ways and 
means in accordance with relevant provisions of 1hc Char1er of the 
llnilcd Nations IO secure the full implcmcn1arion of rcsolulion 425 
(1978). 

8 Drcrdrs IO remain seized of the question and IO meel again 
ulrhln three months to assess 1hc situation. 

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

The Sccurti~ Councrl. after considering the report of the Secretary. 
(;cncral rn documcnl S/l3026 and Corr I, pald spcclal allcnllon. UI 
II\ mcctlng on 19 January 1979. IO the qucslton of the rcslordlion of 
the aulhorrl) of the Lebanese Governmen over the cnlrre lcrrilory of 
Southern Lebanon 

The Councrl takes note of rhe recent efforis made by the 
Govcrnmcnr nf I.cbanon 10 cstabllrh a prcwncc In 1hc southern part of 
the counLr> .lnd expressed Ihe hope that !hc conllnuatron and 
cx.p.~nwn of wh ~C~IVIIICI will bc cncournpcd 

I hr ( ~NIII~~II .~rwrcllngly sugpcxtr thd( the (;<wcrrrwcnl of I cbanon. 
111 ronwl~.\~~~~n UII~ the Sc~rcl.lr).(icncr.ll. \h<)uld draw up ;I phawd 
pr,lgr;lmmc 111 ;KIIVI~W IO bc carrwd WJI wcr IIIC ~CXI 1hrcc monlh\ 
10 prorm~Ic Olc rc\torllwn of II> aurhorrty. 

The C‘ounc~l rcqucs!s Ihe Sccrclary~Cicncral IO report lo 11 by I9 
Aprrl 1979 un the ~mplcmcntarlon of this programmc 

After the statement of the President, the Sccrctary- 
Gcncral urgently appealed to the parties in the area to 
co-operate with UNIFIL in the pursuit of its objectives 
and c;lllcd upon members of the Council who were in a 
posltion to do so to bring their influence to bear on those 
ctlnccrnrd in support of the efforts to implement the 
Sccurlty C‘ouncil‘s resolutions.“” 

Mcmbcrr ot the Council were unlted in deploring the 
continued rcI‘ubaI of Israel to co-operate with UNIFIL. 

and in expressing growing alarm about the exacerbation 
of the bitter conflict in Southern Lebanon. The repre- 
srntative of Lebanon reported to the Council new acts of 
aggression by Israel or it5 agents and renewed his appca\ 
that the Council m;tkc a neh concerted effort to enable 
UNIFIL to complete its task.“” The representative of 
Israel rejected all these charges and accused the PLO of 
initiating the hostilities against the people of Israel and 
Lebanon.jM 

Decision of 26 April 1979 (214lst meeting): Prcsldcn:‘s 
statement 
On 19 April 1979. the Secretary-General issued a 

special report 161 in which he informed the Security 
Council of two occasions on I5 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-Cieneral also submit- 
ted an interim reportJb2 under Security 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; (6) the further deployment of 
Lebanese military personnel in Southern Lebanon; (c) 
the intensification of efforts by the United Nations and 
UNIFIL to consolidate the cease-fire and to put an end 
to harassment by the dr fucro forces led by Major 
Haddad; and (d) efforts to secure further deployment of 
UNIFIL and control of the border area, emphasizing 
the riced to make diplomatic contacts to enlist the 
co-oper;ltion of the Government of Israel. 

The SccrctJry-General indicated that little progress 
hud been achieved despite intensive efforts on the basis 
of the above plan, as hfajor Haddad had expressed 
strong opposition to the move of the Lebanese army 
contingent into the USIFIL area of operation in 
Southern Lebanon and hJd threatened to fire on 
UNIFIL and Lebanese arm) units if the proposed move 
should take place. As the Secretary-General had made 
known in his special report of the same date,16’ the 
threat wah Indeed carried out. Bur Israel finally agreed 
to help (JhlFIL implement IhJt move. 

The SecretJrv-General stlred tn conclusion that the 
dti /‘dc.~r~ f3rxI continued to oppose co-operation with 
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UNlFlL 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 lettcrlu dated 25 April 1979, the representative 
of Lebanon drew the attention of the Council to the 
grave situation which had resulted from Israel’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 I9 April. 

At its 2 I41 st meeting on 26 April 1979, the Security 
Council included the interim report of the Sccretary- 
General under resolution 444 (1979) concerning 
USIFIL and the letter by Lebanon in its agenda. 

Following the adoption of the agenda, the President 
indicated that since the receipt of the Sccrctary-Gcner- 
;!l’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 rhc Sccre~ary~Gcneral’s inlcrim 
rcpor1 on the United Nations Inlcrim Force in Lebanon. circulalcd on 
I9 April 1979 in document S/13258. in accordance wllh the request 
made by rhe Council a1 its 2113rh meeting. on I9 January 1979. 

On &hall of members of Ihc Council, I wish IO slate thal they are 
following with the deepest concern Ihe significanl increase ol tension 
in Ihc area. particularly during rhc pasI monIhs. and IhaI they share 
the Secretary-General’s anxiety over Ihc prcsen1 siluallon In which the 
Force is unable fully IO implcmcn~ 11s mandale. I wish 10 capras 10 

Ihc Sccrc1ary-General the satisfaclion and apprcciatton we feel fur Ihc 
efforts 1ha1 he has underlakcn Iowards the full implcmcnIaIion of 
Council rcsoluIion 425 (1978). and also 10 commend mosl highly Ihe 
performance of the officers and men of the Force under the mos1 
dilficulr ccrcumstanccs. If for any rcaso,n the Force were IO be eroded, 
a highly dangerous and volatile situalion would inevitably arise in the 
area 

Members of the Security Council share the views erprcssed in 1hc 
Scctc1ary~Gcncral’s repor ab0u1 what should still k done 1owrrds the 
full implemcnIaIion of rhc ObJcclWu of resolution 425 (1978) and 
empharlre In this connexion the importance of the dcploymcn1 of 1hc 
Force in all par1s of Soulhern Lebanon 

The SecuriIy Council expresses i1s special sa1isfacIlon aI aclions 
Iakcn by the Govcrnmcn1 of Lebanon and m parcxular the dcploy- 
mcnt of the Lebanese army conIingcn1 under [he “phased programmc 
of acllvilxs” Members of the Council consldcr that 1hc ContinualIon 
of such cfforls. called for by the resoIu1Iuns of Ihc Council, should 
ulllmalcly lead IO the rclurn of Ihe cffecIlvc aulhority of the 
Governmen of Lebanon over all 11s terrllory. In this rcspccl. the 
Council rcllcralcs 11s call for sIrtc1 rupcc1 for Ihc IcrrlIorlaI intcgrl1y. 
unlly. sovereignly and pol111cal Independence of Lebanon within IIS 

mIcrnalionally recognized boundaries Members of the Council con- 
sldcr IhaI all measures should be 1aken urgently towards the 
lmplcmcnraliun of the “phased programme of acIIvIIIcs”. and parIxu- 
larly such mc;lsurcs as arc deemed ncccssar) IO ensure the safely of 
Ihc Force and of iIs headquarters If such mcasurcs arc MI Iakcn and, 
ojorr~ori. if further serious incidents occur, the! feel IhaI the Council 
should mccI w!IhouI delay IO cunslder Ihc SIIUJ~IU~ 

'M s/I 3270. OR. 14fh )w, Svppl /or Apr~I-Junr IQ’Y. pp 58 
)“‘Scc 2IJlrl mlg, pra 2 The sulcrncnt *.I* also Issued .I, 

dxumcnt S’I 1272 

Decision of IS May 1979 (2144th meeting): President’s 
statement 
By letter” dated 7 May 1979, the representative of 

Lebanon referred to the increasing difficulties cncoun- 
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) rind the 
phased programmc of activities called for in rcscjlution 
444 (1979), which was a first step on thi\l COU~SC. Ile 
charged that, contrary to the claims of Isrxl, Israeli 
military personnel were still inside Lcbunon. that they 
exercised a determining influence in the border arca and 
that the continued utilization by Israel of the so-called 
de /&lo Christian forces which it cquippcd. fin;lnccd 
and controlled, remained a major obstacle to implcmcn- 
tation of the Security Council resolutions and rcstora- 
tion of Lebanese national sovereignty. 

At its 2144th meeting on I5 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:16’ 

Since the President’s statement was read out to the Council on 26 
Aprtl I979 (2 I4 I II meclIng). Brave evcnLc have occurred m Southern 
Lebanon wtuch have mcrel) served IO show the precarious and fragile 
situalmn in that area Thai Ihc si1uaIlon is not even wor,c is due 
largely IO the presence of Ihc UnIted NaIions InIcrlm Force in 
Lebanon. whose forces arc Irylng IO Tulf~l Iheir mandale in crlrcmcly 
difficult conditmns and ullh an exemplary dedlcarlon admired by us 
all This was particularly underlined in the report of the Secretary. 
General lo the Council of 9 May 1979. contained In dccumen1 
S/I 3 308 ‘ss 

In VICW of the 8ravlly of these cvenls the Govcrnmen1 or Lebanon 
hds decided 10 request the Council 10 81vc furlher consideration IO the 
si1uaIIon and has accordingly addressed IO me the lcltcr conlaincd In 
document S/13301. 

Members have been Informed ol the steps taken in rcccnt days 
under Ihe auspices of the Council IO scxure a rapid improvement in 
thar situation. These cfforIs seem IO have produced some rcsulIs. Talks 
have resumed ktwcen the rcprcsenta1ivcs of the United Kations and 
the Government of Israel on various pxnIs thal it is csscn1Ial 10 try 10 
sct~le if the Force is IO carry out i1s mandale succcssfull~. 

These talks mcs1 be pursued wvlth perseverance but in an atmo- 
sphere conducive IO the full implcmenla~lon of rcsolullons 425 (1978) 
and 444 (1979). 

As i1 has done since the events Ihal led IO the cs1abllshmenl ol the 
Furcc. Ihe Council is followlng Ihc slIuaIion with the dccpcst atlcnlion 
and concern. 

I am confidenl thar the Councd WIII be mecling aI an early dale IO 
debate Ihls qucsImn and IO take an) acIlon warranted by develop 
mcn1s in the ri1uaIion 

In the absence of any oblccllons IO Ihls hnc ol ac1lon. the President 
of Ihc Councd will proceed wlIh hl, prcsen1 diplomatic effort\. 

The President adjourned the meeting, having indicat- 
cd that the Council would remain seized of the question 
before it and would meet again whenever further 
consideration appeared to be neccssary.‘6g 
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Decision of 30 May 1979 (2145th meeting): 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 1979i’O 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 rhc 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 I4 votes to none as resolution 449 (1979); 
one member did not participate in the voting.“* The 
resolution reads as follows: 

The Securrr), Council. 

Cforrng cons~drrrd (he report of the Secretary-General on the 
UnIted Sations Drsengagcment Observer Force, 

lkidrr 

(0) To call upon rhc partres concerned IO rmplemcnt rmmcdiatcly 
Sccurtly Council rcwlulron 338 (1973) of 22 Ocrobcr 1973; 

(h) 1’0 rcncw rhc nrandtilc of the tlnrrcd Nulwns Dtsen8agemcnr 
Oh~r~cr I orcc fl~r another pcrtod of srx months. thar is, un(rl 30 
N<lvclrrhcl 1’87’). 

f.ollowing the ndoption of the resolution. the Prcsi- 
dent made the following complementary statement on 
behalf of the Security Council:“’ 

A. IS known. rhe rqnxr of the Sccrcrary-Gcncral on the United 
Ndcwns Drscnpugcmcnl Observer Force (S/I 3350) slates in para- 
gr,rph ?X thdr. “dcsprre the present quiet rn the Israel-Syria scclor. the 

“I S/I 1157. adopled wrthour change ds rcsolulron 449 (1979) 
“! I IU rhc voic. see 2 I45rh mtg , para 3 
I” /hrJ par.1 4 The srarcmcnr was also Issued as documcm 

.\‘I lib? 

sllU.rllon In rhc Mrddlc tasr as a whole conlrnucs IO Lx po(entrally 
owwous and 1s lrkcly IO remdrn so unless and un(rl a comprehensive 
~cllhcnr covcrrng all aspects of the Middle Earl problem can be 
reached” Thus sratcmcnf of the SccrciaryGcncral rcflccts the view of 
rhc Sccurrty 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 statement on behalf of the 
Council. 

Deckion of I4 June 1979 (2 149th meeting): resolution 
450 (I 979) 
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 lsraeli escalation of 
its attacks and the adverse effect this might have on the 
implementation of Council resolutions 425 (1978) and 
444 ( 1979).“’ 

AI its 2146th meeting on 31 May 1979, the Security 
Council included the letter by Lebanon in its agenda. 
The Council considered the item during its 2146th to 
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 IO participate in the deliberations without the right 
to vote.“’ 

At the outset of the 2146th meeting, the Sccretary- 
General gave an account of the heavy daily exchange of 
artillery and mortar fire between the de/urro forces and 
other armed elements, 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 
UNlFlL 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 scttlement.i” 

The representative of Lebanon pointed out that the 
open confhct 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: (I) the 
Council should issue an injunction for the halting of all 

I“ SII 33!b. OK. J4rh v Suppl Jdr .Aprll-June 1979. p. 157. 
“’ In .i 1c11cr JIW dakd 30 HAY 1979 (S/13161. ibid., pp. 

15X. I 60). Ihe rcprescnr~(wc of Lebanon transmitted a memorandum 
of hrs Govcrnmcnr rn u hrch rhe posr~ron regarding Lebanon’s relations 
wnh lsracl and rn parcwlar rhc uorscnrng rrluarron in Southern 
Lcbdnon YC:C ~CI OUI rn derdrl The Govcrnmenr expressed irs 
conviction thJ[ II had become rmpcrafrvc properly IO redefine the 
n~andarc ~nlf yrcr<,gd!rves of t4lFIL so as IO dssurc IO (he Force 
freedom of ccpioymcn! and secure rhc IOIJI and uncondirronrl 
wrthdrdwdl ,,I l\racI 

“* For dc!Jllr see chaprcr III 
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acts of hostility against Lebanon and for an end to the 
Israeli violation of Lebanese sovereignty; (2) a strong 
and determined effort should be made to f’uifil 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 settlement 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. I f  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 to the Council members to strengthen the 
effective role of UNIFIL as peace-keeper in the area.l’v 

The rcpresentativc of Israel replied that his Govern- 
ment was eager 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 elements,” 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 Fawcctt at The Hague 
Academy of International Law.“O 

After a brief 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,)“l 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 olio. 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).J”Z 

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 I3 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 
UNlFlL 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 

Jv ?IJbth mtg, parac 20-35 
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Southern Lebanon. He noted. however. with regret that 
despite all efforts, a stalemate had persisted since 
mid-April, and that the situation had been aggravated 
by the conditions of heightened tension in the area. 

The Secretary-General emphasized once again the 
indispensable function which UN I i.‘ll. was pcrformrnp 
in bringing calm to the area and in reducing the active 
threat to internatiunal peace and security l’or 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 I2 and I4 
June 1979, the Security Council invited the reprcscnta- 
tives of Egypt, Iran, Ireland, Jordan. the l.ibyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, the Netherlands and the Syrian Arab 
Republic to participate, without vote, in the discussion 
of the enlarged agenda.“’ 

At the beginning of the 2147th meeting on I2 June 
1979. the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a letter’l’ 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 Secrctary-Gcn- 
cral and a letter’“” dated I I June from the representa- 
tivc of Lebanon addressed to the Secretary-General; 
both letters dealt with renewed attacks by the Israeli 
armed forces against targets on Lebanese tcrritory.la’ 

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 
1 I 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.l’p 

During the deliberations at the 2147th through 
2149th meetings, 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 
resolutton 425 (1978). but they also expressed anger and 
concern at the continuing hostilities involving de /UC% 
Christisn Forces, other armed elements and at times 

w For dctallr. xc chapter III. 
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Israeli troops impeding the work of UNIFIL and 
barring the restoration of the sovereignty and territorial 
rntcgrity of Lebanon under its legitimate Government. 
Scvferal representatives including the Israeli representa- 
tive engaged 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.lW A number of delegations called for 
sanctions against Israel in view of its continued defiance 
of Security Council resolutions.J9~ 

At the beginning of the 2149th meeting on 14 June 
1979. the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a draft resolutionr9r which had been pre- 
pared during consultations among Council members. In 
the course of the same meeting the President put the 
dr;tft to the vote: it was adopted by I2 votes to none, 
wtth 2 abstentions as resolution 450 (1979); one mem- 
bcr dtd not participate in the voting.‘“’ The resolution 
re;tds as follows: 

Nrrollrng 11s rcsolu~rons 425 f197U) and 426 f 197X) of 19 March. 
427 (1979) of 3 hIay and 4J4 (1978) of I8 Scptcmbcr 1978. and the 
stdtcmcnt made by Ihe Prcsidcnr of the Sccurny Council on tl 
December 1978 (S/I 2958). 

RrcoI/~ng alto. and particularly. IIS rcsoluuon 444 (1979) of 19 
January 1979 and the sra1cmcn1s made by lhe Prcstdcnr of the 
SCCU~II) Counctl on 26 April (S/I 3272) and on I5 May 1979. 

Hocrng rrudrrd 1hc report of 1he Secrcrary-General on the United 
hattons lntcrtm Force m Lebanon. 

.&-~lng rn rerponrr IU the request of the Governmen of Lebanon 
and noting urth concern the questtons rarrcd in i1s letters addressed IO 
the Sccurtty r ouncrl am 7 hl.ry. 30 %l.ry and I I June 1079. 

Hrrr//rr~~~rr~ II\ c.111 for 1hc SI~ICI ropcLt for rhc lcrrirornl 

bntcgrbc), unit\. \ovcrcrgnly and political rndcpcndcncc of Lebanon 
ulthrn II\ Intcrnattonally recognized boundartes. 

t’rprrrr~nq IIT anrrrry about 1hc con1rnucd eatr1cncc of obs1acles IO 
the full dcploymcn1 of 1hc Force and the threat\ IO II\ very sccuriry. i1\ 
freedom III movcmcn1 and 1hc safety of II\ hcadquarlcr\. whtch 
prc~cntcd rhc c~~mplc1lon of 1hc phaxd prdprammc of actrvi1ies. 

rr~nvrn~cd ih.rt the prcscnr srtuatron ha\ \crutuk conscqucnccs fur 
~KI)LC and \ccurrty m rhc Middle Las1 and rmpcdcs the achrcvcmcn1 of 
a )u\t. crlmprchcnsrvc rnd durable peace m the arca. 

I \rr~~r~/v drnlurrc acts of vtolcncc agarns1 Lebanon tha1 have 
led III the dtcpl.rccmcnt of cIvIlurns. tncludtng Palcslinianr. and 
br,tu$h1 .I~WUI dc\tructmn and loss of tnnoccnt Itvcs. 

.’ r ,I//\ tr,~on I\r.rcl 1~) ccax forthwith II\ act\ agatnsl the 
I~I~II,WI.I~ ~nrcprtcy, unrry. soverecgnry and fwlt1val lndcpcndcncc of 
I ch.~r~~w II) p.tr~~col.~r IO tncurwm ln!o Ixbdnon and Ihe assislancc 
II contrnuc\ 1,) lend to trrcsponsrblc armed groups. 

5 Ilrghll, I ~m~ntt*ndc the pdmmncc of the Force and rcttcra1cs 
II> terms of rcfcrcncc ,I\ xl out In the repor of the Sccrc1ary.(;cncrat 
of IO h!.rrch IY7X .rnd approved by rc\olulmn 426 (1978). in 
parcrcular that 1hc f orcc must be cn.tblcd LO functron as an cffccrivc 
mtlttary unr1. that II must cn7oy freedom of movement and communi- 
catton and o1hcr ~~CI~IIIC\ nccc\srry for the pcrformancc of 11s tasks 

and tha1 it mull conltnuc to be abls IU dlschargc its dutrcs according 
to the abobc.mcn1ioncd lcrms of reference. includtng 1hc right of 
\clf.dcfcncc. 

h Xruffirnrr the bahdity of the General hrmirtrcc Agrcemcn1 
bc1wccn lsrarl dnd Lebanon m accord.tncc wrth 11s relevant dcstsionc 
and rc~oIu1rons and calls u(*)n 1hc partIcs IO take the nccc,rJry s~cp\ 
IU rcacttva~c the M~xcd hrrntrltcc C‘ommrssion and IO ensure full 
rc\pcct for 1hc safety and freedom of actron of rhc Unrted Nations 
1 rucr Supcrvlsron Orgdntr~1mn. 

1 I’rprr ~11 Slcmbcr S1.tt-x uhtch arc in a positton IO do so IO 
brtng thctr tnftucncc IO tx.rr on those conccrncd. so that the Force can 
drschargc its rcsponsibtlrttcs fully and unhampered; 

X Drrrdrr IU renew 1hc manda1c of the Force for a period of SIX 
month\. that I\. uncrl I9 Dcccmbcr 1979: 

Y Uro~j~rnrr II\ Jctcrm~nafmn. In 1hc cvcnr of con1inurng ob 
~IWC‘IIOII ol rhc rn.rnd.rfc of 1hc Force. IO examme practical ways and 
meAn\ m accordance wl1h rclcvam provisions of 1hc Charter of the 
I nrtcd NJlron\ lo sccurc the full tmplemcnt~liun of rcsululion 425 
(197X). 

IO Dc*cidr.r 10 rcmatn scizcd of the question 

Lkcision of 29 August 1979 (2164th meeting): invita- 
tion accorded to the PLO 
By letterJ9’ 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 Israeli 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 
Israel, to put once and for all an end to aggression 
against Lebanon.r9’ 

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 area. 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 letter19’ dated 28 August 1979. the representative 
of Lebanon requested that measures be taken urgently 
to ensure the safety. integrity and freedom of movement 
of UNIFIL by providing the Force with weapons 
and equipment of a defensive character, to reconsider 
the definition of the area of operation of UNIFJL. 
to increase the number of posts and personnel in 
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the llnited Nations Truce Supervision Organization 
(UNTSO) on the border with Israel and to reactivate 
the Mixed Armistice Commission. 

In a second letterJ9’ also dated 28 August 1979, the 
representative of Lebanon again requested a meeting of 
the Security Council at the earllcst possible date in 
order to help consolidate the ~P./OCIO cease-fire. 

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

During the 2164th and 2165th mectinps. 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.‘W At 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.ua 

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

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 
VII 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 mcmo- 
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, 
to 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 UNIFlL’s area of operation for Southern 
Lebanon as a whole and emphasized once again the 
principal importance of implementing resolution 425 
( 1978).a0: 

During the subsequent deliberations at the 2164th 
and 2165th meetings, members of the Council were 
unlted in their appreciation of the cease-fire attained 
and in their appeal to the parties to ceek a more stable 
and extensive condition of peace in the ,Ire;l ;LF a whole. 

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 I.cbanon as 

well as the reactivation of the Israeli-Lcbnncsc Mixed 
Armistice Commission would be advi\nt;\pe\luc in the 
current situation.W’ 

The President spenking in his cupncity ;\\ rcprc\enl:l- 
tive of the United States condemned the vlolcnt acts 
committed by both sides in the arca of conllist ;rrld 
called upon the partics to co-opcrutc fully with 
UNIFIL, demanded of lsrncl an end of it> policy of 
pre-emptivc strikes on Lebanese soil ilnd utgrd ~hr 
Palestinian leadership IO help hrnl the \\wI& o,t 
Lebanon. He called for a complete, immediate and 
lasting halt by all parties to all shelling, terrorism and 
other acts of violence.W 

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.*0’ 

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 IO 
make permanent the cessation of hostilities and to 
implement resolution 425 (1978) in all its parts,“m 

Decision of 30 November 1979 (2174th meeting): 
resolution 456 (I 979) 
At its 2174th meeting 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 effectively with the co-operation of the 
parties. He added, however, that despite the prevailing 
quiet 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 :!nd 
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 
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resolutior? 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.W 
The resolution reads as follows: 

Iluvtng ~rtcrdrrrd the report of the Sccrctrry-ticncral on the 
llnttcd Ncttiuns I)tscngagcment Observer Force. 

Drcrdrr 

(0) To call upon the parties concerned to tmplcment immediately 
Sccurrty <‘ounc~l rcsolulton 338 (1973) of 22 October 1973; 

(h) To renew the mandate of the Untted Natton t)rscngapcmcnr 
Observer Force fur another period of six months, that ts. until 31 May 
IY’(O. 

(r ) To rcqucst the Secretary-Gencrdl to submit at the end of this 
pcrmd a report on the developments in the rituatton and the measures 

taken to implement resolution J38 (1973) 

After the vote the President made the following 
complementary statement4ro on behalf of the Security 
Council regarding the resolution just adopted: 

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Kations Dtsengagcmcnt Observer Force (S/13637) stat- in para- 
graph 25 that “despite the prcssnt quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the 
sttuatron tn the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially 
dangerous and ts likely to remain so unless and until a comprehensive 
scttlcmcnt covermg all aspects of the Mtddlc East problem can bc 
rc.tchcd”. Thr\ ptatcment of the Secretary-General reflects the view of 
the Sccurrty Counctl 

Decision of I9 December I979 (2 180th meeting): reso- 
lution 459 ( 1979) 
At its 2180th meeting on I9 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 p,~rt rll’ the period under review there had been serious 
c\ih:tngr\ of fire. tnvolving the armed clcmcnts. on one 
stdc. and the &/UCIO force or the Israeli forces, or both 
combined, on the other. A de /ucro cease-fire brought 
3bou1 through UNlFlL on 26 August had defused the 
highly dangerous situation but the basic problems 
rcnutincd unresolved. The essential problem, in the view 
of rhc Sccret;rry-Gcncral. was the inability of UNIFIL 
to ;ISSUIIIC ctwplete and peaceful control over its area of 
opcmlron ‘15 a preliminary to the restoration of the 
cl’fcctivc ituthilrrty of the Lebanese Government in the 
cntirc ;)rc;t OIK ttxtin elcmcnt of the problem was the 
rnrr;rnsrgcncc of the de /&VO forces. which had conlin- 
ucd and rntensrfied their encroachments into the UNI- 
f;fL area of co-operation and had established four 

HB” S, I lfdd), .tdoptcd wtthout ch.tnpc as resolutron 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 lo infiltrate the UNIFIL area, 

The Secretary-General added that in order to main- 
tain the cease-fire and to consolidate the UNfFfL area 
of operation, a plan of action had been formulated, 
setting out those objectives as first essential steps and 
the restoration of the sovereignty 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 Israeli Government, in 
as much as the dejacro 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 
rcsolution4’2 which had been drawn up during consulta- 
tions among the members. Then, the Council decided to 
invite the representatives of Lebanon, Israel and the 
Syrian Arab Republic to participate in the discussion, 
without the right lo 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.414 

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); one member did 
not participate in the voting4r5 The resolution reads as 
follows: 

N~~lltng II\ rcsoluttonb 425 (1976) and 426 t I9781 of 19 March. 
4~7 (197~) 01 3 h1.1) and 434 (1978) of I8 September 1978. 444 
(1979) of 19 January .tnd 450 (IY79) of I4 June 1979. as eelI as the 
rtatcmcntr made by the Prcstdcnt of the Sccurtty Council on 8 
Dcccmbcr 1978 (S/12958). on 26 April (S/13272) and on I5 May 
197Y. 

H,~o//,n): II, dcbatc on Y .tnd 30 Augu,l 1979 rnd the statcmcnts 

,I(’ the SCUCI.I~~.GWW.II conccrnmg the ccasc-fire. 

t/ln,lnK rrr,d~d the report of the Secretary-GcncrJI on the United 
hJtluns lntcrlm l.ur~c in Lebanon. 

.I, rrnR ,,-I rrrpmsc tu the rcquc\t of the Govcrnmcnt of Lebanon 
.tnd notin% ulth concern the conttnucd vtol;lrrons ol the cease-ftrc. the 
.,ttJckj on the Furcc and the drffrcultrcv tn tmplcmcnttng scurit? 
<‘ouncbl re~olurum~. 

Ii2 Sil369~. adopted without uhdngc as rcsotutron 45’7 (1979) 
“1 2180th mtp . paras 2 and lU4 
‘I‘ For the relevant argument% And the botc (IO %OICS tn favour. I 

dgarnst. wrth 4 abstcntrons). r!~d. pdras 3-6 
415 For the vole. ibid. para 7 



~~p~~ss;ng iIs onxirfy about the continued CXISW~CC of obstacles 1o 
rhc full dcploymenr of the Force and the thredlr to ils very securil}, iI> 
freedom of movement and the safct) of ilk headquarters. 

(onv;ncrd that the present situation has scrlous cons~ucncc~ for 
pc.~c and security in the MIddIe Erst and impeder the achlcvcmcnc of 
a ,usl. comprehensive and durable peace in Ihc arcd. 

&aj/iirming its call for the slrlcl rcspccl for the [erritorlJI 
Integrity. unit), sovereignly and poh~~crl mdcpcndcnce of Lebanon 
wirhln its Internationally recognized boundaries. and welcoming the 
efforts of the Government of Lebanon lo rcaslrerl 11s sovereignly and 

rczlore IKS clvthan and milkary authority In Southern Lebanon, 

I Hra/lirmr the objectIves of resolutions 425 (1‘378) and 450 
(1979); 

!  E.rprrssrs irs support for the efforts of the SccrctaryGsncrul 
10 can&date the ccosc-fire and calls upon all yrlics conccrncd 1~ 
rel‘rJln from .ICIIVIIIC~ inconsirknt wcth the oblecllvcs of Ihe tlnilcd 

Pll.llionr lnlcrlm I’orce in Lebanon and IO co-opcrulc for thr fulfdmcnl 
of lhcsc objectives. 

3. Co/Is upon the Sccrelary-General and the Force 10 continue to 
lrkc all cffcclivc measures dccmcd nccesrdry in uccordancc with the 
approved guidelines and terms of reference of the Force as adopted in 
rcsolulion 426 (1978): 

4 Takes noic of the determination of the Government of 
Lebanon IO draw up a programme of action. in consultation with the 
Sccrelary-General, IO promoic the restoration of its authority in 
pursuance of resolution 425 (1978); 

5. Takes norc also of the cfforls of the Government of Lebanon 
to obtain international recognition for the protection of Ihe archaeo- 
loglcal and cultural situ and monuments in the city of Tyrc in 
accordance with international law and the Convention of The Hague 
of 1954. under which such cilics, sites and monuments arc considered 
to be a herirage of imerest IO all mankind; 

6. Rruljirms the validity of the General Armlslice hgreemenl 
between Israel and Lebanon in accordance with its relevant decisions 
and rcsolulions and calls upon the parties. with the auislance of the 
Secretary-General, to take the necessary steps IO reactivate the MIxed 
Armislicc Commission and IO ensure full respect for the safety and 
freedom of action of Ihe United Nallons Truce Supervision Organiza- 
tion; 

7. High/y commrnds the performance of the Force nnd ils 
Commander. and rcitera\cs ils terms of rcfcrcnce as set out m the 
report of the Secretary-General of 19 March 1978 and approved by 
rcsolulion 426 ( 1978). in particular that.thc Force mu,1 be enabled IO 
function as an efficient military unil. rhat it must enjoy freedom of 
movement and communlcarion and other factliks necessary for the 
performance of its larks and that it must continue IO be able IO 
discharge i(s duties according to the above-mcnlloned terms of 
reference. including Ihe right of sclf.defcncc. 

8 Urges all Member Slates which arc in a poslhon IO do so 10 
conlmue 10 bring their influence 10 bear on Ihose concerned. so that 
the Force can discharge its responsiblllty fully and unhampered; 

9 Drcidrr IO renew the mandale of the Force for a period of stx 
months. Ihat is, until 19 lunc 19RO: 

10 RroJfirms ils determination. in the event of contlnutng 
obstructton of the mandate of the Force. io cxamlne pracclcal wa)s 
and means in accordance with relcvanc provislonr of the Charter of 
[he United NatIons IO secure the full implcmcntJtio,n of resolullon 425 
(1978). 

II DrcVdec IO remain seized of Ihe qucsllon 

Following the adoption of the resolution, Council 
members expressed their appreciation for the activities 
and extension of UNIFIL and for the maintenance of 
the de /ucfo 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 Ietter’lb dated 10 April 1980. the representative 

-- 

’ n S I IXX(. OX. ?3,‘h ,‘I. Surf/ 11 I ..lpr;/.Jr,n<~ /‘dYfl p I \ 

of Lebanon drew the attention of the Sccuriry C‘ouncil 
to renewed acts of aggression committed by Israeli 
armed forces inside Lebanese territory includiilg direct 

clashes with UNIFIL and announcing its intcnl 10 c:irry 
out patrols in the UNIFIL tire3 of opcratiol\. III VISW o!’ 

the latest confrontation the Governmcnl of I.cbzlnon 
requested a meeting of the Council ;\I the carlical 
possible convenience to put an end to Israeli iiggrcssion 
and to enable UNIFIL to acquire full conlrol over the 

totality of its area of operation 
On I I April IWO, the Sccrct;\ry-(;cncr;\I sublnillcd ;I 

speci;il report”’ on UNIFIL. in which hc Inl’ormcd rhr 
Council of ;I d;inpcrtjurly cx;rl.11111g lcvcl 01’ (CII\IOI~ III, 

and adjacent IO. the ;Ircu of rlper;ltion ol IIIC I.orcc. 
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/ucro forces had sought forcibly to 
establish a permanent presence in a village in the area 
of deployment of the Irish battalion. Furthermore, 
starting on 8 April, Israeli 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.418 

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 IO 
2218th meetings from I3 to 24 April 1980. In the 
course of its deliberations, the Council decided to invite 
the representatives of Lebanon, Fiji, Ireland, Israel, 
Italy, Netherlands, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and the 
Syrian Arab Republic to participate, without vote, in 
the discussion of the question.“9 In accordance with its 
past practice, the Council also decided, by vote, to invite 
the representative of the PLO to participate in the 
debate.4:o The Council further decided, at the request of 
the representative of Tunisia, IO extend an invitation IO 
Mr. Clovis Maksoud and Mr. Hammadi Essid under 
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure.4J’ 

At the 2212th meeting on 13 April 1980, the Secre- 
tary-General informed the Council of further devclop- 
merits 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 pence-keeping 
force in Southern L.cb;\non. 

At the beginning of the 2213th meeling on I4 April 
1980. the Sccrctar!-Gcncrrrl. in 411 additional short 
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statement, informed the Council members as to the 
Israel withdrawal from Lebanese territory, as an- 
nounced by the Government of Israel, 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 UKIFIL continued 
10 labour. with its headquarters isolated, important 
equipment immobilized and major roads closed to 
UNlFlL troops trying to resupply observation posts on 
the international border.422 

The representative of Lebanon stated that the Israeli 
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 
/ucfo 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 facro 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.4ZJ 

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/ocfo 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, th’e 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 lsrael 
,u<h ;IS the hlispav Am kibbutz c;lllcd for forceful 
JWI\I~~IIKIII ;\I the source. that is ;rp;\lnst PLO camps in 
I.ebanon. tic 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 self-defcnce recognized under Article 51 of the 
C’hartcr.‘!’ 

AI the 2214th meeting on 14 April, the representative 
ol’ the USSR charged that Israel once again had 
violated the norms OC international law and resolutions 
of the Sccurlty Council by IIS own acls of aggression in 
l.ebi\lloll ;lnd by supportmg the ant)-Government forces 
of I I.~ddad I\e condemned the h;\ra\sment of UNIFIL 
by the Isr,~cll and the du /in.lo force\ and accused the 
\Jnilcd States of blocking effective measures by the 
Security Council against the aggressors. }lis delegation 
---- 

422.?Z13rh rnlg . parr,. 10-13. 
‘lylbrd.. para,. 15-32. 
424fbrd.. para,. 33-39 
‘2’lhtd ) para\ 41.3 

believed it essential for the Council to adopt a resolution 
which would condemn Ibracl outright and provide for 
extremely forthright measures against it.4Zb 

At the 2216th meeting on 16 April 1980. the repre- 
sentative of Lebanon expressed deep regret at the death 
of two UI\;IFIL soldiers and raised the question whether 
the Israeli forces had indeed completely withdrawn from 
Lebanese territory. ‘I’ The representative ol’ IsraT! restat- 
ed from his previous intervention that after having taken 
certain precautions to foil further PLO attacks against 
innocent Israeli civilians, all Israeli soldiers had with- 
drawn behind the border. But the Lebanese representa- 
tive refused to accept the Israeli asser1ion.42” 

At the beginning of the 2217th meeting on I8 April 
1980, the President drew the attention of the Council 
members to a draft resoIution4Zq 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 I9 
March 1978 (S/l261 I) and confirmed by resolution 426 
(1978); in the operative part the Security Council would 
have (I) 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 Israel 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 Securitv Council resolutions and the 
mandate of the Force, which was designed 10 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 sovereignty 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 matCriel 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 Secrctary- 
General and by the interested Governments to secure 

‘~~2214th mfg.. paras 43.54. 
4:72216th mtg., parar. 50-55 
‘!aIbtd.. paras. J? and 39 
‘?qs:13897, OH. JJ/h yr,. Suppl. for Aprtl-June 1980. pp. 23-23. 

1 hc draft W;LS subsequently rcwd (S/l 38Y7/ Rcr I) but wva~ IK)t PraJed 
(0 3 VOW For lhc Prwdcnr’c remarks, ICC ??l%h mu . para. 3. 
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the withdrawal of lsracli forces from Lebanon, as Wd 
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 USC its right 
of self-defence, and called attention to the terms of 
reference which provided that it would use its best 
efforts to prevent the recurrence of fighting and to 
ensure that its area of opcration would not be utilized 
for hostile activities of any kind; (10) called upon all 
parties concerned and all those capable of lending nny 
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 (1 I) 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-Genera1 
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 dcfucra forces.*‘o 

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:‘” 

recent attacks against UNlFiL personnel and facilities 
in previous meetings joined in stating. in clear and 
unquivccal 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 representutive of Mexico. 
the President stilted thut the reprcsentl\tlvcs crl’ the 
countries contributitlp troops to \INlt.ll :lgrccrl Ott 
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 consquence 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):” It reads as 
follows: 

Thr Sccur~ty Council. 

I am authorized by the Security Souncil to make the following 
statement on behalf of its mcmkrs. pending action on the rcsolulion 
which the Security Council is considering on the overall situation in 
Lebanon and on the acts of hoslility 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 arc shocked and outra&cd at 
the report that the Sccuriry Council has rcccivcd on the atlacks on the 
Force and Ihe cold-blooded murder of peace-keeping soldiers by the de 

/a-r0 forcu. 

This unprecedented, barbaric act against a peace-kcepmg force is a 
direct challenge IO and a defiance of Ihe authority of the Security 
Council and the mission of the United Nations in maintaining 
international peace and sccurlty. 

The Security Council strongly condemns all thw who share in the 
responsibility for this outrageous act. The Council rcafftrms its 
inlenlion LO take such determined action as the sIIuallon calls for to 
enable UNlFlL IO take immcdia~e and total conlrol of its entire area 
of operations up 10 the internarionally recognized boundarxs. 

The Councd extends its decpfelt condolences IO rhe Government of 
Ireland and the famihcs of the wctims. 

The Counctl also commends the vaIlan action of rhc commander, 
and soldlcrs of UNIFIL und the courage of Ihc C;nltcd Nalions 
obscrvcrs under the most adverse cwcumstances 

&ring in raponcc IO the rcqucst of the Government of Ixbanon. 

tiorrng Jrudtrd the special repor of Ihc SccrclaryGncral on the 
United Nalions Interim Force in Lebanon of I I April l9LIO and the 
subsequent statemen% reports and addenda. 

Having rxprrrrcd ttsclf through the statement of the President of 
the Security Council of I8 April 1980. 

Rrrolltng ils rcaolutions 425 (1978). 426 (I 978). 427 (I 978). 434 
( 1978). 444 ( 1979). 450 ( 1979) and 459 ( 1979). 

Rccolling the terms of reference and general guidclmcs of Ihe 
Force. as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of I9 March 
1978 confirmed by resolution 426 (1978). and particularly. 

(0) That the Force “must be able IO function as an integrated 
and efficwt rnditary unit”. 

(6) That the Force “must enjoy lhe freedom of movcmcnt and 
communication and olher facilities that arc necessary for the pcrform- 
ancc of its tasks”, 

(c) Thai the Force “~111 not use force except in self-defcncc”. 

(d) That “self-defencc would include reslslance IO attempts by 
forceful means to prevent II from discharging ils duties under the 
mandate of the Securily Council”. 

I. Rrojfirm~ 11s dcrcrminalion to implement lhc above-men- 
tloncd rcsolutlons. parhcularly rcsoluwns 425 (1978). 426 (19711) and 

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 

‘12 2218th mcg.. paras. 4-12. The revised draft sponsored by Tunism 
(S/l3897/Rev.l) contained a number of substantial changes in terms 
of the language used and rhe way the paragraphs of the resolution were 
organized. The text was issued on 23 April 1980. but there was no 
rcfcrencc 10 II ac the 2218th meeting. 

‘~~2218th mfg., paras. 50-W. 
4\4S!13W5, wb-xntlk adopled wlrhout change a, resolution 467 

(IYUO). 
‘HZ2171h mrg.. pares. 5-14. ‘J’For Ihe Prcwdenr’s sfatcmcnl. s.cc 21 16th mtg.. para. 62. For the 
“I lhrd , para. I5 vote. rhrd , para Rh 
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459 (1979). ,n the totality of the area of operalIon assigned to the 
United Nations Interim Force in Ixbanon. up IO the inlcrnalionally 

recognized boundaries. 

2 ~ondrmns all actions contrary IO the provIsions of the 
abovc.mcntloncd resolutions and, in particular, strongI) deplores: 

(0) Any violation of Lcbancsc sovereignly and terrllorial Intcgri- 

ty: 

(b) The mllltary mtcrvcnrion of Israel in Lebanon; 

(C) All JCIS of vlolcncc in violation of the Gcncral Armistice 
Agreement bctwccn Israel and Lebanon; 

(d) ProvIsion of rmhtary assistance IO the s&called dr jacro 
forces. 

(f) All acts of tntcrfcrcnce with the United Nations Truce 
Supcrvl\lon Orgam7atlon. 

IJ All ac~r of horrlhty agaIns the Force and in or through its 
arca of operation as inconsistent with Security Council rcsoluttons; 

(1) All obrlructions of the ability of the Force IO confirm the 
complete withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon. IO supervise the 
cessation of hostilities. IO cnsurc the peaceful character of the area of 
opcratlon, to control movement and IO take measures deemed noxs- 
sary IO ensure the cffcc~c restoration of the sovereignty of Lebanon; 

(h) Acrs that have led to loss of life and physxal injuries among 

rhc 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 delibcratc shelling of the headquarters of the 
Force and more particularly the field hospital, which enjoys special 
protection under international law; 

4 Commends the efforts undertaken by the Secretary-General 
and by the interested Governments IO bring about the cessation of 
hostihries and IO enable the Force IO carry out its mandate effectively 
wIthout interference: 

5 (‘Mw?w~~J the Force for its great rerlrainl in carrying out its 
dutxs in very adverse circumstnnccs; 

6 Cbl1.r arrrnrion IO the provisions in the mandate that would 
allow the Force IO USC its right IO self-defcncc; 

7 Cal/r u/rrnrton IO the terms of refercncc of the Force which 
provldc that II ~111 UK its !xsi cfforrs IO prevent the recurrence of 
fiRhlmg and IO cnkure that its arca of opcratlon will not k utilized for 
h~~tllc ~CIIVIIIC\ uf any kind, 

8 Hryur~s the Sccrctary.<icneral IO cunvene a meeting. al an 
appropriate Icvcl. of the Israel-Lclanon MIxed Armistice Commission 
to agree on prccltc recommendations and further IO reactivate the 
General Armistice Agrccmcnt conducive IO the rutoration of the 
sovereignty of Lebanon over all its territory up to the internationally 
recognized boundaries; 

9 Calls upon all partics concerned and all those capable of 
Icndlng any a,sistancc IO co-operate with the Secretary-General in 
cnnbllng Ihc I orcc IO fulfil its mandate; 

IO Hrl o~nrrr~ rhc urgent need IU cxplurc all ways and means of 
rccurting the full Implcmcntatiun of resoluttun 425 (1978). including 
cnh.ln~lng the c.tpactty of the Force IO fulfd its mandate in all IIS 
purl*. 

II Kcyurhrc the Secretary.<icneral IO report as soon as possible 
or, the pro(rrc,\ of rhoc initIalives and Ihe cusatnon of hm!ilirio 

Speaking in explanation of their votes, two Council 
mcmbcrs indicated that they had decided to abstain on 
t+c vote bccausc the resolution did not provide for 
effective mcasurcs to overcome Israel’s defiance of the 
Council’s decisions and to finally implement the relevant 
resolutions adopted on the ISSUC;“” another member 
cxphlincd hlr delegation’s abstenrion by suggesting thal 
the text of the resolution was not sufficiently balanced 
and comprehensive.‘” 

-.--.- - 

“6s~~ 2218th mtg.: German Dcmocrallc Repubhc. paras. 67-69, 
L\SR, parar 88-91. 

‘17/brd: Umted States. paras. 7@85. 

Decision of 30 May 1980 (2224th meeting): resolution 
470 (1980) 
At its 2224th meeting on 30 May 1980, the Security 

Council included the reporV@ of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF) for the period 24 November 1979 to 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 ccase- 
fire between Israel 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 meeting, the President drew the 
attention of the Council members to a draft resolution4’q 
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: 

Thr Security Cauncil. 

Having considrred the report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Discngrgemenl Observer Force, 

ikcidrr. 

(0) To call upon the parties conccrncd IO implcmcnt immcdiatcly 
Sccurlty Council resolution 338 (1973), 

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

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit at the end of this 
pcrlod a report on the developments in the situation and the measureJ 
taken IO implement resolution 338 (1973). 

After the adoption of the resolution, the President 
made the following complementary statement on behalf 
of the Security CouncilY 

As 15 known, the report of the Wrctary-General on the United 
Natbuns Dlrcngagemcnt Observer Force (S/13957) stales in para- 
graph 26 that 

“Dcsplrc the present quiet In the Israel-S ria sector. the silualion 
In the Mlddle Ea,t as a whole continues IO & potentially dangerous 
and 1s ltkely to remam so unless and unttl a comprehensive 
sclllemcnl cuverlng all aspects of the Mlddle East problem can k 
reached ” 

This statement of the Secretary-General rcnccts the view of the 
Sccurny Council. 

Decision of 17 June 1980 (2232nd meeting): resolution 
474 (1980) 
At its 2232nd meeting on 17 June 1980. the Security 

*J8.5/13957. OR. 33rh yr,. Suppi. /or April-Junr 1980. PP (J-w 
a)qS/l3%7, adopted without change as rcsolullon 470 (I9N’l 
~!Scc 2224th mtg.. pars. 2, for the voting 
Ullbrd., para. 3. 
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Council included the report”! of the Secretary-General 
on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon 
(UN]F]L) for the period I1 December 1979 to I2 June 
I980 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-Gcn- 
erai noted that, despite the intensive effort made both at 
United Nations Headquarters and in the field to Fullil 
the mandate of UNIFIL, grave difficulties had prevcnt- 
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 jacro forces as well ns by 
armed elements (mainly PLO and the Lebanese Nation- 
al Movement). 

l.he 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/act0 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 @to forces against UNIFIL or 
against the civilian population in the UNIFIL area. In a 
few instances, Israeli intervention had resolved specific 
difficulties, but the Israeli authorities continued their 
support of the defoclo 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 
efforts. 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 dtfficulties it had to face. was performing 
an indispensable service to peace in I.ebanon and in the 
Mtddle 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. 

At the beginning of the 2232nd meeting. the Council 
decided to invite the representatives of Ireland, Israel, 
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 dr;iwn 
up in consultations among the members, anti immedi- 
ately put it to the vote: it was adopted by I? votes to 
none, with 2 abstentions,. ;ts resolution 474 (1980); one 
member did not participate in the voting.“‘ ‘l‘hc rcsolu- 
tion reads as follows: 

Having rludrrd the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Interim Force tn Lebanon of I2 June 1980. 

Acting in response 13 the request of the Gwcrnmcni of Lebanon 
and noting with concern the questtons ratsed in its letters addressed IO 

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. 

Rruljirming its call for the strict respect for the territorial 
integrity. unity, sovereignty and pohtical independence of Lebanon 
wtthin its internationally recogntred boundaries. 

Commrnding the performance of the Force, yci expressing itc 
concern about the wntinucd clis:cncc of obstacles 10 the full 
deployment of the Force and II$ freedom of movement. the threats to 
II\ security and the safety of IIS headquarters. 

I. Dwidrr IO rcns* the mandate of the United Natton\ Interim 
force in Lebanon for a pcrmd of sta months. that 15. untrl 19 
Dcccmbcr 1980. and rettcrarcs its comm~iment IO the full implemente- 
lion of the mandate of the Force throughout its cnttrc area of 
opcratwn up IO the mlcrnationally recognized boundaries. accordmg 
to the terms of reference and gurdclines as stated and conftrmcd in the 
approprtatc Security Counctl rcsoluttons. 

2. Takrs n01c of the repor of the Secretary-General on the 
Urnted Nations Interim Force in Lebanon and fully endorses the 
conclusions and recommendations expressed therein; 

3. Slrongly condemns all acttons conlrary IO the prowsions of the 
mandate and, in parlicular. continued acts of violence that prcvent the 
fulfilment of this mandate by the Force. 

4. To&es no/c of the steps already taken by the Secrctary-Gcn- 
cral to convene a meeting of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice 
Commission and urger the parties concerned IO extend to him their 
full co-operation m accordance with the relevant Sccurtty Council 
dectsions and rcsoluttons. mcludmg resolution 467 (198O), 

5 Taker no/e of the efforts deployed by Member States. and 
more parttcularly the troopcontributtng countrtes. tn support of the 
Force and urges all those whtch arc tin a postrion to do 50 IU cominuc 
IO use their influence with those concerned so that the Force can 
d\\chargc its responstbtlttlcc fully and unhampered: 

6 Nraffirmr 11s dcrermmatton. In the event of conttnuing ob- 
%tructton of the mandate of the Force. IO examme prrcttcal ways and 
mcan, to secure the full unplcmcntatron of rcsolutron 425 t 1978). 

7 14ctdrr IO rcm.ttn sclrcd 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- 

u’ For dct4tI>. see ch+tcr III 
“‘5 14001. :tdoptcd u~thwt chJngc .I) rcsolutwn 474 (IWO) 
u’sCc 2232nd mrg para 3. for the voting. 



err, l,ebanon and rhc lack of progrehy In impkmcnling 

the relevant provisions of resolution 425 (1978). 

[hision of 30 June 1980 (2242nd mecting): resolution 
476 (1980) 
By Ictte? 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 
cndeavours for achieving a comprehensive, just and 
lasting peace in the Middle East. 

AI 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 
2233rd to 2236th, 2238th. 2239th, 2241~1 and 2242nd 
meetings from 24 to 30 June 1980. During these 
meetings the Council decided to invite the represcnla- 
tivcs of Algeria. Bahrain, Chad, Cuba, Democratic 
Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea, 
Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia. Iran, Iraq, 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 dcbatc”’ 
At the same meeting, the Colncil 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 
Comrnittsc on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of 
rhr \‘.llr~~lru;~n l’c~~l~lc.“” 

I’hc l:orclgtr Mlnistcr of I’;tkist;\n. speaking in his 
capacity IIS (‘hairman of the I~l;rmic Conference of 
l:orclgn Ministers, stated that the tllcvsnth Islamic 
f;orcign Minihtcrs’ Confcrcncc had rcqucstcd an urgent 
Incettng of the Security Council IU consider the danger- 
1~s sllunliorl arising from Isracl’5 IillC!3l moves to 
ccrnsolidatc its illegal annexation of the Holy City of 
Jsruwlcul ;lnd to declare it as the pcrmancnl capital of 
I>rael A bill which recently had been introduced in the 
Israeli Parliament with the full backing of the ruling 
coalition would declare Al-Quds Al-Sharif as Israel’s 

<.~p~tnl. This move to alter juridically the status of 

Jerusalem had ken followed by the decision to shift the 
office of the Israeli Prime Minister to East Jerusalem, 
The Islamic Conference had declared its opposition 10 
these measures unequivocally and appealed to the 
Security Council IO declare the annulment of the Israeli 
mcasurcs and, in case of defiance by Israel, to impose 
sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter against 
Israel. 

tie 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 Israeli 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 mca- 
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 VI1 of the Charter.4’o 

The views expressed by the Foreign Minister of 
Pakistan were amplified in somewhat varying ways by a 
large number of Council members and other rcprcscnta- 
tives who had been invited to participate in the discus- 
sion.“’ Other representatives also criticized the Govern- 
ment of Israel for its plans regarding Jerusalem and 
strongly appealed to Israel to desist from these illegal 
moves.“’ 

At the 2241~1 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 
Stalcs.454 

At the same meeting, the representative of Egypt 
addressed himself to the draft resolution which his 
Government had decided IO 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 

.-.- 

4’~ZZ33rJ mlg.. paras. 1029. 
431 FO( the ICXIS of relevant rwcments. see 2233rd mlg.: Morocco. 

~JUIS. 31.54; Pl.0. puns. V&4; 2234th mtg.: Egypt. pras. W7J; Jar- 
&MI, parts. 4-58; Mauricanie, psru. 77-W; 2235th mrg.: Cuba. 
p~ra~. 56.72: Kuwah. paras 5-28; Syrian Arab Repubhc, paras. 74-86; 
Mr. Maksoud, par&s. W54; 2236th mlg.: Qatar. puu. 77-w; Saudi 
AI&-U. paras. 2243; Tunisii. pans.s. S-20; Turkey, WP(. 62-75; yap. 
paras. 92.104; and Mr. Gluti (Rapportcur, Committee 011 the Exa- 
cry of Ihc lnahenable Rtghrr of the P&stinian People). Par=. 4%& 
223grh mrg.: German Democratic Republic, pars. 5@5g; lrW. 
wu. IO&I 12; USSR. puar. I l-26; tibia. puas. 37-49; 2239th mrg.: 
f&hr.$n. p.~ti. 63.79; China, was 14 20. Lebanon, paras. 124-134; 
Phltlppincr, paras. 2.13; Sama r ‘-’ ia, parrr. 99-109; Sudan. paras. 81-v; 
UNIX hab Emitala, paras 111-122; 224lsl mu!.’ Alea. puU. l3--15. 

4’1% 1” p4fliculnr 2241~1 mtg.: France. para.3. 68-73. Unicrd 
I(,ngdom. paras. 74-79, borh of whom referred to a decision taken by 
[hc European C‘ommumcy on [he ISSUC of Jcrutiem. 

4’1 S/IJO~ I, subsequentI> adopted wthout change as raolurion 476 

(IYW. 
‘ul-t,inye~r sponson YCVZ listad by the president at lk “‘S.mU., 

pJra. 3. fhc thlny-ninth sponsor was mCnliOWd at the btllmlu of 
the 2242nd mecling 
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adoption of the draft resolution would be an added 
confirmation of the illegality of the Israeli designs on 
Jerusalem.“’ 

At the 2242nd meeting on 30 June 1980, the Prcsi- 
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 VI1 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-Israeli 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 Israeli moves regarding Jerusalem.4J7 

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).4J’ It reads as 
follows: 

Thr Security Council. 

Having conridered the lcltcr of 28 May 1980 from the rcprcrcnta- 
live of Pakistan. the current Chairman of the Organizalion of the 
Islamic Conference. contained in document S/I 3966. 

Rwjflrming that the acquisition of writory by force is insdmis- 
sible. 

Bturing in mind Ihe specific status of Jerusalem and, in particular. 
the need to prorect and preserve the unique spwi~ual and religious 
dimension of the Holy Places in Ihe city. 

Reujfirming its resolutions relevant IO the character and status of 
the Holy City of Jerusalem, in parlicular resolutions 252 (1968). 267 
(1969).271 (1969),298(1971)rnd465(1980). 

Rrculling the Geneva Convention relative to the Prowtion of 
Ciwlian Persons in Time of War. of I2 August 1949, 

&p/wing the pcrsir~cncc of Israel in changing the physical 
characler. demographic composition, ins1itutional s(ructurc and the 
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem. 

Craw/y concrrned about the legislative slcp initiated in the lrrrcll 
Kncsset with the aim of changing the characlcr and status of the Holy 
C11y of Jerusalem. 

I RruJfirmr the overriding nccessi1y for ending the prolonged 
occupation of Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967. including 
Jerusalem; 

2 Strongly deplores the con1inuaJ refusal of Israel. the occupy- 
ing Power. lo comply with the relevant rcsolut~ons of the Security 
Council and the General Assembly; 

3. Rrconfirmc Iha1 all legislative and adminislrativc measures 
and actions taken by Israel, 1hc occupying Power. which purporr 10 
alter the character and stalus of the Holy City of Jerusalem have no 
legal valIdIcy and constitute a firgrant violation of the Geneva 
Convenllon relative IO the ProtectIon of Civilian Persons in Time of 
War and also constitute a serious obstruction IO achieving a comprc- 
hcnrivc. JUSI and lasting peace in the Mlddle East; 

‘JJ2241sl mlg.. paraa. J-II. 
‘“See 2242nd mtg., pua. 12. A similar reservation regarding Chap 

tcr VII measures was upravd by Ihe rcprcsentativc of the United 
Km dom (ibid.. pur. 25). 

’ R Ibrd.. paras. 14-22. 
“‘For the vo(e. Ibid.. para. 23 

4 Rrlfrrofrs that all such mcasurcs which have altered 1hc 
gcographlc. dcmographlc and hlslorical chrracter and slalu\ of the 
tjoly Cl1y of Jerusalem arc null and void and must bc rcwndcd in 
compliance with Ihe relevant rcsolullons of \hc Sccurhy Council; 

5. Urgent/y rolls on Israel. the occupying Power. 10 abIde by the 
present and previous Sccurily Council rcrolutlonr and IO dcslst 
forthwith from ~rSiSlin8 in the policy snd measure\ affccling the 
character and status of the Holy Ci1y of Jerusalem. 

6. Rro/jirmJ its detcrmmalion. in the event of non-compliance by 

Israel with the prcsenl resolution. 10 exuminc prsrllcal ways and 
means in accordance with relcvanl proviwnr of the C‘h:lrwr of Ihe 
Uniled Na1ions to secure Ihe full ~mplemcn1s1n~n of Ihc prcwil 

resolution. 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the rcprescn- 
tativc of Pakistan expressed his setisfuction at the 
Council’s decision and indicutcd that if Israel 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.45P 

The representative of Israel rejected the Council 
decision as another element in a long chain of rcsolu- 
tions ignoring the rights, interests and concerns of 
Israel. 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.W 

Decision of 20 August 1980 (2245th meeting): resolu- 
tion 478 (1980) 

By IetteF dated 1 August 1980, the representative of 
Pakistan, the current Chairman of the Islamic Confcr- 
encc. recalled paragraph 6 of Security Council rcsolu- 
lion 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 
rquestcd an immediate meeting of the Council to 
examine, in accordance with resolution 476 (1980), 
paragraph 6, ways and means to implement the rcsolu- 
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, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian 
Arab Republic, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Upper 
Volta and Yemen lo participate, without vote, in the 
discussion of the item.“l The Council also decided, by 
vote, to invite the representative of the Palestine Libcra- 
tion Organization to participate in the debate, in 
accordance with past practice.& 

4’plbid., paras. 27-37. 
Mlbrd.. paras. M-58. 
~‘S/l4@34. OR. J5rh yr.. Suppl. /or Jrrly-Sepr. lp80. p. 23 
&For details. see chapter III. 
fi1The vole wu IO votes to I, with 4 abstentions. For the vote and 

relcvann! discussion. see 2245th mlg.. paru. 4-8. For further details. 
see chapter 111. 
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At the beginning of the meeting. the President drew 
the attention of the Council members 10 a draft 
resolutionW sponsored by 35 Member States and to 
another draft resolutior? which hnd 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 lo apply measures against Israel. including the 
interruption of economic and military relations with 
Israel.~ 

At the 2245th meeting. the representative of Pakistan 
indicated that the Islamic Conference had decided to 
seek ;L 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 Israeli 
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 thcm- 
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.W 

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/l41 13) as the minimum of what the 
Council should do, because Ihe Islamic Conference 
viewed this resolution as a further step towards urging 
Israel to comply with United Nations decisions.“P 

The Secretary of Slate of the United States suggested 
th;\r ;I common vision of Jerusalem’s future should bc 
rcalircd in the framework of negotiations for a compre- 
hensive pcacc in the Middle Easr. not by unilateral 
actions or attempts to impose sanctions against Israel 
under Chapter VII. He pointed out rhat his Government 
was fully committed to the process begun with the 
Camp David Accords that was designed to lead to a 
final comprehensive peace agreement. He added that 

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.4’0 

Then the President put the draft resolurion contained 
in document S/14 I I 3 to the vote; it was adopted by I4 
votes in favour, none against, with I abstention, as 
resolution 478 (1980).“’ It reads as follows: 

Thr Srcwrr~~ Councrl. 

Rrcollrng 11s rcsolutmn 476 (I 980). 

Rrujlirmrng ogoin thar the acquirilion of territory by force is 
~nadmirsible. 

Dcrply r~>nc?mcd over the enactment of a “basic law” I” the Israeli 
Kncsbc! pralalming a chdngc in the character and status of the Holy 
Clly of Jcruralcm. with 11s impllcallons for peace rind sccur~ty. 

Nofrng Ihal Israel hat no1 compllcd with rerolu~~on 476 (1980). 

Rro/jirming iIs dctcrminallon IO caamine pracllcal ways and 
mcanr. in accord;lncc with the relevant provlsions of the Charter of 
the Unikd Nalidns. LU scsurc the full implcmcn~atlon of its resolution 
476 (1980). m the event of non-compllrncc by Israel. 

I. Ccnrurrr In the ~~rongcs~ terms Ihe enaclmcnl by Israel of Ihe 
“basic law” on Jerusalem and the rcfural IO comply with relevanl 
Security Council rcsoturions; 

2 Ajjirrnf lhal the enactment of Ihe “basic law” by Israel 
conslilutcs a v&lion of intcrnalional law and does not affect the 
concmucd applicalion of the Geneva Convcnlion relative (0 the 
Prokclion of Civitlan Persons in Time of War. of I2 Auausl 1949. in 
the Palcstmirn and other Arab terrirorics occupied sin& June 1967. 
including Jcrusatcm; 

3. fklrrminrs rhat all tcgislalivc and adminirlrative measures 
and actions taken by Israel. the occupymg Power. which have okred 
or purport 10 alkr the character and status of rhc Holy City of 
Jerusalem. and in particular (hc rcccm “basic law” on Jerusalem. are 
null and void and must bc rescinded forthwith; 

4 A/lirmr o/so th.11 this actIon consriluks a scrtous obstruclion 
IO achlcvlng a comprchcnstve. JUSI and lasting pcscc in the Middle 
liasr. 

5 fkcrdrr not lo recognize the “b;rw law” and such olhcr 
aciiuns by lsracl that. a\ a rcbult of this law, reck 10 alter the 
char.xkr And stalus of Jcru\slcm and calls upon’ 

(u) All Member S\dtch IO dcccp! this dcclslon; 

(h) Thohc St;llcs Ihat hnvc crlablishcd diplomatic missions al 
Jcru\alcm IO wilhdraw such mls\lons from the Holy City: 

6 Ktiyuc.irr the Sscrctar)-General lo repor IO the Sccurily 
Council on the implcmcnlation of Ihe presenl rcsolulion before I5 
November t 980. 

7 Dtxldrr IO 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 Israel’s defiance.‘” 

Arab representatives deplored the muted quality Of 
the Council’s reaction 1u 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 1srael.474 

““lbld.. pare.. lOI. 
4.1 For the ~OIC. rbtd para 127. 
4’::b,,1 kralrzc. pa:r,. 1~6.152. and the United Kingdom, 

paras. IJI.IU. 
47%x. for example. rbtd. Jordan. paras. l%l68; also PLO, 

Dprab. 170195. See also Ihe shon statement by Egypt. Ibid.. m. 203- 
iotl 

4741brd.: Israel. parar 197.201 



hision of 26 November 1980 (2256th meeting): 
resolution 48 I (I 980) 

At its 2256th meeting on 26 November 1980, the 
Security Council included the report”’ of the Sccrctav- 
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 
effectively and that the situation in the sector had 
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 comprchcnsive 
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle Fast 
problem could be reached. In the existing circumstances 
the Secretary-General considered the continued prcs- 
cncc 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 rcsoIution4’* 
which he immediately put to the vote. It was adopted by 
14 votes to none as resolution 48 I ( 1980); one member 
did not participate in the voting:” The resolution reads 
as follows: 

The Srruriry Council. 

Having conridrrrd rhc report of the Secretary-General on the 
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force. 

Deridcr: 

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

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement 
Obrcncr Force for another period or SIX months. that IS. until 31 May 
1981; 

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit al the end of this 
pcrlod a report on the developments m the sltualion and the measures 
taken to implement resolution 338 (1973). 

Following the adoption of the resolution, the Prcsi- 
dent, on behalf of the Council, made the following 
complementary statcment4’4 regarding resolution 48 I 
(1980): 

As is known. the report ol the Secretary-General on the United 
NatIons Disengagcmen~ Observer Force (S/14263) states in para- 
graph 27 that “dapttc the present quiet m the Israel-Syria SCC~O~. the 
situation in the Middle Easy as a whole commu~s to be potentially 
dangerous and is likely IO remain so unless ;Ind until a comprehensive 
~It~emenl covcrmg all aspects of the Mlddlc East problem can be 
reached”. This slatemen! of the Secretary-General reflects Ihe view of 
the Security Council 

“’ S/ I42hJ. OR, 3Jrh yr Sup/d Jur 01 I -/k~ I VXO. pp 45.47 
“e S/14269. adopted wthout change JI rcsulutwn JW I (1980) 
4nFor the vote. see 2256th mtg , para. 2. 
“‘For the slatemcnt. ibrd.. para. 3 

De&ion of 17 December I980 (2258th mcctinp): reso- 

lution 4113 ( 1980) 
At its 2258th meeting on 17 December IWO. the 

Security Council included the report”” of the Sccrctary- 
General on the United Nations Interim Force in I.cba- 
non (UNIFIL) for the period 13 June to I I December 
1980 dated 12 December 1980 in its agenda. 

The report contained an account of developments 
relating to the functioning of UNlFlL 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 objcc- 
tives of resolution 425 (197X). HC strcsscd th;\t IINIF’II 
could fulfil its mandate only if it bud the full <upport of 
all the parties concerned and that the situation in 
Southern Lebanon could not bc isolated from the 
extremely complex developments in the region. The 
search for a comprehensive, just and lasting settlcmcnt 
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 dejiacro 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 
Armistice 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 I December. Efforts 
continued to convene another meeting. 

Although UNlFlL 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 
effort to consolidate the UNIFIL area, in particular 
through removal of the five positions established there 
by the defucro forces and the two established by armed 
elements. 

At the 2258th meeting, the Council invited the 
rcpresentativcs of Israel and Lebanon to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion of the agenda item.m 
The President drew the attention of Council mcmbcrs 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 mcmkr did 



not participate in the voting.‘*’ The resolution reads as 
fol1ows: 

K~~<,//,,,~ ,I\ rc\olu~m\ 42s (197x1. 42t1 (l')JNl. 427 (19711). 434 
(1~7~). 444 (197~). 450 (1979). 459 (1979). 467 (l9NO) .lnd 474 

(19X0,. 

\{ar,ng ~rudtcd the rcpor~ of the Secrc\ary.(;cncral on the UniIcd 
hatIons lnterlm Force in Lebanon of I2 Dcccmbcr 1980. 

.\‘r~fing the ICIIC~ dated I5 December 1980 from the Permanent 
RcprcrcnIaIIvc of Lebanon to the SccrcIary-General, 

C‘onvincrd that the prcscnt situation has scrtous consequences for 
pc.vx and sccuriry in the Middle EasI, 

Rro/jirnring iIs call (or the strict respect for the territorial 
imcgriry. unity. sovcrcignly and polIIical independence of Lebanon 
wIthIn its inlcrnaIIonnlly recognized boundaries. 

I. Takrs nOfc of the report of the Secretary-General On the 
L,nIIcd NaIIons InIcrIm Force m Lebanon; 

2 0rw/rr IO renew Ihc mandale of the Force for a period of six 
months. Ih;II 1s. unIIl 19 June 1981. and rcItcraIcs its commiImcnt IO 
Ihc full ImplcmcnI.lIwn of Ihc mdndatc of Ihc Force lhroughoul IIS 

cnIIrc arc.3 ol upcr.Itwn up to Ihc InternatIonally rccognircd bounda. 
rx\, accordlnp IO Ihc terms of rcfcrcncc and guidelines as staled and 
cunflrmcd In Ihc approprIaIc SccurIIy Council resolutions. 

1 C’rrnImrndt the pcrformancc of the Force and rcitcralcs IIS 
Icrm\ III rclcrcncc a\ WI out In the rcporc or Ihc Sccrctsry-Gcncrdl of 
I9 M.+rch 1978 and approved by rcwluIion 426 (1978). in particular 

IhJI Ihc I rncc mu\I bc cnablcd IO functlon a\ an cfficicnl mllitdry 
un11. IhaI II murt cn)oy freedom of movcmcnl and communicatwn und 
oIhcr ~XI~IIIC\ ncccswry for Ihc performance of IIS (asks and that II 
mu\I conIInuc to bc able IO dlschargc 11s dutlcs according to the 
dbcrvc-mcnIIoncd Icrms of rcfcrcncc. including the right of self. 
dcfcncc. 

4 txprrtsrs lfr supporr for the Lebanese Govcrnmcnc in its 
efforts to slrcnglhcn IIS authorily. borh aI the cwilian and at the 
mllltary level. In Ihc zone of opcratIon ol the I-orcc. 

5 Commrnds the Secretary-General for his efforts to rcaclivatc 
the Israel-Lebanon MIxed ArmIstxc CornmIssion. takes note of the 
preparatory mecung Ihat was held on Monday, I December 1980, and 
calls on all parties IO continue such cfforis as are necessary for the 
IOIJI and unconditional implcmcntatIon of the General Armislicc 
Agreemen!. 

0 Rryurtrs the Secretary-General to Iakc the necessary mca- 
surcs IO InIcnsIfy dIscussIons among all the parIles concerned. SO that 
the Force may complcIc iI\ mandate, and IO report periodically on the 
rcwlts of his cfforIs IO Ihc Security Council, 

1 Hrajfrrnrr its dcIcrmInaIion. In Ihc event of continuing ob- 
\Iru\Iu>n of Ihc m.IndJlc ol Ihc Force. 10 examine practical ways and 
nw.In\ 111 \CL urc Iha lull Illlpl~lI,cnI.lIl~,lr 01 rcwlulmn 425 (19781 

I (~IIIWIII~ 111c .ttlol~tion of the rcsoluti~~n, the reprcsen- 
t.~t~vr 01’ I c~~;II~L~I~ rcl’ctrctl to hrs letter‘” dated I5 
Ihxc~~rbc~ IWO. in whtclr hc h;\d transmitted his 
t;cjvcrnmcnt’s views regardrnp the Secretary-General’s 
rcporl, and emphasized that I.cbanon wanted lo see 
several ishues taken up in a practical manner: these were 
the securrty, 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 tot:tl area of operation; the complete cessation of all 
hostile activities; and the reactivation of the Israel- 
I cbanon Mixed Armistice Commission. He hoped that 
resolution 483 (1980), just adopted, would be interprct- 
cd in the light of these expectations. His Government 
would no longer put much trust in UNIFIL if its 

extension again failed to bring the fulfilment of such 
practical needs.‘b’ 

A few members expressed appreciation for (he eontin- 
ued functioning of UNIFIL in Lebanon and stated in 

varying ways their strong wish to see the full implemen- 
tation of resolution 425 (1978) and the restoration of 
peace and sovereignty in the drea. 

B. TIME MIDDLE EAST PROBLEM INCLUDING 

THE PALESTINIAN QUESTIUN 

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 I2 January 1976, 
IO continue the debate on the Middle East problem 
including the Palestinian question, taking into account 
all relevant United Nations rcsoIutions.“4a’ 

In accordance with that decision, the Security Coun- 
cil, at its 1870th meeting on I2 January 1976, included 
the “Middle East problem including the Palestinian 
question” in its agenda .‘I( 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 meeting, 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 represrnta- 
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- 

a2258th mtg.. paras. 15-36. 
us Among IhOse rclevanI rcsoluIIons were General Assembly rcso 

lutions 3375 (XXX) entItled “InvIIation IO the Palcslmc Liberalion 
OrganIraIIon IO particlpaIc tn Ihc efforts for pcacc in Ihc MIddlc 
FJSI”. rcsoluIIon 3376 (XXX) cnIIIlcd “Question of Pdleslinc”, lcrcr 
U/IO rcqucsIIng the Council IU convdcr as won as powble PfIcr l 
January 1976 Ihc quotwn of the cxcrcIsc by Ihc Palcsrmian Oplc Of 
IheIr InalIcnablc righIs rccognlzcd In rcsoluIIon 3236 (XX X). and T  
rcsolulbon 341.1 (XXX) cncnlcd “The SItuaIIon In the MIddIe East”. 
tn,er a//p rcoueslmg Ihc Council IJ seek the ImplemcnIalIon of all 
rclcvant resolurlons aImed 31 csIabhshIng JUSI and lasImg pact in Ihc 
hl Iddlc East 

a For [he Jdoprwn of the qcndJ. see 1870th mIg . para. 12. 
‘1’ For dcI4IIs. ICC chapter III 



tion as were conferred when a Member State was 
invited to participate under rule 37.“” 

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 I2 January 1976,“’ the Council decided, 
by I I votes in favour to one against, with 3 absten- 
tions.‘“‘J 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 prc- 
dicamcnt. 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 rcsolu- 
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 ceniral 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 Israel, 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 IO 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.*V’ 

At the 187lst meeting on I3 January 1976, the 
representative of Egypt stated that hi!, (iovcrnmcnt’s 
policy regarding the Palestinian question was puidcd by 
the following six clcmcnls: (I) l‘hc (‘ounc~l dcbaie 
should be focused primarily on the political ;Ispects of 
the Palestinian question, and the Council should resolve 
that peace in the Middle East must be based on the 
achievement by the Palestinian pcoplc of their nation:11 
rights. (2) Egypt called for the establishment of an 
independent Palestinian entity. (3) Egypt expected Isra- 
el’s complete withdrawal from all Arab territories 
occupied since 5 June 1967. (4) The Gcncva Pcacc 
Conference had not yet been given the chance to 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 
prcrquisite 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.‘pz 

At the same meeting, the representative of the Syrian 
Arab Republic wclcomcd 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 itself 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 
rquircments 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.‘v’ 

At the 1872nd meeting on I4 January 1976, the 
representative of France suggested that the components 
of an over-all settlement were obvious: (1) The Arab 
territories occupied by Israel 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 seeking 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 vtcus in those negotiations and 
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hoped that everything would be ready for the resump- 
tion of negotiations along those lines.‘p’ 

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 Israeli troops from all the 
Arab territories occupied in 1967 and the satisfaction of 
the legitimate national rights of the Arab people of 
Palestine, including their inalienable 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 Middle 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.‘p’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of the United 
Kingdom proposed that the aims of the Council should 
be 10 assist the resumption of negotiations, with the 
participation in them of all the parties concerned, 10 
reaffirm the existing resolutions of the Council, in 
particular resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (l973), 
setting out the framework of a lasting settlement, 10 
recognize the fundamental importance of the Palcstin- 
ian problem and to take account of the legitimate 
political rights of the Palestinian people.‘96 

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 cstab- 
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 negotiated. 
the <‘trunc~l should not now seek to prejudge the work of 
I hl ( ‘imfcrcncc.‘y’ 

At the sitme meeting. the representative of India 
btated that resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) had 
so far failed to bring about a just and lasting settlement 
because the Palestinian question had remained neglcct- 
cd tie expressed hope that the Council, in establishing 
:I sutt;lblc framework of principles and procedures for 
the scttlcment of the Middle East problem, would 
stipulate the national right of the Palestinian people to 
have a State of their own, without prejudice 10 the 
rlphts of the State of Israel.‘9” 

At the 1877th meeting on ?I January 1976, the 
rcprcscnt;ltlve of Algeria proposed that the Council 
should conzlder as non-negotiable the following three 

principles: first, that the Palestinian people was an 
interested party in Jny scll~emenl; secondly, (hat the 
PLO was the genuine representative of the Palestinian 
people; and thirdly, that as refugees the Palestinians had 
the right to return 10 their homes and 10 recover their 
properties and that as a people they enjoyed the right to 
self-determination as far as the delinition of their 
national future was concerned. These principles implied 
that the Council would have (0 expand the frameworh 
set out in resolution 242 (1967) in order to facilitate 
progress towards a solution acceptable 10 all parties.‘w 

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 resolutionm 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 constn- 
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 resolulion and 
expressed the hope that the Council members would be 
willing lo 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 
rhe preamble, convinced that the question of Palestine 
was the core of the conflict in the Middle East, would 
express its concern over the conrinuing 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 
JUSI 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 (a) that the Palestinian people should 
be endbled to 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 10 do so and 
(ho\e choosing not to return had the right to compcnsa- 
tlon for their property; (c) that Israel should withdraw 
from 311 the Arab territories occupied since June 1967; 
(d) th.it approprrate arrtingemenls should be established 



to guarantee, in accordance with the Chnrter, the 
sovereignly, territorial integrity and palrtic;tl indcpcn- 
dence of all States in the area and thcrr right to live in 
peace within secure and recognized boundaries; sccond- 
ly, decide that the provisions contained in par;tpraph I 
above should be taken fully into account in al1 intcrna- 
1ional 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 ncccssary 
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 fourthly. 
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 to pursue its responsibilities regarding such implc- 
mentation.‘O’ 

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 ;I new 
opcrativc paragraph which would have the Council 
reaffirm the principles and provisions of its resolutions 
242 (I 967) and 338 (1973) and declare that nothing in 
the foregoing provisions of the resolution superseded 
them.‘O? 

7 hc representative of Pakistan exprcbsed 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.‘O’ 

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 Kingd0m.m 

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 detcr- 
mined by the judgement whether resolutions 242 (I 967) 
and 338 (I 973) were crucial to the peace process or had 
become useless or a hindrance.‘” 

The amendment was then put to the vote, rcccivcd 4 
volts in I’;lvaur. ? apainsl, iId 9 abslentionc, ;tnd w;rs 
trot ;tdopted. hirvrng f.tilcd trr obt:ttrr 111~ rcttuirctl 
m;rjority.“” 

Then the draft resolution (S/l 1940) wits put to the 
vote ;\nd received 9 votes in f;tvour. one against. ;~nd .\ 
;tbstentidns; Chinn and the I.ibyan Ar;tb Republic did 
not p;trticip;ttc in the vote. Owing to the ncttirtivs vote ol 
a permanent member of the Council the dr;tft 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 stalcmatc in the Middle East peace process could 
only lead to further frustration and violence and called 
upon all the parties concerned to persist in the efforts 
for peaceful settlement.“w 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
the United States stated that after long and careful 
examination. his Government had decided that its 
responsibility to seek further progress towards an over- 
itI1 pcacc scttlcment in the Middle East required it. cvcn 
if it stood alone, to prc\crve the framework for ncgotia- 
tions c\t;tblishcd in resolutionr 242 (1967) and 338 
( I972).“” 

The reprcscntative 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 i1s favour. Despite the defeat of the draft, 
hc 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.“’ 

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 tc\t of the draft resolution 511 

The rcprcsentativc of the Syrian Arab Republic 
joined Council members in conveying his disappoint- 
mcn1 at the defeat of the draft resolution which, as hc 
cxpl;trned 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 establrsh an Independent State in its homeland, in 
conformrty with the Charter of the United Nations. He 
also f,rrlcd to comprehend how the United States and 
(ither Governments could reiuse to endorse the Charter 
prrncrple of the rnndmissibilrty of the acquisition of 

’ 



territory bj the threat or USC of force in the case of the 
occupied Arab territories. In view of this constellation 
he suggested Ihal the United Nations and its Secretary- 
(;cner;ll take up the task of cxtablishing a just and 
lasting peace in the region with the help of the 
uvcrwhelmlng majority of Member States.‘” 

C. REQUEST BY THE LIBYAN ARAB REPUBLIC AND 

PAKISTAN FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE SERIOUS 

SITUATION ARISING FROM RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 

IN ~tit OCCUPIED ARAB TERRITORIES 

Decision of 25 March 1976 (1899th meeting): rejection 
of five-Power draft resolution 

By leltcr”’ dated 19 March 1976, the representatives 
of the Libyan Arab Republic and Pakistan rquested 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 irs 
existing decisions on Jerusalem. They also rquested 
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 developmenrs in rhe occupied Arab 
territories” and considered the item during its 1893rd to 
1899th meetings from 22 lo 25 March 1976. 

During these meetings the Council decided to invite 
the representatives of Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Iraq, 
Israel, Jordan, Mauritani’a, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian 
Arab Republic, Tunisia, and Yugoslavia to participate, 
without vote, in the discussion of the question.“’ 

At the IH93rd meeting, the Council also decided, by 
volt. that the representatives of the PLO should be 
Invltcd IO p.rrllcip;lte in the dcbutc. in accordance with 
lhc Crbuncil’s past practice.“” 

hr rhc bepinning of the discussion of the question, the 
Prc\&nt drew the attention of the Council members to 
IWO Ictfers”’ dated I March and IS March 1976 

cont;iining Information regarding the I lulation of the 
sanctity of Al Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem 

At the same mcclrng, the representallvc of the Libyan 
Arab Republic referred lo the call for an urgent meeting 
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 wi,lesplcad pro- 
tests against the occupation authorities by P~lcstinian~ 
in Jerusalem and other areas and large-scale arrests as 
well as other repressive measures ordered by the Israeli 
authorities. He also noted with appreciation the slate- 
merit 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 Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem. 
The Israeli policy aimed at radically 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.“’ 

The representative of the PLO described in detail the 
measures of suppression lo 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 seek a 
decisive, effective resolution in order to bring justice to 
the Palestinian people.‘19 

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- 
dardh of civilized behaviour. He added that the Council 
could no longer acquiesce in the continuation of this 
illeg;~l occupation. lf 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 la* 
and the Geneva Convention Relative 10 the Protection 
of Civilian Persons in Time uf War, of I2 August 1949. 
his Government believed that the Council should adopt 
a resolution calling for: the exercise b> the Palestinian 
people of the right to self-determination: the condemna- 



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 IO putting an end IO these 
violations and to rescinding all previous measures taken 
by the occupation authorities in Jerusalem and in the 
West Bank.‘*O 

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 deftnition 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 IO 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.‘ll 

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 
equal to a Member State of the United Nations. He also 
set out in detail his Government’s response to the 
accusations brought against Israel and stated that its 
cncmics 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 Aqsa 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 ‘~1 

At the 1895th meeting on 23 March 1976, the 
rwcsentatiw of the USSR stated th;tt :I u hole series of 

completely impermissible actions by the Israeli occupa- 
tion forces had aroused mass protests by the Arab 
population. His delegation condemned the highly arbi- 
trary acts against the Arabs in the occupied tsrritorics 
and considered that an end should be put to such acts 
once and for all. Israel should be compelled to rcspcct 
the appropriate decisions of the Security Council and 
the General Assembly and to withdraw its troops from 
all the Arab territories occupied since 1967.“’ 

At the 1896th meeting on 23 March 197h, the 
rcprcscntativc of the United States WC~C~UINX~ rI\c cyrp\r- 

tunity to hear the rsprcscntativc of the 1’1.0, I)III 

cxpresscd his rrprct that the (‘ouncrl d\d 11\)t ;ultrc~c II\ 
its rules of prticdurc 111 invttmp lhc I’;rlrslinians. 
Regarding the issue under discussion, hc pomtcd out 
that for his Government the big question was the 
problem of the occupied territories uis-b-vis the right of 
Israel to be and to be secure IO which the Americans 
were strongly and deeply dedicated. He added that the 
United States rcmaincd committed to the irnplcmcnta- 
tion of the bargain embedded in resolution 242 (1967) 
providing for the withdrawal of Israeli 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. ic. prescrvc the 
religious practices as they were at the time the occupa- 
tion began, an attitude maintained by the Israeli 
Government. With regard to the status of lerusalem, 
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 Convcn- 
tion. As far as prospective action of the Security 
Council was concerned, his delegation would apply three 
tests: First, would the facts and judgcments on which 
the draft resolution was based correspond to the actual 
situation’! Secondly, would the Councii’s action in 
practice advance the proper admlnistration 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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/\t the 1899th meeting on 25 M;lrch 1976, the 
representative of Pakistan introduced a draft resolu- 
tion”b sponsored by the delegations of Guyana, Panama, 
the United Republic of Tanzania and his own dclega- 
(ion, which, rn the preambular part, would have the 
Council express deep concern at the 3crious situation 
which had arisen in the occupied Arab terrIturIcs as a 
rc\ult of continued occupation and at the measures 
taken by the Israeli authorities leading to the present 
grave situation, including measures aimed at changing 
the physical, cultural, demographic and religious char- 
acter of the occupied territories and, in particular, the 
city of Jerusalem, the establishment of Israeli settle- 
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 riced for cstablish- 
ing a just and lasting peace in the Middle East; under 
the operative part of the draft resolution, the Council 
would ( I ) deplore Israel’s failure to put a stop to actions 
and policies tending to change the status of the city of 
Jerusalem and to rescind mcaturcs already taken to that 
effect; (2) call on Icracl. pending the speedy termination 
of its occupation. to refrain 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 rhat effect; and (4) 
decide to keep the situation under constant attention 
*II\I .I \ IN 10 mrctinp ;\g;\in should circums1anccs so 
~cqutrc 

‘I’hc rcprc>cnt;ltlvc of P;lkistan Indicated that in 
prcp;Irinp the dr.lft the sponsors had sought to accom- 
IN~.IIC the vIewpoints of the Council members and of 
~hc p.trtlc\ III order IL) cn\urc unanlmou\ approval of the 
rc\olrltlon ‘I hc spcJnhc)rs had ;rttclnplcd to formulate the 
pcncr;\l concern ;~bout wh;~t h;ld h,lppncd In Jerusalem 
.~ntl 111 I~C cu11p1ct1 tcrritoricx, hut If  .Iny delegation 
ulhhctl tk1 r;ti\c further quchtlon\ or make additional 
~II~K~~IILIII\. the \pon\orb !,tood rc;ldl 10 listen to them 
.lnd t&b :~cccpt them il’ ;rt all fc;lsible Phc sponsors were 
c~~nvlnccd th;lt ths draft resolution uould facilitate the 
pc;~~l‘ul \cttlcmcnt of the Middle I.,\\1 problem and 

would be very unhappy if it could not bc approved 
unanimously.‘1’ 

Speaking in explanation of vote, the representative of 
the United States indicated that his Government had 
carefully measured the draft resolution against the 
criteria put forward by him at an earlier meeting and 
had concluded that it failed lo meet them, especially 
because it reflected or implied judgcment which on 
balance did not correspond to the actual situation in the 
area. In his Government’s view Israel had admir:istercd 
the Holy Places in Jerusalem in a way that actively 
minimized tensions. As the United States was currently 
involved in an effort lo 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.‘18 

AI the same meeting, the President put the draft 
resolution to the vote: it received 14 votes in favour and 
I against and failed of adoption. owing to the negative 
vote of a permanent member of the Council.5*q 

D. THE SITUATION IN mt OCCUPIED 
ARAB TERRITORIES 

Decision of 26 May 1976 (1922nd meeting): adjourn- 
mcnl 
By a letter dated 3 May 1976.‘j” 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 Israeli authorities. He also requested that the 
representative of the Palestine Liberation Organization 
(PLO) be invited 10 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 debare. 
The representative of the PLO was then invited to take 
;I seat at the side of the Council chamber.“: Subse- 
quently the President invited the representatives of 
Israel and the PLO to take seats at the Council table.‘” 

In the course of the meeting. the representatives of 
Egypt, Isr;lcl. Jordan, Kuwait. Qatar. Saudi Arabia. 
Somalia. the Syrian Arab Republic and Semen were 
invited. at their request. IO participate in rhc debate 
without the right to vote. 



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 
c,ccupied Arab territories had dctcriorated 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 Israeli 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 I3 February 1976, based 
on the reports of the Secretary-General and the Special 
Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Involving the 
llumJn Rights of the Population of the Occupied 
Territories, deploring Israel’s violations of the inhabi- 
t,lnth’ human rights and condemning certain specific 
Israeli policies and practices in those territories. He 
strcsscd the unshakeable resolve of the Arab inhabitants 
of the occupied tcrritorics to regain their lands and 
doubted that Israel had the capacity to suppress those 
aspirations. In any search for a peaceful settlement of 
the Palestinian question, the indisputable position ol 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.J)6 

At the 1917th meeting on 5 May 1976, the rcpresen- 
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 
Israelis 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 occupied territories in keeping with 
the surreptitious Zionist design of eradicating all Arabs 
from the so-called land of Israel. He invited the Council 
lo bear in mind a number of fundamental points, 
namely: the continued occupation of the Arab territo- 
ries, the accompanying lsracli 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.“’ 

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 effective measures appeared IO follow, it was 

important to keep the international community :\\‘\vIxY~ 
of the plight of the people in the occupied tcrrltorlc\. Ilc 
described recent developments on the WCSI B:~nk. 
including mass protests against the Israrll occupation 
He also drew particular attention to a reported “master 
plan” by which Israel intended to annex to JcrusJlem 
vast areas on the West Bank for Jewish scttlcmcnt and 
to affect the physical, demographic and cultural compo- 
sition of the Holy City to the detriment of the Arab 
sector, He appealed IO the Council to act immcdi;ltcly 
by prevailing upon Israel to respect hum:in right\. 10 
preserve the character of the occupied arcah. ;~nd. ;~hovc 
all, to end its occupation finally and irrcvcrsibly.“” 

The representative of the Syrian Ar;\b Rcpuhlic 
charged that there was growing ct)llabor;tt IOII hctwrcn 
Israel and South Afric;l, as evidenced I’rom 111~ o1’11~*1.11 
visit of the Prime Minister of South ATrlc;l IO I\r;lcl III 

April 1976, and that the two cuuntrics 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 Israel’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.“q 

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 
equally 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 treatment of 
its nationals and the harassment of civilians by the 
Jordanian authorities. He rejected the allegations of 
violations of human rights by Israel, pointing to the 
large number of people, including Arabs. who entcrcd 
the areas under Israeli administration either 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 
lsraeli 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, to wit the failure of the Arab countries to 
recognize Israel’s right of existence as an integral part 
of the Middle East. Hc affirmed his Government’s 
determination to continue its efforts in the search for 
peace.M 

The representative of Saud1 Arabia criticized as 
untenable Israel’s dogmatic stance of basing its claim to 
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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 Israel to adapt its attitudcb towards a peaceful 
change so as to gain acceptance in the arca by the Arab 
world.‘” 

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 lo 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 wah hampered by the 
super-Power rivalry in the area. It was thcrcforc ncccs- 
sary to eliminate that rivalry and to prevail upon Israel 
IO withdraw from all the occupied Arab territories. 
objectives that could be achieved by promoting close 
unity among the Palestinian and other Arab people in 
their struggle.J4’ 

The representative of the Sudan dismissed Israel’s 
claims of humane administration and economic ad- 
vancement for the people in,the arcas under its occupa- 
tion, arguing that Israel 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 
\hcJwcd I’orrign domination IO be an evil which retarded 
political and economic dcvclopment,“’ 

Speaker\ from other Arab States expressed similar 
vlewh regarding the Middle Fast problem ;LS ;I whole. 
They dcnounccd Israel’s practices in the occupied terra- 
torich ;\nd criticized Israel for i~ttemptinp to pl;ly down 
or even dlvcrt attention from thcx cornpl.lintx The! 

&ntil’icd. with varying deprcc3 of crnph.lsi\. the follow- 
111~ clc~lrcu~\ of the problem. the continued illeg;\l 

cxcupti~lll 01’ Ar;lb tcrrItorIc> b! I\r.lcl, I\r.lc’I’s est;lb- 
Il\hlncnt 111’ .lcuI\h scttlcm~ntlr III III~M tcrritoric\. 

Ixr;lcl’\ vltll.ltlon of the human right\ of the inh;lbit;lnt\ 

._ _- -- 

there, characterized by some as reminiscent of South 
Africa’s racial inJustice,. the status of the tfoly City of 
Jcrusalcm; and the rcstoratlon of the Palestinians’ 
rights, including the right IO return to their homes and 
to establish their own state. The speakers pointed out 
that solutions to the above elements of the problem had 
alrcudy been set out in various United Nations resolu- 
lion\. and that all that was needed was for the Securit) 
Council to find the means of enforcing the relevant 
dcci.sions They believed the Security Council to have 
the capacity in that regard and urged it to have the 
moral strength to do so.“’ 

The representative of Romania urged the Council to 
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.J4b 

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 1976.5” 

AI 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: 

The rcprc\cnt;rtivc of the l.ib\an Arab Republic said 
th,lt the %t.itemcnt just read by the President was 
In.idcquJtc in dealing ulth the central issue of the 
I’r,‘hlcrlr. n.lmel> the withdrawal of Israel from the 
o<Zupicd lerrilorie5. and added that Libya did not 
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accept the provisions of resolution 242 (1967) a~ 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 parlicu- 
lar he criticized the failure to mention the rights 
accruing 10 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 
tslablishment of settlements, were increasingly a matter 
of conccrn.55o 

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 numerous acts of 
terrorism committed by PLO terrorists in Israel and in 
the occupied territories. He asserted that the failure to 
find a solurion 10 the problem lay with the divided Arab 
Stares 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.“’ 

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.5?: 

In the course of the meetings the repre!.cnl:~livcs of 
Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia. Israel. Jordan. Mauri- 
tania, Morocco, Nipcri;l. Saudi Arabin ;ind the Syri;in 
Arab Republic were invited at their request IO p;lrlici 

p;lte in the debate without the right IO volt “’ 
The representative of Egypt rcc:rllcd pcrtincnt 11:~ 

sages in the statement read WI by the Prcsidcnt ;II the 
1922nd meeting on 26 May l97h, ;ind ch:\rpcd th;lt 
instead of heeding the measures called for by :I majority 
of the Council in the staterncnt. Israel 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 crf Jrrus,llcm 
and resolution 271 (1909) conccrnIng t hc 11*11! :\I +;\ 
Mosque, which he said lsracl had flouted. ;IS WCII as (\I 
the Israeli practices condemned by the General Assem- 
bly in its resolution of I5 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 dcvclopmcnts 
Egypt had decided lo come to the Security Council 
again in the hope that the Council would condemn those 
lsracli policies and declare them lo be a threat to peace 
and security.5’9 

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 Ietter55’ 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 
meetings on the subject in May 1976. 

By another letter of the same date.‘” the represcnta- 
tive of Egypt requested that the rcprcsentative of rhe 
PLO be invited to participate in the debate. 

At the 1966th meeting on I November 1976, the 
Council included the letter from Egypt in its agenda, 
without objection,5” and considered the matter at four 
meetings held from I to I I November 1976. Following 
the adoption of the agenda at the 1966th meeting the 
Council decided, by vole. to invite the representative of 
the PLO, in accordance with the Council’s past practice, 
to participate in the debate.“0 

The representative of the PLO said that the situation 
in the occupied Arab lcrritories was deteriorating and 
that nothing had been done to prevent the recurrence of 
violence there or lo deal with the root cause of the 
problem. He charged that Israeli practices in Ihe 
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 rcsi- 
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 I6 days. 
As a result of the increasing construction of Israeli 
settlements in the occupied territories, thcrc would soon 
be nothing left of Security Council resolution 242 
(1967), which Israel was urging Arab States to heed. 
He staled two prerequisites for a just peace: the prompt 
withdrawal by Israel from all occupied Arab territories 
and resloration 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 possible through expulsions, harass- 
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mcnt and persecution. He therefore appealed to the 
Council to invoke the powers available to it under the 
Charter so as to defuse the explosive situation in the 
Middle East .‘62 

The representative of Israel rejected characterization 
of the situation in the occupied territories 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 lsracl 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 Israeli administra- 
tion. Rather than engaging in sterile debates it would bc 
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.‘b’ 

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 Chief of Staff of the United 
Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO),‘M 
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.36’ , 

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 Israel’s design to annex them. 
llc rr;lffirnlcd th;lt. in the view of the Soviet Union, the 
ot~lv w.1)’ I(I ,I J~SI ;lnd l;lrtlng pcacr was through 8 

rr\uInp(lcur of the (;encv;r Pcnw (‘onferencc on the 
M~ddlc I,;I\I. the Soviet Ilnion W;IS rc;ldy to extend its 
cffortr IO that end.jM 

Iluring the course of the debate a number of other 
apeakcrs appealed, in various terms, for firm action by 
the Security Council to adopt appropriate measures to 
ensure compliance with the relevant United Nations 
rcsolutlons ‘h’ 
- 

At the 1969th meeting on I I November 1976, the 
representative of China said thdt 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 Israeli Zionism and against big- 
Power machinations in the area.W 

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 rcprc- 
sented there by the PLO. In that connection he cx- 
pressed his Government’s belief that the United h’a- 
tions, particularly the Security Council and the Secre- 
tary-General, must play an important role in the 
exercisc.‘bq 

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 consultations with all 
of them: 

hc a rc~ull of consulldtlons over which I presided with all mcmkrs 
or ihc Councd. I am authorlxd as President IO make the rollowmg 
sldlrmcnl on behalf of Ihe Council 

Followmg the request submitted by Egypt on 20 October 1976, Ihc 
Sccun~y Council held four mcctmgs between I and I I hovcmber IO 
consider the struation in the occuprcd Arab tcrritorrcs. with the 
participation of the representative of the Palestine LiberalIon Organi- 
zalron. After consulting all the mcmbcn. the Prcsrdenl of the Council 
SLBICS that the Council has agreed: 

I. To express its grave anxiety and concern over the prcscnl 
serious situation in the occupied Arab lerlllorrcs ar a rcsuli of 
continued Israeli occupatron 

2. To reaffirm its call upon the Government of Israel IO ensure 
the safety. welfare and security of the inhabitants ol the tcrriloricc 
and IO lacillt.ttc the return of those InhabItants who have fled the 
areas ~ncc the outbreak of hostllrtles 

3. To rcalfirm that rhc GcnctJ Conventron rcld~~vc IO the 
Protcclmn of C‘lvilian Pcr\ons rn Trme of War IS applrcdblc lu the 
Ar,~b lcrrilorx\ occupied by I\racl srnc‘c 1967 Thcreforc. the wcup!- 
ing Power 15 called upon once agaIn IO comply s~rrc~ly wilh lhc 
provt*rona of th.11 Convcntlon and IO rcfraln from an) measure rhll 
VIOI.IIC~ them In tlua rc#ard. Ihc measures t,skcn b! Israel in the 
t~~~trpzd Arr.lb Icrrl!orlc\ whrch al~cr rhclr demogrJph!i comp.xlrron 
,)r ,tc,,fir.lphrc.ll chrrxtcr. ;Ind rn y~r~~cul.rr the csrJbllshmcnl of 
~11Icmcr11~. arc strongI) dcplorcd Such mcasurcb. whtch hdvc no lcg.tl 
~.IIIJII~ and c.tnnot prejudge the ou::3me of the efforts IO achtebc 
pc.lic. c‘onrtllutc an ob>taclc to pc.~cc 

4 To consrdcr once more lhar I’. lcerslalivc and admmrstratlvc 
mcJsurcs and acttons taken b) I,rAcl. r,cludlng crpropr~al~ofl of land 
and propcrlx> thereon and the rran\. rt: of populaironl. uhrch tend IO 

change the Icgrl slatus of Jcru~alcn;. arc tnvalld and c;lnflol chdngc 
IhJt stdtus. and urgentI> IO cdl1 ups 1~x1 once more IO rescind all 
such mcdsurcb aIreddy taken and IO CC(ISI lorrhwlth from takrng an) 
furlher ac,ron uhrch lends IL> change :!x s~tus OC Jerusalem In thl\ 
conn~cilon. ihe Council dcplorcs the Carlurc of Isr~cl lo show an) 
regard for SCCWIIY Councd re~lut~c‘r~ 237 (19h7) ol 14 June 1967. 
252 (196x1 d :I hia\ l9bX And Y? 49711 of 25 Scprcmbcr 1971 
and (icncrdl Asscn~bly’rc\olu~~on\ 2:‘: 1ES.V) and 2’5-4 (ES-V) Of J 
and I4 Jul) 1967 



(. TO rmognl~c that an! act of profnnarlon of rhc ttoly t%Kcs. 
rcl,glou~ bulldings and sites or an) t?Wuragc~Cnl uf. or COnnl~JnCC 

a,. any such act may scriowly endanger lnlcrnalional pence and 

sccurll) 
The Council decides to keep the silualion under constant allenlion 

with a vicu 10 meeting again should circumslanccs rcquire.s’O 

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 I979 (2 134th 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 territorics.5’4 

At the 2123rd meeting on 9 March 1979, the Council 
included the letter from Jordan in its agenda without 
objection,5:’ and considered the matter at eight meetings 
held between 9 and 22 March 1979. At the same 
meeting the Council decided, by vote, to invite the 
representative of the PLO, in accordance with the 
Council’s past practice, to participate in the dcbatc.r’b 
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 

)‘O 1969th mlg , para 41 
“’ lbrd, parac 42-47 
“: lbrd paras. 67-8 I 
“‘9131 15. OR. Jlrh II. SuppI /or Jon -Mrrrch 1~7~. p. iJf, 
“’ kc also letter dated 2 Clarch 1979 addrcsxd IU the President of 

Ihe Sccurlty Counctl b) the Aclmg Ch.tlrmAn of the Commrllee on 
the t?xcrcl\c of the InallcnJblc Rlghrs of Ihe Pale\llnian people 
(S!IJI32.ihrJ.p 95) 

Republic, tlungary, India. Indonesia, Ir;rrr, Ir;rq, Isr;rcl. 
Jordan, Lebanon. Mauritania. I’i\kIsI;ln. C).II;II'. HOIII;I. 

nia, Saudi Arabia, Senegal. Somalia. Sud;rn. Syri;rn 
Arab Republic, Tunisia. Turkey. llhr;rrni;rn Soviet So- 
cialist Republic. Vict Nam. Ycmcn and Yugosl:rvi;r 
were invited, at their request, to partrcip;rtc in the 
debate without the right to vote.“’ 

At the 2123rd meeting the rcprcsentativc of Jordan 
distributed to members of the Council maps and accom- 
panying notes”’ indicating what he termed :I terrifying 
record of the continuing establishment of Israeli sc~tlr- 
ments in the occupied territories. thcrcby usurping 
slowly but delibcratcly more and more of whatever was 
left of the Palestinian lands, in flitgrant disregard ol 
Security Council resolulions 242 (1967) ;~ntl 318 
(1973). The Council was f:rccd with tlrc ~IIC~IOII 01' 11~ 
continued existence of the Palestinians :IS ;I pwplc ;rnd 
of their lands as a homeland, since, hc stated, the lsracli 
occupation authorities had so far confiscated Arab land 
amounting to about 29 per cent of the enlire West 
Bank.“O 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 Israelis in that exercise. In addition 
he alleged that Israel had started an intensive cxploita- 
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 therc- 
with; send a Security Council commission of inquiry IO 

the area for an on-the-spot investigation into the com- 
plaints brought to the Council; and, in the cvcnt that the 
complaints should be confirmed by the commission, 
exercise its powers under the Charter, including Chap- 
ter VII. to 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.5n: 
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The representative of the PLO referred IO 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 Israel’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 settlements 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 
Israeli 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 legitimate 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 
Israeli 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 Inalienable 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 
tcn.thlr irutsidc the framework of the rclevunt rcsolu- 
II~U\S :III(\ (‘h:irtcr of the Ilnited N;itions “IL 

The rcprcscnt;itives of other Islamic countries noted 
that the qucstron of Jerusalem touched the most chcr- 
iahed sensibilirtes of millions of religious adherents in 
the world and called for the restoration of Arab 
sovereignty over Jerusalem.“’ 

‘1’11~ rcprc\cnt;ttive of Bolivi;t said that while his 
countrv li.ul opened 1t5 doors IO nr.inv Jews fleeing from 
Nit/i (icrrminy. II was opposed to tcrritori;II conquest. 

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 justifted 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. It was up to the Security Council 
to institute the requisite measures to that end.‘jq 

At the 2125th meeting on I3 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 lsraeli 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 
settlements was necessary for Israel’s security purposes. 
With regard to Jerusalem he said that Israel‘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 Israeli 
administration.3P0 

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 clear duty to redress the situation.‘9t 

At the 2126th meeting on I4 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 sovereignty of the Palestinian people; 
prospects for a comprehensive settlement that would at 
once solve the issues of the occupation of Arab lerrilo- 

rles ;lnd Palestinian sovereignty: 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 Jor&in could not commit itself blindly to a 
process wtthout a clear idea of the expected result of 
that process.“’ 
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(‘hrplcr VIII. hllinlcnrncr of inlrtnrtion~l yrrrr and ucrutily 

Many other speakers who participated in the dcbatc’v’ 
identified the central issues of the Middle East problem 
as the question of the Palestinian people. the continued 
occupation of Arab territories by Israel, the cstablish- 
mcnt of Israeli settlements 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 security. 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. 

.\t the 2127th meeting on 15 hlarch 1979, the 
representative of the USSR reviewed Israel’s record of 
disregard for the decisions of the United Nations and, 
within the context of the Camp David arrangcmcnts, 
said that the so-called autonomy for the people of Ga7a 
and the West Bank was a sham. Moreover. he pointed 
out, no scparatc agrccmcnt 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 delcga- 
tion supported the demands and measures against Israel 
advocated in the Security Council by Arab and other 
States.‘” 

At the 2128th meeting on I6 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.5P’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Kuwait 
introduced a draft resolution &sponsored by Bangla- 
desh, Kuwait, Nigeria and Zambia.‘Pb He explained the 
principal provisions of the draft resolution. which hc 
said did not go beyond what had already been stated 
and reaffirmed in previous resolutions. tic cmpharizcd 
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 1 979.‘p’ 

At the 213lst 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 

and lasting peace to the Mlddlc ItaSt. I‘hc provisions 
and objectives of the Camp D;lvid agrccmcnt. if careful- 
ly implcmcntcd, provided an initial step tow:trcls such ;I 
comprehensive solution.‘“” 

The representative of Israel rclcctcd the :lllcg;~tions 
that Israel was plundering the water rcsourccs in the 
occupied territories for its own use. and pointed out 
that, in fact, it was Israel which supplied water IO the 
Arab towns during shortfalls thcrc. 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 sourc‘cs to prove 
that point. He urged the Council not to p~vc WAY to the 
opponents of peace, but to recopnizc the process under 
way towards the objective of pcac‘c. which W;I~ Lji\srd on 
the Council’s own resolution 242 (1967).‘” 

The representative of Jordan rcjcctcd Israel’s ;It- 
tempts not to recognize the applicability of the Geneva 
Convention of 1949. He stated that Isr;lcl had not 
occupied a non-sovcrcipn territory on the V!cst 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 
CounciLm 

At the 2134th meeting on 22 March 1979, the 
representative of the United Kingdom recalled the 
statement issued by the Security Council on 1 I Novem- 
ber 1976 and regretted that its provisions had not been 
heeded. In his Government’s view Israel‘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 Security Council 
commission to the Middle East. Accordingly his dclcga- 
tion intcndcd to abstain on the draft resolution bcforc 
the Council, although that abstention should not bc 
taken to indicate acquiescence in the Israeli 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 leaders indicated a clandestine intention to 
annex the occupied territories, although Israel pretended 
to favour a policy of coexistence with the Arab inhabi- 
tants 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 
Israel to comply with the relevant United Nations 
resolutions; otherwise that country must bc prepared to 
face the punitive measures provided under the Char- 
tcr.“: 
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The draft resolution before the Council was put to the 
vote and was adopted as resolution 446 (1979) by 12 
votes to none, with three abstentions.~’ The text of the 
resolution rends as ~OIIOWS: 

~fo~ny hrurd the stalemcm of the PcrmJncnt Hcprc\cntJtlvc of 
Jordan and other rlalcmcnls mrdc before the Council. 

Srrrsrn~ the urgcnl need lo achlcvc a comprehensive. JUSI and 
lasting peace I” the Middle East. 

,dj/irmn~ ORCC more that the Gcncva C‘onbcnllon rclarlvc IO Ihc 
Prolccllon of Civilian Persons in Tlmc of War, of I2 hugurt 1949. is 
appllcablc IO the Arab IcrrOorie~ occupied by lsracl slncc 1967, 
including Jcrusalcm. 

I D~~rrmrnrs that the policy and praclicc< of Israel In establl\h- 
ing scLllements In the Palestinian and orher Arab lcrrltorics occupied 
since 1967 have no legal validity and const8tulc a scrlous obstruction 
IO achrcving a comprehensive. JUSI and lasllng pcacc in the Middle 

Easl: 

2 Srron~I~ drplorrr the failure of Israel IO abldc by Security 
Council rcsolullon\ 217 (1967) of 14 June 1967. 252 (196X) of 21 
Mdy 196~ and 29X (197)) of 25 Scptcmbcr 1971, by Ihc consensus 
stalcmcn! m.!dC by the Prwdcnt of the Councd on I I Novcmbcr IV76 
and by General Assembly rcsolulwn\ 2253 (t3.V) and 2254 (liS.V) 
of 4 and I4 July 1967. 3215 of 2X Ckfobcr 1977 and 33/I 13 of IX 
Uc.~mbcr 1978, 

J (‘ollc t,ntr rntwr ufwn Irracl. a\ the oc~up),ng Power. to abldc 
wruy.llou\ly by the (icncv;l (‘unvcntion rcl.c~wc IO the Prolcction of 
Clv1113n Pcr\lw. In Tlmc of War. of 12 August 1949. IO rescind IIS 
prcvjout mca\urc\ and IO dcwt from taking any action which would 
result in changlnb the legal status and gcographlcal nalurc and 
materially arrccllng the dcmographx composlclon of the Arab tcrrilo- 
rxs occupred wee 1967. mcludmg Jcrusalcm. and, m parllcular. nol 
IO lransfcr parts of ils own civiltan population Into the occupied Arab 
lerritor~es: 

4. Esrobfrrlrts a commission conrisllng of three members of the 
Security Councd. IO be appointed by the Prwdcnl of Ihe Council after 
consultation ulth the mcmbcrs of the Council, IO examine the 
siluatlon rclatlng IO scltlcmcnts in the Arab territorws occupied since 
1967. Including Jerusalem; 

5 Rqurrrs the Commission IO submil IIS report to the Sfcurlly 
Council by I July 1979. 

6 Hqwtrr the Secretary-Gcncrdl IO provldc the Commission 
with lhc nccer\ary facilltier IO cnablc II IO carry OUI 10 mirsion: 

7 &II&I IU keep rhc siiuacloi, in the occupxd lcrritortcs under 
con\l.tm and claw xrullny and IO rcconkcnc III July IY79 lo rcww 
the rlluall~m tn the hpht of the fIndIng\ of the Commlsswn 

Speitking after the vote. the representative of the 
I ‘Illlc~l Sl.llr\ b rlltctlr4l Ihi’ ~~c~nl’r~~lll~llIl)llill Icnc)r Of ItlC 

tlctulr. UI\IC h IN- MIMI twt I~rl~vc~I the t*wlivc Pr\k‘csh 
untlcr W:IY Il,r ;I pcucclul scttlcnwnt of the M~ddlc F.aht 
qucstlon th;lt WA\ built upon the fuundatlons of’ Security 
C’ouncil rr\olutlons 242 (1967) and 3.38 (1973). In the 
circumstances hc doubted the utility of creating a 
Security Council commission of inquiry; instead the 
United States appealed lo all members to support the 
pc:~cc process under way.m 

The representative of Jordan expressed his delega- 
tion’s gratitude lo the Security Council for agreeing to 
the establishment of a Security Council commission, 
;Ilthough hc expressed disappointment that three delepa- 
[Ions h;id found it necessary to abstain from the vote.““ 

---.- _. 

The rcprcsentative 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 1Jnlted Nation!, fact-finding commissions which 
had come up with predetermined and hostile conclu- 
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.m’ 

In a note dated 3 April 1979ti the President of the 
Security Council staled 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 I2 July 1979. the Commission established under 
resolution 446 (1979) submitted its reporl,bOP which was 
included in the agenda of the Security Council without 
objection at the 2156th meeting on I8 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.*‘O 
Also at the same meeting the Council decided lo extend 
an invitation under rule 39 to the Acting Chairman of 
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable 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 lo introduce 
their report.b’z 

The representative of Portugal, Chairman of the 
(‘c~lillili~~ian. described the procedures and methods 
;ldoptctl bj the (‘omnris&n for the proper implementn- 
tion of its mandate. While all the other Governments in 
the area concerned had extended assistance and co-opcr- 
;ltion 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 10 gather useful and pertinent informa- 
tion by taking note of the olficial information conveyed 



by the other Governments concerned. by receiving such 
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 
h:td analysed all the information thus obtained and 
drawn the conclusions contained in the report. He 
emphasized the Commission’s conviction that the Israeli 
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 lo military occupation.b” 

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- 
t} of States. With regard to 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- 
1y.b” 

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.b” 

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.bt* 

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 
Inalienable 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 
erroneous premises of that resolution and were contrary 
to principles of international law. He questloned why 
the Commission had ignored the position expressed by 
his delegation during the Council’s consideration of the 
Middle East question in March 197961 and wondered 

why t hc ~‘ommlsrlon h:\d not vcl if’lcd II\ \cj.‘.;lllc(~ 
fmdings by chccklnp them :lp;\in\t rc;\tliIv ;\\:\il;\h\c 

sources in the United Nations archives. 1tc S;II~ th;t( [hc 

population in the West Banh had incrc;\<cd hy 16.4 per 
cent between 1967 and 197X. which shoucd the falsit\ 
of the allegations that the Israel) ;ruthoritics hai 
expelled or displaced Arab inhabitants therefrom. tie 
also referred IO the many Moslem and Christiirn tourists 
and pilgrims thnt hnd visited .Icrus;llcm since 1967, ;I 
fact that. hc said. had been convcnicntlv ipnorrd bv IIK 

Commission. Consequently. his delcpnt.ion rcjectei the 
Commission’s report and nsscrtcd in\tcad that his 
Government would continue with the pc.~c~ t.\lks under 
way ;IS the bc.rl ~ICI~WCI 101 rc.11 ~C.I~Y III IIIC X11,l~llr 
Easl.*lN 

The rcprescntativc of Jord;ln rcfcrrcd to IIIC (‘omm~s- 

sion’s report and noted that the Commlx\ion had 
confirmed the existence of 133 Israeli scttlcmcnts in the 
occupied territories, including 17 in and around Jerusa- 
lem. His delegation commended the work of the Com- 
mission and urged that it pursue its assignment. Hc 
added that Israel’s talk of reunification of Jerusalem in 
effect amounted to designs to annex thnt tit) altogeth- 
er.*19 

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 
to 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.62o 

The representative of the PLO expressed his delega- 
tion’s regret that owing to Israel’s refusal to co-operate 
with the Commission, it had been unable to talk to 
Palestinians in the occupied territories. Israel’\ attitude 
was indicative of that country’s real intentIon> not to 
vacate the occupied territories. He rcferrcd to the 
Commission’s recommendation for a demand for Israel‘s 
immediate cessation and dismantling of its settlements 
in the occupied territories and noted that the rccommen- 
dation was a mere restatement of a position taken by the 
Council itself since 1967, to which Israel 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 effoT\s.b:’ 

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 Commlssion and 
hoped that the Council uouid make them the basis of 
measures for fulfilling legitimate expect;ltions. namely: 
respect for international Id&. obrcrvAnce of ths Genevj 
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Convention, adherence to the United Kalions Charter 
and implementation of the Security Council decisions.62r 

The representative of France said that despite Israel’s 
non-co-operation the Commission had presented infor- 
m;ttion III;II jurtificd the internation;ll concerns about 
that Government’s practices In the occupied territories. 
France ~33 therefore ready to join in any efforts by the 
Council aimed at remedying the situation on the basis of 
and wirhin the framework of the Commission’s recom- 
mcndalion+.“!’ 

The representative of China urged 
of the Commission’s findings, which 
the accusations against Israel. the 
should adopt a resolution strongly 
Government for its aggression and 
ciesb2’ 

that, on the basis 
clearly confirmed 
Security Council 
condemning that 
expansionist poli- 

The Acting Chairman of the Committee on the 
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian 
People expressed satisfaction that the Commission had 
presented findings of Israeli practices in the occupied 
territories which his Committee h3d on sever31 occa- 
sions drawn to the attention of the Council. It w3s 

particularly pertinent to note the Commission’s reaffir- 
mation that Israel’s settlements policy had no legal 
validity and constituted a serious obstruction lo ;L 

comprehensive and lasting peace in the Middle East. 
Endorsement by the Council of the Commission’s rec- 
ommcndations should be 3 first step towards endorsc- 
mcnt of the CommiLtee’s own recommendations to the 
(‘ouncil.“:‘ 

The reprcscnt3tivc of the Syrian Arab Republic said 
th;lt Ihe C’omrnission’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 1sr3el.6zo 

The representative of Jordan argued that the Camp 
David accords were all the more unacceptable because 
thcv did not, in his delegation’s view, conform to the 
pril\ IX~~II\ ($I‘ c~thrr .Sscwrtlt (‘~n~ru~tl rcWluti0ns 242 
( I*)(* ‘I .III~I 1 1s {IQ?!) thr (;rnrr,~l :\zscnrbl\ rcsolulion\ 
1x1 (II) :rnti IW (III). both of which his delegation 
c.crn\idcrcd \IIII binding. Ilr ;Is\ured the Council that. 
cturtr.try 10 f~r,rcl’\ ;\llcgation\ ch,lr.letsri/ing them as 
C’IICIIIIC\, .i~rrd,1n. Syrl;t and the lQlcst~ni;~n people were 
very ~i\ilcl~ ~~~ir~m~tlcd lo lhc cause of ps:lcc.“” 

C‘ouncil 10 prevail upon Israel to implement the relevant 
Council resolutions adopted srnce 1967.6’” 

The reprcscntativc of Bangladesh drew particular 
attention to the (‘ommission’s findings and conclusions 
concrrning \he status of Jerusalem. 3 city that symbol- 
i/cd rhe most cherished feelings of the adherents of the 
three great religions In the world. He therefore urged 
the (‘ouncil to take immediate corrective and remedial 
me3sures IO arrest and reverse the determrating situa- 
tion regarding the holy city of Jerus31enl.6!y 

The representative of USSR said th3t 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 3s 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 VII of the Charter.6)o 

AI the 2 159th meeting on the same day the President 
drew the attention of the members of the Council to a 
draft resolutionbJ which he said had emerged in the 
course of consultations among the members.b’z 

The representative of Portugal introduced the draft 
resolution. which he said incorporated the conclusions 
and recommendations of the Commission and took into 
3ccount the view of the members of the Council that the 
settlemenls policy was illegal and that its continuation 
not only hindered any progress towards a peaceful 
solution IO the Middle East conflict but also violated the 
Geneva Convention of I2 August 1949.b’r 

The draft resolution was then put to the vote and was 
3dopted by I4 voles IO none with one abstention (the 
United States) 3s resolution 452 (1979). The resolution 
reads as follows: 

7he SPCU~I~I ~‘o~i~1~~11 

7aA1ng wr,, of the rcpw and rccommenddtlonr of the Sccurit) 

Ccwn~~I Comrnt,\wn cltJbll*hcd under r~s~lu~~~n 4.M (1979) of 22 
\!Jrch 1979 IO cxrlm~nc the \IIUJIIO~ rclallng IO etllcmcnts in the 
Arab ~crr~~ur~ub wcupcd wvx 1967. insludlng Jerur~lcm. contained 
tn documcm S’I 3-150 dnd Corr I and Add I. 

.~/r,mp/l Juy/,mn,y Ihr lack of co-opcrJtwn of I\rdcl ulth :he 
c’,lllllnl\\l,ln, 



nrawrng orfrnl,on to Ihe grape cow+enccs w hrch the scttlcmcnt\ 
pl,ck is bound 10 hdve on an) allcmpl 10 reach a pcaccful solurron rn 

the V,ddlc F.as(. 

1, ~~,~,t,tnd~ the work done by rhc Sccurrly Council Commis. 
sion established under rcsolulion 446 (I9791 in prcparrng the rWrt 
on the cstablrshmcnr of lsraclr scrrlcmcnts rn the Arab lerriloric~ 

occupied since 1967. including Jerusalem; 

2 ~rqrr the recommcndarrons contarncd in the report of the 

Commrssion. 

3. Co//s upon the Govcrnmcnl and pcoptc of Israel 10 cease. on 
an urgcnr basis, the csrablishmcm. construction and planning of 
scrrlcments in Ihe Arab territories occupied since 1967. includmg 
Jerusalem; 

4. Rqur.rr.r the Commission, in view of the magnitude of the 
problem of scttlemenrs. IO keep under close survey the implcmcnl.rrron 
of the prcscnl resolurron and IO rcporr buck IO the Sccurrty C‘~wnirl 
bcforc I hacnlbcr 1979. 

Speaking in explanation of vote the rcprescntativc 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 Israeli 
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 conlrary 10 the fourth Geneva 
Convention of 1949. He repeated his Government’s 
request to Israel to cease the establishment of such 
settlements in the occupied territories.61’ 

The President of the Council, speaking in his capacity 
as the representative of the United Kingdom, expressed 
his delegation’s disappointment a1 Israel’s refusal to 
co-operate with the Commission. Such co-operarion 
would have helped to clear up several uncertainties, such 
as the statistical data regarding 1he 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 Israeli scttlc- 
mcnts and regarded them as an obstacle to peace in the 
arca.bJ5 

Decision of I March 1980 (2203rd meeting) 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 I5 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 (Hcbron). 
Similarly, the letter from Jordan referred to the second 
report of the Security Council Commission established 

under resolution 446 (1979)“” and itIs<) rcqucs1ctl ;I 
meeting of the Council to concidcr Israel’s dcfi;tncc of 
the Council’s decisions and to cxaminc the sitmttion 
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.“” ;~m.l ctrnsid- 
crcd the matter at five meetings held from 22 J’chruury 
to I March 1980. 

At the 2199th meeting the Security Council decided 
to extend an invitation under rule 39. at his rcqucst. to 
the Acting Chairm.tn of the Committee on thr I’xcrcisc 
of the In;tlien.rblc Ktphts of the I';I~~~III~I.III l’coplc’.“‘” 

At the s;tmc mcctinp the Council ;\I\<) dcciticd, by 
vote, to invite, 111 accordance with pa51 practice, the 
representative of the PLO to participate in the discus- 
sion.bW 

Also at the same meeting the Council decided 10 
extend an invitation under rule 39, at the requcs1 of the 
representative of Tunisia. to Mr. Clovis Maksoud and 
Mr. Fahd Qawasma. W’ 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 IO permit Mr. Qawasma to travel to New 
York and address the Council.b’z 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.“’ 

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 wcrc invited, 
at their request. to participate in the discussion without 
the right to vote.*” Comments in conncxion with the 
invita1ion cxtendcd to the reprcscntativc 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 0rdcr.O” 

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 scttle- 
mcnts. expanding those already in existence and plan- 

*I’ 2159th mig.. paras 20-21 
“’ lhrd paras 46-48 
‘I’ Lctlcrs dated 5 Feb 1980 from Israel (St 137111. OR. j5rh jr. 

.%up,pl /or Jon -March IWO. p 3g). I I Fcb 19HO from Turusra 
rS~lI’9I. Ihrd. p 44). I4 Fcb I980 from Egypt fScl3795. Ibrd. p 
46). I4 Fcb 1910 from Tunrsra (S’l379H. /hid. p 491. I5 Feb 19x0 
from Jordan tS/l~gOl. lhrJ p 49). I5 f.cb 19x0 from Morwco 
(S’tJgO?. /bid. p 50). 20 Fcb IOgO from the Acting Charrman of 
rhe Commrrrcc on the Frcrcrw of rhc In.rllcn.rblc Rrghts of rhc 
f’.lk\llnl.in Pcoplc IS/I 1x11. /hod, p 57). .rnd 2.’ tcb 19x0 fr\mr 
V~v~wzic, (S I Ix I s I/U</, p 5X) 

“)‘S,‘l3679. OR, 34fh y*.. Suppl. /or Or!.-Dec. 1979. p. 106. 
b’s2199th mrg.. prccccdmg para. I 
bJPlbrd.. paras. 2 and 1 
“The proposal to rnbnc the rcprcscmarive of the PLO uas adopted 

by IO YOICS IO one uuh 4 absrcmronc For the relcvam statements 
rcgardrng the m\rrarron and for dcrarls of the vorrng. rcc 219%h ml&. 
paras 4-10. as well as chaprer III 

w12199th mrg, para, II-I4 
“‘fbrd.. para. 174 
HrSec srarcmenr h\ rhc rcprexnrarr\c of Itrarl. 22OOrh mlg.. 

parar 117-120 
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ning further settlements in the occupied terrilories. In 
the circumstances the Commission found il necessary 10 

reiterate the conclusions and recommendations con- 
tained in its first report.64” 

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 rightsti 

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 settlements 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 settle- 
ments, particularly those constructed around Jerusalem. 
With regard to the situation in Al Khalil (Hebron), he 
stated that following the murder of an Israeli soldier 
there on 31 January by an unknown assailant, the 
Israeli occupation authorities had for I I 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 Israeli 
settlers prayed there illegally or harassed the Palestinian 
population. After drawing the Council’s attention to the 
Commission’s recommendations, he urged the Council 
to apply against Israel the punitive measures provided 
for under Chapter VII of the Charter.6’n 

The representative of Israel said that its peace treaty 
with Egypt notwithstanding, Israel was entitled to apply 
appropriate mcasurcs to cnsurc its security, a point 
which the Council should not ignore. With regard to 
events in AI Khalil (Hebron). hc said that the allega- 
IIOII)~ by the hr;tb St;rtcs wcrc ;I distortion of the true 
I;ICI\ III I;tct. hc 5;11d, lar;trl’s politics wcrs rrpplicd in 
such ;I wily ;I\ to f;lcilit;llc ;itid proni~\tc pchd communal 
rcl;rttcbn\ bctwccn the Ar.rb ;tnd Jewish inhabitants of 
11~11 i.ity Bcforc their brutal Itquidation in 1929. Jews 
h.ld brrn living tn tlebron for many years. and he 
stress4 Isrircl’s position of principle that Jews had the 
right to IIVC in any part of the land of IsraeI.Mp 

The reprcscntative of the PLO expressed satisfaction 
that the fIndIngs of the Commission’s second report had 
vindtcatcd the complaints of his delegation with regard 
tn particular to the deprivation of water resources of the 
Arab inhabitants. the continued occupation of Arab 

&21Wfh mtg , paa\ IN-30 
H‘lhrd, para\ 32 47 
H”flwf. para\ N-9?. ?ZOOrh mtg para\ IJO-172. 202.212 and 
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land> and c\tablishmcnt of Israeli settlements there, the 
question of Jerusalem and the destruction of Arab 
religious shrines o’Q 

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 be 
supported its conclusions and recommendations with 
particular emphasis on the establishment of settlements 
and the status of the Holy, City of Jerusalem. Hc urged 
the Council to act in conformity with the Commission’s 
rccommendations.6J1 

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 
Israel. 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 to secure Israel’s sove- 
reignty over the West Bank and Gaza in perpetuity. He 
appealed to the Council to 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 exi! 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 IO 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, hc suggested that 
the Council should apply against Israel the measures 
provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter.6’4 

The representative of Cuba recalled the various 
conclusions and recommendations of the sixth confcr- 
ence of the Heads of State or Government of the 
Non-Aligned Countries in Havana in 1979 regarding 
the situation in the Middle Ea~t.~!! 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 
majortty of the Member States by applying against 
Israel wtthout delay the measures provided for in the 
Charter of the United Nations.6’d 

At the 22Olst 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.b!‘ 
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The representative of China said that by their recent 
statements and acts the lsraeli authorities had left in no 
doubt their policy of aggression to 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 
thnc would put an end to Israel‘s criminal acts.b’n 

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 Pt.0 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 Israel 
could count on a secure existence within the frontiers 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.d5v 

The representative of the United Kingdom empha- 
sized the illegality of the Israeli 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.wo 

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 
to 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.&2 

The representative of Lebanon attacked the Israeli 
policies in the West Bank which he said caused Palestin- 
lans lo flee their homes and seek refuge in Lebanon. His 
Government dreaded the prospect that sooner or later 
an attempt would be made IO establish settlements in 
Southern Lebanon or to occupy that territory by proxy. 
If  that were allowed IO happen rhe tragic situation in the 
Middle East would be exacerbated.b”’ 

“‘e?201rr mtg., paras. 42.46 
“‘Ylbrd.. paras. 47.62. 
wlbld, paras. 95-100. 
CM’ 2202nd mtg.. paras. 4.55 
-:lhtd , parar. 57.79 
M’llml . paras. 182. IV? 

At the 2203rd meeting on I March 1980 the Presi- 
dent drew rhe attention of the Council to a letter dated 
29 February 1980 from the representarivc of Tunisia 
transmitting the statement that Mr. Qaw;\sma had 
intended to make lo rhe Council. The President also 
drew attention to the document before it oontuining n 
draft resolution prepared in the course of consultil- 
tions.6”’ 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution, which received IL votes in filvour ;lnd W;IS 
thereby adopted unanimously 3s rcsc~lution 465 
(1980).” the text of which reads 11s follows 

7’rrkrnR nof~* of the rclhlrls of the Scwll) <‘<wn<~l t‘omm~wn 
established under rerolutlon 446 (1979) IC) examine the situatwn 
relating IO scL1lcments in the Arab territories occupxd since 1967. 
including Jerusalem. contained in documcnis S/ I3450 and Corr. I and 
Add.1 and S/13679, 

Tuking norc O/JO of letters from the Permanent Representative of 
Jordan and the Permanent Representative of Morocco, Chairman of 
the Islamic Group, 

Strongly drplonng the refusal by Israel IO co-operate with the 
Commission and rcgrclting its formal rejection of resolutions 446 
(1979) and 4S2 (1979). 

A/jrming once more that the Geneva Convention relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Persons in Tlmc of War. of I2 August 1949. is 
applicable IO the Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967. 
Including Jerusalem. 

Drphing the decision or the Government of Israel officially IO 
support Israeli scl1lcmcntr in the Palestinian and other Arab territo. 
rics occupied since 1967, 

D&y concerned by the practices of the Israel1 authorities in 
implementing that scMcmcnts policy in the occupied Arab territories. 
including Jerusalem. and its conwqucnccs for the local Arab and 
Palcslim;ln populabon. 

Taking inro OCCI~II the need IO consider mcawrcs for the 
Impartial protection of prwatc and pubhc land and property, and 
waler resources. 

Broring in mrnd the specific status of Jerusalem and, in particular. 
the need 10 protect and preserve the unique spiritual and religious 
dlmcnsion of the Holy Places in the city, 

Drawing afrrnrion IO the grave consequences which the rcttlcmcn1s 
policy is bound IO have on any attempt IO reach a comprehensive. just 
and lasting pcacc in the Middle East, 

Rrcollrng pertinent Sccw:y Council resolutions. specifically rcso- 
lutions 237 (1967). 252 (1968). 267 (1969). 271 (1969) and 29g 
( I97 I ). as well as the consensus statement made by the President of 
the Council on I I November 1976, 

Having invirrd Mr. Fahd Qawasma. Mayor of Al-Khahl (Hcbron). 
In the occupied territory. to supply il with informatIon pursuant IO 

rule 39 of the provisIonal rules of procedure. 

I. Commmds the work done by the Sccurlty (ouncll Commis- 
sion cstabhshcd under resolution 446 (1979) in prcparlng the report 
contalncd in documcnl SI 3679. 

2 Arcrprr the conclusions and recommendations conlalncd in the 
rcpurr of the CornmissIon. 

3 (‘o//s upon all pdrlws. particularly the Government of Israel. 
IO ceopcratc wvlth the Commls\lon. 

4 Slrong/t drplorrr the dccwon of Israel IO prohlblt the free 
rravcl or Mayor bahd Qaeasma III order IO appear bcforc the Security 
Council and requests Israel to pcrmll his free travel to United Nations 
ticadquarwr for that purpo\c. 

*2203rd rmg.. pma 3 

M?S/13827 (WC the rcxt of rc5olutton 46s (1980). which follows). 
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5 ,jerp,,,,,,,cr th,i~ all mc,l\ure\ (aken by I\racl 10 change the 
ph)s,CJI ch.lr.lc[er. dcmographlc compox~~wn. !n~l!lUlmla~ sIruClUrC 
or ,lalus or Ihe P.I~c\II~I.I~ and other ArJb lcrr~lor~c\ uccup~cd since 

1yh7. lncluding Jcru\alcm. or any purl thcrcof have no legal valldlr) 
and lh;ll Isr;lcl’\ policy and prac~vxs of sclll~n& purls of its popularion 

IInd ncw Immigrants in those lcrrllurlcs con~ltlulc d hprlnl VIolalion 

of Ihe (;cncva Convention rclatwc IO Ihc Pr~leclw of Cwilian 

Persons rn Tlmc of War and also corwiluw a scrlous obstruction IO 

achwvlng a wmprchcn\rvc. JUSI and hung peace in the Middle East; 

6 .~rron~!,, Jr~~/ores the conlmuallon and pcwsrcncc of Israel in 
pur\ulng thwc policlch and prdcclccs and call\ upon lhe tiovcrnmcnr 
and people of Isr.Icl 10 rescind those mcasurcs. IO dismamlc the 
cr~srlne wtIcmcnI\ and in particular to ccasc. on an urgent basis, the 
csiabllshmcnl. construction and planning ol !.ctllcmcnts In the Arab 
lcrrltorlcr occupxd \Incc 1967. lncludlng Jcrutalcm. 

7 (L/I5 rcyon all SI;BICS noi 10 provide Isrxl ullh any assislancc 
1,~ bc uwd spcctfwall~ rn conncxmn wtth sclflcmcn(s in the occupied 

Icrr~loms. 

x Hryuerr~ rhc ( ommwlon 11, cnn~~nuc IO cramlnc the ritualwn 
rcl.ltlng IO wlllcmcnl\ in Ihe Arab bzrrllorw occupied slncc 1967. 
Imludlng Jrruralcm. IU lnvc~~lpdtc the rcporlcd wrlous deplerlon 01 
nJIural rw)urcc‘\. parllcularly !hc waler rcwurccs. wlrh .I VKW 10 
cnwrlng rhc protr~lion uf thox Important nrlural resources of the 
tcrrllorw under cccuption. and IO keep under close scruiiny Ihc 
tmplemcnldrwn of the pretenl resolutton. 

9 H<querrc the Comrnlssion IO rcporr IO the Security Council 
bcforc I Scptembcr I480 and dccldcs IO convene at the earlIes! 
powblc date thcrcal‘~cr in order IO consldcr Ihe report and the full 
implemcntatwn of Ihe prcscnr rcrolullon 

Speaking after the vote the representative of the 
United States said that his Government regarded the 
Israeli settlements as illegal under international law and 
as an obstacle to a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
Easr. 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 ( I 967).ti 

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 Cobncil’s intention to institute 
the necessary effective measures in the event of Israel’s 
continued non-compliance.“’ 

The representative of Jordan expressed gratitude for 
thr unilnimou\ vote on the resolution which upheld 
I~FI(\I\\.\;\ .III,! Inlcrn.~lt~rn.r\ I.IU .\Ith~~uph his dclcgation 
~~~w\~l \I.II c u 1\11cd .I k.lr.~r \t.\rirll\p TV\ Israel ir\ the cvcnt 
01 iI\ IIOII conipIidncc.W’ 

The rcprchcntativc of Israel said that his delegation 
rcprcttcd that the rerolu\lon just adopted ignored lsra- 
cl’s fund;lrllent;ll right 10 self-preservation and legiti- 
wrtc ctmccrn Itrr IIS securlry and defence.“” 

lkcisian (\I' X M.ry 19X0 ( 222 1st mce~ing): resolution 
4llX ( I ‘)X0) 

Israeli authorities against the Mayors of A[ Khalil 
(Hebron) and Halhoul and the Islamic Judge of ~1 

Khalil (Hebron). 

At the 222lst meeting on 8 May 1980 the Council 
included the letter from the representative of Tunisia in 
its agenda without objectior+” 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.*‘: 
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.6’) 

The President drew the attention of the Council to the 
document before itb” containing the text of a draft 
resolution prepared in the course of consultations. The 
Council then proceeded to vote on the dral’t 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: 

Rrrofling the Geneva Convention of 1949. 

Drrply ronrcrnrd ar the expulsion by the Israel1 rnllllary occup,~. 
lmn aulhori!lcs of the Mayors of Hcbron and Halhoul and of the 
Sharer Judge of Hcbron, 

I. Cral1.r upon Ihe Government of Israel. as the occupying Power, 
IO rescmd these illegal measures and IO facilitate the immediate return 
of the expelled Palestinian leaders so that they can resume the 
functions for which they were elected and appolnlcd. 

2 Rqurrfr the Secretary-General to report upon the implcmcn. 
tallon of the present rcsolutlon. 

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 Israeli 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.6” 

The representative of the USSR said that although 
his dclcg.itton had voted for the draft resolution, he was 
disappinted that it did not condemn Israel 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 PakStinian 

personalities because they abused their offices. on 
Instructions from the PLO and the Arab rejectionisl 

6’) The propwal IO lnvlle Ihe rcprcscrua~~~c of Ihc PI 0 was adoW 
b\ IO votes lo one ulih 4 abslcnl,ons. For the rclcvanl swcmcnc b\ 
ihc rcprcsenrat~vc of the Urwcd Slaw and for dcralls of Ihe voting. 
we ?!?ISI rnlg , para\ 7 and 8. as well as chaplcr Ill. 

&‘~S’I 3~30 (see the tcrrt of rcrolucton 468 (1980). which fOlbwf) 
*“L?Zlsl mlg., paras. 12-17 
b’“lbrd.. para. 20 
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States. by inciting the local Arab population to acts of 
vil)lcnce and subversion against Israel and the Israelis. 
The deportation of the three individuals had been 
validly ordered under legislation carried over from the 
British Mandatory authorities.b” 

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 reportb’* 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 exFulslon orders against the Mayors of Hcbron 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 I6 May 1980.*“” the representative 
of Jordan requested a meeting of the C’ouncil to 
consider what he called Israel’s dcflnncc of resolution 
46X (1980). 

At the 2222nd meeting on 20 May 1980 the Council 
included the letter from the representative of Jordan in 
its agenda without objectionb” 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 
t3 participate in the discussion withoC* th.: 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.b’* 

Also at the same meeting (NJ the Council decided to 
extend invitations under rule 38, at the request of the 
representatives of Tunisia, to Messrs. Fahd Qawasma. 
Mohamed Milhem and Rajab Attamini. 

Opening the debate at the 2222nd meeting, 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 (II) and I94 (III). He wel- 
comed the presence of the three individuals concerned, 
who would plead personally for the implcmcntation of 
their right to return as mandated by the Security 
Council in its resolution 468 ( 1980).bn’ 

The reprcsentatlve of Israel defended his Govern- 
ment’s deportation of the three individuals and non- 
coniPllance with Security Council resolutions 465 

b”?~21sl mlg , paras. 25.49. 
“ns/1393& OR JSth VI.. Suppl. /or Aprrl.Ju~w 1980. p. 48. 
“qtiec 2221~1 mlg.. pa&s. 25.49. 
ms,‘13941. OR. 3Slh yr.. Suppl. /or Aprtl June 1980. p. 50. 
NI’ 2222nd mig.. preceding parr. I. 
M2 The proposal lo mvile the rcpre~~nrar~~~ lag rhc PLO was adopted 

by 10 kO[Cs 10 one with 4 abrrcntlonr For ihc rclc~ani statement by 
Ihe rePrerenrarlvc of the Umlcd Sirrcc rega:dlnp rhc rn~tiailon and for 
dcfalls of Ihe boung. ICC S/P&‘. 222?nd mtg para, 2-6. as WCII as 
cha 

bf 
ICI III 
’ ??Xnd mly.. para. 7. 

M’thtd, p.~ra\ 1-M 

(1980) and 46X ( 1980). because they hiIt rc\~ci\t~*~iI) 
advocated a holy war Cjihnd) :Ip;ririst I\r.lcl ;~ntl h;~tl 
even called for an oil boyc‘otl against ~hc I1~~1tctl SIAICS 

He cited provisions of the fourth (icncv;l (‘onvcntlc)n of 
I 949 and of The Hague Regulations of 1907 which 

permitied the occupying Power to n\aint:lllr ~hc existing 
local penal law and to take all nicasurcs to rchtorc ;\nd 
assure public order and safety.bL’ 

At the 2223rd meeting on 20 May 1980. Mr. Milhcm 
addressed the Council saying. as Mayor of tlalhoul, 
that the persecution of Arab inhabitants had Intcnsificd 
over the last I3 years of Israeli occupation; the persccu- 
tion was indiscriminate. including the r,llinK elf town 
buildings ilnd Arabs’ h\~\rxc~. the C\~NI~\IL)II 01 :\I.I~ 
inhabitants, the confiscatlcjn 01 thclr I.I~NI~. :~nd the 
killing of young and innocent children. The real rcakon 
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 impotition of 
heavy taxation and above all because they had catcgori- 
tally opposed Israel’s continued occupation of their 
territory. He declared that he and his colleagues would 
never accept any autonomy programme such as was 
being discussed under the Camp David framework since 
it would amount lo 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.“b 

Mr. Qawasma said that he came from Al Khalil, the 
second oldest city. He charged that following the 
establishment of Israeli settlements in Al Khalil. peace- 
ful protests by the Arab inhabitants had been ignored 
by the Israeli military forces, who had instead protected 
the Jewish perpetrators of excesses. Israel’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 to 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 dcclarat\on~ of the 
illegality of the Israeli settlements and at the same time 
disbursed billions of dollars to Israel every yc;lr for the 
establishment of Israeli settlement on Arab landc.b”’ 

At the same meeting the President put IU the vote the 
draft resolution before the Council in document 
S113949,” which had been prepared in the course of 
consultations. The draft resolution received I4 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 folIous. 

Thr Srcur,r\ (‘rrun< I!  

N’/b,d., para~. 18.71. 
NH22Z3rd mlg.. paras 3 J4. 
“‘Ihrd , parar 36S4 
MXFor Ihc 1~x1 of the draft roolu!,on. (cc Ihe ICI~ I)( reu)IutIon 469 

(I‘MO) which fellow\ 
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arlicle 1. which reads “The High COntraClIng Parll~s underrake IO 

rcspcc, and IO en\urc rcspec1 for Ihc proem Convcnl,on in all 

clr~u~~~~~cc~“. and ar~~clc 49. which reads “lndwidual or mars 
rorcibl‘ lranrfcrs. as well as dcporla~lons of proIccIcd persons from 
occupied lcrri\ory IO the Ierriiory of the wcupylng Power or IO that of 

an) oihcr country. occupied or noI. arc prohlblwd. rcgardlcss of Ihclr 

mollvc”. 
1. srrung/g drplorrx the failure of the GovcrnmenI of Israel to 

Implcmen~ rcsoluIlon 468 (1980); 
2. co//s again upon the GovcrnmcnI of Ibracl. as Ihc occupying 

pl,wcr, Io rcsclnd Ihc illegal measures taken by the Israeli military 
wcupalicn authorities in expelling Ihe Mayors of Hcbron and Halhoul 

and Ihc Sharla Judge of Hebron. and IO factliIaIe Ihc immediaIc 
rcIurn uf the cxpcllcd PalcsIlnian leaders so thaI they can rcsumc the 

funcllons for whwh they were clccIcd and appointed. 

? (‘,~r~~rndl Ihc SccrcIary-Cicneral for his efforts and rquestr 
horn IO wnllnuc his efforts in order IO ensure the immcdiaIc 
intplcrnrnf;cttttn of the present resolulion and IO rcprt IO the SecuriIy 
(.ounctl on Ihc rcrulI of his efforIs aI Ihe carlxsI powblc date 

On 24 May 1980 the Secretary-General submitted a 
reporl*ny pursuant lo Security Council resolution 469 
(1980) in which he relayed the response of the lsraeli 
(iovcrnmcnt to his appeal regarding the three Palcstin- 
ian deportees. The report stated that the Government of 
Israel, 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 Israel 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 1980dpo 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 elected Mayors of 
Nablus. Ramallah and Al Birch and the detention of 
several Palestinian students in occupied Palestinian 
territory. 

By another letter of tht’same date,691 the reprcscnla- 
tive of Bahrain, in the same capacity, transmitted the 
text of a letter from the Chairman of the Executive 
Committee of the PLO. charging that certain actions of 
the Israeli authorities in the occupied Palestinian lcrri- 
tories constituted an attempt to deprive those territories 
of lhcir n;rllonnl Icaders. 

At the 2226th meeting on 5 June 1980 the Council 
included the letter (S/13977) from the representative of 
H;lhrain In its agenda without objection,b9* and consid- 
crcd the matter in the course of that meeting. 

At th;rt meeting the Council decided to invite the 
representatives of Bahrain, Egypt, Israel 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 
represcntativr of the PLO to participate in the discus- 
hlon.b*’ 

Also at the same meeting the President drew atten- 
tion to a document before the CouncilbP4 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 
lsraeli hands. His delegation held the United States 
accountable for Israel’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 lsrael described the explosions 
on 2 June 1980 in which the Mayors of Nablus, 
Ramallah and Al Birch and an Israeli technician had 
been injured. The Government and people of Israel 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.bPd 

The Council proceeded to vote on the draft resolution 
before it, which received I4 votes in favour to none 
against with one abstention (the United States) and was 
adopted as resolution 47 I ( 1980).b9’ The resolution 
reads as follows: 

Rrcul/ing oncr ago,n Ihc Geneva ConvenIion relative 10 the 
ProIecIion of Cwilian Persons m Tlmc of War, of I2 August 1949. 
and in particular arIiclc 27. which reads, 

“ProIccIed persons arc enIlclcd. In all circumsIancc>. IO respect 
for their persons They shall aI all Iimcs lx humanely treated. 
and shall bc protected cspccrally agaIns all acls of violence or 
thrcaIs Ihcrcof “, 

Rrujjirm~ng the appllcabillty of the Geneva Convention relative IO 
the ProIecIlon of Cwlllan Persons in Trmc of War IO the Arab 
tcrritorles wcupxd by Israel slncc 1967. Including Jerusalem. 

Rrro//tn~ P/SO IIS rcsolullons 468 ( 1980) and 469 ( 1980). 

Rrofiirmrng IIS rcsolulmn 465 i 1980). by which the SccuriIy 
Council determined “Ihal all mcawrcx Iakcn by Israel 10 change the 
phy,l<al chJrdcIcr. demographIc wmposiIion. insIIIulwndl slructurc 
or r,~Ius of Ihc PJlcsllnlan and olhcr Arab Ierrllorlcs occupied since 
IL)(r7. Including Jcrus.ilcm. or an) pzrt thmof have no legal vahdity 
and IhaI tsrxl’s polx) and practlccs of retllmg parIs of its population 
and ncu tmrmgrdnI\ In those tcrrlIorics CO~SIIIUIC a flagranl violalion 
of Ihc Gcncva Convcnlwn rcIa(wc lo the ProIcctlon of Cmhan 
pcr,ons In Tlmc of War and also cons1)Iule a serious obsIrucIion 10 
Jchlcvln8 J c,mprchcnslvc. )usI and I.islmg pcacc m Ihc MIddIe East” 
and SIronglj deplored the “conIlnuaIlon and pcrrlslcnce of Israel in 
pursuing Ihosc pol~cws and pracllccs”. 

Sh&& by Ihe assawnal,on atlempls agunst Ihe Mayors Of 
hablur. Ramallrh and Al Bwh. 

&rp/! ,~on,&d thJI the Jcwlsh sclIlers In rhc occupied Arab 
Icrrllorws arc. Jllowd to carr) arms. thus cnablmg Ihcm Io VrpetraIC 
crlmcs agalns.l the cIvilIan Arab ppuldllon. 

by rhc rcpr~nlJ~,ve of [he Umled Stales COncCrning the invitStion 
and for &imls of the voting. set 2226th ml&. Poras. 24. m Al u 
cha fcr III 

&s,t)984; for Ihe IcIt or ihc draft resolution see rcsotuIion 471 

(1980) 
@‘222&h mtg.. para,. I@27 
*/bid, psras. 294. 
w/bid., para 56 



1 ( ondrnlN Ihe ass6ss\nJ\lon dtlcrnpts agalfl~ the Mayors of 
\ablur. Ramallah and Al Rlrch and ~~~115 for the lmmedlate apprchcn- 
,,<,,, and prosecution of the perpctrdlur\ of thcsc crimes; 

2 ~~~~~~~~~ dtrp c~nctrn that Isrncl. as the OCCUpyin Power. 
has fa,{cd to provide adequate prolectlon to the clvlliao populotlon in 
the occupied terrltoria in confornuly with the provisions of the 
Geneva Convenllon relative IO the Protccilon of CivIlIan Persons in 

Time of War: 

3. <‘Q//S upon the Government of Israel to provide the victims 
with adequate compensation for the damages suffcrcd as a result of 

thctc crimes: 

4 Calls agoin upon the Government or Israel to respect and to 
comply with the provisions of the Geneva Convention rclattve to the 
Protection of CIvIlian Persons in Tlmc of War. as well as with the 
rckvdnt resolutions of the Security Council. 

5 Co//s onrc ogorn upon all States not II) provldc Isrrcl with any 
Jrslstance IO bc used specifically in conncnIon with scttlemcnMm the 

,xxupIcd tcrrltories; 

h. Heujfirms the overriding necessity to end the prolonged 

occupation of Arab territorio occupied by Israel since 1967, including 
Jcrusalcm; 

7. Reqursrr the Secretary-General to report on the implcmenta- 
tlon 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.6pp 

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 organization *a, 

Decision of I9 December 1980 (2260th meeting): reso- 
lution 484 ( 1980) 
At the 2259th meeting on I9 December 1980, the 

Council included in its agenda without objection7ol the 
item entitled: “The situation in the occupied Arab 
territories” and discussed the matter al two meetings 
held on that day. 

At the 2259th meeting the Council decided IO invite, 
at their request, the representative of Egypt. Israel and 

‘W12226th mtg.. paras ST&. 
‘?%cc statrmcnts bv the rcprcscntatlvc of the United Kingdom 

(2226th WQ.. Parr% 65 and 66); France (rbrd., para% 67.70); USSR 
(th’d.. Parjs ‘l-80); Egypt trbtd.. paras. 82 91). Jordan (ibut.. 
r3rar. 93-99); and PLO (&,id ( paras. 1O[.l:9) 

‘mIbid.. puss. I3l-150. 
‘*‘2259th mrg.. precedmg para. I. 

Kuwait lo participate in the discussion wIthout the right 
to votc.‘“’ 

At the same meeting the Council decided. by vote. IO 
invite, in accordance with previous practice. the rcpre- 
scntative of the PLO to participate in the discussion.‘0J 
Also at the same meeting the Council decided 10 extend 
invitations under rule 39. at the request of the rcprcsen- 
tativc of Tunisia, to Messrs. Clovis Maksoud. I:;thd 
Qawasma and Mohamed Milhcm.‘o’ 

The President of the Council indicated that agrce- 
mcnt had been reached among the members that the 
mecting would be devoted lo the question of the 
expulsion of the M:lyors of Al Khillil ;III~ t I;llhoul ;~ntl 
Ihe Sharia Judge of Al Khnlil. 

The Secretary-General made a slalcmcnt 111 which he 
reviewed the developments regarding the rhrec expelled 
officials since the submission of his repor[‘O’ 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 lsraeli mililary 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.‘O’ 

The representalive of Kuwait said the measures taken 
against the two Mayors and Judge were illegal and 
immoral and should be condemned.‘06 

The representative of Israel said that his Govcrn- 
merit’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 Israel’s 
principles of the rule of law and independence of the 
judiciary.‘O’ 

Mr. Milhem said that a just decision would hardly be 
expected from an Advisory Military Tribunal composed 
of three members personally appointed by the Israeli 
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 Israel implcment:d its two resoIutions.7”” 

Mr. Qawasma dismissed the hearings conducted by 
[he Advisory Military Tribunal to consider their case as 
farcical and blatantly lacking in justice. although the 
Deputy President of the High Court of Israel had 
dissented from upholding the expulsion order and dc- 
clared that the fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 was 

‘WFor details regarding these Invllarions. lee 2259th mtg.. paras. 1. 
9 and IO. as well as chapter III 

‘O’Thc proposal IO mvlfe the rcprcsentaltivc of the PLO war adopted 
hy IO votes IO one with 4 sbstcnclons. For the relevant stntemcnt by 
the representative of the United States concernmg the invitation and 
for details of the voting, see 22S9th mtg.. paras. 2-8. as well as chap- 
ICI III. 

‘MSec document S/ I3940 rcferrcd to above 
‘“‘22591h mtg.. paras I4 22 
mtfilbtd ) paru 24-36. 
‘Q?lbrd.. paw. 38-60 
TUB Ibrd., 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. 
Nevcrthclcss 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”O noted that the Council was meeting for the fourth 
time in a year to hear the same complaints against 
Israel 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 divtit 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 rcsolu- 
tions 242 (1967) and 338 (l973).“’ 

The Council then proceeded to vote on the draft 
resolution before it, which received I5 in favour and was 
thereby adopted unanimously as resolution 484 
( 1980).71z The text of the resolution reads as follows: 

The Securiry Council. 

Rc&/ing IIS re~lulions 468 (1980) and 469 ( 1980). 

Taking ROIL of General Assembly rcsolUllon 35/122 F of I I 
December IY80. 

E~prrtsrq ils grave concern at the expul,lon by Israel of the 
Mayor of Hebron and the Mayor of Halhoul. 

I. Rrcljfirms the applicabillcy of the Geneva Convention rclvwe 
IO the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 Augusl 
1949. IO all [he Arab bxritorlcr occupied by Israel In 1967; 

2 Co//r upon Israel. the occuPyIn Power. 10 adhere IO Ihe 
provirlons of the ConventIon. 

3. Lklorrr if imprrortvr [tia~ the Mayor of Hcbron and the 
Mayor of Halhoul be enabled IO return IO IheIr homes and resume 
their rcrponrlbllitw: 

4. Rryurrfs the Secretary-General to report on rhe implemcnta- 
tion of the prercn1 resolution as soon as powble 

E. TII~: QUESTIoN OF THE EXERCISE BY THE 

PALESTINIAN P~OPI.E 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)‘ll in its agenda under the title “The question of 
the exercise by the Palestinian people of its inalienable 
rights”. 

‘n,/brd, paras. lW98. 
‘IOSCC ctalemeno by lhc reprcwnlatwn of Tunisia (2260rh rn!a.. 

paras. 2.8). Ban~lrdcsh (rbtd.. paras. V ItI). Ihe USSR (ibid., 
prru. 19.27). Zambia (ibid.. pru. 28-32). and !hc C&man Democratic 
Wcrublic (rhtJ., paw. 19-42). 

11 lbtd , pwas. R7-89. 
“Jibid.. bra. VI. 
‘lls/l2@+& &led 29 May 1976. For the RIL of rhc report. see 

C’AOR. J/H srsnon. Suppl. No. 3J. 

Under General Assembly resolution 3376 (XXX) of 
10 November 1975,“’ the Assembly had established a 
Commillee on the Exercise of the lnalicnable Rights of 
the Palestinian People and requested that the Commit- 
tee consider and recommend to the Assembly a pro- 
grammc of implementation, designed to enable the 
Palestinian people to exercise the rights recognized in 
paragraphs 1 and 2 of the same resolution. The 
Assembly also requested that the Security Council 
consider as soon as possible after I June i976 the 
question of the exercise by the Palestinian People of its 
inalienable rights, based on the report to bc prepared by 
the new Committee no later than I June 1976 and to be 
submitted to the Council by the Secretary-General.715 

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 Sccretary-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.‘lb 

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 Israel 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 resettlement 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 (III). 

In order to implement the right of the Palestinian 
people to self-determination, national independence and 
sovereignty. the Committee recommended that a timt- 
table should be established by the Security Council for 
the complete withdrawal, no later than I June 1977, of 
the lsracll forces from the areas occupied in 1967. If  
necessary. temporary peace-keeping forces should be 
provided by the Council 10 facilitate the process of 
wlthdraudl II also recommended that the Council 
should request Israel to dolst from the establishment of 
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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 rcqucsred to abide by 
the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative to the 
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time Of War. of I2 
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- 
ian 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 June 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 Rapportcur 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 brief statement by the Representa- 
tive of the United States opposing the request, the 
Council decided, by vote, to issue the invitation to the 
PLO.“9 

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 
participate, without vote, in the discussion of the 
qucstion.7zo 

At the l933rd meeting on 24 June 1976. the Council 
decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Amin Iiilmy II 
under rule 39 of the provisional rules of proccdurc.‘!’ 

At the 1924th meeting on 9 June 1976. the (‘h;lirman 
of the Committee on the Exercise of the In;\lictl;tblc 
Rights of the Palcstininn People opcncd the t‘ouncil’s 
discussion and introduced the report prcpnrctl by his 
Committee. He pointed out that the Palcstinc 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 I8 I (II) on 29 
November 1947 Icd to a series of tragic cvcnts resulting 
in four wars as well as the displacement of ;In cntirc 
people deprived of its fundamental civic and national 
rights. He suggested that the erroneous 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 Committee 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 self-detcr- 
mination without external interference; the right to 
national independence and sovereignty 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 recommendations 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 sovc- 
reignty. It felt that the return of the Palestinians should 
immediately and unconditionally be made possible in 
accordance with Council resolution 237 (1967) of I4 
June 1967. Moreover. the Committee had decided to 
submit the following recommendations to the Council 
for consideration and adoption: (I) the Council should 
set a time-table for the complete withdrawal of Israeli 
occupation forces, with a deadline of I June 1977; (2) 
the Council should establish temporary peace-keeping 
forces; (3) a temporary United Nations adminis,ration 
should bc 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 
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and that the Council’s reaction 10 these proposals was 
eagerly awaited.“* 

At (he 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 meettng. 
because, as had been explained by the representative of 
Italy 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 (XXIX) concerning Pales- 
tinian rights because it did not take into account all the 
essential elements for a just and lasting peace in the 
Middle East, in particular, 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 Israeli 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 Committee had based its recommendations 
on resolutions commanding a wide degree of support in 
the United Nations. The settlement of the problem of 
Palestinian refugees could only be brought about within 
the context of negotiations for a comprehensive seltle- 
ment and remained a most urgent problem. He rcgret- 
ted that the right of all States to live in peace within 
hcc‘urc ;tnd rccogni-rcd boundaries had not been men- 
tmned ;II all in the concluding section of the Commit- 
tee’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 
(iencral Assembly resolution IRI (II) of 1947 which 
brought their SI~IC into existence, also rccogmzed the 
continued existence of the Palestine State. He also 
itddresscd criticism by come agrins the Commrtlee 
rcpclrt ;)nJ pointed out that if the VICW\ of those crltrcs 
were n,rt reflected in the report. II w:tq due 10 then 

systematic boycott of the Committee and their failure to 
extend to it the necessary co-operation,‘:’ 

The representative of France put forward his Govern- 
mcnt’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 secure 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 Israel; 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 settlement. The 
Council should not issue deadlines and time-tables, but 
direct all its efforts towards the resumption of genuine 
negotiations.7z~ 

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 called for the 
withdrawal of Israeli 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 guarantees 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.716 

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 
to that of the United Kingdom.” 

/\t 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 PCOplC of 
its inalienable rights. This was especially noteworthy 
srnce the representatives of the Palestinian people par- 
ticipated directly in this detailed discussion of the 
question, The Soviet delegation believed that the cxer- 
c,se ,)f the inalienable rights by the Palestinians and the 
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solution of the Palestine problem were key elements for 
a just and lasting settlement in the Middle East. Only 
an all-embracing solution could lead to lasting peace in 
the area, 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 recommendations 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 Committee’s recommendations 
and proposed that in Jerusalem, for which the people of 
Guinea felt particular concern, a 45member legislative 
body representing the three religious communities and 
an executive organ under a United Nations commission- 
er appointed by the Secretary-General should replace 
the current Israeli control. He appealed to Israel 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 to the General Assembly in the event of a total lack 
of co-operation on the part of Israel.719 

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 t+ broader issue of the 
Arab-lsraeli 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 Secrctary-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.“0 

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 to 
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resort to all means to regain the above rights. This 
would also require that the Council dem;lndcd the 
immediate, unconditional and complete I~r.\cli 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 h;ld studied 
the report of the Committee carefully, but t’elt 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 to support those recommcnd;rtions. tie 
urged the udoption of some concrete stcp~ including the 
resumption of the Gencv;r Confsrencc with t hc pclr- 
ticipation of the Palestine Liberation Organi?atlon in an 
attempt to achieve an early agreemcnt.‘1J 

At the 1937th meeting on 29 June I976, the rcprescn- 
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 to 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’14 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; (6) the right of the 
Palestinians to return IO 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-Israeli conflict. of which it was the core, and to 
endanger internatlonal peace and security. and recog- 
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lust and lasting peace in the Middle East 
established without the achlcvement inrer 
solution of the problem of Palestine on the 

basis of the recognition of the inalienable rights of the 
Palestinian people; in the opcrdtive 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 inalienable rights of the Palestinian People 
to 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.‘1b 

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 seti- 
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, hi5 delegation intend- 
ed to vote against the draft resolution.“’ 

The representative of the PLO stressed that it was 
high time that the Council address itself 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 
;rntl ~tb .rdopt mc;Isures th;lt would contribute signifi- 
c,lntly 10 the rcstortition of justice ;Ind peace in Pales- 
lint.“” 

I)urinp IIIC hi\nle meeting, the draft rcholution was put 
IO the vote it rrccivcd IO votes In f;tvour. I against, and 
4 ;tbstenticms al\d was not ;~dop~cJ owing to the negative 
\otc of ;I pcrliiirnenl mcmtxr.“” 

In cxpl.tn;\lion of the VOIC. chc representative of 

Irancc sugpcsted that in regard to operative paragraph 
I of the draft rcsotution. the Council’\ taking note of the 
report of the C’ommittee did not Justify having recourse 
to a dr;lft resolution. Instead. the (‘ouncil could have 

left it to the President to draw conclusions from the 
debate at a stage when the report was still a provisional 
document to be revlewed by the Committee before being 
transmitted to the General Assembly.‘*” 

Decision of 27 October 1977 (204lst meeting): adjourn- 
ment 
In a letter’” dated I3 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 letterY41 
dated 8 June 1977 calling attention to paragraph 4 of 
General Assembly resolution 31120 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 Inalienable 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 204lst 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 ded- 
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 25 
October 1977 the representative of Senegal, 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 States criticizing the pro- 
posed invitation as inappropriate and asking that it be 
put to the vote, the Council decided, by vote, to invite 
the representative of the PLO to take part in the debate 
in accordance with past practicc.“J 
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The Security Council further decided IO invite the 
representatives of Egypt and the Syrian Arab Republic 
to participate, without vote, in the discussion of the 
question.‘W 

The Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of 
the fnalicnable 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 rccommcn- 
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 seeing the question as 
the central clement 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 
I 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 Jamahiriya 
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 

‘& For dclnllr. see chapter III. 
“‘See 2041~1 mlg, paras 13.47 

peace and security, the Palestine question being the 
essence of the whole problem. He commented on the 
Soviet-American statement of I October and mentioned 
that after the issuance of the joint statement the United 
States Government had insisted to dclcte the phrase 
“national rights” from the text ~~C~USC thnt cxprcssion 
would include the right to self-determination und the 
right to establish a State; the United Sl;rlcb ;tnd lsracl 
had also issued a joint stutcmcnt. a wck lolcr, which 
made the first joint statement mcuningles>. ;IS it reilcr- 
atcd the view that resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 
(1973) remained the basis for the resumption of the 
Geneva Peace Conference and that the ticccpIiIncc of 
the Joint US-USSR statcmcnt of I Octohcr 1977 by the 
parties was not u prcrcquisitc for the rcconvcninp und 
conduct of the Geneva Conference.“’ 

The representative of the USSR renewed his Govcrn- 
merit’s support for the Palestinian people and for its 
representative, the Palestine Liberation Organization, 
and expressed 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.“9 

At the end of the 204lst meeting, the President stated 
that, after prior consultations with members of the 
Council, it had been agreed to adjourn the debate on the 
question. The next meeting of the Council on that issue 
would be fixed after consultations among membcrs.‘M 

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 rccom- 
mendations of the Committee endorsed in three earlier 
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 I June 1979. to consider that 
situation and to make suggestions. In the light of the 
renewed mandate to the Committee to make further 
suggestions to the Assembly or the Council, as provided 
for in General Assembly resolution 33128 8. the Chair- 
man of the Committee emphasized that concrete action 
by the Council on the basis of the implementation of the 
Committee’s recommendations would without any doubt 
lead to the achievement of tangible progress towards a 
solution IO the question of Palestine. 
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Jn a further letter”] dated 27 June 1979 addressed to 
(he President of the Security Council the Chairman of 
(he Committee 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 
elapsed since the last discussion of these issues at the 
2041~1 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 2 155th meeting, the President 
informed the Council that the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee had requested by letter lo 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, 
to extend an invitation to the Chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Exercise of the lnalienable 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- 
able 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 
it view to facilitating the ongoing attempts IO 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 

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 Pdlcstinian 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 European Community in their 
statement of I8 June 1979 and appealed once more to 
the Security Council to assist in achieving progress in 
the issues of the Middle East and in particular of the 
Palestini3n question.“’ 

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel 
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 (I 967).“* 

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 Palestine problem which would preclude the 
exercise of the inalienable national right of the Palestin- 
ian 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 qucstion.‘3p 

At 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. 
tje confirmed that his delegation was clearly committed 
to the rebumption 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.76’ 

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 equitable 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 responsibility, the 
Committce felt that its recommendations should be 
taken into account in all negotiations.76’ 

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 recommcn- 
dation, like the League of Nations before it, prohibited 
the actions which led Israel to approximate its own 
Zionist conception of itselfi 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 Palestioian 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 2161~1 meeting on 23 
August 1979.‘” 

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 Israel 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.76’ 

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 elements essential to state the case for 
the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people. Ile 
added that his delegation would have preferred IO issue 
an explicit condemnation of Israel and to invoke mcas- 
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 nrcmbcrs. Ile 
deplored that the llnitcd Stntcs refused IO accept CVCII 

that minimal draft resolution. thus nutintllrnrng it\ 
policy of ignoring the rights of the people of Palestine.rM 

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 statehood.‘*’ 

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.7*p 

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 Mlddlc East. reaffirm the urgent 
necessity of the establrshmcnt of a just and lastmg peace 
through ;I comprehensive settlement based on full re- 
spect for the principles dnd purposes of the Charter of 
the United Nations. as well 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 
C‘ouncil would have (I) affirmed (u) that the Palcstin- 
ian people should be enabled to exercise their inalien- 
able rights of self-determination, national 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 
194 (III) of 1 I 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 
lasting 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 one example of the flexibility shown, and urged 
the Council to decide quickly and in the interest of the 
Palestinian pcoplc.“0 

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 oi 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 
I~c~~\II.~I~~~I\ \rith the PI.0 disqualified the United States 
11~~1 ;III\ k.rtnrtruc’tivc role concerning the right of the 
I’iilestinian:, to the achievement of a comprehensive 
pcacc.‘” 

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 
ncgoti;ited scttlcmcnt of the Middle East issue and 
c,~llcd upon the PI.0 to accept without qualification 
Isr;icl’\ riplit 10 exist and the commitment to a negotiat- 
cd \c10c11~c11t on that basis “! 

l’hc I’rc\idcnt. spe;iking in his capacity as reprcsenta- 
IIVC of IIIC tlnited States, stated th;it it was his 
(i~~vcrnnrcnt’r policy IO bring the P;ilestinian people into 
IIIC ~C.ICC prtwc’\\ and \ummari/cd the basic approach to 

securing a comprehensive peace in the Middle East: (I) 
the current stage of the peace process, centred on 
negotiations between Egypt. Israel and the United 
States, needed 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. lie 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 
issue 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 letter77b 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 
34165 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 31 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 hIarch 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 
viL,I.ition by Israel of the inalienable rights of the 
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Palestinian people, and since the date envisaged in 
paragraph 8 of resolution 34165 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 Peopl~.“~ 

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.“0 

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 rquested further 
delay and thus prevented the Council from acting. He 
warned that the Council’s inaction allowed Israel to 
present the world with further /airs uccomplis 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.712 

The Rapportcur of the same Committee pointed out 
that the solution proposed by the United Nations was 
objective and comprehensive and contained a legal 
endorsement of the right of Israel to exist within secure 
borders; this opinion had been repeatedly confirmed by 

“*For details, see chapter III. 
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the present United Nations membership and accepted 
by the PLO, through its support of the Committee’s 
recommendations.“’ 

At the same meeting, the reprcsentatlvc of Israel 
reaffirmed his Government’s position that Jordan was 
the national home of the Palestinian Arabs i\nd that the 
long-term solution of the Middle East prrlblcnr was 
feasible only in the fromcwork of the (‘:tmp I)avid 
accords.‘*’ 

At the 2208th meeting on 9 April 1980, the rcprcscn- 
tative of Algeria stated that the Camp D;lvid ngrce- 
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 agrce- 
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,7sb sponsored by 
Tunisia.‘” 

At 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- 
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ity of acquisition of territory by the threat or USC of 
force, In the operative part of the draft resolution, the 
Council would have, first, affirmed (a) that the Palcs- 
tinian people. in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations. should be enabled to exercise its 
inalienable 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 I (~1) of the 
resolution and the right to live in peace within secure 
and recognized boundaries; fourthly. decided that the 
provisions contained in paragraphs I. 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 comprehensive peace 
in the Middle East; fifthly, requested the Secretary- 
General to 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 reprcsenta- 
tive of the United States indicated that his delegation 
would oppose the draft resplution 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.‘ap 

The l’rrsltlcnt then put the draft resolution to the 
\~IIC. II rccc~vctl IO v111cs in f;bvour. I against. and 4 
.\bhtcntIcjn\ ;\nd was non adapted owlnp to the negative 
VOIC of ;i permanent member of the Council.‘Yo 

Al’tcr the vc~tc. the rcprescntativcs of France and the 
Ilnitcd K111gdo1n noted thirt their delegations had ab- 
bt;lined OII the draft resolution. because the review of the 
P;tlcstinian question by the Council of Ministers of’ the 
European Community had not been completed.‘Y’ The 
rcprcscntativc of the PLO called the vote of 10 in favour 
against ;I single negative vote a victory and recognition 
of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people.7v1 

‘s”ZZZOlh mlg.. paras. Wg4. The draft rcsolur~on failed of rdop 
l10t-1 since One pcrmnnent member cast a ncgabvc vole. 

‘a9 Ibrd.. eras. 139. I JO. 
‘“Ibrd.. para. 151. 
“I/brd, Franw, paras. 154-158; United Kmgdom. paras. 153-158. 
“zlbrd.. paras. 174-192. 

‘rw SITt’A’rlOlr; IV SAMIBIA 

Decision of 6 June 1975 (1829th meeting): rejection of 
draft resolution 
By letter ‘?I 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 IO others. The Council for 
Namibia demanded the immediate and unconditional 
release of another 295 Africans arrested in connection 
with the incident. 

By letterT9’ 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 Af’ri- 
ca, the United Nations or any other outside entity. 

The meeting of the Security Council was called in 
accordance with resolution 366 (1974)‘9’ 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 
ptirticipate. without vote. in the discussion of the item.‘p’ 

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, Presiderit 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-Aporrheid Movement of 
London.‘g’ 

‘“‘S/l 17UJ. mlmcoarJohcd bo,r rhc lcxt ol the stalcmcnl. see 


