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* 2560th mtg.  See also the statemenls  by lndia (ihid.) and by the
Chairman of the Special Committee against Apartheid (ibid).

47  2560th mrg.
*a  For the vote, see  ibid. See also chap. IV of the present

Supplemenl.
‘9 2560th mtg.  See also the explanation of the vote by the United

States (ihid.).  which had abstained in view of some “excesses” of
language in (he  text of rhe  resolution.

m S/l  6860. OR. 39th yr.,  Suppi.  for  Ocr.-Dec.  1984.
$1 S/16860,  adopted without change as resolution 558 (1984).

5z 2564th  mtg.
51  For the vote, see ibid. Sex also chap. IV of the present

Supplcmenl.

3 . ITEMS RELATING TO THE MIDDLE  EAST

A. T HE  S ITUATION I N THE  M IDDLE  EAST

Decision of 19 March 1981 (2266th meeting): Presi-
dent’s statement
In a letter’ dated 3 March 1981, the representative

of Lebanon requested a meeting of the Council to
address itself to the continuing problem of repeated
Israeli aggression against Lebanon. In previous let-
ters,* he had informed the Council about particular
acts of aggression against Lebanon which he charged
had been committed by Israeli forces.

At its 2265th meeting, on 9 March 1981, the
Council included the letter dated 3 March 1981 from
Lebanon in the agenda. Followin
agenda, the President of the I

the adoption of the
ouncil Invited the

representatives of Israel and Lebanon, at their re-
quest, to participate in the discussion without the
ri ht to v0te.j The Council considered the item at the
2 165th and 2266th meetings, on 9 and 19 March
1981.

The representative of Lebanon stated that his
Government was not waiting for the expiration of the
mandate of the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon (UNIFIL) to submit its grievances and ask
for action, as a novel situation had developed in the
south since the last Council debate on 17 December
1980,  involving repeated acts of violence, which had
become constant, and continued warfare, which
comprised a threat to international peace and securi-
t
h

as well as to the safety of UNIFIL. The results of
t e well-pondered policy of so-called pre-emptive
strikes by Israel were: (a) an escalation of military
and paramilitary operations to an ever-ascending
level of intensity; (b)  the disruption of the fabric of
civilian life in south Lebanon; and (c) a general state
of disintegration and terror beyond the Lebanese
borders and in the whole Middle East. He deplored
the danger of UNIFIL being destroyed as a credible
deterrent and pointed to the stability of the o eration
of the United Nations Disengagement 8bserver
Force (UNDOF).

He quoted extensively from a statement by Presi-
dent Sarkis to the third summit meeting of the
Islamic Conference and, in view of the tremendous
danger, appealed to the Council to initiate a mecha-
nism for peace in Lebanon and on the internationally
recognized border with Israel, because only such a
step could create the conditions for the peace-keeping
enterprise to succeed. He concluded in expressing his
hope that the Council could reach that type of action-
oriented resolution.4

The representative of the Soviet Union recalled
how often the Council had been forced to meet in
connection with incessant acts of aggression by Israel

against Lebanon. He rejected the Israeli attempts to
justify those aggressive actions against Lebanon by
means of assertlons that they were carrying out so-
called pre-emptive strikes against Palestinians as
blatant defiance of international law and of numer-
ous decisions of the Council and the General Assem-
bly designed to protect the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of Lebanon. The Israeli policy could only be
described as international State terrorism, which
relied on the support of those who were paying lip-
service to opposition against such terrorism.

He called for a return to collective efforts, within
the framework of an international conference, to find
a just and comprehensive settlement. In view of
Israel’s continued banking on force, the Council
should adopt a resolution condemning the acts of
aggression by Israel and calling for an end to such
aggression; the Council should also oblige the Israeli
authorities to observe and respect strictly the sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon and to
cease all intervention in that State’s internal affairs.5

During consultations among members of the
Council on 16  March 1981, the Secretary-General
made a statement that was issued on the same day as
a special report.6  The Secretary-General reported
that, even as the Council was considering the com-
plaint brou ht by the Government of Lebanon on the
violence o B 2 and 3 March, further hostilities had
broken out in southern Lebanon and had made the
situation in the UNIFIL area extremely tense. On the
morning of 16  March, the de/act0  forces located in
the south had tired 24 tank rounds into the village of
Al-Qantara, in the Nigerian battalion sector of
UNIFIL, killing a Nigerlan captain and a corporal
and injuring I I Nigerian soldiers. The dejizcro  forces
had threatened to resume shelling unless the platoon
of Lebanese soldiers was withdrawn from Al-Qan-
tara, and that threat had been carried out when 10
tank rounds were fired into a village in the Nether-
lands battalion area.

The Secretary-General also informed the Council
that the Commander of UNIFIL had made it clear to
the de /aclo  forces that there was no question of
withdrawing the Lebanese platoon, which had been
located in Al-Qantara since April 1979 in implemen-
tation of the UNIFIL mandate as set out in resolu-
tion 425 (1978). He added that the United Nations
had been in touch with the Israeli authorities, urging
them to make all possible efforts to bring an end to
the irresponsible behaviour of the deficto  forces. He
noted that in recent months UNIFIL had also had to
contend with constant efforts by various factions of
armed elements to the north and west to infiltrate its
area of operation and had sustained casualties in the
process.

The Secretary-General declared that one of the
most important principles upon which UNIFIL was
established was the full co-operation of all the parties
concerned, but it had been all too clear throughout
the history of UNIFIL, and was again underlined by
the tragic events in question, that co-operation had
not been forthcoming. Therefore, al! possible efforts
should be made to impress upon all armed groups in
the area that provocation, harassment and military
offensives against UNIFIL could not and would not
be accepted.

At its 2266th meeting, on 19 March 198 1, the
Council included the special report of the Secretary-



Put II 139

General, together with the letter dated 3 March I98  I
from the representative of Lebanon, in its agenda.

At that meeting, the President made the following
statement on behalf of the Council members:’

The members of the  Security Council are deeply shocked and
outraged at the report received about (he  repeated attacks on the
United Nations lnterlm  Force in Lebanon and the continuing
killing of peace-keeping soldiers .n  southern Lebanon.

These renewed barbaric acts against a peace-keeping force are a
direct  defiance of the authority of the  Security Council and a
challenge to the mission of the  United Nations in maintaining
international peace and security which cannot be tolerated.

The Council  condemns these outrageous actions by the so-called
de jocfo forces which have caused the death and injury of Force
personnel present in Lebanon under international mandate. In
strongly condemning these latest outrageous acts  of the so-called
de ~OCIIJ  forces, the Council  calls on all (hose who share in the
responsibility for this  tense  situation lo  put  an end to any act
which might increase the threat to international peace and security
and to put an end to military  assistance to any forces which
interfere with the Force  In  the exercise of its mandate.

The Council addresses a serious warning to all the forces
responsible for these  dangerous acts violating the sovereignty  and
territorial integrity of Lebanon, preventing the full deployment of
the  Force, Including the deployment of the Lebancsc  armed forces
in the area. and severely hampering the Force in the fulfilment  of
the mandate as expressed in resolution 425 (1978). which states:

“The Security  ~huncrl.

“Taking nofe of the letters from the Permanent Representa-
tive of Lebanon and from the  Permanent Representative of
Israel.

“Having  heard the statements of the Permanent Representa-
tives of Lebanon and Israel.

- “Gravely concerned al the deterioration of the situation in the
Middle East and its  consequences to the maintenance of
international peace,

“Convinced that  the present situation impedes the achieve-
ment of a just peace in the Middle East,

I. “(h//.c  for strict  respect for the territorial integrity.
sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon within its
internationally recognized boundaries;

2. “Culls  upon Israel immediately to cease its military  action
against Lebanese territorial integrity and withdraw forthwith its
forces from all Lebanese territory;

3. “Decides. in the light of the request of the Government of
Lebanon. lo  establish lmmediatcly  under its  authority a United
Nations interim force for southern Lebanon for the purpose of
confirming the withdrawal of Israeli forces. restoring intema-
rional  peace and security and assisting the Government of
Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective authority in the
area, the force to be composed of personnel drawn from
Member Stales;

4 . “Requesfs  the Secretary-General lo  report to the Council
within twenty-four hours on rhe  implementation of the present
resolut ion.”

The Council emphasizes (hat  it is essential that the Force receive
the full co-operation of all parties to enable it to carry out its
mandate in the entire area of operation up lo  the internationally
recognized boundaries, thus  contributing to full implemcnlation  of
resolution 425 (1978).

The Council calls for the immediate release of Lebanese military
personnel and of all those persons who were kidnapped by the so-
called de /ucro  forces during the recent  hostilities.

The Council extends irs  sympathy and deepfelt  condolences to
the Government of the Federal Republic of Nigeria and the
families of the victims.

- The Council also commends the valiant action and the courage,
under the  most adverse circumstances. of the commanders and
soldiers of the Force and expresses full support for their efforts.

The President then announced that the date of the
next Council meetin
the item would be f

to continue consideration of
axed in consultation with the

Council members and adjourned the meeting.

Decision of 22 May 1981 (2278th meeting): resolu-
tion 485 (1981)
At its 2278th meeting, on 22 May 1981,  the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNDOF dated 20 May 19818 in its agenda.

In the report, covering the period from 21 Novem-
ber I980  to 20 May 1981, the Secretary-General
informed the 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-tire. 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 presence 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
the Syrian Arab Republic and Israel, the Secretary-
General recommended to the Council that it extend
the mandate of UNDOF for a further period of six
months.

At the 2278th meeting, the President put the draft
resolutiong  which was before the Council to the vote:
it received 14 votes in favour, with 1 member not
participating in the vote,‘O and was adopted as
resolution 485 (1981). It reads as follows:

The Security Council.
HuvinR  considered the report of the Secretary-General on the

United  Nations Disengagement Observer Force.
Decides:
((I) To call upon the parties concerned lo  implement immedi-

ately Security Council resolution 338 (1973);
(b) To renew the  mandate of the United Nations Disengage-

ment Observer Force for another period of six months. that is.
until 30 November 1981;

(c) To request the Secretary-General to submit at the end of
this period a report on the developments in the situation and the
measures taken 10  implement resolution 338 (1973).

At the same meetin  ,
resolution 485 (I  98 I), tfi

following the adoption of
e President made the follow-

ing complementary statement on behalf of the mem-
bers of the Council:

As is known, the  report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force slates,  in paragraph 26,
that “despite the present quiet in the  Israel-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and is likely lo  remain so unless and until a comprehen-
sive settlement covering all aspects  of the Middle East problem  can
be reached”. This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the
view of the  Security Council.”

De&Ion  of 19 June 1981 (2289th meeting): resolu-
tion 488 (1981)
At its 2289th meeting, on 19 June 1981, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated 15 June 1981 I2 in its agenda.

In his report, covering the period from 12 Decem-
ber 1980 to 15 June 198 1, the Secretary-General
noted that, despite intensive efforts made both at
United Nations Headquarters and in the field, the
basic situation had remained essentially the same
and that the activities of armed elements (mainly the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) and the
Lebanese National Movement), the de facto forces

r
Christian and related militias) and the Israel De-
ence Forces (IDF) in and near the UNIFIL area of

operation had continued and, on occasion, intensi-
fied.
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The Secretary-General observed that since its
establishment, UNIFIL had encountered serious dif-
ficulties in fulfilling its mandate and that the parties
had not, so far, found it possible to extend to the
Force the full co-operation that it required. Despite
the many difficulties that it had had to face, UNIFIL
had continued in its endeavours to consolidate its
position and, in co-operation with the Lebanese
Government, to strengthen and make more effective
the Lebanese presence, both civilian and military, in
its area of operation.

Force had not yet been able to fulfil the man B
the

ate in
The Secretary-General indicated that althou

the way intended by the Council, he had no doubt
that its presence and activities in southern Lebanon
were an indispensable element in maintaining peace,
not only in the area but in the Middle East as a
whole. In his view, it would be disastrous if UNIFIL
were to be removed at a time when the international
community was witnessing with acute anxiety the
tensions and conflicts in that vital area of the world.
For those reasons, the Secretary-General recom-
mended to the Council that the mandate of UNIFIL
be extended for a further period of six months.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Presi-
dent of the Council invited the representatives of
Israel and Lebanon, at their request, to participate in
the discussion without the right to vote.3

The President then drew attention to a draft
resolution.” which had been drawn up in the course
of consultations among members of the Council, and
proposed to put it to the vote. The draft resolution
was adopted by I2 votes in favour, none against, with
2 abstentions,, as resolution 488 (1981); one member
did not participate in the voting.”  The resolution
reads as follows:

The Security Counc i l .
Recalling its resolutions 425 ( I978),  426 ( I978), 427 ( 1978).  434

( 1978).  444 (I 979). 450 ( I979),  459 ( 1979).  467 (I 980). 474 (I 980)
and 483 (1980).

Recalling  the statement made by the President of the Security
Council at the 2266th meeting, on I9  March 1981.

Noting with concern the violations of the relevant Security
Council resolutions which had prompted the Government of
Lebanon repeatedly to ask the Council for action, and particularly
its complaint of 3 March 1981,

Recullinn  the terms of  reference and general  guidel ines of  the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon.  as s&cd in the report
of the Security-General  of  I9  March 1978  confirmed by resolut ion
426 (1978). and  particularly:

(a) That the Force “must be able to function as an integrated
and efficient military unit”.

(6) That the Force “must enjoy the freedom of movement and
communication and other facilities that are necessary for the
performance of  i ts  tasks”,

(c)  That the Force “will not use force except  in self-defer&‘,
(d) That “selfdefence  would include resistance to attempts by

forceful means to prevent it from discharging its duties under the
mandate of the Security Council”,

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of I6 June 1981.  and
taking note of  the conclusions and recommendations expressed
therein,

Convinced that the deterioration of the present situation has
serious consequences for international security in the Middle East
and impedes the achlcvement  of a just. comprehensive and
durable peace in the ;~IIYI.

I. Reojlirms its rcpcatcd  call upon all concerned for the strict
respcft  for the political independence, unity, sovereignty and
territorial integrity of Lebanon and reiterates the Council’s
determination to implement resolution 425 (1978)  and the ensuing
resolutions in the totality of the area of operation assigned to the

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon up to the intemational-
ly  recognized boundaries;

2. Condemns all actions contrary to the provisions of the above-
ment ioned resolut ions that  have prevented the fu l l  implcmenta-
tion of the mandate of the Force, causing death, injury and
destruction to the civilian population as well as among the peace-
keeping force;

3. Supports the efforts of the Government of Lebanon in the
civilian and military fields of rehabilitation and reconstruction in
southern Lebanon. and supports, in particular, the deployment of
substantial contingents of the Lebanese army in the area of
operation of the Force;

4. Decides to renew the mandate of the Force for another period
of six months, that is. until 19 December 1981;

5. Requests the !Secrctary-General  IO  assist the Government of
Lebanon in establishing a joint phased programme of activities to
be carried out during the present mandate-of the Force, aimed at
the total implementation of resolution 425 (1978). and to report
periodically-to the Security Council;

6. Commends the efforts of the Secretary-General and the
performance of the Force, as well as the support of the troop
contributing Governments and of all Member  States who have
assisted the Secretary-General, his staff and the Force in discharg-
ing their  responsibi l i t ies under the mandate;

7. Decides to remain seized of the question and reaffirms its
determination, in the event of continuing obstruction of the
mandate of the Force, lo examine practical ways and means to
secure its unconditional fulfilment.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
Secretary-General informed the Council about grave
developments involving the seizure of a number of
UNIFIL soldiers by armed elements who had infil-
trated into the UNIFIL area of operation and
attacked Fijian troops. Two soldiers had been killed;
others had been forcibly detained and subsequent1
released. The Secretary-General added that the fres ii
attacks underlined the difficulties encountered by
UNIFIL. He assured the Council that he would do
everything to assist in the implementation of the
Council’s resolution and expressed hope that the
members of the Council would continue to make
every effort to ensure that the parties heeded the
opinion of the Council.15

The representative of Lebanon stated that the most
recent incidents should give rise to measures to
protect the peace-keepers, to ensure their safety and
to enforce respect for their mission. He expressed
concern that UNIFIL was in danger of becoming a
static fixture of the political panorama, because its
structure as a conflict control mechanism was not
alwa s commensurate with the magnitude of the
con icts  confronting it! therefore hampering itst-r
effectiveness. He emphasized once a ain the ultimate
objective of UNIFIL, namely, camp ete4 Israeli with-
drawal  and the restoration of Lebanon’s effective
authorit and sovereignty. He described resolution
488 (19d 1) as an important decision since it provided
for a phased programme of activities lo be carried
out joint1 by UNIFIL and the Government of
Lebanon. ln order to contribute to the success of the
programme, his Government would draw up a practi-
cal plan of action that would help to measure whether
the current peace-keeping operation in southern
Lebanon was indeed useful.16

The representative of France indicated his Govem-
ment’s support for the Secretary-General’s proposals
and appealed to all the parties concerned to observe
the cease-fire called for by the Council and to make
every effort to enable the consolidation of the
UNIFIL zone of operations. He also praised the
endeavours of the Secretary-General to reactivate the
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Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission and
asked for those efforts to be pursued.17

The representative of Ireland stressed that peace-
keeping forces should have no enemies and con-
demned those who refused to recognize that principle
and whose actions led to senseless killings. He agreed
with the Secretary-General that UNIFIL performed
an important function as a conflict control mecha-
nism and constituted an indispensable element in
maintaining peace in the Middle East as a whole. He
also referred to the humanitarian efforts by UNIFIL
in conjunction with other United Nations pro-
grammes and praised the United Nations Force as a
remarkable and hopeful development in world af-
fairs.18

The representative of the German Democratic
Republic criticized Israel for its refusal to respect the
territorial integrity, sovereignty and political inde-
pendence of Lebanon and for its contmued employ-
ment of the Haddad  militia in the south of Lebanon.
He restated the principle that United Nations forces
were bound exclusively by decisions of the Council
and reiterated his delegation’s reservations with
regard to the formulation of the UNIFIL mandate, its
composition and its Iinancing.lP

The representative of the Soviet Union also ex-
pressed reservations regarding the mandate,. compo-
sition and financing of UNIFIL, emphasized the
need to defend Lebanon as the victim of Israeli
a ression and recommended that Israel should
d%ay  th e expenditures arising from its armed ag-

- gression against Lebanon.**
The representative of Israel denounced the PLO as

responsible for the death of the Fijian soldiers and
char ed
invo vementf

that only on two occasions, when PLO
was not suspected, had the Council

pronounced itself on the killing of UNIFIL soldiers.2t
The representative of Japan appealed to the parties

to refrain from the use of force and to seek to solve
the problems through peaceful means. He added that
in the light of the principles of the Charter, terrorist
actions must not be condoned as a means of settling
international disputes.22

In conclusion, the President noted the deep sorrow
shared by all Council members over the loss of two
United Nations soldiers in Lebanon as well as all
those who had died in the cause of peaceq2)

On 25 June 198 I, followin
the members of the Council, t%

consultations among
e

following statement:24
President made the

As a result of consultations among the members of the Security
Counci l  1  have been author ized to  issue the fo l lowing statement .

At the end of the 2289th meeting of the Council, I made a
statement to note the deep sorrow shared by al l  members of  the
Council over the loss of two United Nations soldiers in Lebanon,
as well as all those others who have fallen in fulfilment  of their
duty in the cause of peace.

I also said that I was certain that I spoke on behalf of the
Council when I conveyed our condolences to the Government and
people of Fiji as well as to the families of the victims.

As President of the Council, I wish to condemn the killing on I9
June 1981 by so-called armed elements of two Fijian peace-
keeping soldiers of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon.

This outrage  aaainst  members of n peace-keeping force is a
direct defiance  of-the authority of the Council and achallenge to
the mission of the Force. as stioulated  in resolution 425 (1978).

In this connection, I am encouraged to learn that a group has
already been established to investigate these events and that in the
meantime appropriate steps are being taken by al l  concerned. in
cooperation with the command of the Force, to prevent a
recurrence of  such incidents,

I  a lso commend the val iant  act ion and the courage.  under  the
most adverse circumstances, of the soldiers of the Force and
express full support for their efforts.

Decision of 17 July 1981 (2292nd meeting): Presi-
dent’s statement

De+sion  of 21 July 1981 (2293rd meeting): resolu-
tion 490 (1981)
In a letter dated 17 July 1981,25  the representative

of Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to discuss the deteriorating situation in
southern Lebanon and the attacks committed by
Israel against civilian targets in the city of Beirut. He
had already referred to these developments in a
previous letter dated I3 July 1981 .26 In two letters
dated 15 and 16 July 1981, the representative of
Israel had informed the Council of rocket attacks by
the PLO against towns in northern Israe12’

At its 2292nd meeting, on 17 July 198 1, the
Council considered the letter of the same date from
the representative of Lebanon.*’ Following the adop-
tion of the agenda, the Council invited, at their
request, the representatives of Israel, Jordan and
Lebanon to participate in the deliberations without
the right to vote-j  At the same meeting, the Council
decided, by a vote and in accordance with its
previous practrce,  to invite the representative of the
PLO to participate without the ri
Council further decided to extend

ht to vote.28 The
an invitation to

Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional
rules of procedure.24

The Secretary-General opened the deliberations by
reporting renewed violence in the south of Lebanon
involving shelling by Palestinian groups, various air
strikes against Beirut and other targets by IDF and
the de facto forces. He deeply deplored the extensive
civilian casualties in Lebanon and in Israel caused by
these outbursts of violence. He referred to the
various communications the Governments of Leba-
non and Israel, as well as the PLO, had sent to him
regarding these hostilities and pointed out that the
area controlled b
He emphasized t h

UNIFIL had been tense but quiet.
at all acts of violence that resulted

m  civilian casualties should be deplored and called
upon all the parties to revert immediately to the
cease-fires30

The representative of Lebanon condemned the
Israeli policy of pre-emptive strikes against Lebanon
which had resulted in loss of lives and other hard:
ships for the Lebanese people. He presented details
about the Israeli attacks and indicated that some 300
pea
CIVI P

.le had been killed and about 800 wounded. The
ian nature of the tar ets and the large number of

women and children kil ed revealed the dimensionsk
of the tragedy. He underlined his Government’s aim
at that point to reactivate the Israel-Lebanon Mixed
Armistice Commission that had been set up in 1949
and asked for the Council’s sup rt
Moreover, he urged the Counci p”

in that respect.
to bring about the

immediate cessation of hostilities, to prevent further
deterioration and to create the atmosphere that
would enable UNIFIL to play to the fullest its role as
a conflict control mechanism.3i

The representative of Israel stated that the outrages
perpetrated by the PLO had resulted in loss of life
and considerable damage to property and that plans
were ready to escalate these criminal designs. The
PLO control over a large part of Lebanon was a
means of assuring the freedom of operation to
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continue its acts of terror against Israel. He added
that since his Government had brought the terrorist
actions to the attention of the Security Council to no
avail, it had decided to exercise its right to self-
defence, enshrined in Article 51 of the Charter,
against the attackers. Israel felt that as much as it
deplored the harm to innocent Lebanese civilians,
the real problem was how to put an end to intema-
tional terrorism in general and, more specifically,
how to end the PLO terror against the land and
people of Israel. The representative suggested as a
first step the removal of all foreign armies and
terrorists from Lebanese territory.)*

The representative of Jordan referred to the large
air raid over Beirut by Israeli planes and asked
whether the killing of hundreds of innocent civilians
as a result of lar e-scale bombing could be seen as a
legitimate act op! self-defence. He called upon the
Council to make its decision on the basis of the
Charter and to act decisively against such blatant
aggression.J3

The representative of the PLO recounted the most
recent Israeli attacks against targets in Lebanon and
informed the Council of a request to the Secretary-
General to use his good offices to put an end to those
attacks. He appealed once a ain
Council and to the Secretary- E

to the Security
eneral to use all the

means available to bring peace to the Middle East
and to enable the Palestinians to return to their
homesJ4

The representative of the Soviet Union condemned
the Israeli intervention in the internal affairs of
Lebanon and its large-scale armed aggression in
southern Lebanon resulting in an increasmg number
of Lebanese and Palestinian victims. He charged that
the United States Government had encouraged and
supported the Israeli policy against the Arab States.
He concluded that his Government considered it the
duty of the Council strongly to condemn Israel for
the acts of armed aggression a
demand an end to such 4F

inst Lebanon and to
acts.

At the conclusion of the 2292nd meeting, the
President of the Council read out the following
statement:36

The President of the Security Council and the members of the
Council, after hearing the report of the Secretary-General, express
their deep concern at the extent of the loss of life and the scale of
the destruction caused by the deplorable events that have been
taking place for several days in Lebanon.

They launch an urgent appeal for an immediate end to all armed
attacks and for the greatest restraint so that peace and quiet may
be established in Lebanon and a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East as a whole.

At the beginning of the 2293rd meeting, on 21 July
1981, the President of the Council issued additional
invitations to the representatives of Democratic
Yemen, Egypt., Mauritania, Saudi Arabia, the Syrian
Arab Repubhc  and Yemen, at their request, to
participate in the debate without the right to vote.’
He also drew attention to the text of a draft
resolution3’  sponsored by Ireland, Japan and Spain.

The Secretary-General informed the Council mem-
bers that his military aides in the area had been
involved in efforts to secure the acceptance of a
cease-tire by Israel and the PLO, but that shelling had
resumed while those efforts were still being pur-
sued.JR

The representative of Spain then introduced draft
resolution S/14604,  which the delegations of Ireland,
Japan and Spain had prepared in order to recall the

appeal issued at the end of the 2292nd meeting and
to call once again for an immediate cessation of all
armed attacks. He expressed appreciation to the non-
aligned members and other delegations for having
contributed suggestions and observations regarding
the text of the draft resolution. He then read out the
text and proposed that it be adopted without discus-
sion.j9

At the 2293rd meeting, on 21 July 1981,  the draft
resolution was put to the vote and adopted unani-
mously as resolution 490 ( 198 1 ).4o  It reads as follows:

The Security Council,
Reafjirming  the urgent appeal made by the President and the

members of the Security Council on I7 July I98  I, which reads as
folJows:

“The President of the Security Council and the members of
the Council, after  hearing the report of the Secretary-General,
express their deep concern at the extent of the loss of l ife and the
scale of the destruction caused by the deplorable events that
have been taking place for several days in Lebanon.

“They launch an urgent appeal for an immediate  end to all
armed attacks and for the greatest restramt so that peace and
quiet may be established in Lebanon and a just and lasting peace
in the Middle East as a whole.“,
Taking  no& of the report of the Secretary-General in this

respect,
1. Culls  for an immediate cessation of all armed attacks;
2. ReqOirms its commitment to the sovereignty, territorial

integrity and independence of Lebanon within its internationally
recognized boundaries;

3. Requests the Secretary-General  to report hack to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution as scxm  as
possible and not later than forty-eight hours from its adoption.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
re resentative of Tunisia stated that the Israeli policy
oPdefiance and fails  accomplis  proved that Israel had
not accepted the conclusions endorsed by the United
Nations. Under the circumstances, it was the duty of
the Council to take effective action in the face of the
uncontrollable excesses of the Israeli Government.
The representative of Tunisia doubted that Israel
would abide by any measure decided upon by the
Council unless the Council strengthened its decision
by a combination of sanctions m  accordance with
Chapter VII  of the Charter.4’

The representative of France stressed the urgent
need for the Council’s unanimous call for an immedi-
ate cease-fire and condemned vigorously any resort
to so-called pre-emptive actions that could not be
justified by any interpretation of Article 51 and
merely resulted in a further cycle of violence.42

The representative of the United Kingdom also
rejected the policy of pre-emptive strikes as a factor
leadin to further acts of retaliation and prolonging
the su!kerin
restraint to %

in Lebanon. He called for a policy of
e exercised on all sides and emphasized

that peace could be achieved only if the right to
existence of all States in the region, including Israel,
was acknowledged by the entire international com-
munity and if the need for Palestinian self-determi-
nation was seen as central to stability in the Middle
East.43

The representative of Egypt took issue with the
Israeli claim that it had acted in self-defence and
stated once a ain that the scope of self-defence in
international aw and in conformity with Article 51f
of the Charter could not be distorted to provide any
country with a free hand to kill innocent civilians at
will. Self-defence could not be invoked unless an
armed attack had occurred. The border incidents that
Israel had reported to the Council did not warrant
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massive retaliation, but should have been settled
through involvement of UNIFIL or the United
Nations Troop Supervision Organization (UNTSO).
The Egyptian representative added that even before
the advent of the Charter of the United Nations the
exercise of self-defence was subject to certain limita-
tions: as United States Secretary of State Webster
had pointed out, situations that gave rise to acts of
self-defence were to be instant, overwhelming leav-
ing no choice of means, and no moment for deiibera-
tion; legitimate self-defence implied the adoption of
measures proportionate to the seriousness of the
attack and justified by the seriousness of the danger.
In the light of those norms, the response to minor
border incidents should consist in a protest lodged
with the Council, not a full-scale attack on innocent
civilians. He also discussed the question of retalia-
tion or reprisal and, invoking several General Assem-
bly and Council decisions, pointed out that actions of
military reprisal could not be tolerated and were
inadmissible. The representative of Egypt warned
that the contemporary legal order was at stake and
that the world threatened to return to the law of the
jungle, in which the use of force was the order of the
day. He recalled the Geneva Conventions of I949  to
which Israel was a party, and appealed to all pa&es
to end violence and bloodshed. He concluded by
reiterating that peace could be pursued in the Middle
East, if Israel and the Palestinian people recognized
each other and their corresponding rights, and urged
the Government of Israel to renounce its aggressive
practices.44

Mr. Clovis Maksoud, who had been invited under
rule 39, pointed out that LAS supported the applica-
tion of appropriate sanctions m  accordance with
Chapter VII of the Charter in order to render a
repetition of the strikes against Lebanon impossi-
ble.4J

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
rejected Israel’s claim that its recent actions against
Lebanon had been carried out in exercise of its right
of self-defence under Article 51 of the Charter and
suggested that the victims of Israel’s a ressive acts
were being denied their right to sel  -defence.  HeP
welcomed the fact that the overwhelming majority of
the International community had rejected the Israeli
notion of pre-emptive self-defence and joined in the
call for the strict application of sanctions under
Chapter VII of the Charter.46

Decision of 23 November 1981 (23 1 I th meeting):
resolution 493 (I  98 I )
At its 231 Ith meeting, on 23 November 1981, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNDGF  dated 20 November I98 14’ in its agenda.

In the report, covering the period from 21  May to
20 November I98  I,  the Secretary-General informed
the Council that with the cooperation 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 dan erous. Therefore, the continued
presence of UN D8 F was essential not only to
maintain quiet but to provide an atmosphere condu-
cive to further efforts towards the achievement of
peace. With the agreement of the Governments of the

Syrian Arab Republic and Israel the Secretary-Gener-
al recommended that the Council extend the man-
date of UNDOF for a further period of six months.

At the 231 Ith meeting, the President put the draft
resolution48  which was before the Council to the vote:
it received I4 votes in favour, with I member not
participating in the vote,49 and was adopted as
resolution 493 (198  I). It reads as follows:

The Security Council.
IIuwng  cunsidered  the report of the Secretary-General on the

United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,
Decides.
((1)  To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediate-

ly Security Council resolution 338 (1973);
(b)  To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement

Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31
M a y  1982;

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

At the same meetin  , following the adoption of
resolution 493 (I 98 l), t 1 e President made the follow-
ing complementary statement on behalf of the mem-
bers of the Council:

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force states, in paragraph 27,
that “despite the presenl  quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and is likely to remain so unless and until a comprehen-
sive seltlemenl  covering all aspects of the Middle Easl problem can
be reached”. This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the
view of the Security CounciLW

Decision of 18 December 1981 (2320th meeting):
resolution 498 (198 1)
At its 2320th meeting, on I8 December 1981,  the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated I I December I98 I 5i in its agenda.

In his report, coverin
IO December I98 I, the 8

the period from I6 June to
ecretary-General noted that,

despite intensive efforts made both at United Na-
tions Headquarters and in the field, the basic situa-
tion preventing the fulfilment  of the mandate of
UNIFIL had remained the same and that the activi-
ties of armed elements, the de acm  forces and IDF i,
and near the UNIFIL area o ff
ued.

operation had contin-

The Secreta
sertous outbrea of hostilities in mid-July affecting‘i:

-General gave an account of the

areas outside UNIFIL control and resulting in a
considerable influx of people from other parts of
Lebanon into the UNIFIL area. He referred specifi-
cally to the resumption of attacks against targets in
southern Lebanon by Israeli aircraft on IO July 1981
and the continuation of hostilities, including ex-
change of fire, air strikes and naval bombardments
throughout the period until 24 July; the period of
violence, including a massive Israeli attack on Beirut,
was brought to an end by a cease-fire on 24 July
1981,  whrch  the Secretary-General had helped to
bring about.

Since that time, as the Secretary-General reported,
UNIFIL had made strenuous efforts to maintain the
cease-fire, and calm had prevailed in the area of the
UNIFIL operations, despite the underlying tension.
The Secretary-General stated also that the situation
in southern Lebanon remained precarious and unsta-
ble and that UNIFIL continued to be prevented from
fully implementing the task allotted to it by the
Council, as the parties failed to cooperate fully. The
Secretary-General also noted that no progress had
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been made in the further deployment of UNIFIL in
the enclave controlled by the defacro forces and that
restrictions relating to the freedom of movement of
UNIFIL and UNTSO personnel in the enclave
continued to complicate UNIFIL operations.

The Secretary-General further re orted that during
the period under review, means o consolidating theP
cease-fire and of making progress in the fulfilment of
the UNIFIL mandate had been under discussion with
the Lebanese Government and other parties con-
cerned.

In spite of all the difficulties  faced by UNIFIL, the
Secretary-General considered that its presence and
activities in southern Lebanon were an Indispensable
element in maintaining peace, not only in the
immediate area but in the Middle East as a whole. He
recommended that the mandate of the Force be
extended for a further period of six months.

During the 2320th meeting, the President of the
Council Invited the representatives of Israel, Kuwait,
Lebanon and the Syrian Arab Republic! at their
request, to participate in the discussion wlthout the
right to vote.J  The Council also decided to extend an
invitation to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of
the provisional rules of procedure.52

The representative of Lebanon suggested that
UNIFIL, which had been sent to southern Lebanon
on a dynamic mission, had been unable to bring
about peace and had become a static reality in the
dynamics of an ever-expanding war. He pointed out
the role played by the so-called armed elements and
the so-called de facto forces in undermining the
chances for peace in the area. He regretted that
UNIFIL had not yet used its ri

fi”
t of self-defence to

resist attempts to prevent it rom discharging its
duties and proposed that the time had come to
redefine its mandate unequivocally, so that the Force
could enjoy the full support and exercise its deterrent
prerogative  fully unhindered. He pointed out that the
Lebanese people still hoped that UNIFIL would help
to contain the explosive situation in the country and
to prevent events in the south from detonating a
more general war. He referred in that context to his
letter dated I4 December 19815J addressed to the
Secretary-General asking for a stren thening of
UNIFIL without changing its mandate. Ris Govem-
merit’s  proposals, which  were reflected in a draft
resolution distributed prior to the Council’s meeting,
were not geared towards asking UNIFIL to go to war
and enforce peace, but were designed to give UNIFIL
the appropriate strength in relation to its tasks,
foremost the withdrawal of Israel from southern
Lebanon, in accordance with resolution 425 (1978).
Peace in southern Lebanon was not only an aim in
terms of international morality and rights, but also a
pra

0
matic  im erative, since the region and the world

cou d not a Rord the hazard of non-peace.54
At the same meeting, the representative of Israel

declared that the first  part of the mandate of
UNIFIL, namely, the withdrawal of Israeli forces,
had been successfully carried out and mentioned that
the completion of that withdrawal had been con-
firmed by the UNIFIL Commander on 13 June 1978
and recorded in the pro ess report of the Secretary-
General on the same ay.J’  He deplored that the$
remaining parts of the UNIFIL mandate had not yet
been implemented: international peace and security
had not been restored in Lebanon because of the

continuing presence of Syrian troops and of PLO
terrorists on Lebanese ~011.~~

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
stated that the sole purpose of the establishment of
the Arab Defence  Force in Lebanon was to terminate
a tragic fratricidal war and to grant the Lebanese
people the opportunity to determine their own
destiny in unity without external interfcrence.57

The representative  of Ireland stated that the suc-
cess of UNIFIL in helping to maintain peace in the
re

f
ion was clear for all to see and, to appreciate that

fu ly, one needed only to consider what the situation
would be if UNIFIL did not exist. The cease-fire that
had been brought about by resolution 490 ( I98  I)  was
still holding, owing among other things to the special
contribution of UNIFIL. He renewed the Irish appeal
that peace-keeping forces should not be met with
hostility but should receive full co-operation from all
concerned; that would enable the Force to deploy and
to have full freedom of movement throughout the
whole area of operations. Further, he submitted again
the basic principle that a peace-keeping force was not
a substitute for efforts to negotiate a settlement; the
peace-keeping force allowed an opportunity for
peace-making.5X

In indicating his delegation’s support for the
renewal of the UNIFIL mandate, the representative
of France also favoured the earliest possible resump
tion of the activities of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed
Armistice Commission and welcomed the Lebanese
suggestions of strengthening the means and objec-
tives of UNIFIL.5U

At the same meeting, the President put to the vote
the draft resolution,W which had been prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations; it received I3
votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions, and
g;o;topted  as resolution 498 (I  981).61  It reads as

The Securiry  Council.
Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978). 427 (1978), 434

(1978). 444 (1979), 450 (1979). 459 (1979). 467 (1980). 474
(1980). 483 (1980). 488 (1981) and 490 (1981),

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of I I December 1981.
and taking note of the conclusions and recommendations ex-
pressed therein,

Taking nofe  of the letter of the Permanent Representative of
Lebanon to the Secretary-General dated 14 December 1981,

Convmced that the deterioration of the present situation has
serious consequences for peace and security in the Middle East,

I. Reaflrms  its resolution 425 (1978). in which it
(a) Calls  for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sovereignly

and pol i t ical  independence of  Lebanon within i ts  internat ional ly
recognized boundaries;

(b) Calls  upon Israel immediately to cease its military action
against  Lebanese terr i tor ial  integri ty and withdraw forthwith i ts
forces from all Lxbanese  territory;

(c) Decides, in the light of the request of the Government of
Lebanon, to establish immediately under its authority a United
Nations interim force for southern Lebanon for the purpose of
confirming the withdrawal of Israeli forces, restoring international
peace and securi ty and assist ing the Government of  Lebanon  in
ensuring the return of its effective authority in the area, the force
to be composed of personnel drawn from Member States;

2. ReaJ,Gms  its past resolutions and particularly its repeated
calls upon all concerned for the strict respect of the political
independence, unity, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Leba-
non;

3. Relferares  its determination to implement resolution 425
(1978) in the totality of the area of operation assigned to the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon up to the intemalional-
ly  recognized boundaries so that the Force may fulfil its deploy-
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DecisionDecision   of 25 February 1982 (2332nd meeting):merit  and so that  Ihe  United Nations Truce Supervision Organiza-
tion may resume its normal functions, unhindered, under the
provisions of the General Armistice Agreement of 1949;

resolution 50 I ( 1982)
In accordance with paragraph 10 of resolution 498

(1981),  the Council resumed the deliberations regard-
ing UNIFIL and the developments in the Israel-
Lebanon sector in February 1982. At its 233 1st
meeting, on 23 February 1982, the Council included
the situation in the Middle East in its agenda and
considered resolution 498 (1981),  a s
the Secreta -General on UNIFIL,b

T
P

ecial report of
and a lette+

dated 16 Fe ruary 1982 from the representative of
Lebanon addressed to the President of the Council
during its 2331st  and 2332nd meetings, on 23 and 25
February 1982.

4. Culls  upon all concerned lo  work towards the consolidation of
the cease-fire called for by the Security  Council in resolution 490
(1981)  and reiterates  its condemnation of all actions  contrary to
the provisions of the relevant resolutions;

5.  Culls  orlenlion  to the terms of reference and general guidelines
of the Force. as stated in the report of Ihe Secretary-General of 19
March 1978 confirmed by resolution 426 (1978), and particularly:

(II) That the Force “must be able to function as an integrated
and efficient military unit”;

(b) That the Force “must  enjoy the freedom of movement and
communication and other facilities that are necessary for the
performance of  i ts  tasks”;

(c) That the Force “will not use force except in sclfdcfencc”;

(4 That “sclfdefence  would include resistance lo attempts by
forceful means  to prevent it from discharging its duties under the
mandate of the Security  Council”;

6. Supporrs  the efforts of the Government of Lebanon in the
civilian and military fields of rehabilitation and reconstruction in
southern Lebanon. and supports, in particular, Ihe  restoration of
the authority of the Government of Lebanon in that  region and
deploymem  of substantial  contingents of the Lebanese army in the
area  of operation of the Force;

7. ReqUesrs  Ihe  Secretary-General lo continue his discussions
with the Government of Lebanon, with  a view lo establishing a
joint phased programme of activities Lo be carried out during the
present  mandate of the Force, aimed at the total implementation
of resolution 425  (1978). and to report periodically lo  the Security
Council;

8. L&ides  lo renew the mandate of the Force for six months,
that is, until 19  June 1982;

-
9. Cornmenu the efforts of the Secretary-General and the

performance of the Force. as well as the support of the troop
contributing Governments, and of all Member States who have
assisted the Secretary-General, his staff and the Force in discharg-
ing their responsibilities under the mandate;

IO. Decides lo remain seized  of the question and lo review,
within  Iwo months. the situation as a whole in the light of the letter
of the Permanent Representative of Lebanon to the Secretary-
General dated  I4 December I98 I.

Explaining his delegation’s abstention in the vote,
the representative of the Soviet Union emphasized
that UNIFIL should function in strict conformity
with the Charter and act under the control of the
Council, particularly with respect to its functions,. its
total stren
of nationa f

th, the principles underlying the selectlon
contingents and the procedures whereby

those troops were financed.62
The representative of the United States welcomed

the renewal of the UNIFIL mandate since it had been
performing a crucial role in preserving peace in the
Middle East. The hope was that the momentum
towards a

r
aceful settlement of the broader Arab-

Israeli con ict on the basis of resolutions 242 (1967)
and 338 (1973) as well as of the Camp David
framework could be maintained. The only way to
reach a fmal  settlement was first of all to avoid
eruptions of violence. He added that his Government
was pleased about the language of the resolution
underlying the sovereignty of the Lebanese Govem-
ment and the integrity of its national territory.63

The representative of Lebanon thanked the Coun-
cil for its prompt response and for the decision to

- reassess the situation after two months. He regretted
tha! his Government’s aims could not be met fully
owing  to differences of opinion within the Council
and appealed once again to the members to consider
~JK;,  Lhe  Lebanese proposal to strengthen

In the special report, dated 16 February 1982, the
Secretary-General had informed the Council that
since the adoption of resolution 498 ( 198 I ) the cease-
tire in southern Lebanon had been maintained;
however, the basic underlying tensions in the area
had persisted,. and the situation  had remained ex-
tremely volatde.  UNIFIL had continued to face
attempts at infiltration by armed elements, and the
encroachments by the de ac~o  forces in the UNIFIL
area of deployment had not been removed. The
violations of Lebanon’s territorial integrity had also
continued.

The Secretary-General had further informed the
Council that a senior aide had visited the area at his
request and conducted talks with all sides concerned.
The Force Commander of UNIFIL and the Lebanese
Government had urged that the ceiling for UNIFIL
troo
rein F

s should be increased by no less than 1,000 to
orce  the current operations and to make further

deployment possible in accordance with resolution
425 (1978).

The letter dated 16 February 1982 from the
re
oP

resentative of Lebanon contained a confirmation
the requests of the Lebanese Government concem-

ing UNIFIL, as presented in a memorandum to the
Secretary-General on 14 December 198 1 .67

Following the adoption of the a enda,
a

at the 233 1 st
meetin
Counci f

,.on 23 February 1982, t e President of the
Invited the representatives of Lebanon and

Israel, and at the 2332nd meeting, on 25 February,
the.representative  of the Syrian Arab Republic, at
their  request, to
the ri

articipate  m  the discussion without

k
t to vote.I: At the 2331st meetin

%
, the Council

also ecided, by a vote and in actor ante  with its
previous practice, to invite the representative of the
PLO to participate  in the deliberations without the
right to vote.6  At the same meeting, the Council
further decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.‘j9

At the 2331st meeting, the representative of Leba-
non welcomed that the Council had started consulta-
tions on the question of UNIFIL on 16 February, and
expressed hope that the time for reflection on the
best course to follow would help avoid another crisis
and enable UNIFIL to perform the mission entrusted
to it by the Council in 1978. He emphasized that ths
increase in UNIFIL troop strength recommended by
the Secretary-General had to be unequivocally relat-
ed to the full implementation of resolution 425
(1978). He asked how and when Israel would cease its
military action against Lebanese territorial inte
and withdraw its forces, how and when P

rity
UN FIL

would be enabled to restore international peace and
security in the area, and how and when UNIFIL, in
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completing its mandate, would assist the Govem-
ment of Lebanon in restoring its authority in the
area. In the belief that the Council could reverse the
seemingly irreversible process towards conflagration
and war, he proposed an injunction to ensure Israel’s
total and unconditional withdrawal, a qualitative and
quantitative enhancement of UNIFIL capabilities,
and a strict implementation of a joint phased pro-
gramme of action to ensure the gradual transition of
the responsibilities for peace and security from
UNIFIL to the Lebanese Army,. thereby. restoring
Lebanese sovereignty and territorial  mtegnty. Those
steps required that UNIFIL play a dynamic role in
the fulfilment  of its mission. A static role for UNIFIL
would condemn the Force to the role of a helpless
hostage in the ever-expanding cycle of turmoil and
violence.70

At the beginning of the 2332nd meeting, on 25
February 1982, the President drew the attention of
the Council to a letter dated 23 February 1982,”  in
which the representative of Lebanon had transmltted
to the Secretary-General the text of a memorandum
dated 16  February from the Lebanese parliamentary
dele ation, expressing its views on the situation in

flsout ern Lebanon in connection with the Council’s
debate.

At the same meeting, the representative of Ireland
refuted criticism that UNIFIL had been ineffective
and pointed  to its success in promoting peaceful
conditions  in the area where it had been allowed to
operate. He urged that the request for an increase in
UNIFIL numbers be approved, but made mention of
the problem that UNIFIL had not yet been able to
fulfil its peace-keeping mandate. In order to advance
that objective, he called upon the Council to insist at
all times on full respect for the Force, to co-operate
further with the Force and to seek Its  full deploy-
ment! and to make clear that the Force was no
substrtute for continuing efforts to negotiate a peace
settlement, an aim for which peace-keeping was
supposed to provide an opportunity. He welcomed
renewed efforts by a permanent member of the
Council to initiate negotiations, through a special
envoy charged with mediation. He concluded by
pointing out what the situation in Lebanon would be
without UNIFIL and that the international commu-
nity had a serious interest in its continuation.‘*

The representative of the Soviet Union raised the
question of whether the Council should take some
preventive actions to forestall a new act of a ression
by Israel. In view of the draft resolution tYiat had
been elaborated in consultations, he announced that
his Government would not object to the increase in
UNIFIL troop strength by l~,OOO men and, for
reasons of principle, would again abstain in the vote
on the draft.73

At the same meeting, the President put the draft
resolution,74  which had been prepared m  the course
of the Council’s consultations, to the vote; it received
13 votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions,
and was adopted as resolution 501 (1982).” It reads
as follows:

The Security Council.

Recalling i ts resolutions 425 (I 978). 426 (1978). 427 (1978). 434
(1978), 444 (1979). 450 (1979), 459 (1979). 467 (1980). 474
(1980). 483 (1980), 488 (1981). 490 (1981) and 498 (1981),

Acting  in accordance with its resolution 498 (1981), and in
part icular with paragraph IOof  tha t  resolution. in which it  decided
to review the situation as a whole,

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

7hkrnR  ~OIP  of the letter of the Permanent Representative of
Lebanon to the President of the Security Council,

Having reviewed the situation as a whole in the light of the report
of the Secretary-General and of the letter of the Permanent
Representat ive  of  Lebanon,

Noting from the report of the Secretary-General that it is the
strong recommendation of the Commander of the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon. and also the wish of the Government of
Lebanon. thar  the ceiling for troops of the Force should be
increased, and that the Secretary-General fully supports the
recommendation for an increase by one thousand of the troop
strength of the Force,

I. Reaflrmr  its resolution 425 (1978) which reads:
“The Sectmy Council,
“Taking note of the letters from the Permanent Representa-

tive of Lebanon and from the Permanent Representative of
Israel,

“Having heard  the statements of the Permanent Representa-
tives of Lebanon and Israel,

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

“Convinced that the present situation impedes the achieve-
ment of a just peace in the Middle East,

“I.  Culls  for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sover-
eignty and political independence of Lebanon within its intema-
tionally  recognized boundaries;

“2. Calls upon Israel immediately to cease its mil itary action
against Lebanese territorial integrity and withdraw forthwith its
forces from all  Lebanese territory;

“3. Decides, in the light of the request of the Government of
Lebanon,  lo  establish immediately under i ts authority a United
Nations interim force for southern Lebanon for the purpose of
confirming the withdrawal of Israeli forces, restoring intema-
tional peace and security and assisting the Government of
Lebanon in ensuring the return of its eflcctive  authority in the
area, the force to be composed of personnel drawn from
Member States;

“4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council
within twenty-four hours on the implementation of the present
resolution.“;
2 . Decides to  approve the immediate increase in  the strength

of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon recommended by
the Secretary-General in paragraph 6 of his report, from six
thousand to approximately seven thousand troops,  to reinforce
present operations  as well as  to make further deployment possible
on the lines of resolution 425 (1978);

3. Re-etmhasizes  the terms of reference and general guidelines
of the For&  as stated in the report of the Secret&-General of 19
March I978  confirmed bv resolution 426 (I 978). and particularly:

(a) That the Force “must  be able to function  as ai  integrated
and efXcient  military unit”;

(6) That the Force “must enjoy the freedom of movement and
communication and other facilities that are necessary to the
performance of ils  tasks”;

(c) That the Force “will not use force except in selfdefence”;
(d) That  “sel f -defence would include resistance to at tempts by

forceful means to prevent it from discharging its duties under the
mandate of the Security Council”;

4. Culls  upon the Secretary-General to renew his efforts to
reactivate the General Armistice Agreement between Lebanon and
Israel  of  23 March 1949 and, in part icular,  to convene an early
meeting of the Mixed Armistice Commission;

5. Requesfs the Secretary-General  to continue his discussions
with the Government of Lebanon and the parties concerned with a
view to submitting a report by IO June 1982 on the necessary
requirements for achieving further progress in a phased pro-
gramme  of activities with the Government of Lebanon;

6. Decides to remain seized of the question and invites the
Secretary-General to repoti to the Security Council on the
situation as a whole within two months.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States expressed her
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c.

appreciation of the common effort among the mem-
bers of the Council to arrive at a text that would have
the support of the Lebanese Government and of
Lebanon’s neighbours as well as of the troop contrib-
utors and others who supported the UNIFIL opera-
tion. She noted that it had taken too much time to
accede to the request for more troops and renewed
her delegation’s wish to address the question of
continued violence in all its aspects and complexities
in the area.76

Decision of 22 April 1982: statement of the President
Following a letter dated 10 April 1982” in which

the representative of Lebanon submitted a complaint
to the Council concerning massive Israeli troop
concentrations on the Lebanese-Israeli borders and
official Israeli threats against the territorial integrit
of Lebanon, another letter dated 21 April 1982 8Y
brought charges that the Israeli air force had
launched extensive attacks on the coastal area south
of Beirut and north-east of Sidon, which, according
to preliminary reports, had caused heavy casualties
and severe damage to civilian property. The repre-
sentative of Lebanon requested urgent consultations
of the Council, in order to determine what appropri-
ate measures could be taken immediately to avoid
further escalation and deterioration of the situation,

On 22 A ril
members oP

1982, following consultations with
the Council, the President issued the

following statement79  on their behalf:
The President of the Security Council and the members of the

Council, having taken note of the letter dated 2 I April I982  from
the Permanent Representative of Lebanon lo  the United Nations,
the oral report of the Secretary-General and his appeal of 2 I April
1982, which reads as follows:

“The Secretary-General  has learned with deep concern of the
Israeli air strikes today in Lebanon.

“He urgently appeals for an immediate cessation of all hostile
acts and urges all parties to exercise the maximum restraint so
that the cease-fire, which has generally held since July I98 1,  can
be fully restored and maintained.“.
I. Urgent ly  demand an end to al l  armed attacks and violat ions

which jeopardize the cease-fire which has been in effect since 24
July I98 I and warn against any recurrence of violations of the
cease-fire, in accordance with Security Council resolution 490
(1981) of 21  July 1981;

2. Enjoin all the parties to fulfil their responsibilities with
respect to peace and invite them to work for consolidation of the
cease-fire.

In pursuance of resolution 501 (1982),  the Secre-
tary-General submitted a special report dated 25
April 1982,80 in which he stressed that the situation
in southern Lebanon remained extremely volatile. He
pointed out that although the arrangements for the
cease-fire which had come into effect in July 1981
had general1
very real J

held, unresolved tensions had led to the
anger of wides read

sparked in the area. He P
hostilities being

re erred to the Israeli air
strikes into Lebanon on 21 April and to the appeal
Issued  by him on that day. He stressed that the cease-
fire was no substitute for the fulfilment  of the
UNIFIL mandate and that there had been little
progress rn that direction in the two preceding
months. He provided detailed information about the
increase in the strength of some UNIFIL troops and
about new endeavours to reactivate the Israel-leba-
non Mixed Armistice Commission. Regarding the
implementation of a phased programme of activities
with the Government of Lebanon, the Secretary-
General stated that the Commander of UNIFIL had
initiated a series of meetings aimed at enlisting

support for certain early steps that would demon-
strate the desire of the parties to co-operate with
UNIFIL and contribute to a reduction of tensions.

Decision of 26 May 1982 (2369th meeting): resolu-
tion 506 (1982)
At its 2369th meeting, on 26 May 1982, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNDOF dated 20 May 1982”’ in its agenda.

In the report, covering the period from 2 I Novem-
ber 1981 to 20 May 1982, the Secretary-General
indicated that UNDOF had continued to perform its
functions effectively, with the co-operation of the
p?rtie!, and that, during the period under review, the
sltuatlon  in the Israel-Syria sector had remained
quiet, with no serious incidents. The Secretary-Gen-
eral cautioned, however, that the situation in the area
continued to be potentially dangerous, unless and
until a comprehensive settlement covering all aspects
of the Middle East problem could be reached. In the
existin
ered fl

circumstances, the Secretary-General consid-
t e continued presence of UNDOF to be

essential and recommended that the Council extend
the mandate of the Force for a further period of six
months.

At the 2369th meeting, on 26 May 1982, the
President of the Council put a draft resolution,R2
which had been prepared in the course of the
Council’s consultations, to the vote. It was adopted
unanimously as resolution 506 (1982).“’  It reads as
follows:

The Securrty  Counci l ,
HovinR  considered the report of the Secretary-General on the

United Nat ions Disengagement Observer  Force,
Decides:
((I)  To call upon the parties concerned lo  implement immediate-

ly Security Council resolution 338 (1973);
(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement

Observer Force for another period of six months,  that is, until 30
November 1982;

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

In connection with the adoption of the resolution,
the President made the following complementary
statement on behalf of the CouncW4

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force states,  in paragraph 28,
that “despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East  as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and is likely to remain so unless and until a comprehen-
sive settlement covering all aspects  of the Middle East problem can
be reached”.  This statement of  the Secretary-General  ref lects the
view of the Security Council.

Decision of 4 June 1982: statement of the President
Decision of 5 June I982  (2374th meeting): resolution

508 (1982)
Decision of 6 June 1982 (2375th meeting): resolution

509 (1982)
Decision of 8 June 1982 (2377th meeting): rejection

of a draft resolution
By letter dated 4 June I 982,*5  the representative of

Lebanon charged that Israel1  military aircraft had
conducted no fewer than nine successive bombing
raids on the city of Beirut and that Israeli forces and
Israeli aircraft had be
Lebanon north of r$

un to shell the area in southern
abatiyeh,  causing an undeter-

mmed number of casualtles.  He called for urgent
consideration by the Council.
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By another letter of the same date,86  the representa-
tive of Lebanon called for an urgent meeting of the
Council.

On the same day, 4 June 1982, after consultations
with the members of the Council, the President made
the following statements7  on their behalf:

The President and the members of the Security Council have
learned with concern of the serious events which occurred today in
Lebanon and of the loss of human life and the destruction caused
by those events. The President and the members of the Council
make an urgent appeal 10  all the parties lo adhere strictly lo the
cease-fire that had been in effect since 24 July 1981  and lo  refrain
immediately from any hostile act likely 10  provoke an aggravation
of rhe situation.

At its 2374th meeting, on 5 June 1982, the Council
included the second letter  dated 4 June 198286  from
the representative of Lebanon in the agenda. Follow-
ing the adoption of the agenda, the Council invited,
at its 2374th meetin& the representatives of Israel
and Lebanon and, at its 2375th meeting, of Egypt, at
their request, to
the ri

d
P
articipate  in the discussion without

t to vote. At its 2374th meetin , the Council
also ecided, by a vote and in actor dante  with its
previous practice, to invite the representatjve  of the
PLO to participate  in the deliberations wlthout the
right to vote.8  At the same meeting, the Council
further decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.89  The Council considered the issue at its
2374th to 2377th meetings, on 5, 6 and 8 June 1982.

At the 2374th meeting, the President drew the
attention of the Council members to a draft resolu-
tion,W which had been submitted by the representa-
tive of Japan. He also referred to a letter dated 4 June
198291  from the representative of Jordan, who had
transmitted the text of a letter from the observer of
the PLO char ing Israel with launching successive
bombing attac e s on Beirut and southern Lebanon on
that day.

The Secretary-General informed the members of
the Council in detail about the successive Israeli air
strikes against several targets in Beirut and throu -
out the southern half of Lebanon. He indicated t fibat
full information about the casualties was not yet
available and that he had issued an urgent appeal, in
conjunction with the statement of the President, for
cessation of hostilities at the earliest possible time.92

The representative of Japan also expressed his
deep concern about the military activities in Lebanon
and introduced a draft resolution for quick adoption.
He briefly summarized the main provisions of the
draft and asked that it be adopted unanimousI&  in
order to meet the grave situation in Lebanon.

The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; it was adopted unanimously as resolution 508
( 1982).W It reads as follows:

The Security Council,
Recalling its resolutions 425 (I 978). 426 (I 978) and its ensuing

resolutions and, more particularly, resolution 501  (1982),
Taking no& of the letters of the Permanent Representative of

Lebanon dated 4 June 1982.
Deeply concerned at the deterioration of the present situation  in

Lebanon and in the Lebanese-Israel i  border area,  and iIs  conse-
quences for peace and security in the region,

Gravely concerned al  the violation of the territorial integrity.
independence and sovereignty of  Lebanon,

ReaJPming  and supporting (he statement made by the President
and the members of the Security Council on 4 June 1982, as well
as the urgent appeal issued by the Secretary-General  on 4 June
1982,

Taking note  of the report of the Secretary-General,

I. Calls  upon all the parties lo  the conflict lo  cease immediately
and simultaneously all military activities within Lebanon and
across the Lebanese-Israeli border and not later than 0600 hours,
local time, on Sunday, 6 June 1982;

2. Reuuests  all Member Slates which are in a position lo do so lo
bring their influence to bear upon those concerned so that the
cessation of hostilities declared by Security Council resolution 490
(1981)  can be respected; - -

3. Requesfs  the Secretary-General to undertake all possible
efforts to ensure the implementation of and compliance with the
present resolution and to report lo rhe Security Council as early as
possible and not later than forty-eight hours after the adoption of
the present resolution.

Following the adoption of resolution 508 (I 982),
the representative of the United Kingdom expressed
the dismay felt by his Government and by the people
of Britain at the terrorist attack on the Israeli
Ambassador to London, but emphasized that that
assassination attempt did not in any way justify the
massive Israeli air strikes against Lebanese towns and
villages.95

The representative of Ireland also stated his deep
concern about the situation in Lebanon, which was
extremely dan erous.

i?
He condemned the attack on

the Israeli Am assador,  who had been accredited to
Ireland earlier on, but he described the Israeli air
strikes as an indiscriminate attempt at retribution of
massive 9g roportions and with incalculable conse-
quences.

The representative of Lebanon informed the Coun-
cil that Israeli commandos had landed a few hours
ago on the coastal road to Beirut and had started to
shoot at cars and buses full of refugees fleeing from
the south. He pointed out that despite the Presiden-
tial statement of 4 June the Israel1  military activity
had continued intensively and underlined the Leba-
nese wish for the Israeli aggression to be stopped by
the Council. He described the chaotic circumstances
that had resulted from the Israeli operations and
expressed renewed hope that the Council’s resolution
would indeed initiate peace and security for all of
Lebanon.97

The representative of the PLO cited the reporting
in The New York Times as an example of how the
media saw the Israeli attack on Palestinian civilian
concentrations in Beirut and denied PLO responsi-
bilit for the attack on the Israeli Ambassador. He
reaxarmed  the PLO principle not to engage  in any act
of violence outside the occupied land or mvolving an
innocent third party and denounced the Israeli
terrorist acts against the Palestinian population in
the occupied territoxy.9*

The representative of the Soviet Union pointed out
the numerous grave occasions of Israeli aggression
against Lebanon in the previous six weeks and
condemned the new lar e-scale milita aggression
against a sovereign Arab 6tate. The Israe  i record was7
a clear violation of international law, the Charter of
the United Nations and the relevant United Nations
decisions. In the light of that situation, his delegation
favoured the immediate end of the Israeli aggression
against Lebanon and an end to further escalation in
the area. The resolution, which had been accepted by
the Council, did not fully reflect his Government’s
call for an immediate cease-fire and a strong condem-
nation of Israeli a
Council to use all eY-f

ressive policies. He urged the
ective means under the Charter

to halt further Israeli aggression against Lebanon.99
The representative of Israel criticized the Council

for passing over the PLO campaign of terror, includ-
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ing the attempted assassination of the Israeli Ambas-
sador. He charged that the PLO had committed some
150 acts of terrorism since July 198 I and warned that
Lebanon could not claim the benefits of international
law if it did not carry out its duty to interdict
Palestinian attacks from its soil against Israeli tar-
gets.‘@’

Mr. Clovis Maksoud conveyed the view of LAS
that the PLO could not be associated with the
attempt to kill the Israeli Ambassador, but added
that the Palestinians had been exercising the right of
all peoples who had been deprived of the exercise of
their national rights when they had carried out
legitimate acts of resistance. He also criticized sharp-
ly the Israeli warning that it would direct further
strikes against Lebanon.‘o’

The President, speaking in his capacity as the
representative of France, noted that his Government
had condemned the air raids and the escalation of
violence in Lebanon and alon the frontier between
Lebanon and Israel. In view o the spreading hostili-B
ties:  the Council had to decide quickly on a call for
an immediate cease-fire. Force would not guarantee
the right of Israel to live in security or the right of the
Palestinians or the Lebanese to live in peace.‘02

At the beginning of the 2375th meeting, on 6 June
1982, the President drew the attention of the Council
to a draft resolution’O’  submitted by Ireland.

In pursuance of resolution 508 (I  982)  the Secre-
ta
1 97

-General submitted his report dated 6 June
2,1m in which he stated that he had made an

urgent appeal to the parties for a cessation of
hostilities. He noted that the representative of the
PLO had reaffirmed its commitment to stop all
military operations across the Lebanese border and
that the representative of Israel had informed him
that althou
right of sel -defence,  resolutionf

h Israel had been actin
50d

in exercise of its
(1982) would be

brought before the Israeli Cabinet. The Secretary-
General added that the hostilities had escalated
dangerously and that the Israeli forces had moved
into southern Lebanon. He also conveyed the de-
tailed information received from the Commander of
UNIFIL.‘05

After the Secretary-General’s oral report, the repre-
sentative of Ireland introduced the draft resolution
submitted by his delegation and urged the Council to
take rapid and unanimous action to put a stop to the
massive invasion of Lebanese territory by Israeli
forces. ‘06

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel
reviewed in detail the numerous terrorist actions
committed by Palestinians against Israeli citizens
and representatives. He asserted that his Govem-
ment was simply exercising the right of self-defence
to

P
rotect  the lives of its citizens and to ensure their

sa  ety against the PLO, which had headquarters,
trainmg  grounds and bases of operations in Lebanon.
He reiterated his Government’s pledge that it hon-
outed the independence and territorial integrity of
Lebanon and had no territorial ambitions in Leba-
non. He stressed that it was Lebanon’s duty to

- prevent its territory from being used for terrorist
attacks against other States and that in the mean time
the Government of Israel had decided to free the
inhabitants of Galilee from PLO harassment.lo7

At the same meeting, the draft resolution submit-
ted by Ireland was put to the vote and adopted

unanimously as resolution 509 (1982).‘O*  It reads as
follows:

The Securrry  Council.
Recallma  its resolutions 425 (1978) and 508 (1982)..
Gruvcly  concwned  at the situation as described by the Secretary-

General in his reDort  IO the Council,

Rcaflrming  the need for strict respect for the territorial
integrity, sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon
within its internationally recognized boundaries,

I. Demandr  that Israel withdraw all its military forces forthwith
and unconditionallv  to the internationally recognized boundaries
o f  L e b a n o n ;

2. Demands that all parties observe strictly the terms of
paragraph 1 of resolution 508 (1982).  which called on them to
cease immediately and simultaneously all military activities within
Lebanon and across the Lebanese-Israeli border;

3. Cu//s  on all parties to communicate to the Secretary-General
their acceptance of the present resolution within twenty-four
hours;

4. Dectdes  to remain seized of the question.

The representative of China condemned the ongo-
ing armed invasion by Israeli forces and pointed out
that, despite many Council meetings to consider the
Israeli invasion of Lebanon, the situation in the
southern region had been deteriorating; he viewed
the escalation of the war by Israel not only as another
insolent challenge to the Lebanese and Palestinian
peoples, but also as a deliberate exacerbation of the
situation in the Middle East, endangering world
peace and security.lW

The representative of the Soviet Union also con-
demned the massive incursion by the Israeli aggres-
sors into Lebanon, trampling underfoot basic norms
of international law and many resolutions of the
Council. He called upon the Council to weigh
seriously the Israeli moves in Lebanon which were
designed to plunge the Middle East ‘into a new
military conflict and constituted a direct threat to
international peace and security.“O

The representative of Poland joined in the con-
demnation of the Israeli invasion, which directly
contravened Article 2!  paragraph 4, of the Charter
and numerous resolutions, including resolution 508
(1982),  adopted on the previous day.“’

The representative of Egypt stated that the Israeli
invasion of southern Lebanon ran counter to Israel’s
declared intention of seeking a comprehensive peace,
threatened world peace and subjected the Middle
East to a new wave of instabilit and chaos. He
reiterated the requirements issued by his Govem-
ment for an easin of tensions in the area: first, an
immediate cease- B
torial integrity,

ire in Lebanon; secondly, the terri-
independence and sovereignty of

Lebanon within its internationally recognized bound-
aries; thirdly, the immediate and unconditional with-
drawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon.“2

At the beginning of the 2376th meeting, on 8 June
1982, the President drew attention to the report of
the Secretary-General dated 7 June 1982 relating to
resolution 509 (I  982),“) in which he informed the
Council that he had transmitted the text of resolution
509 (1982) to the Forei  n
Lebanon and to the C airmank

Ministers of Israel and
of the Executive

Committee of the PLO; the replies received from
Lebanon, Israel and the PLO were also included.

At the 2376th meeting, the Secretary-General
updated his report orally and indicated that extensive
hostilities continued, with the Israeli forces moving
further north and with the UNIFIL troops being
forcibly run over and pushed aside despite persistent
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efforts to hold their positions against the Israeli
avalanche.“’

The representative of Lebanon stated that his
Government had asked for the meeting because the
situation in Lebanon was becoming increasingly
grave and serious. He denounced Israel’s flat non-
compliance with resolutions 508 (1982) and 509
(I  982) and warned that the future, independence and
sovereignty of Lebanon were at stake; therefore, he
called once again upon the Council to prevent
Lebanon’s extinction by stopping the war immediate-
I
z

. The invasion of Lebanon violated the Geneva
onvention and all rules of international morality

and human rights. He mentioned an appeal by the
Lebanese Red Cross stating unequivocally that its
workers and vehicles had been savagely attacked by
Israelis and that they had been prevented from
evacuating the civilians and the wounded and from
transporting medicines, blood and food supplies to
the distressed.ii5

The representative of Israel charged again that
Lebanese territory had become the staging-

f
round for

indiscriminate terrorist attacks on the civi ian popu-
lation of Israel. His Government’s complaints to the
Council regarding those attacks had gone unheeded,
whereas its resort to the exercise of its right of self-
defence  had led to emergency and other extraordi-
nary meetin s of the Council. His Government was
ready to adirm the sovereignty of Lebanon, but it
insisted that Lebanon equally acknowledge the right
of the people of Israel to live in peace and security.ii6

At the 2377th meeting, on 8 June 1982, the
representative of Spain stated that Israel’s disregard
for the President’s appeal dated 4 June and its
massive and continued Invasion of Lebanon violated
numerous Council resolutions and had most serious
implications for world peace. The disdain shown by
Israel for resolution 508 (I 982) and for basic norms
such as the General Armistice Agreement of 1949
could not be justified by linking the armed attack
against Lebanon with the assassination attempt
against the Israeli Ambassador to London.

In view of the worsening situation, his delegation
had decided to submit a draft resolutioni”  which he
presented to the Council for immediate adoption. In
the preamble of the draft resolution, the Council
would have recalled resolutions 508 (1982) and 509
(I  982)  and taken note of the report of the Secretary-
General dated 7 June 1982 as well as of the positive
replies received from the Government of Lebanon
and the PLO; in the operative part, the Council
would have: (a) condemned the noncompliance with
resolutions 508 (I 982) and 509 (I 982) by Israel; (b)
urged the parties to comply with the regulations
attached to The Ha ue
reiterated its deman dg

Convention of 1907; (c)
that Israel withdraw all its

military forces forthwith and unconditionally to the
internationally recognized boundaries of Lebanon;
(d)  reiterated also its demand that all parties observe
strictly the terms of paragraph I of resolution 508
(1982),  in which the Council had called upon them to
cease immediately and simultaneously all military
activities within Lebanon and across the Lebanese-
Israeli border; .and (e) demanded that within six
hours all hostilities must be stopped, in compliance
with resolutions 508 (I  982) and 509 (I  982); and u>
decided, in the event of non-compliance, to meet
again to consider practical ways and means, in
accordance with the Charter.jia

At the same meeting, the President put the draft
resolution to the vote; tt received I4 votes in favouf
and 1 against and was not adopted, owing to the
negative vote of a permanent member of the Coun-
cil.i’p

In explanation of her vote, the representative of
the United States pointed out that the two previous
resolutions, 508 (1982) and 509 (1982),  contained
balancin language that took account of the complex
origin o z the conflict in Lebanon and across the
Lebanese-Israeli border, whereas the text that had
just been voted on was not sufficiently balanced to
accomplish the ob’ectives  of ending the cycle of
violence and estab ishing the conditions for a justr’
and lasting peace in Lebanon. For that reason, she
concluded, her Government had voted against the
draft resolution, but would continue ongomg  efforts
to bring the violence to an end.izO

Several delegations deplored in varying degrees
that the Council had not been able to adopt the draft
resolution in the search for an end to the Israeli
invasion.12i

Decision of I8 June 1982 (2379th meeting): resolu-
tion 511 (1982)
At its 2379th meeting, on I8 June 1982, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
dated IO June 1982 on UNIFIL’22  in the agenda.

In his report, covering the activities of the Force
for the period from I1 December 1981 to 3 June
1982, the Secretary-General described the situation
in southern Lebanon and noted that during the
period under review the activities of armed elements,
the de&to  forces and the IDF within and near the
UNIFIL area of operation had continued and gave an
account of the main incidents that had taken place.
He stated that both at United Nations Headquarters
and in the field, intense efforts had been made to
maintain the cease-fire that had come into effect on
24 July 1981 and to restore it after hostile acts
occurred. The Secretary-General emphasized that
significant changes in deplo

z
ment had been made as

a result of the increase in t e strength of the Force.
The Secretary-General noted that, on 21  April and 9
May 1982, Israeli aircraft had attacked targets in
Lebanon, and he stated that since the situation in the
area remained extremely volatile he had taken every
opportunity to urge restraint on the parties.

In two addenda to his report, dated I I June
198212j and 14 June 1982,i2’  the Secretary-General
referred to events that had occurred between 4 and
IO June and between 1 I and I3 June respective1
The Secretary-General stated that, despite the dirry

.
I-

cult and dangerous situation prevailing in Lebanon,
all UNIFIL troops and UNTSO observers had re-
mained in their positions and, although the Israeli
forces had imposed restrictions on the movement of
UNIFIL on the coastal road and in the enclave,
UNIFIL headquarters had, nevertheless, been able to
restore communications with and supplies to the
various battalions. He added that UNIFIL troo s
were also endeavouring to the extent possible in tRe
circumstances to extend protection and humanitari-
an assistance to the population of the area.

The Secretary-General stated that, despite the
fundamentally altered situation in southern Lebanon
and the dangers inherent in it, UNIFIL troops
continued functioning. He expressed the view that if
the terms of resolution 509 (1982) were to be
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implemented, UNIFIL could usefully contribute to
the objectives prescribed b the Council. However,
for UNIFIL to function ef-7ectively, he added, there
would need to be a clear definition by the Council
itself of the terms of reference of the Force in the
existing situation, as well as full cooperation from
the parties concerned. The Secretary-General added
that the Government of Lebanon had expressed the
view that UNIFIL should continue to be stationed in
the area, pending further consideration of the situa-
tion in the light of resolution 509 (1982).

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council
invited the representatives of Israel, Lebanon, the
Netherlands, Sweden and the Syrian Arab Republic,
at their request, to participate in the discussion
without the right to vote.3 The Council also decided,
by a vote and in accordance with its previous
practice, to invite the representative of the PLO to
partici
vote.‘* P

ate in the deliberations without the right to
The Council further decided to extend an

invitation to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of
the provisional rules of procedure.l26  The Council
considered the issue during its 2379th meeting, on I8
June 1982.

The President drew the attention of the Council to
a draft resolution,i27  which had been prepared in the
course of consultations by the Council. The draft
resolution was then put to the vote, received 13 votes
in favour, none against, and 2 abstentions, and was
;tlol&d  as resolution 5 I 1 ( 1982).12r It reads as

The  Securily  Council.

Recall ing i ts resolutions 425 (1978).  426 (1978).  427 (1978).  434
(1978). 444 (1979). 450 (1979). 459 (1979), 467 (1980). 483
(1980)  488 (1981)  490 (1981). 498 (1981) and SO1  (1982).

Reu/jirming  its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982).
Having  studied the report of the Secretary-General on the

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon and taking note of the
conclusions and recommendations expressed therein,

Bewing  in mind the need to avoid any developments which
could further aggravate the situation and the need, pending an
examination of the situation by the Security Council in all its
aspects, to preserve in place the capacity of the United Nations IO
assist in the restoration of the peace,

I. Decides. as an interim measure, to extend the present
mandate of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for a
period of two months, that is, until 19 August 1982;

2. Authorizes the Force during that period IO  carry out, in
addition. the interim tasks referred to in paragraph 17 of the
report of the Secretary-General on the Force;

3. Calls  on all concerned to extend full co-operation to the Force
in the discharge of its tasks;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council
regularly informed of the implementation of resolutions 508
(1982) and SO9 (1982) and the present resolution.

Followin  the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States welcomed the
renewal of the UNIFIL mandate for two months so
that the Council would have the op
what best would serve the people op”

rtunity to study
Lebanon and the

peace of the region.i29
The representative of Ireland deplored that in view

of the massive Israeli invasion of Lebanon the
renewal of the mandate of UNIFIL had been disrupt-
ed and that the cease-fire had not yet been fully
restored. He dismissed the Israeli claim of self-de-
fence as unwarranted, pointed to the lack of propor-
tionality between the different violent measures and
charged that such destructive actions escalated the
levels of violence and further weakened the hopes for
comprehensive peace in the region.

He further protested against the contempt that the
Israeli military showed for the United Nations peace-
keeping force and their disregard for the fragile
purpose and mode of peace-keeping, which depended
on the consent of the parties, the full cooperation
from all concerned and the acceptance of its moral
authority. He added that the Force had never been
allowed to deploy fully throughout its area of opera-
tions and expressed his Government’s concern about
the future of UNIFIL. He underlined two require-
ments regarding UNIFIL: (a) that UNIFIL be given
full co-operation in what it was expected to do; and
(h) that the decision to extend its mandate for an
interim period of two months should be seen as a
temporary expedient. He concluded by saying that
the extension of the UNIFIL mandate was no more
than a holdin
Council to mat

operation and that it was up to the

period.iXO
e new dispositions beyond the interim

The representative of the Soviet Union stressed
that the renewal of the UNIFIL mandate was not a
routine decision, because the Israeli troops had
carried out the large-scale aggression against Leba-
non, breaking through the lines of the peace-keeping
force and sowing death and destruction among the
Lebanese and the Palestinians. The Israeli invasion,
which demonstrated the Israeli disregard of the
Council and its decisions,,constituted  a serious threat
to the sovereignty and independence of Lebanon.
The Soviet Government considered that the Council
should immediately take steps to halt the Israeli
aggression and to defend the sovereignty and territo-
real  integrity of Lebanon and the legitimate rights of
the Arab people. He also indicated that his Govem-
ment found it possible not to oppose the extension of
UNIFIL.“’

The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that the invasion of Lebanon was clearly in violation
of international law and of Article 2, paragraph 4, of
the Charter, as well as in complete disregard of the
demands of the Council, He added that the British
Government, together with the other States members
of the Euro
violation oP

ean Community, saw the invasion as a
Lebanon’s sovereignty and could not

accept the Israeli claim that its action amounted to
self-defence. Since it was too early to know whether
there was a role for UNIFIL in the radically altered
circumstances in Lebanon, he welcomed the exten-
sion of the mandate of UNIFIL, so that the opportu-
nity for a

?ossible new role for the Force could be
preserved.‘-*

The representative of China also condemned the
Israeli authorities for flagrantly launching the mas-
sive invasion of Lebanon, bombarding Lebanese
cities and towns and Palestmian  refugee camps and
barring the discharge of the functions of UNIFIL. In
view of the need created by the new situation in
Lebanon and the request of the Lebanese Govem-

the resolution?‘r
ment, his dele ation  had supported the adoption of

The representative of the Netherlands stated that
the Israeli violations of the UNIFIL area seriously
undermined the ability of the Force to perform its
duties. He explained that his Government main-
tained its troops in UNIFIL in view of the humani-
tarian assistance and protection that the Force could
extend to the population, but did not wish to discuss
the continued deployment until the political situation
had become a little clearer. He appealed urgently to
the Israeli Government to respect UNIFIL fully, to
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withdraw the Israeli units and to allow humanitarian
assistance without hindrance.‘)’

The representative of Israel read out to the mem-
bers of the Council his letter dated 7 June 198213’
addressed to the Secretary-General, in which he
presented his Government’s response to resolution
509 (1982) arguing that the Israeli action had been
taken in accordance with Article 51 of the Charter
and announcing that a withdrawal of the Israeli
forces would be mconceivable  prior to the conclusion
of concrete arrangements that would reliably pre-
clude hostile action against Israel’s citizens.‘-6

The representative of Sweden explained his partici-
pation in the Council meeting by pointing out his
Government’s very deep concern about the flagrant
violation not only of the independence of Lebanon
but also of the political authority of UNIFIL and of
the Council. The Israeli contempt for UNIFIL and
the way its troops had simply overrun the peace-
keeping force to launch the attack against Lebanon
were very disturbing to the Swedish Government. He
underlined that the concept of peace-keeping rested
on the assumption that the parties would co-operate
in good faith with the peace-keeping forces and that
the question of the future of the Palestinian people
could not be settled through the use of force nor
could Israel’s security be achieved by military means.
He warned that the history of peace-keepin in the
Middle East had taught a disastrous lesson ok what a
drastic and ill-advised removal of United Nations
peace-keeping troo s could entail. Peace-keeping had
proved to be an ex!ective instrument at the disposal
of the international community for the containment
of conflicts. It should be maintained as a function of
the United Nations and the international community
as a whole, acting through its universal Organization,
and should assume responsibility for those opera-
tions.ij7

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
criticized the use of the veto to defeat the adoption of
the Spanish draft resolution issuing a further warning
against Israel and called for expulsion of Israel from
the United Nations for its gross violations of its
Charter obligations and appealed to the Council not
to delay any longer the application of mandatory
sanctions against Israel under Chapter VII of the
Charter.13*

Decision of 19 June 1982 (2380th meeting): resolu-
tion 512 (1982)

Decision of 26 June 1982 (2381~1.  meeting): rejection
of a draA  resolution

Decision of 4 July 1982 (2382nd meeting): resolution
513 (1982)
At its 2380th meeting, on 19 June 1982, the

Council resumed its consideration of the item that
had been included in the agenda at the 2374th
meeting, on 5 June 1982. At the beginning of the
2380th meeting, the President drew the attention of
the Council to a draft resolution’39  submitted by the
delegation of France.

Speaking in his capacity as representative of
France, the President stated that the bloodshed that
had begun during the tragic events in Lebanon had
not yet ended. While attempts continued to brin
about the implementation of resolutions 508 (1982 5
and 509 (l982),  his delegation was increasin

?
y

concerned with the situation of the civilian popu a-

tions, both Lebanese and Palestinian, who needed
large-scale and effective aid. The draft resolution had
been prepared to demonstrate the Council’s solidari-
ty with the suffering population and to increase and
improve the aid that had so far been made available.
He urged the Council to adopt the draft resolution,
which was of special significance for France, which
had a particularly deep attachment to Lebanon.lO
The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; ,it received 15 votes in favour and was adopted
;~~;:;;ously  as resolution 512 (1982).“’ It reads as

The Security Council.
Deeply concerned at the sufTerings  of the Lebanese and Palestin-

ian civilian populations,
Refirnng  to the humanitarian principles of the Geneva Conven-

tions of I949  and to the obligations arising from the regulations
annexed to The Hague Convention of 1907.

ReufirminR  its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982).

I .  Cirlls  upon al l  part ies to the confl ict  to respect the r ights of the
civilian populations, to refrain from all acts of violence winst
those populations and to take all appropriate measures to alleviate
the suffering caused by the conflict, in particular, by facilitating
the dispatch and distribution of aid provided by United Nations
agencies and by non-governmental organizations, in particular, the
International Committee of the Red Cross;

2. Appeals to Member States to continue to provide the most
extensive humanitarian aid possible;

3. Slrrssrs  the particular humanitarian responsibilities of the
United Nations and  its agencies, including the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East,
towards civilian populations  and calls upon-all the parties to the
conflict not to hamper the exercise of those responsibilities and to
assist in humanitarian efforts;

4. Takes note  of the measures taken by the Secretary-General to
co-ordinate the activities of the international agencies in this field
and requests him to make every effort to ensure the implementa-
tion of and compliance with the present resolution and to report
on these efforts to the Security Council as soon as possible.

At its 238lst  meeting, on 26 June 1982, the
Council resumed the consideration of the item.

The President, speaking in his capacit
representative of France, introduced a draii

as the
resolu-

tion’42 sponsored by his delegation, under which, in
the preambular part, the Council would have reaf-
firmed resolutions 508 (1982),  509 (I  982) and 512
(1982); given expression to its serious concern at the
constant deterioration of the situation in Lebanon,
resulting from the violation of the sovereignty,
integrity, independence and unity of the country;
expressed profound apprehension regarding the dan-
gers of extension of the lighting within Beirut; and, in
the operative part: (a) demanded that all the parties
observe an immediate cessation of hostilities
throughout Lebanon; (b) demanded the immediate
withdrawal of the Israeli forces engaged around
Beirut to a distance of 10 kilometres from the
periphery of that city, as a first  ste towards the
complete withdrawal of Israeli forces rom Lebanon,F
as well as the simultaneous withdrawal of the Pales-
tinian armed forces from Beirut, which should retire
to the existing camps; (c) supported all efforts by the
Government of Lebanon to censure Lebanese sover-
eignty throughout the territory and the integrity and
independence of Lebanon within its internationally
recognized frontiers; (d)  called upon all armed ele-
ments in the Beirut area to respect the exclusive
authority of the Government of Lebanon and abide
by its dlrectives; (e) supported the Government of
Lebanon in its will to regain exclusive control of its
capital and to that end to install its armed forces,
which should take up positions within Beirut and
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interpose themselves cn its periphery; (/)  requested
the Secretary-General, as an immediate measure, to
station United Nations military observers, in agree-
ment with the Government of Lebanon, with instruc-
tions to supervise the cease-fire and disengagement
in and around Beirut; (g) further requested the
Secretary-General to study any request by the Gov-
ernment of Lebanon for the installation of a United
Nations force which could, within the framework of
the implementation of the preceding paragraphs, take
up posltions  beside the Lebanese interposltion  forces,
or for the use of the forces available to the United
Nations in the region; (h) requested the Secretary-
General to report to the Security Council on an
urgent and sustained basis not later than I July 1982
on the status of implementation of the resolution and
of resolutions 508 (I 982),  509 (I 982) and 5 I2 (1982);
(i! requested all Member States to co-operate fully
with  the United Nations in the implementation of
the resolution; and 0) decided to remain seized of the
question.

The President, in his rapacity as the representative
of France, strongly urged the adoption of the text as
his Government was alarmed at the destruction of
entire neighbourhoods in Beirut and hoped to see the
return of at least minimum security throughout the
city by stationing United Nations military observers,
and possibly also creating conditions for the initiat-
ing of genuine negotiations.l43

At the same meeting, the President put the revised
draft resolution to the vote: it received 14 votes in

- favour and 1 vote against, and was not adopted,
owin

Pber.’ 4
to the negative vote of a permanent mem-

Following the vote, the representative of the
United States explained that his delegation had cast a
negative vote, since the draft resolution, which
otherwise was sup rted by  his Government, did not
address the need or the ehmination  from Beirut andp”
elsewhere of the presence of armed Palestinian
elements.l4s

At its 2382nd meeting, on 4 July 1982, the Council
resumed consideration of the item.

The President drew the attention of the Council to
a draft resolution,‘4h  which had been prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations. He then drew
attention to a number of documents, including an
interim reportt4’ of the Secretary-General dated 30
June 19.82,  submitted in pursuance of resolution 512
( 1982),  m  which a prelimmary  account of the human-
itarian efforts of the United Nations system to assist
Lebanon was given.

At the same meeting, the President put the draft
resolution to the vote; It  received I5 votes in favour
and was adopted unanimously as resolution 513
( 1982).‘4R  It reads as follows:

The Security Council,
Alarmed by the continued sufferings of the Lebanese and

Palestinian civilian populations in southern Lebanon and in west
fkirut.

Referring to the humanitarian principles of the Geneva Conven-
tions of 1949 and to the obligations arising from the regulations
annexed to The Hague Convention of 1907,

Reajirming  its resolutions 508 (1982). 509 (I 982) and 512
(1982),

I. Calls  for respect for the rights of the civilian populations
without any discrimination and repudiates all acts of violence
against those populations;

2. Calls further for the restoration of the normal supply of vital
faci l i t ies such as water,  electricity.  food and medical provisions,
particularly in Beirut;

3. Commends the eflorts  of the Secretary-General and the action
of international agencies to alleviate the sufferings of the civilian
population and requests them to continue their efforts to ensure
their success.

Decision of 29 July 1982 (2385th meeting): resolu-
tion 515 (1982)

Decision of I August 1982 (2386th meeting): resolu-
tion 516 (1982)

Decision of 3 August 1982 (2387th meeting): state-
ment of the President

Decision of 4 Au
1

ust
tion 517 (198 )

1982 (2389th meeting): resolu-

Decision of 6 August 1982 (239lst  meeting): rejec-
tion of a draft resolution

Decision of 12 August 1982 (2392nd meeting):
resolution 5 18 (I 982)
By letter dated 28 July 1982,149  the representatives

of E ypt
the E

and France requested an urgent meeting of
ouncil in order to take up the situation in the

Middle East; they attached to the letter a draft
resolutionIs  co-sponsored by Egypt and France.

At its 2384th meeting, on 29 July 1982, the
Council included the letter, in addition to the letter
dated 4 June 1982 from the Permanent Representa-
tive of Lebanon to the United Nations, in its agenda
and resumed its consideration of the item.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council
invited, in addition to the representatives previously
Invited, at the 2384th meeting, the representative of
qakistan,  and at the 2389th meeting, the representa-
tives of Cuba and India, at their request, to partici-
pate in the discussion without the right to vote.3

At the be innin  of the meeting, the President
referred to tff  fe dra t
and France.

resolution submitted by Egypt

The representative of France expressed deep regret
about the continuing invasion of Lebanon and occu-
pation of Beirut by Israeli troops and recalled the
appeal by the President of France to the combatants
to observe the requirements of the cease-fire and his
suggestion that a United Nations force be set up to
assist in separating the fighting parties in Beirut. He
proposed that although that suggestion had not been
adopted b the Council, another effort be made to
seek the 6ouncil’s support. In that connection he
mentioned the working document that he, together
with the representative of Egypt,. had submitted to
the Council on 2 July. Since the situation  had otten
worse in and around Beirut, they had deci ded to
submit officially the draft resolution whose text was
identical with the earlier working document.

He emphasized the political dimension of the
Lebanese situation and urged the other members to
see the proposed text in the light of military and
political characteristics of the ongoing crisis and of
possible approaches to a peaceful settlement based on
the Charter of the United Nations and on the
acce
the 8

tance  of the Palestinian objective. He invited
ouncil to amend the submission to take account

of recent developments and agreed to consider those
suggestions with an open mind.‘j’
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He reviewed in great detail the draft resolution
under which, in its preambular part, the Council,
guided by the purposes and principles of the Charter,
would have recalled its resolutions 242 (1967) and
338 (1973)  recalled further its resolutions 508
(1982).  509 (1982)  511 (1982)  512 (1982) and 513
(1982).  expressed its gr?lc  concern at the situation in
the Middle East, in partrcular  the existing situation in
Lebanon, reaffirmed the obligation of all to respect
strictly the sovereignty, territorial integrity and polit-
ical independence of all countries and the legitimate
national rights of all peoples in the Middle East,
reaffirmed further the obligation that all States
should settle their disputes by peaceful means in such
a manner that international peace and security and
justice would not be endangered and that they should
refrain from the threat or use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any
State or in any other manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations, and expressed its
determination to seek the restoration of peace and
security in the region based on the principles of
security for all States and justice for all peoples.

In the operative part, under section A, the Council
would have (a) demanded that all the parties to the
existing hostilities  in Lebanon observe an immediate
and lasting cease-fire throughout Lebanon; (h) de-
manded the immediate withdrawal of the Israeli
forces engaged around Beirut to an agreed distance as
a first step towards their complete withdrawal from
Lebanon and the simultaneous withdrawal from west
Beirut of the Palestinian armed forces, which would
be redeployed with their light weapons, as a first step
in camps to be determined, preferably outside Beirut,
through modalities to be agreed upon between the
parties, so putting an end to their military activities;
(c) called for the conclusion of an agreement between
the Palestinian armed forces and the Government of
Lebanon concerning the destination and destiny of
their weapons, other than those referred to above; (d)
called for the departure of all non-Lebanese forces,
except those which would be authorized by the
legitrmate and representative authorities of Lebanon;
(e) supported the Government of Lebanon in its
efforts to regain exclusive control of its capital and,
to that end, to install its armed forces, which should
take up positions in Beirut and interpose themselves
on its periphery; and

I?
further supported all efforts

by the Government o Lebanon to ensure Lebanese
sovereignty throughout the territory and the integrity
and independence of Lebanon within its internation-
ally recognized frontiers.

Under section B, the Council would have (a)
requested the Secretary-General, as an immediate
measure, to station Unrted Nations military observ-
ers, by agreement with the Government of Lebanon,
in order to supervise the cease-fire and disengage-
ment, in and around Beirut; and (b)  further requested
the Secreta -General, bearing in mind the provi-
sions of reso  ution 5 I I (1982).  to prepare a report on7
the prospects for the deployment of a United Nations
peace-keeping force, which could, within the frame-
work of the tmplementation  of the preceding para-
graphs, take up positions beside the Lebanese inter-
position forces, or on the use of the United Nations
forces already deployed in the region.

Under section C, the Council would have (a)
considered that the settlement of the Lebanese
problem should contribute to the initiation of a
durable restoration of peace and security in the

region within the framework of negotiations based on
the principles of security for all States and justice for
all peoples, in order, namely, to (i) reaffirm the right
of all States in the region to existence and securit in
accordance with resolution 242 (1967); (ii) reaRtrm
the legitimate national rights of the Palestinian
people, including the right to self-determination with
all its implications, on the understanding that to that
end the Palestinian people should be represented in
the negotiations and, consequently, the PLO should
be associated therein; and (iit) call for the mutual and
simultaneous recognition of the parties concerned;
and (b)  requested the Secretary-Genera!, in consulta-
tion with all the parties concerned including the
representatives of the Palestinian people, to make
proposals to the Council designed to achieve b
political means the objectives mentioned above, wit z
a view to the recognition of and respect for the
existence and security of all.

Under section D, the Council would have (a)
requested the Secretary-General to report to the
Faunncil  on an urgent and sustained basis.not  later

. . . on the status of the tmplementatton  of the
resolution; and (b)  requested all Member States to co-
operate fully with the United Nations Secretariat in
the implementation of the resolution.

The representative of Egypt suggested that the
problem of the Middle East would continue to defy
settlement unless and until a just solution to the
Palestinian question had been achieved. He added
that Egypt, the first and onl Arab country to
establish normal relations with lsrael, rejected com-
pletely the Israeli invasion of Lebanon and its
policies against the Palestinian people and the PLO.
Based on its conviction that the territorial integrity
and sovereignty of Lebanon could not be restored
unless Israel withdrew completely from all Lebanese
territory, his Government,. together with France, had
embarked on a new imtiative  for a movement
towards a comprehensive peaceful settlement for the
Middle East as a whole. He underlined basic Charter
principles regarding the non-use of force and the
resolution of disputes through peaceful means as well
as the right to self-determination and endorsed the
Council resolutions regarding the invasion of Leba-
non. He then introduced the draft resolution, pre-
senting its various parts and commenting on Egypt’s
reasons for submitting them to the Council. He urged
in conclusion all Council members and all the parties
in the Middle East to give their support to the
French-Egyptian initiative.“*

The representative of Jordan stated that the Coun-
cil was duty-bound to warn the aggressor that it
would not tolerate the continued a ression against
the Lebanese and Palestinian popu ations7 and re-
minded the Council of its power to invoke measures
under Chapter VII of the Charter. Regardin  the
French-Egyptian draft resolution, he expressed sur-
prise that suggestions for changes of the original
working document of 2 July were not contained in
the text, which had been formall
Council, but he indicated his wil ingness to partici-r

submitted to the

pate in the efforts to amend the text for adoption by
the Council. He emphasized in particular the rele-
vance of basic Charter principles, such as the peace-
ful settlement of disputes, the inadmissibility of the
acquisition of territory by force, and the right to self-
determination, for the renewed effort to find ways
and means to resolve the Middle East problem.’ 3
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At the conclusion of the 2384th meeting, the
representative of Lebanon informed the Council that
his Government had been advised by the Intema-
tional Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) that
Israeli check-points were still preventing the entry
Into  West Beirut of any food or supplies, despite
what had been promised.t54

At the 2385th meeting, on 29 July 1982, the
representative of Lebanon gave strong support to the
French-Egyptian initiative and stressed that peace in
Lebanon could not wait for the comprehensive
settlement of the Middle East crisis. He repeated the
three basic objectives for a solution in Lebanon,
namely, the withdrawal of Israel from all of Lebanon,
the withdrawal of all non-Lebanese forces, and the
deployment of the Lebanese Army and security
forces, and concluded by saying that Israel’s security
could be guaranteed only by peace and mutual
recognition of eve

7
nation’s and people’s right to

exist, as provided or in the draft resolution.‘55
The representative of Pakistan pointed out that

very recently the Extraordinary Ministerial Meeting
of the Coordinating Bureau of the Movement of
Non-Aligned Countries held at Nicosia had called
upon the Council to apply as a matter of urgency
comprehensive mandatory sanctions a ainst
under Chapter VII of the Charter, untif

lsrael
Israel fully

carried out the relevant resolutions of the United
Nations.15”

The representative of Ireland stressed the fact that
the ca ital of a Member State had been under virtual
siege or nearly two months by the armed forces of itsP
neighbour and that the Council had not yet succeed-
ed m  implementing its resolutions and terminating
the occupation. In view of this circumstance, time
was ripe for a new effort that would provide for
certain immediate steps to stop the conflict in Beirut
and address the problem in its larger context. His
Government had always felt that something should
be done to get a real political dialogue under way and
that the right of the Palestinian people to self-deter-
mination had to be included in whatever was to be
discussed and agreed to. He expressed his apprecia-
tion for the initiative taken by Eg
especially for the main lines oft i

pt and France and
e draft resolution,

although he cautioned that a United Nations force
should not be established unless the whole issue
including all the implications of such a step were
discussed in depth in the Council.‘57

The representative of Spain informed the Council
that his Government had instructed him to submit
urgent1
purely h

a draft resolution that was addressed to
umanitarian concerns and could be ado ted

at the same meeting. He then read out the text oP the
draft resolution15*  and appealed to the Council
members to adopt it as soon as possible to put an end
to the siege of Beirut where the civilian population
had been suffering from hunger, thirst, war and
death.‘59

The representative of Jordan welcomed the Span-
ish draft resolution and called upon the Council to
take it up ur  ently
members of tft

and referred to an appeal by
e Government of Lebanon who de-

scribed the worsening situation in West Beirut as a
result .of  the continued siege of the area by Israeli
occupiers.‘60

The representative of the United States renewed
her Government’s commitment to the peace, inde-
pendence and sovereignty of Lebanon, but indicated

that her delegation could not support the Spanish
draft since there was no time to gather or confirm the
facts about the current situation in Beirut, since there
was only an inadequate opportunity for consultations
with her Government and since the draft resolution
was lacking in balance. Although the PLO had
imposed itself in the first  instance on the civilian
population of Beirut, the draft resolution submitted
by Spain called only upon Israel to desist in its
military activities. She felt that a one-sided appeal in
a two-sided conflict suggested political as well as
humanitarian purposes. In the light of those difficul-
ties, she asked for suspension of the Council meeting
to permit consultation about the text with her
Government.‘“’

The representative of France fully supported the
Spanish representative and agreed that priority
should be given to the draft resolution and it should
be voted upon as quickly as possible.16*

At the same meeting, following a short suspen-
sion,‘“’ the President proposed, in accordance with
the request of the United States, to suspend the
meeting for consultations. The representative of
Panama opposed the proposal for suspension, and
the President put the United States request to a vote.
The result was 6 votes in favour, 6 against, and 3
abstentions; the pro osal
meeting therefore P

for a suspension of the
ailed to obtain the required

majority and was not adopted.l”4
Immediately following the vote on the suspension

of the meeting, the President put the draft resolution
submitted by Spain to the vote. It obtained I4 votes
in favour; one member did not participate in the
vote. Therefore, the draft had been adopted as
resolution 5 I5 ( 1982).‘63  It reads as follows:

The Securify  C’ouncrl.
Deep/y  roncemed at the situation of the civilian population of

Beirut,
Referrina  to the humanitarian orinciples  of the Geneva Conven-

tions of I949  and to the obligations arising from the regulations
annexed to The Hanue  Convention of 1907.

Recolhng  its resolutions 512  (1982)  and 513 (1982).
I. Demands that the Government of Israel lift immediately the

blockade of the citv  of Reirut  in order to permit the dispatch of
supplies to meet the urgent needs of the civilian population and
allow the distribution of aid orovided  by United Nations agencies
and by non-governmental  organizat ions,  part icular ly the Intema-
tional Committee of the Red Cross;

2. Requests the Sccretaty-General  to transmit the text of the
present resolution to the Government of Israel and to keep the
Security Council informed of its implementation.

The representative of the United States stated that
her Government had found it impossible to partici-
pate in the vote and strongly objected to the proce-
dure employed at the meeting; she suggested that it
would be impossible for the Council to function if
members were not to be provided an op
consultation with their Governments.’

prtunity  for

The representative of the Soviet Union viewed the
Council’s action as most appropriate in that the anti-
humanitarian actions on the part of Israel in Beirut
had cut off supply routes for food and electricity,
prevented various humanitarian organizations, in-
cludin

f
the United Nations Relief and Works A

for Pa estine Refugees in the Near East (UNRIv
ency

from carrying out their work and gross1
A),

violated the
Council’s resolutions 5 I2 (1982) and 1I3 ( 1982).i6’

At its 2386th meeting, on I August 1982, the
Council resumed its consideration of the item.



At the beginning of the meeting, the President
stated that the meeting had been convened at the
urgent request, made during the night, of the repre-
sentative of Lebanon in view of the new and serious
outbreak of fighting in and around Beirut. He drew
the attention of the members to a draft resolution16*
that had been drawn up following consultations
during the morning. Before putting the text to the
vote, the President announced the correction of a
small error in the printed copy. Then the draft was
put to the vote, received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 516 ( 1982).‘69 It
reads as follows:

The Security Council.
Rea/jirmrng  its resolutions 508 ( 1982),  509 (1982), 5 I I (I 982).

512 (1982) and 513 (1982).
Recoiling  its resolution 515 (1982),
Alarmed  by the continuation and intensification of military

activities in and around Beirut,
Taking note of the latest massive violations of the cease-fire in

and around Beirut,
I. (bnjirms its previous resolutions and demands an immediate

cease-fire, and a cessation of all military activities within Lebanon
and across the Lebanese-Israel i  border;

2. Au01orrx~  the Secretary-General to deploy immediately, on
the request of the Government of Lebanon, United Nations
observers to monitor the situation in and around Beirut;

3. Requms the Secretary-General to report back to the Security
Council on compliance with the present resolution as soon as
possible and not later than four hours from now.

Following the ado
the representative oP

tion of resolution 516 (1982),
Lebanon thanked the Council

for convening so urgently and adoptin
&

the resolution
in reaction to the new Israeli attac in the West
Beirut area and read out an appeal by the Prime
Minister of Lebanon who asked m despair why the
people in Lebanon were subjected to the attacks and
so much suffering and why the United Nations had
so far been unable to put an end to the bloodshed and
violence.“”

In pursuance of resolution 5 16  (1982),  the Secre-
ta

7
-General submitted a report dated 1 Au ust

19 2,“’ in which he informed the Council t at,fi
following the adoption of the resolution, he had
received a letter”* from the representative of Leba-
non requesting, on behalf of his Government, the
stationing of United Nations observers in the Beirut
area to ensure that the cease-fire was fully observed
by all concerned. The Secreta
he had instructed the Chief o Staff of UNTSO to;Y

-General stated that

make the necessary arran ements, in consultation
with the parties concerne d, for the immediate de-
ployment of United Nations observers in and around
Beirut in accordance with resolution 516 (1982).

The Secretary-General reported that the Israeli
authorities had informed the UNTSO Chief of Staff
that the matter would be brought before the Israeli
Cabinet. He informed the Council that the Chairman
of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission
had met with the Commander of the Lebanese Army,
who had assured the UNTSO Chief of Staff that the
Army was ready to provide all the facilities and to
assist the United Nations observers in the implemen-
tation of resolution 5 16  (1982). He had also received
a message from the Chairman of the Executive
Committee of the PLO informing him of the accep
tance  by the PLO of resolution 516 (1982) and of his
readiness to co-operate with United Nations observ-
ers. He added that the Chairman of the Commission
had reported from his preliminary observations on

the ground in Beirut that the cease-fire appeared to
be holding as of 2400 hours local time.

In the addendum to his report dated 3 August
I 982,t73 the Secretary-General stated that intensive
efforts had continued for the speedy implementation
of resolution 516 (1982). He reported that the Israeli
authorities had informed the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO that the Israeli Cabinet would discuss the
subject on 5 August 1982 and that, pending a
decision by the Government of Israel on resolution
5 16 (1982),  no co-operation would be extended to
UNTSO personnel in the execution of that resolu-
tion. Noting that every effort was being made to
stress to the Israeli authorities the importance and
urgency of the matter, the Secretary-General said that
althou

b”
the detailed plan for the deployment of

Unite Nations observers in the Beirut area had been
ready since 1 August, it could not be put into full
effect until the reply from the Israeli Government
was received.

The Secretary-General stated further that, as a
temporary practical measure, he had instructed the
UNTSO Chief of Staff to take immediate steps to set
up initially observation machinery in territory con-
trolled by the Lebanese Government, in close consul-
tation and co-operation with the Lebanese Army. He
reported that the United Nations observers asslgned
to the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission
had been constituted as the Observer Group Beirut
(OGB) and that the Chairman of the Commission
had been appointed Officer-in-Charge.

At the 2387th meeting, on 3 August 1982, the
Council resumed its consideration of the item.

At the be inning of the meeting, the President
made the ollowing statement,, which had beentk
prepared during consultations with  members of the
Council, on their  behalf in connection with the grave
situation in Lebanon:“’

1. The members of the Security Council are  seriously concerned
at the prevailing high  state of tension and at reports of military
movements and continued outbrenks  of firing and shelling in and
around Beirut, contrary to the demand in resolution 516 (1982),
which was adopted at 1325  hours, New York time, on I August
1982, for an immediate cease-fire and cessation of all military
activities within Lebanon and across the Lebanese-Israeli border.
They consider it vital that these provisions be fully implemented.

2. The members of the Security Council have taken note of the
Secretary-General’s reports submitted pursuant to resolution 516
(I 982). They express full support for his efforts and for the steps he
has taken, following the request of the Government of Lebanon, to
secure the immediate deployment of  United Nat ions observcn  t o
monitor the situation in and around Beirut. They note with
satisfaction from the Secretary-General’s report that-some of the
wrtia  have alreedy  assured General Erskine of their  full w
&ration  for the d;ploymcnt of United Nations observers and
they call urgently on all of the parties to cooperate fully in the
effort to secure effective deployment of the observers and to
ensure their safety.

3. They insist that all parties must observe strictly the terms  of
resolution 516  (1982). They  call further for the immediate IiRing
of all obstacles io th;  dispatch  of supplies and the distribution o?
aid to meet the urgent needs of the civilian population in
accordance with previous resolutions of the Council. The members
of the Security Council will keep the situation under close review.

At the 2388th meeting, on 4 August 1982, the
Council continued its consideration of the item in
response to a request by the representative of the
Soviet Union, as the President informed the mem-
bers at the beginning of the meeting.17s  He also drew
the attention of the members to a draft resolution
submitted by Jordan and Spain.‘76
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The representative of the Soviet Union pointed out
that his delegation had alerted the Council to the fact
that Israeli military forces had launched new large-
scale attacks against west Beirut and that the repre-
sentative of Israel had denied those facts at the
previous meeting. He added that the new acts of
aggression were by that time widely known and that,
faced with the extremely serious situation, the Coun-
cil had to take effective  and decisive measures
including the deployment of additional United Na-
tions observers in and around Beirut. Furthermore,
the Council should consider measures under Chapter
VII  of the Charter.“’

The representative of Jordan described in some
detail the devastation  resulting from the most recent
Israeli attack in Beirut and suggested that Israel had
launched the new attack in order to bring about the
collapse of the tripartite  discussions between the
Special Ambassador of the llnited  States, the PLO
and the Lcbancse  Government.  In fact  of the Israeli
attempt to take over the capital of Lebanon, the
Council needed to take the firmest mcasurcs. For
that reason, he introduced the draft resolution, which
was co-sponsored by Spain and Jordan.t7x

The representative of Spain expressed  dismay that
the !sraeli Government  was delaying the dispatch of
addlttonal  United Nations observers by reserving the
decision to accept the Council mandate to a cabinet
meeting yet to be held and denounced the Israeli
delaying tactics at a time of grave fighting. Hc
expressed hope that the Council would adopt the
Jordanian-Spanish draft to put an end to the Israeli
aggression.’ y

The representative of China condemned the Israeli
attack against the Lebanese and Palestinian peoples
and proposed that the Council, faced with such
lawlessness on the part of the Israeli authorities,
should put an end to the Israeli invasion by the
adoption of forceful measures against Israel, in
accordance with the provisions of Chapter VII of the
Charter.laO

At the 2389th meeting, on 4 August 1982, the
President drew attention to the revised textlal  of the
Jprdaman-Spanish  draft resolution. The representa-
tive of Spam  announced several changes, including
the addltlon  of a new paragraph, and read out the
changes. Ix!  The President repeated the wording of the
various changes and then put the revised text to the
vote. It received 14 votes in favour, with I absten-
tion, and was adopted as resolution 517 ( 1982).18’ It
reads as follows:

The Security ~buncil.
Deeply shocked and alarmed by the deplorable consequences of

the Israeli invasion of Beirut on 3 Augusl 1982,
1.  Reconjirms  its resolutions 508 ( 1982). 509 ( 1982). 5 I2 ( 1982).

513 (1982). 515 (1982) and 516 (1982);
2. Conjirms once again its demand for an immediate cease-fire

and withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon;
3. Censures Israel for its failure IO comply with the above

rcsoluIions;
4. Calls for the prompt return of Israeli troops which have

moved forward subsequent to 1325 hours, eastern daylight time,
on I August 1982;

5. Takes nofe  of the  decision of the Palestine Liberation
Organization to move the Palestinian armed forces from Beirut;

6. Expresses IIS  appreciation for the efforts and steps taken by
the Secretary-General to implement the provisions of resolution
516 (1982) and authorizes him, as an immediate step, to increase
the number of United Nations observers in and around Beirut;

7. Requesfs the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution as soon as

possible and not  later than 1000 hours, eastern daylight time. on 5
August 1982;

8. Declde.7  to  meet at that time, if necessary, in order to consider
the  report of the Secretary-General and. in case of failure to
comply by any of the parties to the conflict. to consider adopting
effective ways and means in accordance with the provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative  of the United States explained his
delegation’s abstention in the vote by pointin
lack of an explicit and unequivocal call z

to the
or the

withdrawal of the PLO from Lebanon and added that
the text was not consistent with the balanced policy
set forth by the President of the United States in a
declaration issued that morning.lR4

In pursuance of resolution 5 17 (I 982),  the Secre-
tary-General submitted a report dated 5 August,lBs  in
which  hc informed the Council that the representa-
tive of Lebanon had assured him of the Lebanese
Government’s readiness to co-operate fully in the
implementation of the resolution and that the Chair-
man of the Executive Committee of the PLO had
reaffirmed that organization’s commitment to the
cease-tire. He stated that the Israeli authorities had
undertaken to respond to the Council’s resolution
later that day, following a Cabinet meeting. He added
that, as soon as transit arrangements were completed,
additional observers from the existing establishment
of UNTSO would be dispatched to the Beirut area.

The Secretary-General reported further that on 4
August, in Vienna, he had appealed to the Prime
Minister of Israel for adherence to the cease-fire and
co-operation in the deployment of United Nations
observers in and around Beirut and had expressed his
readiness to go immediately to Israel and Lebanon to
discuss the matter with all parties concerned. He said
that he had been informed by the Prime Minister of
Israel that the Government would welcome his visit
if there was not a parallel visit to the Chairman of the
Executive Committee of the PLO. The Secretary-
General stated that he did not find that position
acceptable, as he felt it his duty to meet with all
partles  involved in the hostilities, and he reiterated
his appeal for co-operation.

In two addenda to his report, dated 5 and 6
August,‘86  the Secretary-General conveyed to the
Council the decision of the Israeli Cabinet, whereby
the Israel1  Government, charging that all previous
cease-fires in Lebanon and the Beirut area had been
violated by the terrorist organizations, refused to
accept the stationing of Umted  Nations observers
since they would not be able to monitor the activitiei
of the organizations and since their presence would
signal to those terrorists that they would not have to
leave Beirut and Lebanon despite the urgent de-
mands of the Lebanese Government and the Presi-
dent of the United States.

At the 2390th meeting, on 6 August 1982, when the
Council resumed the consideration of the item, the
President drew the attention of the members to the
report of the Secretary-General and a draft
tionlB7 submitted by the Soviet Union.

resolu-

The representative of the Soviet Union denounced
the Israeli re’ection  of the demands contained in
resolution 5 I 4
and a challen

(1982) as a sign of
e which the Counci

ii
f
rowing arrogance

but had to ta
could not ignore

e up. Under those circumstances, he
submitted to the Council a draft resolution under
which the Council, deeply indignant at the refusal of
Israel to comply with the decisions of the Security
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Council aimed at terminating the bloodshed in
Beirut, would have (a) strongly condemned Israel for
not implementing resolutions 516 (1982) and 517
(1982); (b) demanded that Israel immediately imple-
ment the resolutions full

2
; and (c) decided that, in

order to carry out those ecisions of the Council, all
the States Members of the United Nations should, as
a first  step, refrain from supplying Israel with any
weapons and from providing it with military aid. The
representative of the Soviet Union added that he
hoped that the Council would support the draft,
which constituted the absolute minimum necessary
to put an end to Israel’s aggression; if that did not
have the desired effect, the Council would have to
take more severe measures under the Charter.lsn

The representative of Jordan indicated that his
delegation believed that the draft resolution did not
go far enough, in view of the language employed in
the previous resolutions regarding the bloodshed in
Beirut; he saw the appeal to Member States to refrain
from supplying weapons or providing military aid as
inadequate and mentioned the application of meas-
ures under Chapter VII as appropriate.la9

The Council continued its consideration of the
item at its 2391st meeting, on 6 August 1982.

The representative of the Soviet Union reiterated
his appeal to the Council that the small step indi-
cated in his delegation’s draft resolution be accepted.
He announced a small change in the text, which his
Government had agreed to accept in order to achieve
the constructive purpose entailed in the draft resolu-
tion. He said that in the third operative paragraph
the words “as a first step” would be deleted and that
the words “until the full withdrawal of Israeli forces
from all Lebanese territory” would be added at the
end of that paragraph. In the light of the importance
of the moment, he asked that the draft resolution, as
orally revised, be put to the vote immediately.iw

The representative of the United Kin dom indi-
cated that his delegation would abstain rom votingrk
on the draft resolution, since no effort had been
made to take into account the views of some parties
to the conflict and no good had been done by the
introduction of the draft, as witnessed by the silence
of the representative of Lebanon.i9’

At the same meeting, the President read out the
text of the draft resolution, as orally revised, and put
it to the vote; it received I I votes in favour, I vote
against, and 3 abstentions, and was not adopted,
owin to the negative vote of a permanent member of
t h e  ounci1.i9*6

The representative of the United States, referring
to the ongoing efforts of his Government through its
special envo to help bring about a negotiated
settlement o ry the crisis in Beirut and in Lebanon,
stated that his delegation stood ready to support any
action in the Council that would assist the envoy in
his mission and that it had cast a negative vote
because the draft resolution had called for sanctions
against Israel and because the unbalanced text would
not have contributed to a negotiated peaceful settle-
ment.ip3

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
his delegation had been approached by the delegation
of the United States, shortly before the Council
meeting began, regarding the possibility of arriving at
a consensus text, and that his delegation had request-
ed that a specific amendment be proposed instead of

general remarks before an a reement could be sought
on the revision of the draA resolution.iW

The representative of the United States replied
that his delegation had simply maintained its general
willingness to consider any reasonable text that
would have served the peace process in Lebanon.‘95

Subsequent1 ,
fy

the President explained that in
fulfilling his unctions he had conducted informal
talks with members of the Council to see to it that
they would help maintain the unity and common
purpose of the Council, but that at a certain point,
based on his own judgement, he had decided to
proceed to the formal meeting as those efforts were
not likely to bear fruit.i9”

At its 2392nd meeting, on 12 August 1982, the
Council resumed its consideration of the item. The
President drew attention to a draft resolutiont9’
sponsored by Guyana, Jordan, Panama, Togo, Ugan-
da and Zaire.

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
his delegation had requested the urgent convening of
the Council in view of the worsening situation in
Lebanon, as the lsraeli forces continued to violate the
cease-fire in Beirut and as Israeli troops with tanks
had moved into regions located north of Beirut.
Under those circumstances, it was his delegation’s
view that the Council should undertake immediate
action to put an end to Israeli aggression.19*

The representative of Jordan referred to the letter
dated I2 August 1982 from the representative of
Lebanon,i99  in which the new attacks by the Israeli
forces were reported to the President of the Council,
and denounced the Israeli campaign against Beirut
and the areas north of the Lebanese capital. He also
brought to the Council’s attention a letter received b
his Mission from the observer of the PLO,2oo whit B
set out the relentless attacks by Israeli tanks, air-
planes and infantry against Lebanese and Palestinian
quarters in Beirut. As the attacks were continuing
despite the cease-fire arranged by the Special Envoy
of the United States, the representative of Jordan
submitted to the Council the draft resolution spon-
sored by the delegations of Guyana, Jordan, Togo,
Uganda and Zaire, which was designed to strengthen
the presence of United Nations observers in and
around Beirut and to lift all restrictions that the
E$l,i  command had imposed on the city of Bei-

The representative of the PLO stressed the serious-
ness of the deteriorating situation in Lebanon and
read out a message from the Chairman of the PLO, in
which the continued shelling was reported and
immediate steps were requested to ensure the safety
of Lebanese and Palestinian civilians, in consequence
of the agreement involving the PLO, the Lebanese
Government and the Special Envoy of the United
States.202

At the same meeting, the.President  suspended the
meeting for a short time m  order to allow some
delegations to receive instructions from their  Gov-
ernments before proceeding to the vote on the draft
resolution.203  Following the suspension, the represen-
tative of Jordan announced a few minor editorial and
procedural changes in the text of the draft resolu-
tion.2M

The President then put the draft resolution, as
orally revised, to the vote; it received I5 votes in
favour and was adopted unanimously as resolution
5 18 ( 1982).20J  It reads as follows:
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The Securiry  Council.
Recullingits  resolutions 508 (1982). 509(1982).  51  I (1982), 512

(1982). 513 (1982). 515  (1982). 516 (1982) and 517 (1982),
Expressing IIS  mosf  serious concern about continued military

activities in Lebanon and, particularly, in and around Beirut,
I. Denran& that Israel and all patties lo the conflict observe

strictly  the terms of Security Council resolutions relevant to rhe
immediate cessation of all military activities within Lebanon and.
particularly, in and around Beirut;

2. UemanA  the Immediate liflingofall  restrictions on the city  of
Beirut In order 1 01 0   permit Ihe  free entry  of supplies 10  meet the
urgent  needs of the clvilian  population in Beirut;

3. Requesfs  the United Nations observers in, and in the vicinity
of, Beirut lo report on the situation;

4. fkmand.y  that  Israel co-operate fully in the effort  to secure
the effective deployment of the United Nations observers, as
requested by the Government of  Lebanon,  and in such a manner
as to ensure their safety;

5. Requesfs  1 he Secretary-General to report as soon as possible lo
the Security Council on the implementation of Ihe  present
resolution:

6. I&ide.s 1 01 0   meet, if necessary, in order 10  consider the
situation upon receipt of the report of the Secretary-General.

In pursuance of resolution 518 (1982),  the Secre-
ta

7
-General submitted a report dated 13 August

1 9 2,206 in which he stated that he had brought the
resolution to the attention of the Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of lsrael and Lebanon and of the
Chairman of the Executive Committee of the PLO.
He reported that the representative of Israel had
informed him that IDF strictly observed the cease-
fire throughout Lebanon on the axiomatic condition
that it was mutual and absolute and that Israel’s
position with regard to United Nations observers had
been set out in his letter dated 5 August 1982.207  The
Secretary-General had been informed that the Leba-
nese Government and the PLO accepted resolution
518 (1982).

The Secretary-General stated further that there
were 10 United Nations observers in Beirut and that
efforts were continuing to bring additional observers
to the area and also to enable them to function
effectively. With reference to paragraph 2 of resolu-
tion 518 (1982),  the Secretary-General stated that he
had been following with deep anxiety the deteriora-
tion of the situation affecting the civllian  population
in west Beirut. He informed the Council that he had
asked the Chairman of the United Nations inter-
agency survey mission to return to Lebanon on 10
August to reassess the needs of the affected popula-
tion and that he was continuing his efforts to secure
the free entry of supplies to meet the urgent needs of
the civilian population  in Beirut.

Decision of 17 August 1982 (2393rd meeting): resolu-
tion 519 (1982)
At its 2393rd meeting, on 17 August 1982, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated 13 August 1982*O*  in the agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General
H
ave an ac-

count of developments relating to UNIF L since the
adoption of resolution 5 1 I (1982) on I8 June. He
noted that the conditions prevailin in Lebanon had
complicated the logistic support oft% e Force and that
further difficulties had been created b

t:
restrictions

on the freedom of movement of UNIFI imposed by
the Israeli forces. He described incidents involving
Israeli forces which had occurred in the UNIFIL area
of deployment in the days immediately following the
Israeli invasion and which had been strongly pro-
tested to the Israeli authorities. He reported that

UNIFIL had taken action to contain the activities of
a new armed group, equipped and controlled by the
Israeli forces, which had appeared in parts of the
UNIFIL area at the end of June, and had continued
to resist attempts by the dejizcro  forces to operate in
the UNIFIL area of deployment, although in some
instances they had been able to enter that area with
the assistance of the Israeli forces. He added that
durin the latter part of the reporting period the
UN&L  area had been generally quiet and that no
armed clashes had been observed.

The Secretary-General reported further that, until
16 June 1982, UNIFIL humanitarian teams had been
able to assist the population of Tyre through the
distribution of food and water and the dispensing of
medical aid, but that those efforts had been halted by
the Israeli authorities on 16 June. In the second half
of June UNIFIL had extended co-operation to the
humanitarian efforts of various United Nations
programmes and ICRC.

Recalling that in his last report ,he  had referred  to
the fundamentally altered sltuatlon  m which  the
Force had found Itself after the Israeli invasion, the
Secretary-General stated that, despite the difliculties
it had faced, the Force had been deeply engaged in
extending protection and humanitarian assistance to
the civilian population in its area. He expressed the
view that the presence of UNIFIL had provided an
important stabilizing and moderating Influence in
southern Lebanon during that difficult time.

The Secretary-General stated that, as the overall
situation in southern Lebanon remained uncertain
and fraught with danger, the Government of Leba-
non had indicated that UNIFIL should continue to
be stationed in the area for an additional interim
period of two months, pending further consideration
of the situation in the light of resolutions 508 (1982),
509 1982),  511 (1982),  512 (1982),  513 (1982),  515
(198 5 ), 5 I6 (I 982) and 5 I7 (I 982). Taking all factors
into account, and bearing in mind the posltion of the
Government of Lebanon, the Secretary-General rec-
ommended that the Council extend the mandate of
UNIFIL for a further interim period.

At the 2393rd meetin
P

, the President drew atten-
tion to the draft reso  ution,209 which had been
prepared in the course of consultations among the
members, and put it to the vote; it received 13 votes
in favour and none against, with 2 abstentions, and
waro;opted  as resolution 519 ( 1982).210  It reads as

The Security Councrl,
Reca l l i ng  i ts  resolulions  425 (I  978),  426 ( I978),  427 (I  978),  434

(1978), 444 (1979), 450 (1979). 459 (1979), 467 (1980). 483
(1980), 488 (1981), 490 (1981). 498 (l981),  501 (1982) and 511
(19W,

Reu/jirming  its resolutions 508 (I 982) and 509 (I 982),  as well as
subsequent resolulions  on the situation in Lebanon,

Huving s tud ied  with grave concern the report  of  Ihe  Secretary-
General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon and
noting its conclusions and recommendations and the wishes of the
Government of Lebanon as set out therein.

Beuring  in mind the need, pending an examination by the
Security  Council of the situation in all its aspects, lo  preserve in
place the capacity of the United Nations to assist in the restoration
of the peace and of the authority of the Government of Lebanon
throughout Lebanon.

1.  Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of two
months, Ihal  is, until I9  October 1982;

2. Authorizes the Force during (hat  period to continue to carry
out, in addition, the interim tasks in the humanitarian and
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administrative fields assigned lo it in paragraph 2 of resolution
51 I (1982);

3. Culls  on all concerned, taking into  account paragraphs 5, 8
and 9 of the report of Ihe  Secretary-General on the Force, to
extend full co-operation lo it in the discharge of its tasks;

4. Supports the efforts of the Secretary-General, with a view to
optimum use of observers of the United Nations Truce Supervi-
sion Organization, as envisaged by relevant resolutions of the
Security Council;

5. Decides lo consider the situation  fully and in all its aspects
before I9 October 1982.

Decision of 17 September 1982 (2395th meeting):
resolution 520 ( 1982)

Decision of 18 September 1982 (2396th meeting):
resolution 52 1 ( 1982)
On 2 September 198?,  the Secretary-General sub-

mitted a report on the situation  in the Beirut area,*”
in which he reviewed the situation in the area since
13 August. He indicated that the cease-fire, which
had gone into effect on 12 August, had generally held,
but that, despite persistent efforts, it had not been
possible to increase the number of United Nations
observers in Beirut beyond IO  and that, although
from 21 August members of OGB had been able to
move in and around Beirut with greater ease than
before, their freedom of movement had been on
occasion curtailed by IDF. He informed the Council
of OGB reports, which indicated the arrival of the
French, United States and Italian contingents of the
multinational force which, as at 26 August 1982,
numbered 2,285, and detalled  the number of Pales-
tinian and other forces that had departed from Beirut
during the period 21 August to 1 September.

In two addenda to his report, dated 15 and 17
September 1982,*I*  the Secretary-General reviewed
the situation in the Beirut area from 2 to 15
September and from 15 to 17  September, respective-
ly, outlining developments in the area on the basis of
reports from the United Nations observers of OGB.
He stated that the situation had remained generally
calm from 2 to 13  September, but that tension had
greatly increased on 14 September, and cited a
number of incidents, including the explosion of 14
September at the headquarters of the Lebanese
Christian Phalangist Party in which the President-
elect of Lebanon had been killed.

By letter dated 16 September 1 982,*13  the represen-
tative of Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider the situation m Lebano?,  in the
light of the latest Israeli incursion into Beirut.

At its 2394th meeting, on 16 September 1982, the
Council included, in addition to the letter dated 4
June 1982 from the representative of Lebanon and
the letter dated 28 July 1982 from the representatives
of Egy

F
t and France, the letter dated 16 September

1982 rom the representative of Lebanon in its
agenda and resumed its consideration of the item. In
addition to those reoresentatives Dreviouslv invited.
the President invitdd, at the 2334th medting, the
reoresentatives of Kuwait and the Svrian Arab
Republic and, at the 2396th meeting, the’representa-
tives of Algeria, Democratic Yemen and Greece, at
their request, to artici ate in the discussion without
the ri

iv
7 t!!t to vote. The ouncil considered the item at

its 2 94th to 2396th meetings, on 16, 17 and 19
September 1982.

At the 2394th meetin  , the representative of
Lebanon noted that it had 6 een nearly a month since
the Council had last met to consider the Lebanese

question and that various efforts inspired by the
resolutions of the Council had produced successful
results. He deplored that Lebanon had been com-
pelled to return to the Council to reiterate its urgent
call that Lebanon should be left  to the Lebanese.
While his country was mourning the death of its
young President-elect, the Israehs  had once again
chosen to invade Beirut, flouting international law
and violating numerous commitments includin the
a reement negotiated by the Special Envoy o
l-f

f the
nited States. He asked by what right Israel could

pretend to allot to itself the task of maintaining law
and order in the capital of Lebanon, a sovereign
country, and sharply rejected the claim of the Israeli
army that it served as a force of stability in a country
that the same Israeli forces had destabilized. He
emphasized once again the Council’s responsibility
towards Lebanon and requested that the Council
reaffirm its previous resolutions and see to it that
Israel withdraw totally and unconditionally from
Lebanese territory.*‘*

The representative of Kuwait condemned the new
invasion of Beirut b Israeli forces as a grave and
flagrant violation o ty the United States-sponsored
agreement that had led to the withdrawal of the
Palestinian and Syrian forces from the capital of
Lebanon. He saw the Israeli act of a ression as
another episode in the overall strategy w ich aimedPB
at establishing only one military force in the Middle
East and expressed his conviction that the United
States had a major responsibility to force the Israelis
to withdraw with dispatch from Beirut.*”

The representative of Jordan indicated that he had
prepared a draft resolution, which was still in the
form of a working paper and which he would not
submit until he had had consultations with members
of the Council. He invited proposals, amendments
and changes regarding the mformal  text from the
other members and hoped that the Council would be
able to achieve consensus with regard to the extreme-
ly grave situation in Lebanon, where the principal
aim was to safeguard the integrity of Beirut and its
population.*16

The re resentative of Lebanon underlined the
urgency oF the situation and supported the call by the
representative of Jordan for a speedy agreement
among the Council members.*”

At the 2395th meeting, on 17 September 1982, the
President drew the attention of the Council members
to a draft resolution2’8  submitted by the representa-
tive of Jordan.

The representative of Jordan expressed hope that
the draft that he had submitted would meet with the
consensus endorsement of the Council and that steps
would be taken to carry out the objectives of the draft
resolution. He then read out the text of the revised
draft resolution and asked that it be put to the vote
immediately before further statements were made.2’9

The President explained that several names were
already inscribed on the list of speakers and that he
therefore could not satisfy the wish of the representa-
tive of Jordan.220

The representative of France charged that the
Israeli advance towards west Beirut was a deliberate
and unwarranted violation of the plan of the Special
Envoy of the United States, which had been seriously
compromised by Israel’s unilateral action. He re-
called in that connection his Government’s commit-
ment to the immediate implementation of the Coun-
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cil resolutions concerning the deployment in Beirut
of UNTSO observers, whose presence would enable
the Council to evaluate the threat facing the civilian
populations and the possibility of taking other
steps.22’

The representative of the United Kingdom ex-
pressed his Government’s dismay with the latest
recurrence of violence in Lebanon. He deplored the
interruption of the hoped-for peaceful recovery by
the assassination of the President-elect and stressed
that Israel had no right to arrogate to itself the power
of intervention in the capital and territory of a
neighbouring State.2?2

The representative of Uganda stated that there was
no doubt that Israel had seized on the death of the
President-elect as a mere pretext to move into west
Beirut and called it inadmissible that Israel should
assert a ri

P
ht to police the internal affairs of Lebanon

in spite o the explicit wishes of the Government and
people of Lebanon.223

The President then *LCd  out the specific words, as
orally revised, of a paragraph in the revised draft
resolution and put the text to a vote; the revised draft
resolution received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 520 (1982).224 It
reads as follows:

The Securr~y  i’ouncrl.

Having consrdered  the report of the Secretary-General of 15
September 1982,

Condemning the murder of Bashir Gemayel. the constitutionally
elected President-elect of Lebanon, and every effort to disrupt by
violence the restoration of a strong, stable government in Lebanon,

Having l istened to the statement by the Permanent Representa-
tive of Lebanon,

Taking nole  of the determination of Lebanon to ensure the
withdrawal of all non-Lebanese forces from Lebanon,

1. Reaffirms its resolutions 508 (1982). 509 (1982) and 516
(1982) in all their components;

2. Condemns the recent Israeli incursions into Beirut in
violation of the cease-tire agreements and of Security Council
resolulions:

3. Demands an immediate return to the positions occupied by
Israel before I5 September 1982.  as a first step towards the full
implementation of Security Council resolutions;

4. Calls  agoin  for the strict respect of the sovereignty, territorial
integr i ty ,  uni ty  and pol i t ical  independence of  Lebanon under the
sole and exclusive authority of the Government of Lebanon
through the Lebanese Army throughout Lebanon;

5. Rea/jirms  its resolutions 512 (1982) and 513  (1982)  which
call for respect for the rights of the civilian populations without
any discrimination, and repudiates all acts of violence against
those populations;

6. Supporrs  the efforts of the Secretary-General IO implement
resolution 516 (1982). concerning the deployment of United
Nations observers to monitor the situation in and around Beirut,
and requests all the parties concerned to cooperate fully in the
application of that resolution;

7. Decides to remain seized of the question and asks the
Secretary-General to keep the Security Council informed of
developments as soon as possible and not later than within twenty-
four hours.

Following the ado tion of the resolution, the
representative of the ii3 viet Union noted that when
States reached unanimity on a given resolution they
should not fail to implement it, especially as the
Council had the elementary obligation to achieve the
implementation of its resolutions.225

At its 2396th meeting, on 18 September 1982,  the
Council resumed its consideration of the item, at the
urgent request of the representative of Jordan.

At the beginning of the 2396th meeting, the
Secretary-General gave an oral report on new devel-

opments in the Beirut area, as requested in resolution
520 ( 1982).226  He informed the Council members
about his efforts to obtain agreement from all the
parties concerned to implement the resolution and
about the discovery of the massacre that had oc-
curred in several Palestinian refugee camps in the
night of 17118  September. He provided details
regarding the precise deployment of Israeli and
Lebanese troops as well as other armed elements in
Beirut and read from reports that the IO United
Nations observers had sent from the scene of the
killings. He indicated that his efforts to increase the
number of observers had not slackened, but that the
opposition to additional observers remained un-
changed. He suggested that under the new circum-
stances observers might not be enough. He also noted
that UNIFIL had successfully prevented the harass-
ment of the civilian population in its arca  of deploy-
ment by any armed group.227

The representative of the PLO bitterly denounced
the Israeli military for the atrocities committed in the
Palestinian camps and rcjccted  the Israeli claim that
Christian militiamen or Christian Phalangists had
been responsible for the massacre of innocent civil-
ians. He urged the Council to consider scndin
United Nations force to Beirut to protect the sa etyP

a

and security of the Palestinian people, as observers
would not be enough to provide adequate protec-
tion.228

The representative of the Soviet Union condemned
the new Israeli advance and occupation of the
Lebanese capital and the crimes committed against
the defenceless  civilian population under cover of the
Israeli occupiers. He called for strong and effective
measures by the Council to halt the massacre of
Palestinian people and suggested that the new resolu-
tion to be adopted should contain a warning by all
members, including its permanent members, that
Israel was obli
abide by the E

ed under Article 25 of the Charter to
ouncil’s decisions and to carry them

out. If any delegation objected to such a provision,
the whole world should know who was trying to
protect the Israeli aggressor.229

The representative of Jordan lamented the massa-
cre of innocent Palestinians and called upon the
Council to overcome its seeming paralysis and to
send contingents of armed forces, actin

k
under

Chapter VII of the Charter, to protect the P a estinian
people from additional acts of genocide.230

The representative of Lebanon strongly denied that
the Palestinian civilians had been killed by Lebanese
armed elements and charged that the Lebanese
troops had been thwarted in their effort to establish
control over the city by the Israeli occupation that
took place beginning on IS September. He also said
that the Lebanese army would undoubtedly welcome
international forces in Lebanon, as had been sug-
gested by various speakers2j1

Numerous speakers expressed in varying degrees
their dismay and revulsion at the atrocities commit-
ted against Palestinian civilians.232  Several represen-
tatives called for measures under Chapter VII of the
Charter to force Israel to desist from its aggression.233

The representative of Israel denied that Israeli
forces had been involved in the murder of innocent
civilians in the camps and claimed that the Lebanese
troops had failed to take charge as provided for in the
plan of the Special Envoy of the United States; when
the Israeli command had discovered the bloodshed
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the next morning, its troops had surrounded all three
camps in order to protect the surviving civilians from
further attacks.2J4

Subsequently, the President suspended the meeting
in order to enable the members to enter into consul-
tations on the matter. When the meeting was re-
sumed,. the President drew attention to the draft
resolution that had been prepared in the course of
consultations among the members.2-‘5  The draft reso-
lution was put to the vote at the same meeting and
adopted unanimously, with 15 votes in favour, as
resolution 52 I ( 1982).lj6  It reads as follows:

The Security Council.
Appalled at the massacre  of Palestinian civilians in Beirut,
Having  heard the report  of the Secretary-General at its 2396th

meeting,
Noting that the Government of Lebanon has agreed to the

dispatch of United Nalions observers to the sites of greatest
human suffering and losses in and around that city,

I. (bndemns the criminal massacre of Palestinian civilians in
Beirut;

2. Rea~rms once again its resolutions 512  (19X2)  and 513
(1982). which call for respect for the rights of the civilian
populalions  without any discrimination,  and repudiates al l  acts
of violence against those populalions;

3. Authorizes the Secretary-General, as an immediate step, to
increase the number of United Nations observers in and around
Beirut from ten I OI O   fifty, and insists that there shall be no
interference with the deployment of the observers and (ha1 they
shall have full freedom of movement;

4. Requesfs  the Secretary-General, in consullation  with the
Government of Lebanon, 10 ensure the rapid deployment of
those  observers in order that they may contribute in every way
possible within their mandate to the effort to ensure full
protection for 1he  civilian populations:

5. Requests the Secretary-General, as a matter of urgency, IO
initiale  appropriate consultations and, in particular, consulta-
tions with the Government of Lebanon on additional steps
which the Security Counci l  might take,  including the possible
deployment of United Nations forces, 10 assist that Government
in ensuring full prelection  for 1he  civilian populations in and
around Beiru1  and requests him to report to the Council within
forty-eight hours;

6. Insr.sfs  that all concerned must permit United Nations
observers and forces established by the Security Council in
Lebanon to be deployed and to discharge their mandates and, in
this connection, solemnly calls atten1ion  to the obligation of all
Member States, under Article 25 of the Charter of the United
Nations, to accept and carry out the decisions of the Council in
accordance with the Charter:

7. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council
informed on an urgent and continuing basis.
In pursuance of resolution 521 (1982),  the Secre-

ta
197

-General submitted a report dated 20 September
2,251 in which he stated that he had been informed

on 20 September that the Israeli Cabinet had decided
to concur with the dispatch of an additional 40
United Nations observers to the Beirut area. He
reported that 25 of those had already arrived in
Beirut at 1230 hours Greenwich mean time. He also
outlined developments in west Beirut from 18 to 20
September, as reported by OGB.

The Secretary-General stated that he had requested
the Commander of UNIFIL to comment on the
possibility of sending UNIFIL units to the Beirut
area, should the Lebanese Government so request
and the Council so decide. He had been informed
that, if required it would be possible to send to
Beirut a group of about 2,000 men without seriously
affecting the capacity of UNIFIL to perform its own
interim tasks in southern Lebanon.

The Secreta -General stated further that, on 20
September 198 , the representative of Lebanon had7

informed him that his Government had formally
requested the reconstitution of the multinational
force. He noted that, on 20 September, the Observer
for the PLO had informed him that the PLO insisted
that military forces, or agreed multinational forces,
should be deployed immediately to undertake the
effective safeguards. He also noted that on the same
day the President of the United States had an-
nounced that he had decided, together with the
Governments of France and Italy, to send the
multinational force back to Beirut for a limited
period.

In two addenda to his report, dated 27 and 30
September,2’8  the Secretary-General reported that as
of 22 September all the additional observers had
arrived in Beirut. He gave an account of develop-
ments in the Beirut area from 20 to 27 September
and from 27 to 30 September, respectively, as
reported by OGB.

Decision of 18 October 1982 (2400th meeting):
resolution 523 (1982)
At its 2400th meeting, on 18 October 1982, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated I4 October 1982*j9 in its agenda.

In his report, the Secreta -General reviewed de-
velopments relating to the unctioning  of UNIFIL;Y
since the adoption of resolution 519 (I 982) on 17
August. Describing the situation in southern Leba-
non, the Secretary-General noted that, throughout
the period under review, the UNIFIL area had
remained quiet and no armed clashes had been
observed. He stated that the presence and activities
of IDF within the UNIFIL area of deployment had
significantly decreased and the activities of the de
facto forces (Christian and associated militias) and
the new local groups, armed and uniformed by the
Israeli forces, had been effectively contained. He
added that UNIFIL not only had provided protection
and humanitarian assistance to the local populatio?,
but had also extended the fullest co-operation possl-
ble to the humanitarian efforts of the various United
Nations programmes and ICRC. He indicated that
logistic support of the Force had continued to be
problematic  owing to the restrictions imposed by the
Israeli forces on UNIFIL freedom of movement,
although some improvements had occurred since I1
October.

The Secretary-General stated that, despite the
difficulties faced by UNIFIL, it had carried out its
interim tasks with dedication and efficiency. He
expressed the view, however, that the existing situa-
tion was clearly unsatisfactory. While the original
mandate of the Force remained valid even in the
current circumstances, he stated that it was obvious
that the conditions under which UNIFIL was expect-
ed to carry out its mandate had radically changed. He
added that it had not been possible, owing to the
attitude of the Israeli authorities, for UNIFIL to lay
a useful role in the humanitarian assistance Fleld
outside its areas of deployment.

The Secretary-General expressed his deep convic-
tion that the withdrawal of UNIFIL in the existing
circumstances would have highly undesirable conse-
quences. He therefore recommended that the Council
extend the mandate for a further limited period. He
noted that the Government of Lebanon had ex-
pressed the view that the mandate of UNIFIL should
be extended for a period of three months and that the
Secretary-General should consult with the Lebanese
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Government during that time on ways and means of
redefining the mandate to enable the Force to fulfil
its original mission. While the attitude of the Israeli
Government as expressed to him had not been in
favour of the continued activity of UNIFIL, the
Secretary-General expressed his hope that, if the
Council decided to extend the mandate of the Force,
the Israeli authorities would extend their co-opera-
tion to UNIFIL.

At the 2400th meeting, on 18  October 1982, the
President of the Council invited the representative of
Lebanon, at his request, to participate in the discus-
sion without the right to vote.)  At the same meeting,
the Council also decided, by vote and in accordance
with its previous practice, to invite the representative
of the PLO to participate in the deliberations without
the right to vote.2m

At the same meeting, the Council heard a state-
ment b the President of Lebanon, who renewed the
trust or his Government and people in the interna-
tional community and in the Council’s ability to
provide protection against aggression. He stressed
the importance of UNIFIL as an interim Force and
of its mandate to restore peace and security in
southern Lebanon and to assist the Lebanese Gov-
ernment in ensuring the return of its effective
authority in the area. He aflirmed  the solidarity of
the Lebanese people, who were confident that peace
in Lebanon did not have to await an overall Middle
East solution, with the Arab world and its commit-
ment to the legitimate rights of the Palestinians and
the non-acquisition of territories by force and war.z4’

Following the statement by the President of Leba-
non, the meetin  was suspended.242  When the meet-
ing was resume d, the President of the Council drew
the attention of the members to a draft resolution243
prepared in the course of the Council’s consultations.
The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; it received I3 votes in favour, none a ainst, and
2 abstentions, and was adopted as reso ution 523f
( 1982).244  It reads as follows:

The Securiry Council.
Having heard the statement of the President of the Republic of

Lebanon,
Reca l l i ng  i ts resolutions 425 (1978).  426 (1978) and 519 (1982).
Rea/lirminlp  its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (I 982),  as well as

all subsequent resolutions on the situation in Lebanon,
Having studied  the report of the Secretary-General and taking

note of  i ts  conclusions and recommendat ions,
Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon,
1.  Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations

Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of three
months, that is, until 19 January 1983;

2. Insisls  that there shall be no interference under any pretext
with the operations of the Force and that it shall have full freedom
of movement in the discharge of its mandate;

3. Aufhorrzes  the Force during that period to carry out. with the
consent of the Government of Lebanon, interim tasks in the
humanitarian and administrative fields, as indicated in resolutions
511  (1982) and 519 (1982). and lo assist the Government of
Lebanon in ensuring the security of all the inhabitants of the area
without any discrimination;

4. Requests  the Secretary-General. within the three-month
period, to consult with the Government of Lebanon and to report
to the Security Council on ways and means of ensuring the full
implementation of the mandate of the Force as defined in
resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978). and the relevant decisions
of the Council;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the progress of his consultations.

In his report coverin!  the period from 21 May to
18 November 1982,24  the Secretary-General in-
formed the Council that with the cooperation 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-tire. 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 presence 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
the Syrian Arab Republic and Israel., the Secretary-
General recommended to the Counctl  that it extend
the mandate of UNDOF for a further period of six
months.

At the 2403rd meeting, on 29 November 1982, the
President put the draft resolution,246  which had been
prepared in the course of the Council’s consultations,
to the vote; it received I5 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 524 (1982).*”  It
reads as follows:

The Securi!y  C’ouncil,
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the

United Nat ions Disengagement Observer  Force,
Dec ides .
(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediate-

ly Security Council resolution 338 (1973);
(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations D&engagement

Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31
May 1983;

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

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
President made the following complementary state-
ment on behalf of the Council:248

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nattons  Disengagement Observer Force states,  in paragraph 27.
that “despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East  as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and is likely to remain so unless and until a comprehen-
sive settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can
be reached”.  This statement of  the Secretary-General  ref lects the
view of the Security Council.

Decision of 18 January 1983 (241 lth meeting):
resolution 529 (I  983)
At its 241 I th meeting, on 18 January 1983, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNlFIL  dated 13 January 1983249  in its agenda.

In his report, the Secreta
7

-General reviewed de-
velopments relating to the unctionin
since the adoption of resolution 523 (1 d

of UNIFIL
82). Describ-

ing the situation in southern Lebanon, the Secretary-
General stated that the presence and activities of IDF
in the UNIFJL area had been generally limited,
although IDF had further developed its logistic
facilities in the area. He reported that a series of
incidents involving the de Sacto  forces, including
armed incursions, acts of harassment and kidnap
of a soldier, had taken place, but that attempts oF

ing
the

de ficto  forces to operate within the UNIFIL area
had remained relatively limited. Noting that IDF had
continued the recruitment and arming of selected
villagers in the UNIFIL area, he reported that the
Force had made strong representations to the Israeli
authorities about the arming of such groups.
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The Secretary-General indicated that, while the
number of displaced persons who had sought refuge
in the UNIFIL area had continued to decrease and
humanitarian assistance of an emergency nature had
been discontinued, the Force had maintained its
active co-operation with the regional authorities of
the Lebanese Government, the United Nations Chil-
dren’s Fund (UNICEF) and ICRC. He added that the
Israeli authorities still imposed restrictions on the
freedom of movement of UNIFIL and prevented the
Force from extending humanitarian assistance out-
side its area of operation.

The Secretary-General expressed the view that
UNIFIL would be able to hand over its responsibili-
ties to the Lebanese authorities only after the issue of
Israeli withdrawal had been successfully settled, and
stressed that the presence of the Force was an
important factor in ensuring the well-being of the
civilian population of its area of deployment. He
informed the Council that the Lebanese Government
had requested the extension of the UNIFIL mandate
for a further period of six months and stated that he
considered it essential that the mandate should be
extended, as a premature withdrawal of the Force
would unquestionably have grave consequences. The
Secretary-General therefore recommended a further
extension of the mandate of UNIFIL. He mentioned
that the Government of Israel had expressed the view
that UNIFIL should not at the time be extended for
more than two or three months. He also drew
attention to the financial difftculties  faced by the
Force.

At the 241 Ith meeting, the President invited the
representatives of Israel, Lebanon and the Syrian
Arab Republic, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to v0te.j  The Council
considered the item at that meeting.

At the beginning of the meeting, the President
drew the attention of the Council members to the
draft rcsolution250 sponsored by Jordan.

The representative of Lebanon pointed out that
his Government was asking the Council to extend
UNIFIL for another six months because a longer
period would give UNIFIL more stability and some
of the tasks could only be carried out over a Ion er
time span. He added that his Government 7a so
requested that the zone of operation of UNIFIL be
extended to the whole of Lebanese territory so that
UNIFIL could help the State to re-establish its
authority throughout the whole country.2s’

The representative of Jordan recalled that UNIFIL
had been set up in 1978 in order to ensure the
withdrawal of the Israeli forces and enable the
Lebanese Government to exercise full sovereignty
over its territory, that four years later the Israeli
occupation in Lebanon had expanded and that there
were still practices, especially on the part of Israel,
that were incompatible with the principle of preserv-
ing the sovereignty, independence and territorial
integrity of Lebanon. In view of these prevailing
conditions, he urged the Council to accede to the
Lebanese request  and to adopt the draft resolution
accordingly.* I

The representative of the Netherlands warned that
the withdrawal of UNIFIL would have grave destabi-
lizing consequences and suggested that it should
remain in the area so as to be available to play a role
in any future security arrangements. He deplored the
practrce  of limiting the freedom of movement of

UNIFIL personnel and urged the Israeli Government
to stop hindering the Force from performing its
duties. He also pointed to the increasmg  shortfall in
the UNIFIL budget and the growing burden on the
troop-contributing countries.

He added that his Government considered several
objectives as significant for its future participation in
the peace-keeping force, namely: (a) some noticeable
progress should be made in establishing and increas-
ing the authority of the Lebanese Government in the
country; (b) there should be improvement in the
prospect of withdrawal of foreign troops from Leba-
non; and (c) a future role for UNIFIL m the securtty
arrangements in southern Lebanon required its effec-
tive deployment along the Lebanese-Israeli border,
free from unauthorized forei  n

P
troops or de ficlo

forces. He demanded in cone  usion that the peace-
keeping operations of UNIFIL be clearly defined.25j

The representative of Israel affirmed his Govem-
ment’s view that in the new circumstances UNIFIL
as established in 1978 had outlived its usefulness and
that the security arrangements involving Israel and
Lebanon could and should be arrived at through
negotiations between the two Govemments.25’

At the same meeting, the draft resolution spon-
sored by Jordan was put to the vote and adopted by
13 votes to none, with 2 abstentions, as resolution
529 ( 1983).252  It reads as follows:

The Securify  Counci l ,
Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978),  and all

subsequent resolutions on the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon,

Recoi l ing jurfher  i ts resolutions 508 ( 1982) and SO9 ( I  982)
Huving  taken note  of the letter of the Permanent Representative

of Lebanon to the President of the Security Council and to the
Secretary-General of 13  January 1983. and of the statement he
made at the 241 Ith meeting of the Council,

Having  studied the report of the Secretary-General and taking
note of his observations,

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon,
1. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations

Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six
months, that is, until I9 July 1983;

2. Calls upon al)  parties concerned to co-operate with the Force
for the full implementation of the present resolution;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Counci l  on the progress made in  th is  respect .

Followin  the adoption of the resolution, the
representative  of the United States welcomed the
renewal of the UNIFIL mandate as a positive
element in the negotiations between the Lebanese
Government and other parties designed to restore
Lebanon’s sovereignty and territorial integrity and to
prevent any repetition of the recent tragic conflict.2s1

The representative of the Soviet Union recalled
that the problem of Lebanon which arose as a result
of massive Israeli a ression remained unsettled and
that Israel continue to occupy a significant part ofY
Lebanese territory. He pointed out in particular that
the recent invasion in June 1982 had resulted in
Israel occupying more than 40 per cent of Lebanese
territory. He expressed his Government’s wish to see
the Council’s resolutions 508 ( 1982) and 509 (1982),
which had been adopted unanimously, full imple-
mented by all Council members as their imp ementa-r
tion was the key to the solution of the problem.2s1

Decision of 26 May 1983 (2445th meeting): resolu-
tion 531 (1983)
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At its 2445th meeting, on 26 May 1983, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNDOF dated 20 May 1983253  in the agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General described the
activities of the Force for the period 19 November
1982 to 20 May 1983. The Secretary-General indi-
cated that UNDOF had continued to perform its
functions effectively, with the co-operation of the
parties, and that, during the period under review, the
situation in the Israel-Syria sector had remained
quiet. Nevertheless, the Secretary-General stated, 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 Mlddle  East problem could be
reached, as called for by the Council in resolution
338 (1973). In the existing circumstances, the Secre-
tary-General considered the continued presence 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
30 November 1983, and pointed out that the Gov-
ernments concerned had expressed their agreement.

At the 2445th meeting, the President drew atten-
tion to a draft resolution,z54  which had been prepared
in the course of the Council’s consultations, and put
it to the vote. It received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 53 I (1 983).2j5 It
reads as follows:

The Security Council.
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the

United Nat ions Disengagement Observer  Force,
Dec ides :
(0)  To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediate-

ly Security Council resolution 338 (1973);
(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement

Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30
November 1983;

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

On behalf of the Council, the President then made
the following complementary statement:256

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force states,  in paragraph 26.
that “despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially
dangerous and is l ikely to remain so. unless and unti l  a compre-
hensive settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem
can be reached”. That statement of the Secretary-General reflects
the view of the Security Council.

Decision of 18 July 1983 (2456th meeting): resolu-
tion 536 (1983)
At the 2456th meeting, on 18 July 1983, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated 12 July l983237 in the agenda.

The report contained an account of developments
relating to UNIFIL for the period from I9 January to
12 July 1983. The Secretary-General pointed out that
during the reporting period the UNIFIL area was
generally quiet, with the exception of several inci-
dents invc$m
enterin &

IDF soldlers and de fhcfo  forces

e
NIFIL area with  therr weapons.

UNIFI continued to operate its check-points and to
patrol its area of deployment and co-operated with
the Lebanese authorities  and United Nations agen-
cies in extending humanitarian assistance to the
population. He stated that UNIFIL continued to
carry out the interim tasks laid down by him and

endorsed by the Council after the Israeli invasion of
Lebanon in June 1982.

The Secretary-General affirmed that UNIFIL re-
mained an important element of stability in southern
Lebanon under the prevailing conditions. Although
the circumstances under which the Force was estab-
lished had been radically altered as a result of the
Israeli invasion, the task of assisting the Government
of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective
authority in southern Lebanon remained especially
relevant in the iven situation. The Secretary-Gener-
al warned that, f: efore the Lebanese Government was
in a position to assume effective control of the area, a
withdrawal of UNIFIL would unquestionably be a
serious blow to the prospect of an early restoration of
the authority of the Lebanese Government in south-
ern Lebanon as well as to the welfare of the inhabi-
tants of the UNIFIL area of deployment. The
Secretary-General considered it essential that the
mandate of UNIFIL should once again be extended
on an interim basis, bearing in mind the request for
extension of the Lebanese Government.

At the beginning of the 2456th meeting, on 18 July
1983, the President invited the representative of
Lebanon, at his request, to participate in the discus-
sion without the right to vote.> The Council consid-
ered the item at that meeting.

The President drew the attention of the Council
members to a draft resolution,25*  which had been
prepared in the course of the Council’s consultations,
and to a letter dated 5 July 1983259  from the
representative of Lebanon, in which he conveyed the
request of his Government that the UNIFIL mandate
be extended for another interim period of three
months.

After a very brief suyension  of the meetin
technical difficulties,* the Deputy Prime R

, pue to
mister

and Minister for Foreign Affairs of Lebanon stated
that since the establishment of UNIFIL in 1978 his
country had witnessed dramatic changes, with the
tightin between the PLO and Israel continuing on
and o 8 in varying degrees of intensity. While the
political and military situation had become more
difficult after June 1982, UNIFIL had remained a
steadfast element preserving in the face of chaos the
hope of peace, stabilit
that his Government h

and legitimacy. He explained
ad requested the extension of

the UNIFIL mandate for another three months as it
expected ongoing negotiations to bring some clarifi-
cation with regard to the future of Lebanon and
especially the restoration of its sovereignty and
territorial integrity. Lebanon’s goal remained the
withdrawal of all unauthorized forces from its territo-
ry and the ability of all Lebanese to live in peace and
freedom.260

At the same meetin
in the course of consu  tations  was put to the vote andk

, the draft resolution prepared

adopted, with 13 votes in favour, none a
;t,.sF;;lons,  as resolution 536 (1983).26 Q

ainst, and 2
It reads as

The Security Council.
Having heurd the statement of the Minister for Foreign Affairs

of the Republic of Lebanon,
Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978), and all

subsequent resolutions on the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon,

Recallingfurther  its resolutions 508  (I 982),  509 (1982) and 520
(1982), as well as all its other resolutions on the situation in
Lebanon,
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Reiferufing  its strong support for the territorial integrity,
sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon within its
international ly recognized boundaries,

Having  raken  nore  of the letter of the Permanent Rcprescntativc
of Lebanon  to the President  of the Security  Council of 5 July 1983,

Huving studied the report of the Sccrctary-Gcncral  and taking
note of his observations and recommendation expressed therein,

Rcspondrng  to the request of the Government of Lebanon,
I. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations

Interim Force in Lebanon  for a further interim period of three
months, that is, until I9 October  1983;

2. Coils  upon all parties concerned to co-operate with the Force
for the full implementation of its mandate as defined in resolu-
tions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) and the relevant decisions  o f  t h e
Security Council;

3. Rcques(s  the Secretary-General to report to the Council on the
progress made in this respect .

Fol lowing the adoption of the resolut ion,  the
representattve  of France expressed deep concern
about the change of circumstances under which
UNIFIL had been forced to work, in particular the
fact that an Israeli battalion had been stationed
within the UNIFIL zone of de loyment, and renewed
his Government’s support or UNIFIL. He alsoF
indicated that France would prefer to see the multi-
national force stationed in Beirut replaced by a
United Nations force.26’

The representative of the Soviet Union pointed out
that the decision at that meetin
thirteenth case of extending the &

represented the
NIFIL  mandate

since 1978, eloquent testimony to the absence of any
improvement in the situation in Lebanon. He criti-
cized in particular that the Israeli troops continued to
support its puppets in southern Lebanon and to
provoke incidents with UNIFIL personnel, in defi-
ance of the clear decisions taken by the Council.26i

The representative of the Netherlands announced
that his Government had once more agreed to the
extension of the UNIFIL mandate, but would with-
draw its troops from Lebanon at the expiration of the
new three-month period, unless new circumstances
enabled it to reconsider its position.26’

The representative of the United Kingdom con-
curred with the representatives of France and the
Netherlands in regard of the future of UNIFIL as
more of a humanitarian than peace-keeping opera-
tion.26i

Decision of 12 September 1983 (2475th meeting):
adjournment
By letter dated 9 September 1983,262  the represen-

tative of Lebanon requested an urgent meetin of the
Council. He referred to an earlier letter ated 2%
September,263  .m which he had informed the Secre-
tary-General about the withdrawal of Israeli troops
from parts of Mount Lebanon and had conveyed his
Government’s determination to obtain the removal
of all forei n troops from Lebanon and its request for
assistance srom LAS in that regard. He indicated that
since the Israeli withdrawal hostilities had been
escalating and the urgency of the need for an end to
the fighting and violence had become still greater. He
also transmitted his Government’s wish for the
Council to declare a cease-fire and to take the
necessary measures for its implementation.

At its 2475th meeting, on 12 September 1983, the
Council included the letter dated 9 September 1983
in its agenda. Following the adoption of the agenda,
the President invited the representative of Lebanon,
at his request, to participate in the discussion without
the right to vote.’

The President drew attention to the letter dated 2
September 1983 from the representative of Lebanon
and to the report of the Secretary-General264  on the
situation in the Beirut area, in which the develop-
ments relating to the withdrawal of the Israeli troops
from the Beirut area were summarized based on
information received from OGB.

The representative of Lebanon informed the Coun-
cil members about several points that had been
discussed by his Government in view of the continu-
ing destruction and bloodshed in Lebanon. He
reported that Lebanon wanted to continue to exist as
an independent and unified country, maintain its
unique pluralist character, remove the non-Lebanese
dimension of the conflict and determine its future
freely. In order to enable the country to implement
those intentions, Lebanon needed from the Council
an immediate and effective cessation of all hostilities
and the withdrawal of all illegitimate foreign
forces.26’

Followin
!I

the statement by the representative of
Lebanon, t e 2475th meeting was adjourned.

On 19  September 1983, the representative of
Lebanon submitted a draft resolution,266  under
which, in the preambular part, the Council, infer alia,
would have expressed deep concern over the continu-
ing deterioration of the situation in Lebanon and the
repeated acts of violence; expressed deep grief at the
extensive loss of life, human sufferings and destruc-
tion; reiterated its strong support for the territorial
integrity, sovereignty and pohtical independence of
Lebanon within its internationally recognized bound-
aries; and borne in mind that the grave situation
confronting Lebanon endangered peace and security
in the region.

In the operative part, the Council would have (a)
called for an immediate cease-fire and a prom t
cessation of all hostilities throughout Lebanon; ( !l )
called upon all parties to refrain from all acts which
violated Lebanon’s sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity and which endangered its people’s safety and
unity; (c) authorized the Secretary-General to deploy
immediately and in consultation with the Govem-
ment of Lebanon an adequate number of United
Nations observers to momtor the situation in the
areas of hostilities and requested all parties to co-
operate fully with the United Nations observers in
the implementation of their mandate; (d)  called upon
all involved to facilitate the activities of ICRC, the
United Nations Coordinator of Assistance for the
Reconstruction and Development of Lebanon and all
United Nations agencies concerned in humanitarian
activities in all areas of hostilities, in order to
evacuate the dead and wounded and provide food,
medical supplies and humanitarian assistance; (e)
called upon all States and parties to support the
Lebanese Government in its efforts to ensure the
complete and immediate withdrawal of all non-leba-
nese forces whose presence in Lebanon did not have
the approval of the Government of Lebanon; U,
requested the Secretary-General, as a matter of
urgency, to initiate appropriate consultations, and in
particular with the Government of Lebanon, on
additional steps, including the possible deployment
of United Nations forces, to assist  that Government
in its efforts to ensure peace and public order and
secure the full protection of the civilian population in
all areas of hostilities; ) requested the Secretary-
General to report to the (8 ouncil on the implementa-
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tion of the resolution within 72 hours; and (h)
decided to remain seized of the matter.

In a letter dated 19 September 1983,267  the repre-
sentative of Lebanon referred to the draft resolution
submitted by  his delegation and to a meeting on the
same day with  the Council President and indicated
that his delegation left it to the President’s discretion
to submit the draft to a vote at an appropriate time,
when  a sitive
if any oF”

response was likely to be obtained or
the members of the Council felt that further

action on the case was rendered necessary in the light
of new developments. He added that his delegation
shared the concern of the President and the Secre-
tary-General that the Council should have been
unable, when confronted with a tragedy of such
magnitude, to respond with a positive contribution
to the cause of peace in Lebanon.

Decision of 18 October I983  (2480th meeting):
resolution 538 (1983)

Decision of I1 November 1983 (2496th meeting):
President’s statement
At its 2480th meeting, on 18 October 1983. the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated 12 October 1983268  in its agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General ave an ac-
count of developments relating to FUN1 IL for the
period from I3 July to I2 October 1983.  He stated
that during the reporting period the UNIFIL area
had been generally quiet. He pointed out that recent
events in the Aley and Shouf regions had had no
direct impact on the UNIFIL area of deployment,
except for an influx of displaced persons from those
regions. During the period, UNIFIL had continued
to carry out the interim tasks laid down by him and
endorsed by the Council after the Israeli invasion of
Lebanon in June 1982, and in that context it had
continued its efforts to provide protection and
humanitarian assistance to the local population and
to prevent activities that would hamper the restora-
tion of the authority of the Lebanese Government in
its area. He added that the capability of UNIFIL to
achieve those objectives was contingent upon the co-
operation of the Israeli authorities, who, as the
occupying Power, were in control of the area.

The Secretary-General aflirmed  that UNIFIL re-
mained an important element of stability in southern
Lebanon, as its presence also represented the com-
mitment of the United Nations to support the
independence, soverei
Lebanon and to help fi

nty and territorial integrity of
ring about the withdrawal of

the Israeli forces from Lebanese territory, in accord-
ance with resolutions 425 (1978) and 509 (1982). He
warned that a withdrawal of the Force from its area
of operation under the given circumstances would be
a serious blow to the prospect of restoring the
authority of the Lebanese Government, as well as to
the security and welfare of the local population. He
recommended to the Council that it should extend
the mandate of UNIFIL, once
interim period, bearing in mind

a ain,
f

for another
t e request of the

Lebanese Government. He also called the attention
of the Council to the increasin financial difficulties
faced b

7
the Force and reporte d that the accumulated

shortfa I in the UNIFIL Special Account had risen
from $168.5 million at the time of the last report to
some $173.9 million as of the beginning of October
1983.

At the same meeting, the President invited the
representatives of Israel, Lebanon and the Syrian
Arab Republic and, at the 2496th meeting, on I1
November 1983, the representative of the Sudan, at
their request, to participate in the discussion without
the right to vote.’  The Council considered the issue
during the 2480th,  2495th and 2496th meetings, on
18 October and 1 I November 1983.

At the beginning of the 2480th meeting, the
President drew the attention of the members to a
draf?  resolution,269  which had been prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations.

At the same meeting, the representative of Leba-
non emphasized the need for the continued presence
of UNIFIL in southern Lebanon, both as a demon-
stration of the commitment of the United Nations to
Lebanon’s independence, sovereignty and territorial
integrity and as a fundamental factor for stability in
the region. The requested approval of the renewal of
the UNIFIL mandate for a further six months would
enable the Lebanese authorities to restore legitimacy
m the south and to seek to bring about the wlthdraw-
al of all unauthorized forces from all Lebanese
territory.270

The President put the draft resolution to the vote;
it received 13 votes in favour and none against, with
2 abstentions, and was adopted as resolution 538
(1983).*”  It reads as follows:

The Security Counci l ,
Having heard the statement  of  the representat ive  of  Lebanon.
Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978)  and all

subsequent resolutions on the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon,

Recalfingjmher  i ts resolutions 508 (1982).  509 (1982) and 520
(1982),  as well as all its other resolutions on the situation in
Lebanon,

Reiferafing  its strong support for the territorial integrity,
sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon  within its
international ly recognized boundaries,

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon and taking note of the
conclusions and recommendations expressed therein,

Taking nole  of the letter of the Permanent Representative of
Lebanon IO  the Secretary-General.

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon.
I.  Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations

Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six
months, that is, until 19 April 1984;

2. Calls upon al l  part ies concerned to cooperate ful ly  with the
Force for the full implementation of its mandate, as defined in
resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978)  and the re levant  decis ions
of the Security Council;

3. Reques1.s  the Secretary-General  to report IO the Security
Council on the progress made in this respect.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative  of the Netherlands recalled that his
Government had considered the withdrawal of its
UNIFIL battalion from Lebanon as of 19 October
and pointed out that the situation in Lebanon had
not than ed during the period covered by the latest
report. Ife noted with appreciation the success of
UNIFIL in providing humanitarian assistance to the
local population and in trying to help restore the
authority of the Lebanese Government. His Govem-
ment realized that to withdraw from UNIFIL would
have an adverse effect on efforts of the United
Nations to contribute to a solution of the crisis in
Lebanon and emphasized the undiminished interest
of his country in United Nations peace-keeping. He
expressed hope that a more meaningful role could be
devised for UNIFIL and voiced his Government’s



decision to retain a limited contingent with the
United Nations Force. He further appealed to all
Member States to pay their assessment for UNIFIL
without delay since the financial foundations of the
Force had continued to deteriorate severely.r70

The representative of France pointed out that the
ob’ectives set out for the Force under resolution 425
(1678)  had not alwa s been attained and deplored
that after the Israe  i invasion of June 1982 anr
operational battalion of its soldiers was present in the
zone controlled by UNIFIL. He expressed his Gov-
ernment’s wish to

k
ive UNIFIL new tasks and

mentioned that simi ar use could be made of the
available UNTSO personnel in the area.*”

The representative of the Soviet Union noted that
the Security Council had dealt for the fourteenth
time with the question of the extension of the
UNIFIL mandate and saw that as testimony to the
explosive situation in Lebanon. He accused Israel of
clear steps to perpetuate its occupation of areas of
southern Lebanon and indicated that the so-called
multinational force was also consolidating its posi-
tion on Lebanese soil, with United States Marines as
backbone. In view of the fact that the date for the
de arture of the multinational force was long past, he
re erred to concerns expressed by the Secretary-Gen-P
era1 about the trend towards the creation of such
forces.271

The representative of the United Kingdom ex-
pressed concern about the lack of progress with
regard to the restoration of Lebanon’s independence,
sovereignty and territorial integrity and joined in the
warning by the representative of the Netherlands
regarding the financial shortfall in the UNIFIL
special account.27’

The representative of Israel stated that the resolu-
tion adopted by the Council at the meeting had not
changed the UNIFIL mandate) althou the situation
had indeed been altered drastically. 8e reiterated his
Government’s view that UNIFIL had outlived its
usefulness and its presence was no longer called for in
southern Lebanon. He also affIrmed  his Govem-
merit’s  willingness to proceed towards full and speedy
implementatron of the Israeli-Lebanese agreement of
I7 May 1983 aimed at the restoration of Lebanese
sovereignty.271

At its 2495th meeting, on 1 I November 1983, the
Council resumed its consideration of the itey,  and
completed its deliberations at the 2496th meeting on
the same day.

At the beginnin
November 1983, t ft

of the 2496th meetin  , on 1 I
e President made the following

statement272  on behalf of the members of the Council:
The members of the Security Council wish to express their

profound concern at the recent and current developments in
northern Lebanon which have caused and are still causing
widespread suffering and loss of human life. The members appeal
to all parties concerned to exercise the utmost restraint and seek
freely to attain, and to respect, an immediate cessation of
hostilities, to settle their differences exclusively by peaceful means
and to refrain from the threat or use of force. The members of the
Council highly appreciate the work of the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East  and of
the International Committee of the Red Cross in providing
emergency humanitarian assistance to Palestinian and Lebanese
civilians in and around the city of Tripoli. The members of the
Council will continue to follow the situation in Lebanon with the
greatest attention.

Decision of 23 November 1983 (2501st  meeting):
resolution 542 (1983)

By letter dated 22 November 1983,273  the represen-
tative of France invoked Article 35 of the Charter
and rule 2 of the provisional rules of procedure of the
Council and requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider the situation in northern Leba-
non.

At its 2501st meeting, on 23 November 1983, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. The Presi-
dent drew the attention of the Council members to a
draft resolution,274 which had been prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations, and put the
draft resolution to the vote. It received I5 votes in
favour and was adopted unanimously as resolution
542 ( 1983). 275 It reads as follows:

The St-curily  Council.
Having considered the situation prevailing in northern Lebanon,
Recalling  the statement made on this question by the President

of the Security Council on I I November 1983,
Deeply concerned by the intensification of the fighting, which

continues to cause great suffering and loss of human life,
I. Depiores  the loss of human life caused by the events taking

place in northern Lebanon:
2. Reireram  irs  call for the strict respect for the sovereignty,

political independence and territorial integrity of Lebanon within
its intemationalty recognized boundaries;

3. Requests the parties concerned immediately to accept a cease-
fire and scrupulously to observe the cessation of hostilities;

4. Invifes the parties concerned to settle their differences
exclusively by peaceful means and to refrain from the threat or use
of force;

5. Pays  Iribule  to the work done by the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East  and by
the International Committee of the Red Cross in providing
emergency humanitarian assistance to the Palestinian and Leba-
nese civilians in Tripoli and its surroundings;

6. Coils  upon the parties concerned to comply with the
provisions of the present resolution;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to follow the situation in
northern Lebanon, to consult with the Government of Lebanon,
and to report to the Security Council, which remains seized of the
question.

Decision of 29 November 1983 (2502nd meeting):
resolution 543 ( 1983)
At its 2502nd meeting, on 29 November 1983, the

Council included the report of the Secreta?-General
on UNDOF dated 2 I November 1983 76 in its
agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General described the
activities of UNDOF for the period 21 May to 2 I
November 1983. The Secretary-General indicated
that UNDOF had continued to perform its functions
effectively, with the co-operation of the parties, and
that, during the period under review, the situation  in
the Israel-Syria sector had remained quiet. Neverthe-
less, the Secretary-General stated, the situation in the
Middle East as a whole continued to be potentially
dan

f
erous and was likely to remain so, unless and

unti a comprehensive settlement covering all aspects
of the Middle East problem could be reached, as
called for by the Council in resolution 338 (1973). In
the existing circumstances, the Secretary-General
considered the continued presence 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 3 I May 1984, and
pointed out that the Governments concerned had
expressed their agreement.

to a draft resolution,2  j which had been prepared in
At the same meeting the President drew attention

the course of the Council’s consultations, and put it
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to the vote; it received 15  votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 543 (1983).27R  It
reads as follows:

The Security Council,
Huving considered the report of the Secretary-General on the

United Nat ions Disengagement Observer  Force,
Dec ides .
(a) To call upon the parties concerned lo  implement immediate-

ly Security Council resolution 338 (1973);
(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement

Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31
May 1984;

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

In connection with the resolution, the President
then made the following complementary statement
on behalf of the Councll:279

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force states,  in paragraph 26,
that “despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the
situation in the Middle East  as a whole continues lo be potentially
dangerous and is likely to remain so, unless and until a compre-
hensive settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East  problem
can be reached”. That statement of the Secretary-General reflects
the view of the Security Council.

Decision of 29 February 1984 (2519th meeting):
rejection of a draft resolution
By letter dated I4 February I 984,2H0  the represen-

tative of France requested, in accordance with rule 2
of the provisional rules of procedure, an urgent
meeting of the Council to consider the situation in
Beirut.

At its 2514th meeting, on I5 February 1984, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the President invited, at
the same meetin  ,

a
the representatives of Italy and

Lebanon, and at t e 25 16th meeting, on 23 February,
the representative of Senegal, at their request, to
participate in the discussion of the item without the
right to vote.’  The Council considered the issue
during its 2514th to 2516th and 25 19th meetings,
from 15 to 29 February 1984.

The representative of France pointed out that the
situation in the Beirut area had again become very
serious and mentioned in particular the fate of the
civilian population as a matter of greatest concern.
He recalled that during the tragic summer of 1982 his
delegation had proposed the establishment of a
United Nations force in the Beirut area and that that
draft resolution had failed owing to the ne ative vote
of a permanent member of the Council. -fhe sugges-
tion m a resolution adopted a few weeks later for the
creation of such a force to assist the Lebanese
Government in protecting the civilian population in
Beirut would have taken too much time to be carried
out. For those reasons, his Government had respond-
ed positively to the request by the Lebanese Govem-
ment for French troops to join in the creation of a
multinational force. Yet, as was evident in his letter
dated 21 September 1982, addressed to the Secre-
tary-General,28’  his Government maintained its wish
for a United Nations force. He added that the time
had come to review the issue of a new United
Nations force and suggested that, in view of the clear
need for such a force, it would be most suitable to
assign certain detachments from UNIFIL to Beirut.
Although France stood ready if asked by the United
Nations to participate in such a force,. it would
appear preferable that the United Natlons  force

would contain no nationals of States that were
permanent members of the Council. He proposed
that the United Nations force be deployed to replace
the multinational force, which should be withdrawn
from Lebanon. Such a decision would be an effective
contribution to the protection of the civilian popula-
tion in Beirut and thus to the re-establishment  of
peace.2x?

At the 25 15th meeting, on I6 February 1984, the
representative of Egypt expressed support for the
French proposal, as it would facilitate the end to
bloodshed and the establishment of a cease-fire in
Lebanon. All members of the Council should assist in
seeking the withdrawal of the multinational force and
in securing the rapid deployment of a United Nations
force.2n’

The representative of the United Kingdom en-
dorsed the French suggestion concerning an effective
presence in and around Beirut and proposed that, in
view of the role played by the United Nations
observers in Beirut, thought be iven to how to
utilize their presence as a symbol oB the international
community. For that reason, his Government had
submitted that the observers currently serving in
Beirut could be somewhat increased in number and
be assigned to undertake small confidence-building
measures; furthermore, his Government would like
to suggest the active use b the Secretary-General of
his good-offices role; and astly, the role of UNIFILr
should be expanded to facilitate Israeli withdrawal
from southern Lebanon.283

The representative of the United States stated that
her Government shared the view expressed by
France that the international community should
assume greater responsibility for assisting the Leba-
nese people and welcomed the British suggestions.
She expressed strong  support for the United Nations
peace-keeping role m Lebanon and singled out the
record of UNIFIL as well as of the observers in
Beirut and reiterated her Government’s readiness to
expand and stren then those activities. In view of the
consistent Unitef States support for United Nations
peace-keeping, her delegation stood ready to enter
Into serious discussions concerning the composition
and deployment of United Nations forces throughout
Lebanon.283

The representative of Italy, whose Government
had joined in the multinatlonal  force in Beirut,
stressed that Italy had always held the view that a
United Nations presence, if feasible, should replace
the multinationat force and that, as the urgent
intervention of the United Nations was required, the
issue should be carefully looked into with which
mandate and under which conditions a new United
Nations force could be set up to safeguard humani-
tarian and political interests.2*3

The representative of the Netherlands also wel-
comed the French proposals as an indication for the
way the United Nations must play a larger role to
bring peace to the Beirut area. He cautioned, how-
ever, that one should not embark too hastily on a
United Nations peace-keepin
underlined what the Secretary-I

mission there and
eneral had described

as conditions for such an o ration, namely: that the
peace-keepin
permission of

forces shou d be deplo edY
the host country and wit h

with the
the consent

of all parties involved; that eace-keeping missions
should be given a clearly de med  mandate; and thatP
such a force needed the full backing of the Council.
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He hoped that careful reflection would benefit con-
structive proposals leading to a stable cease-tire in
Beirut and expressed his appreciation for the British
suggestions concerning some limited steps.283

At the 2516th meeting, on 23 February 1984, the
representative of Lebanon recalled that his Govem-
ment had requested, in a draft resolution submitted
in September 1983, that the Council dispatch inter-
national observers to those areas from which the
Israeli army had withdrawn, and that that draft
resolution was still before the Council. He stated his
Government’s support for the deployment of United
Nations forces or observers to assist in restoring
peace and stabilit

h
in his country. Althou

18
h Lebanon

would welcome t e establishment of a orce  in the
Beirut region alone, it held that any such force should
have the means to undertake its task in all parts of
Lebanon. He emphasized that his Government was
nevertheless keen on seeing an international force in
Lebanon and was ready to co-operate with the
Council in drawing up and implementing any draft
resolution that would effectively contribute to put-
ting an end to the crisis in Lebanon.284

At the 2519th meeting, on 29 February 1984, the
representative of France introduced a revised draft
resolution,285  which had resulted from painstaking,
determined efforts among the members of the Coun-
cil and reflected the behef  of its supporters in the
paramount role to be played by the United Nations
in ending violence, decreasing tension and bringing
about reconciliation and peace.

In the preamble of the draft resolution,W the
Council would have expressed awareness of the
importance of the action being carried out in Leba-
non by the United Nations, both on behalf of peace
and at the humanitarian level; recalled its resolutions
508 (1982) and 509 (1982) and the need for respect
for the territorial integrity, unity, sovereignty and
independence of Lebanon, within its internationally
recognized boundaries; noted the determination of
Lebanon to secure the withdrawal of all non-leba-
nese forces from Lebanon; earnestly desired a posi-
tive outcome of the dialogue of national reconcilia-
tion from which none was excluded, such dialogue
being an indispensable basis for peace and security in
Lebanon; expressed grave concern at the situation
prevailing in Lebanon, and in particular in the Beirut
area; and expressed the conviction that the situation
had grave consequences for peace and security in the
region as a whole and might impede the attainment
of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East.

In the operative part of the draft resolution, the
Council would have (a) issued an urgent appeal for
an immediate cease-fire and the cessation of all
hostilities throughout Lebanon and requested that
they be strictly complied with; (6) requested the
Secretary-Genera1 to make without delay all arrange-
ments to enable OGB to monitor compliance with
the cease-fire in the Beirut area; (c) decided, in
agreement with the Government of Lebanon, to
constitute immediately, under the authorit of the
Council, a United Natlons  force composed or
nel furnished b

person-
Member States other than the

permanent mem i!J ers of the Council and selected, if
appropriate, from contingents of UNIFIL-the force
would have taken up a position in the Beirut area, in
co-ordination with the Lebanese authorities con-
cerned, as soon as all elements of the multinational
force would have withdrawn from Lebanese territory
and territorial waters, and the United Nations force

would have had the mission of monitoring compli-
ance with the cease-fire and helping to protect the
civilian populations, including in the Palestinian
refugee camps, and, without intervenin

k
in the

internal affairs  of Lebanon for the bene it of any
party whatever, would thereby have assisted in re-
establishing the peace necessary for the restoration of
the territorial integrity, unity, sovereignty and inde-
pendence of Lebanon; (d)  requested Member States
to refrain from any intervention in the internal
affairs of Lebanon and any action, in particular
military action, that might Jeopardize the re-estab-
lishment of peace and security in Lebanon, and to
facilitate the task of the United Nations force; and (e)
invited the Secretary-General to report to It within
48 hours on the implementation of the resolution.287

At the same meeting, the representative of the
Soviet Union recalled the tragic days in the summer
of 1982 when Israel massively invaded Lebanon, and
pointed to the various Council resolutions in which
immediate Israeli withdrawal had been demanded.
He accused the United States of collaborating with
the Israeli Government and worsening the dan er
facin the Lebanese Government and people. he
note8 that his Government had proposed as early as
July 1982 to use UNIFIL  contingents in the Beirut
region  and had supported the dispatch of a United
Nations force in September 1982, following the
massacre in the Sabra and Shatila camps; the latter
suggestion, a draft resolution before the Council, had
been defeated owing to the ne ative

f
vote of the

United States, which subsequent y sent its Marines
and contingents supplied by members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Or anization (NATO) to Lebanon.
He reiterated that tae settlement in Lebanon should
be achieved on the basis of Council resolutions 508
(1982) and 509 (1982). He criticized the draft before
the Council for several reasons: it should have spelt
out more clear1  the need to withdraw the multma-
tional force and foreign warships from the area and
should have offered a guarantee that the multination-
al force would not resume interference in the internal
affairs of Lebanon. Some members had not been
willing to provide those assurances. As there were a
few other ambiguities, his delegation would have
wished for some more time to clarify the remaining
Issues, but as the draft resolution had been finally
introduced without further consideration of the
position of the Soviet Union, his delegation would
have to vote against the draft in its current form.***

The representative of India stated that the Council
should have had a little more time to resolve some
remaining problems and regretted that that had not
been possible.2B9

The representative of the United States pointed to
the long and distinguished record of United Nations
peace-keeping efforts in the Middle East and else-
where in the world and called them an important
adjunct to the primary purposes of the Charter. She
added that those efforts had so far never proved
inconsistent with the rights of any nations or any

t!
eoples and deplored that no new peace-keeping

orce  would be established on that day by the
Council. As the representative of the Soviet Union
had announced his veto, she indicated that further
comments on the draft would serve no useful pur-
pose.288

At the same meeting, the President put the revised
French draft resolution to the vote; it received 13
votes in favour and 2 against and was not adopted
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owin to the negative vote of a permanent member of
t h e  ouncil.2WE

Following the vote, the representative of the Neth-
erlands cited Article 24 of the Charter and expressed
deep regret that the Council had failed to live up to
the Charter mandate as well as to the expectations of
the peoples of the world. He hoped that the Council
could soon recover from this set-back and succeed in
placing a peace-keeping force in the Beirut area.288

The re
that he ailed to understand that anythmg of whatP

resentative of the United Kingdom stated

had been said in the meeting justified a veto on a
limited United Nations action requested by Lebanon
and that he believed that many non-aligned countries
would be greatly concerned about how easily the
Council could be blocked  in the attempt to exercise
its duties under the Charter. He wondered why the
delegation which had cast a negative vote had tried to
restrict the Council discussion to the smallest geo-

P
raphical area possible, but had referred to actions
ar outside the city of Beirut. He affirmed his

Government’s conviction that the United Nations
should play an extended role in Lebanon, but also
stressed that all Members should strive to ensure that
the Lebanese people could choose their own Govern-
ment and adjust their internal affairs without exter-
nal interference. He assured the Council that his
dele ation remained committed to an effort to use
the E ouncil and the United Nations for the job they
were intended to do.2sK

The representative of France expressed deep regret
that the draft resolution had not been adopted, and
that the Council was not fulfilling its mission under
the Charter, as it could not reach a decision in those
circumstances.28R

The representative of Lebanon appealed to the
Council to reconsider the positions taken during the
meetings and to respond positively and as soon as
possible to any new initiative in view of the serious
condition of Lebanon and in fulfilment of the
principles of the Charter.2XX

Decision of I9 April 1984 (2530th meeting): resolu-
tion 549 (1984)
At its 2530th meeting, on I9 April 1984, the

Council included in its agenda the report of the
Secretary-General on UNIFIL dated 9 April 1984.29i

The report contained an account of developments
relating to UNIFIL from I3 October I983  to 9 April
1984. The Secretary-General pointed out that the
situation in the UNIFIL area of southern Lebanon
had remained relatively peaceful, while the situation
in the rest of Lebanon had been cause for great
concern in the last six months. He stated that the
presence of UNIFIL was re arded
Lebanese Government and R

as essential by the
ad been of benefit to the

much-increased population of that area. He referred
to a letter dated 9 April 1984292  from the representa-
tive of Lebanon addressed to him in which the wish
of the Government for an extension of the mandate
of UNIFIL for another six months had been con-
veyed. He concurred with that request and recom-
mended that the mandate be renewed.

- The Secretary-General noted that, however benefi-
cial the role of UNIFIL might be, it did not measure
up to the original mandate or to the intentions of
later Council resolutions. For those reasons, he had
considered further means to achieve the principal
objectives by focusing on the common interests

which all concerned had in changing the situation for
the better. A reversion to genuine peace and normali-
ty in southern Lebanon would be in the interest of
virtually all concerned. The Government of Lebanon
and the peo le of southern Lebanon desired the
restoration oPLebanese sovereignty and authority up
to the international border as early as possible. Israel,
while expressing its desire to withdraw its forces from
Lebanon, was concerned over the security of its
northern border after its withdrawal. The security of
the Palestinian refugees, especially in the camps in
the Sidon area, was a matter of grave concern and
responsibility.

Taking into account all those concerns, the Secre-
tary-General suggested that UNIFIL should be ena-
bled to pla
objectives or

an expanded role in attaining the
Israel’s withdrawal,

in the region and the restoration oP
eace  and security
Lebanese authori-

ty and sovereignty up to the international boundary.
A decision by the Council in that sense could provide
the framework for the achievement of those objec-
tives. He therefore proposed that the Council consid-
er at the appropriate time a future course of action,
including the following elements: (a) the temporary
deployment of UNIFIL, with elements of the Leba-
nese army and internal security forces, in areas
vacated by Israeli forces; (b) the immediate deploy-
ment of elements of UNIFIL in the Sidon area on
Israeli withdrawal from that area, with a view to
assuring the safety and security of the population,
including Palestinian refugees in the camps in that
area; and (c) the working out of the necessary
arrangements to ensure that southern Lebanon would
become a zone of peace under the sovereignty and
authority of the Lebanese Government.

The Secretary-General acknowledged the diflicul-
ties of such a plan, but put it forward in view of the
clear needs in southern Lebanon for the re-establish-
ment of peaceful, normal conditions and economic
prosperity.

In conclusion, he alerted the Council once again to
the financial difficulties amicting  the work of
UNIFIL and requested that the Governments of the
more developed countries make available additional
voluntary contributions to the UNIFIL Suspense
Account.

The representatives of Lebanon and Israel were
invited., at their request, to participate in the discus-
sion without the right to vote.’  The Council consid-
;‘9”sd4  the issue at its 2530th meeting, on I9 April

to a draft resolution2  1 which had been prepared in
At the same meetinf  the President drew attention

the course of the Council’s consultations. He then put
the draft to the vote; it received I3 votes in favour
and none against,. with 2 abstentions, and was
adopted as resolution 549 (1984). It reads as fol-
lows:294

The Seamy  Council,
Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978), 501  (1982). 508

(I 982). 509 (I 982) and 520 (1982). as well as all its resolutions on
the situation in Lebanon,

Having sfudied  the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 9 April 1984 and
taking note of  the observat ions expressed therein,

Taking note of the letter of the Permanent Representative of
Lebanon to the Secretary-General of 9 April 1984,

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon.
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I.  Deecide.~  to extend the  present mandate of the United Nations
Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six

Council to consider the most recent act of aggression

months, that is, until 19  October 1984;
committed by Israel against the refugee camp of
Palestinians at Ein El Hilweh in south Lebanon.

2. Rrircrures  its strong support for the territorial integrily,
sovereignty and independence of Lebanon within its intemational-
ly  recognized boundaries:

3. Remnphosir~.~  the  terms of reference and general guidelines
of the Force as slated in the  report of rhe  Secretary-General of 19
March 1978. approved by resolution 426 (1978). and calls upon all
parties concerned lo  co-operate fully with the  Force for the full
implemcnration  of its mandate;

4, Reifenms  that the  Force  should fully implement its mandate
as defined in resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978) and all other
relevant resolutions;

5. R~quevrs  the  Secretary-General (0 continue consultations with
the Govemmen(  of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned
on the  implementation of the  present resolution and (0 report lo
the Council thereon.

Followin  the adoption of the resolution, the
representative  of the Soviet Union pointed out that
the root causes of the dangerous situation in Lebanon
needed to be re-examined again in view of the refusal
by Israel lo withdraw from all occupied Lebanese
territory. He called upon the United Nations not to
acquiesce in Israel’s defiance and the inability of the
peace-keeping force to perform the assigned task, the
supervision of the Israeli withdrawal. If Israel persist-
ed in its act of defiance, he su

fP
ested that the Council

consider the adoption of e ective measures in re-
sponse to those circumstances.2q’

At its 2540th meeting, on 21 May 1984,  the
Council included the letter by the representative of
Kuwait in its agenda. Followin

fl
the adoption of the

agenda, the President invited t e representatives of
Israel,.  Kuwait and Lebanon, at their request, to
partlclpate  in the discussion without the right to
vote.3  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 to
participate in the deliberations, without the right to
vote.29 The Council further decided to extend invita-
tions to the Chairman of the Committee on the
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People298 and to Mr. Clovis Maksoud298  under rule 39
of its provisional rules of procedure.

The representative of France expressed hope that
the continued Israeli presence in the UNIFIL deploy-
ment area would be terminated soon and indicated
that his Government was pre ared to accept the
Secretary-General’s suggestion or a possible exten-P
sion of the Force’s mandate and deployment area.295

The representative of the Netherlands recalled that
his Government had decided to maintain its contin-
gent in UNIFIL since it was convinced that UNIFIL
could play a bigger role, going beyond mere humani-
tarian assistance to the civilians  in the area. He
conveyed his Government’s support for the ideas
contained in the Secretary-General’s re rt and for a
discussion of how to apply those ideas or a strength-F”
ened role for UNIFIL. He again underlined the
strong warning by the Secretary-General regarding its
worsening financial condition.295

The representative of Kuwait stated that on I5
May the Israeli occupation forces had surrounded the
Palestinian refugee camp Ein El Helweh, in the
southern part of Lebanon, demolishing about 30
houses in the camp and wounding or arresting dozens
of Palestinians. He added that Israel should be called
upon to put an end to the massacres, torture,
imprisonment and dispersal of civilians in the occu-
pied territories and to the destruction of their houses,
and to protect those citizens and their oods until the
future of the occupied areas had been kmally decided.
He urged the Council to shoulder its responsibility
and to ensure the implementation of its resolutions
on the matter and mentioned in particular those
decisions regarding the violations of international
law by the Israeli forces in the occupied areas, the
withdrawal from all Arab territories occupied since
1967, the implementation of the Palestinians’ right to
self-determination and to their own State and the re-
establishment of the territorial integrity, indepen-
dence and security of Lebanon in connection with
total Israeli withdrawal in accordance with resolution
509 (1 982).29*

The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that his Government supported both the Lebanese
wish and the Secretary-General’s proposals for a
stren  thened

0
role for UNIFIL in southern Leba-

non.2  s

The representative of Lebanon also described the
Israeli attack on the Palestinian refugee camp and
charged that approximately I50 people had been
arrested and others wounded or killed. He called
upon the Council to put an end to that state of affairs
by enforcing its resolutions providing for Israeli
withdrawal and for transformation  of the south into a
zone of peace and security.z9*

The representative of Lebanon referred to his letter
dated 9 April addressed to the Secretary-General and
indicated his Government’s strong support for the
Secretary-General’s recommendations regarding an
enlarged and enhanced role for UNIFIL.295

The representative of Israel noted again that his
Government regarded the continued presence of
UNIFIL in the deployment area as superfluous, but
added that its redeployment in the area north of the
zone controlled by Israeli forces and as a buffer
between the Syrian and Israeli forces could be
useful.29s

Decision of 21 May 1984 (2540th meeting): invita-
tion of the PLO

of
B letter dated I7 May 1 984,196  the representative
ITuwait,  in his capacity as Chairman of the Group

of Arab States at the United Nations for the month of
May 1984, requested an urgent meeting of the

The representative of the PLO wondered why the
Commissioner-General of UNRWA had notified the
Secretary-General only much later about the Israeli
attack and referred to the information that the Israeli
responsible officer had refused to receive the
UNRWA official during the time of the attack. He
also asked the Council to condemn Israel for that
criminal act in south Lebanon and to impose manda-
tory sanctions on Israel. He added that the establish-
ment of another commission to investigate the Israeli
deeds would be of little use because Israel would
again refuse to co-operate with the investigating
group. In that connection he referred to a report of
the Special Commission established under resolution
446 (1979) which had not been taken up by the
Council because the members were not  agreed 9n
how to handle that reprt  about Israel1  practices m
occupied territories.29

The representative of India stressed that the
bloodshed should be immediately ended and that
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Israel should be made to carry out its international
obligations, including its withdrawal from south
Lebanon and a stop to the illegal settlements in the
occupied territories. He supported the call for an
international peace conference on the Middle East to
advance towards a comprehensive and just sotution
and committed his Government’s full co-operation
as the current Chairman of the Movement of Non-
Aligned Countries.298

Decision of 30 May 1984 (2544th meeting): resolu-
tion 551 (1984)
At its 2544th meeting, on 30 May 1984, the

Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNDOF dated 23 May 1984299  in its agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General described the
activities of UNDOF for the period 22 November
1983 to 2 I May 1984. The Secretary-General indi-
cated that UNDOF had continued to perform its
functions effectively, with the co-operation of the
parties, and that durm the period under review the
situation in the Israe  -Syria7 sector had remained
quiet. The Secretary-General stated that, despite the
existing quiet in the 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, just and durable peace settle-
ment covering all aspects of the Middle East problem
could be reached, as called for by the Council in
resolution 338 (1973). In the prevailin circum-
stances, the Secretary-General considered tae contin-
ued presence 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 30 November 1984, and pointed out
that the Governments concerned had given their
assent.

At the 2544th meeting, the President drew atten-
tion to a draft reso1ution,300  which had been prepared
in the course of the Council’s consultations. He then
put the draft resolution to the vote; it received IS
votes in favour and was adopted unanimously as
resolution 551 ( 1984).Wo1  It reads as follows:

The Security Council,
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General  on the

United Nat ions Disengagement Observer  Force,
Decides:

((I)  To call upon the parties concerned to implement immcdiate-
ly  Security Council resolution 338 (1973);

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 30
November 1984;

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

On behalf of the Council, the President made the
bullying  statement302 regarding resolution 55 I

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force states,  in paragraph 26:
“despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation in
the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous
and is likely to remain so, unless and until a comprehensive
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be
reached”. That statement of the Secretary-General reflects the
view of the Security Council.

Decision of 6 September 1984 (2556th meeting):
rejection of a draft resolution
By letter dated 24 August 1984,mj  the representa-

tive of Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the

Council to consider all practices and measures taken
by the Israeli occupymg  authorities in southern
Lebanon, the western Bekaa and the Rashaya region.

At the 2552nd meeting, on 29 August 1984, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the President invited the
following, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote: at the 2552nd
meeting, the representatives of Israel, Kuwait, Leba-
non and the Syrian Arab Republic;3m  at the 2553rd
meeting, the representatives of Qatar, the Sudan, the
United Arab Emirates and Yemen;‘05  at the 2554th
meetin the

%6of Iran;
representative of the Islamic Republic

and at the 2555th meeting, the representa-
tives of Cuba, Democratic Yemen and Turkey.307
The Council, at its 2552nd  meeting, also extended
invitations under rule 39 of the Council’s provisional
rules of procedure to the Chairman of the Committee
on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People3os  and to Mr. Clovis Maksoud.W8
The Council considered the item at its 2552nd to
With  meetings, from 29 August to 6 September

At the 2552nd meeting, the representative of
Lebanon stated that the Council should be informed
about the situation of the people in Lebanon and
especially of the inhabitants of the south, numbering
more than 8OO,ooQ,  who were suffering from Israel’s
occupation and unJust  arbitrary practices. His delega-
tion was lodging a complaint with regard to the
Israeli practices In the hope that the members of the
Council would understand and shoulder their res
sibilities. He then offered a detailed picture op”

n-
the

many ways in which the Israeli occupation forces
were oppressing the Lebanese population in violation
of numerous provisions of the Fourth Geneva Con-
vention of 12 August 1949, The Hague Conventions
of 1899 and 1907, the Charter of the United Nations
and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. In
conclusion, he requested that the Council: (a) imple-
ment its resolutions on complete Israeli withdrawal
from Lebanon, the immediate cessation of Israeli
practices a ainst

&
the inhabitants of the south, the

western Be
for their le

aa and the Rashaya region and respect
itimate right to live in

dignity; (b compel Israel to Iif R
eace,  security and
its siege of the

occupied territories; (c) insist on the necessity for
Israel to respect the Charter, the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights, the norms of international
law, the Geneva Conventions of 1949, other intema-
tional conventions and The Hague Conventions of
1899 and 1907; and (d)  stress Lebanon’s inalienable
right to its waters.m8

The representative of Israel stated that there was
not the slightest justification for the Lebanese com-
plaint and for the Council meeting and cha ed that
the Lebanese Government, under pressure rom the;B
Syrian Arab Republic, had started a propaganda
campaign with regard to the alleged impairment of
security in southern Lebanon in order to divert
international attention from the worsening situation
in the area of Beirut. He underlined that the Govem-
ment of Lebanon, under international law, had the
duty to prevent its territory from being used for
terrorist attacks against another State and that the
State under such attacks had the right to take
appropriate self-defence measures to protect itself
and its citizens.308

At the 2556th meeting, on 6 September 1984, the
President drew the attention  of the Council to a draR
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resolution3w  that had been submitted by Lebanon. In
the preambular part of the draft resolution, the
Council would have, in&r  alia, reaffirmed previous
resolutions on Lebanon and recalled the relevant
provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, and stressed the humanitarian principles of
the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and the
obligations arising from the regulations annexed to
The Hague Convention of 1907.

At its 2559th meeting, on 12  October 1984, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated 9 October 19843i3 in its agenda.

In the operative part,, the Council would have (a)
reiterated its call for strict respect for the sovereignty,
independence, unity and territorial integrity of Leba-
non within its internationally recognized boundaries;
(6) affirmed that the provisions of the Fourth Geneva
Convention of 1949 applied to the territories occu-
pied by Israel in southern Lebanon, the western
Bekaa and the Rashaya district, and that the occupy-
ing Power was duty-bound to respect and uphold the
provisions of the said Convention and of other
norms of international law; (c)  called upon Israel, the
occupying Power, to respect strictly the rights of the
civilian population in the areas under its occupation
in southern Lebanon, the western Bekaa and the
Rashaya district, and to comply strictly with the
provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention of
1949; (d)  demanded that Israel immediately lift all
restrictions and obstacles to the restoration of normal
conditions in the areas under its occupation in
violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949,
particularly concerning the closing of roads and
crossings, the limitation of freedom of movement of
individuals and the normal flow of persons and
goods between those areas and the rest of Lebanon,
and the obstruction to the normal conduct of Leba-
nese Government institutions and personnel; (e)
urged all States parties to the Fourth Geneva Con-
vention of 1949 to make every effort to ensure
respect for and compliance with the provisions
thereof in southern Lebanon, the western Bekaa and
the Rashaya district; and U, decided to remain seized
of the question.

The report of the Secretary-General contained an
account of developments relatin to UNIFIL from 10
April 1984 to 9 October 1984. Tae Secretary-General
noted that the situation in the UNIFIL area in
southern Lebanon had remained relatively peaceful
in the last six months and that the Government of
Lebanon and the people of southern Lebanon had
made it clear that the presence of UNIFIL was
important to them. He referred to a letter dated 8
October in which the representative of Lebanon had
informed him in writing of the Government’s request
that the mandate of UNIFIL be extended for a
further period of six months and stated his own
recommendation to that effect.

The Secretary-General further recalled his previous
comments regarding an expanded role for UNIFIL
and its contribution to the objectives of Israeli
withdrawal and of restoring Lebanese authority and
sovereignty up to the internationally recognized
boundary. He listed in this connection once more the
three specific steps in the redeployment of UNIFIL
that would result in such an expanded role for the
Force. He reported that after his own visit to the area
in June 1984 and a follow-up visit by the Under-
Secreta -General for Special Political Affairs of the
United ?Iations  Secretariat, he had gained the im-
pression that there was general agreement on the
objectives formulated by him and on the importance
of an expanded UNIFIL mandate for the implemen-
tation of those goals. In view of the relatively
favourable situation in regard to the withdrawal of
Israeli forces from southern Lebanon, he warned that
the opportunity should not be missed, as that would
result in a further deterioration in the area. He also
made mention of the fragility of UNIFIL in terms of
the circumstances under which the Force had to
operate in southern Lebanon and under the impact of
the financial difficulties faced by the operation.

At the same meeting, the representative of Malta
formally requested, in accordance with rule 38 of the
provisional rules of procedure, that the draft resolu-
tion submitted by Lebanon be put to the vote.jiO

Prior to the vote, several delegations, who indi-
cated support for the draft resolution, stated their
reservations regarding the lack of balance in the text,
especially in the light of the serious situation in parts
of Lebanon other than the south.311

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was put
to the vote; it obtained 14 votes in favour and 1
against and was not adopted owin
vote of a permanent member of t73

to the negative
e Council.j’z

Following the vote, the representative of the

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Presi-
dent invited the representative of Lebanon, at his
re uest, to participate in the discussion without the
ri
$

t to vote.)  The Council considered the issue at its
2 59th meeting, on 12 October 1984.

At the same meeting, the President drew attention
to the text of a draft resolution,314  which had been
drawn up in the course of the Council’s consulta-
tions. He put the draft resolution to the vote; it
received 13 votes in favour and none against, with 2
abstentions, and was adopted as resolution 555
( 1984).“s  It reads as follows:

The Secur i t y  Counci l ,
Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978)  426 ( 1978)  SO1  (1982), 508

(1982). 509 (I 982) and 520 (1982) as well as all its resolutions on
the situation in Lebanon,

United States explained that his delegation had voted
against the draft resolution, which it saw as one-sided
and unbalanced in that it addressed humanitarian
and securit
failed to re er to similar problems in other parts ofr

issues only in southern Lebanon but

Lebanon, to take account of the view that Israel was
in compliance with the appropriate rules of the
Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 and The Hague
Protocols of 1907 and to call for the removal of all
foreign forces from Lebanese territory.3’0

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 9 October 1984. and
taking note of the observations expressed therein,

Taking noft- of the letter of fhe Permanent Representative of
Lebanon addressed to the Secretary-General  of  8 October 1984.

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon,
1. Decides to extend the present mandate of the United Nations

Interim Force in Lebanon for a further interim period of six
months, that is. until I9 April 1985;

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity,
sovereignty and independence of Lebanon within its intemational-
ly  recognized boundaries;

Decision of 12 October 1984 (2559th meeting):
resolution 555 (1984)

3.  Reemphas izes the terms of  reference and general  guidel ines
of the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19
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Msrch  1978. approved by resolution 426 (I 978) and calls upon all
parties concerned IO co-operate fully with the Force for the full
implementation of its mandate;

4. Reiferures  that the Force should fully implement its mandate
as defined in resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978) and all other
relevant resolutions;

5. Requesrs  the Secretary-General to continue consultations with
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned
on the implementation of the present resolution and to report to
the Council thereon.

Decision of 28 November 1984 (2563rd meeting):
resolution 557 (1984)
At its 2563rd meeting, on 28 November 1984, the

Council included the re or-t  of the Secreta?-General
on UNDOF dated I November 1984 I6  m  Itst
agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General described the
activities of UNDOF for the period 22 May 1984 to
16 November 1984. He indicated that UNDOF had
continued to perform its functions effectively, with
the co-operation of the parties, and that durm
period under review the situatron in the Israel-8

the
yrra

sector had remained quiet. The Secretary-General
stated that despite the present quiet in the 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, just and durable
peace settlement covering all aspects of the Middle
East problem could be reached, as called for by the
Council in resolution 338 (1973). In the prevailing
circumstances, the Secretary-General considered the

- continued presence of UNDOF in the area to be
essential. He therefore recommended that the Coun-
cil extend the mandate of the Force for a further
period of six months, until 31 May 1985,  and pointed
out that the Governments concerned had given their
assent.

At the 2563rd meeting, on 28 November 1984, the
President drew attention to a draft resolution,3’7
which had been prepared in the course of the
Council’s consultations. He then put the draft resolu-
tion to the vote; it received 15 votes in favour and
was adopted unanimously as resolution 557
(1984).)‘*  It reads as follows:

The Security Council.
Huving considered the report of the Secretary-General on the

United Nat ions Disengagement Observer  Force,

Decide.s.
((I)  To call upon the parties concerned to implement immediate-

ly Security Council resolution 338 (1973);
(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement

Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31
May 1985;

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

On behalf of the Council, the President then made
the following complementary statementjr9 regarding
resolution 557 (I 984):

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force states,  in paragraph 26:
“despite the present quiet in the Israel-Syria sector, the situation in
the Middle East as a whole continues to be potentially dangerous
and is likely to remain so. unless and until a comprehensive
settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East problem can be
reached”. That statement of the Secretary-General rellects  the
view of the Security Council.
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Security Council, 198 1.
I1  S/14537.  [bid..  Suppl. for April-June 1981.
rJs/l4557, adopted without change as resolution 488 (1981).
‘(For  the vote, see 2289th mtg.,  para.  3.
IJ  2289th mtg., paras.  S-13.
I4  Ibid.. paras.  I 5-3 I.
i’ Ibid.. paras.  32-39.
Is Ibid., paras.  40-5  I.
I9  Ibid.. paras.  61-68.
Ja  Ibid., paras.  72-78.
*I  Ibid., paras.  80-86.
21 Ibid., paras.  81-92.
I3 Ibid.. paras.  93 and 94.
l4 S/14572,  OR, 36ih  yr.,  Resolutions and  Decisions of the

Securiry  Council. 1981.
IJ s/14596.  ibid., Suppl. for My-Sepr.  1981.
*6  S/  14586.  ibid.
I7 s/  1459  I and s/14594.  ibid.
*s 2292nd  mtg. for the discussion and the vote on the invitation

to the PLO. For further details, see chap. III of the present
Supplemew

29  2292nd mtg. For details, see chap. III of the present Supple
meni.

Je2292nd  mtg., pares. 14-19.
II Ibid., paras.  2 l-36.
1’  Ibid.. paras.  38-63.
31 Ibid., paras.  65-75.
14  Ibid., paras.  77-102.
sJ Ibid., paras.  103-I 16.
M s/l  4599, OR, 36th yr.,  Resolutions and Decisions of the

Security  Council, 1981.
I7  s/14604,  subsequently adopted without change as resolution

490 (1981,.
Jr2293rd  mtg.,  paras.  5-12.
I9 Ibid.. paras.  I 5-2 I.
40 For the vote, see ibid., para.  2 I.
‘I Ibid., paras.  23-38.
‘I  ibid., paras.  39-44.
(3 Ibid., paras.  45-54.
U Ibid., paras.  62-82. For a detailed discussion of the concept of

self -defence developed by the representat ive of  Egypt.  see chap.
XI. part III. of the present Supp/emenf.

4J  2293rd mtg.. paras.  95-141.
*Ibid.,  paras.  143-166.  The call for such sanctions was also

supported by the representatives of Democratic Yemen (ibid..
paras.  171-181)  and Yemen (ibid., paras.  183-196).

41 S/14759.  OR, 36th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec.  1981.
u S/14761,  adopted without change as resolution 493 (1981).
* For the vote of the Security Council, see 231 Ith mtg., para.  2.
)” s/14164.  OR, 36th yr.. Resolutions and Decisions 1981.
Ji  St14789  and Corr.  I, ibid., Suppl. /or  Oct.-Dec. 1981.
)I 2320th mtg.,  para.  2. For further details, see chap. 111 of the

present Supplement
JJS/l4792,  OR, 36th  yr., Suppl. for 0c~-Dec.  1981.
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J4  2320th mtg.. paras.  5-20.
JJThc  Israeli representative referred here to document

s/I 2620ihdd.5,  OR, 33rd  yr.. Suppl. /or  April-June 1978.
“2320th mtg., paras.  31-37.
)’ Ibid., paras.  49-65.
SD Ibid.. paras.  66-8 I.
w  Ibid.. paras.  91-97.
60  s/14803.  adopted without change as resolution 498 (1981).
61 For the vote, see 2320th mtg.. para.  98.
62  Ibid., paras.  106-I 12.
b3  Ibid.. paras.  I 13-l  18.
M Ibid.. paras.  120-l 30.
6,  s/14869,  OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. for  Jan.-March 1982.
*S/14875. ibid.
“S/14792,  ibid.. 36th yr.. Suppl. jar Oct.-Dec. 1981.
68  See 2331~1  mtg., paras.  3-10,  for the discussion and the vote

on the invitation to the PLO. For further details, see chap. Ill  of
the present Supplement.

6q  2331~1  mtg..  paras.  I I and 12.  For details, see chap. III  of the
present Supplemenl.

T O 2331~1  mtg:.  paras.  15-39.
“S/14888,  OR, 37th yr..  Suppl. fir Jan.-March 1982.
l2  2332nd mtg., paras.  5-27.
‘I Ibid.. paras.  28-38.
l4 S/14890,  adopted without change as resolution 501  (I 982).
” For the vote, see  ibid., para.  88. For details, see chap. IV of the

presenl  Supplement.
‘6 2332nd mtg.. paras.  106-l 13.
It S/14962,  OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1982. The

Government of Lebanon expressly reserved its right to call for an
urgent meeting of the Council should the escalation continue or
the situation deteriorate.

I8  SJ  14989, ibid.
79  S/14995.  OR, 37th yr.*  Resolutions and Decisions of the

Security Council, 1982.
ms/I4996,  ibid., Suppl. for April-June 1982.
11 s/15079.  ibid.
I2 s/l  5118, adopted without change as resolution 506 (1982).
*‘For  the vote, see 2369th mtg.,  para.  2.
M s/I 5 124, OR, 37th yr.. Resolutions and Decisions of lhe

Security Council, 1982.
o St I5 I6 I, ibid., Suppl. for April-June 1982.
MS/I5162, ibid.
~‘s/l5163,  ibid., Resolutions and Decisions of rhe Security

Council, 1982.
I1 See 2374th mtg., paras.  2-8, for the discussion and the vote on

the invitation to the PLO. For further details, see chap. III  of the
present Supplemen:.

Dq  2374th mtg., paras.  9 and IO. For details, see chap. 111  of the
present Supplement.

w  S/ I  5 168,  adopted without change as resolut ion 508 (1982).
qI  s/I  5 164.  OR, 37th yr,, Suppl. for April-June 1982.
q2  2374th mtg..  paras.  14-22.
q1 Ibid., paras.  23-26.
w  For the vote, see 2374th mtg..  para.  27.
qJ  Ibid.. paras.  29-32.
p1 Ibid., paras.  33-37.
q’  Ibid.. paras.  39-46.
q(  Ibid.. paras.  48-58.
R Ibid., paras.  59-69.
‘QQ  Ibid.. paras.  72-78.
101  Ibid.. paras.  80-89.
101  Ibid.. paras.  91-98.
101  S/l 5 171,  adopted without  change as resolut ion 509 (1982) .
lM  S/15174.  OR, 37th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1982.
IOJSee  2375th mtg.,  paras.  4-14.  for the oral report of the

Secretary-General.
lo6  See  ibid., pares. I J-20, for the introduction of dralt  resolution

s/15171.
10’  2375th mtg., paras.  22-67.
KU For the vote, see ibid.. para.  91.  See also chap. IV of the

present Supplement.

Im2375th  mtg., paras.  100-108.
110  Ibid.. paras.  109-l 15.
I’1 IbId..  paras.  116-123.
II2  Ibid.. paras.  136-145.
111  Stl5178, OR, 37th yr.,  Suppl. [or  April-June 1982.
II4 2376th mtg.. paras.  4-16.
115  Ibid.. paras.  18-23.
In6  Ibid.. paras.  25-35.
117S/15185.  OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1982.
Ifi1  2377th mtg.. paras.  3-22.
llqSee ibid., para.  23. for the vote. See also chap. IV of the

present Supplemenf for further details.
120  2377th mtg.. paras.  25-28.
I21  See ibid.:  I reland, paras.  29-38; Japan, paras.  39-42; President

(France), paras.  83 and 84; and Soviet Union, paras.  43-47.
121  S/I  5194, OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1982.
I23  S/I  5 194IAdd.  I, ibid.
1)4S/I  5194/Add.2,  ibid.
12’  For the discussion and the vote on the invitation to the PLO,

see 2379th mtg..  paras.  2-7. For further details, see chap. III of the
present Supplemenl.

126  2379th mtg., para.  8. For details, see chap. III of the present
Supplement.

127s/15235.  adopted without change as resolution 51  I (1982).
12(  For the vote, see 2379th mtg., para.  9. See also chap. IV of the

present Supplemenl.
Ilq 2379th mtg.. paras.  I l-14.
IM  Ibid.. paras.  15-38.
II1  Ibid., paras.  39-50.
132  Ibid., paras.  51-61.
w Ibrd..  paras.  62-70.
‘“Ibid.,  paras.  99-104.
II5 For the full text of the Israeli letter, see the Secrelary-

General’s report (S/  I5  178).  para.  5, OR, 37fh yr., Suppl. fir April-
June 1982.

‘“2379th  mtg.,  paras.  121-151.
‘3’Ibid..  paras.  153-168.
I I*  Ibid., paras.  I 7 I-I 80.
lJq  S/15240,  adopted without change as resolution 512  (1982).
‘“2380th  mta.. oaras.  4-9.
1~  For the v%  ‘see  ibid., para.  I I. See also chap. IV of the

present Supplement for further details.
“I  The t&t introduced at the 2381~1  meeting was the second

revision; for the full text. see  S/15255/Rcv.2,  OR, 37rh yr.. Suppl.
for Awil. -June 1982. See ibid. for the original draft  s/I5255  and
-ibid.  ?or  S/I 5255IRcv.  I. The text undenucnt  considerable changea,
with two operat ive paragraphs being added and major  editor ia l
changes throughout the text.

l’J238lst  mtg., paras.  6-10.
I”  See  ibid.. para.  12,  for the vote. See also chap. IV of of the

present Supplemenf for further details.
14’2381st  mtg., pares. 14-17.
“S/15273,  adopted without change as resolution 513  (1982).
1“  SJ I5267  and Corr. I, OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1982.
1U  For the vote,  see 2382nd mtg. ,  para.  6.  See also chap. IV of

the present Supplement.
wq  s/l  53 16. OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. /or  July-Sept. 1982.
19  S/l531  7, ibid. The drafi resolution was not put to the vote.
IJI  2384th mtg.. paras.  7-26.
IJ1  Ibid., paras.  28-51.
151  Ibid., paras.  52-77.
‘J4  Ibid.. paras.  79 and 80.
IJJ  2385th mtg., paras.  3-14.
156  Ibid.. paras.  16-28.
lJ7  Ibid.. paras.  38-65.
lJ*S/l5325.  adopted without change as resolution 515  (1982).
IJq  2385th mtg., paras.  66-72.
MI  Ibid.. paras.  74-76.
1~  Ibid.. paras.  77-82.
‘6lIbid..  para.  83.
I~~!$cc  ibid., para.  I IO; the meeting was suspended for IO

minutes.
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I”  For the procedural  discussion, including several points of
order and clarifications regarding the purpose  of the consultations
that the United States sought the longer suspension for, and the
vote, see 2385th mtg..  para.  122.

~For  the vote on drafi resolution S/15325. see 2385th mlg.,
para.  123.

I66 2385th mtg..  para.  125.
lb1  Ihrd..  paras.  135-142.
161  S/15330,  adopted without change as resolution 516 (1982).
‘69See  2386th mtg., paras.  3-l I, for the President’s opening

statement and the vote. For further details on the vote, see also
chap. IV of the present Supp/t?nenl.

1’0  2386th  mtg.. paras.  1 1-l 3.
“1 St15334,  OR, 37th  yr.*  Suppl. for July-Sept. 1982.
In S/l 5333, r&d.
1’)S/15334/Add.l,  ibid.
1”  s/15342,  ibid.. Resolulions  and Decisions of the Security

Council. 1982.
“‘2388th  mtg..  para.  2 .
1’6 Ibid., para.  3. Draft resolution S/l5343 was subsequently

considerably revised and then adopted as resolut ion 517 (1982).
See OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. fir  July-Sept. 19X2  for the original text.

“‘2388th  mtg.,  para.  4-9.
I’(  IbId.. paras.  1030. In the original draft resolution (S/15343),

the Council would have expressed deep shock and alarm regarding
the atrocities committed by the Israeli force and the invasion of
Beirut (preambular para.),  condemned Israel for its failure lo
comply with Council resolutions (operative para.  3) and consid-
ered adopt ing elTective  ways and means in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations
(old operative para.  7); it also would have contained several dates
and deadlines regarding a report of the Secretary-General and the
reconvening of the Council. The draft resolution contained seven
operative paragraphs, whereas the revision had eight paragraphs,
since a new paragraph 5 was added.

1’9  2388th mtg.. paras.  31-39.
‘~0  Ibid., paras.  47-56.
111  S/I  5343/Rev.  I, adopted without change as resolution 5 I7

(1982) .
‘*I  238%h  mtg., paras.  5-9.
I*1Sec  ibid., para.  16, for the vote. For details, see chap. IV of

the present  Supplement .
1‘4  Ibid.. paras.  30-35.
Ia5  s/  15345, OR, 3 7th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1982.
I& S/l 53451Add.l and 2, ibid.
wS/I  5347, ibid. The draft resolution was revised and put to the

vote, but failed of adoption, owing lo the negative vote of a
permanent member.

Ia1  2390th mtg..  paras.  6-15.
w Ibid.. paras.  16-35.
lW2391sl  mtg., paras.  14-19.
l9l  ibid., paras.  25-29.
IpI  For the vote, see ibid., para.  38. For details, see chap. IV of

the present  Supplement .
I93  239lst  mtg..  paras.  45-51.
Iw Ibid.. paras.  52-56.
‘9’Ibid..  paras.  57 and 58.
1%  ibid.. paras.  73-77.
19’S/I  5355, subsequently adopted. as orally revised, as resolu-

tion 518 (1982).
19‘2392nd  mtg., paras.  B-IO.
I*  S/15353,  OR, 37th yr., Suppl. /or July-Sept. 1982.
ZUI S/I 5354, ibid.
ml  2392nd mtg..  paras.  1 I-19.
101 Ibid., paras.  21-26.
201  For the announcemenl  regarding a short suspension, see

2392nd mtg.. para.  72.
WIbid..  para.  73.
mg For the vote, see ibid., para.  83. For details, see also chap. IV

of the present  Supplement.
x~ S/15362,  OR, 37fh  yr., Suppl. Jor July-Sept. 1982.
mO7  SII  5345lAdd. 1, i b i d .
-S/15357,  ibid.

x)9 s/15367,  adopted without change as resolution 519 (1982).
llo  See 2393rd mtg.. para.  3. for the vote. See also chap. VI of the

present Suppiemenl.
I” 915382, OR, 37th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1982.
211S/15382/Add.I  and 2, ibid.
z13  s/l  5392, ibid.
“‘2394th  mlg.,  paras.  g-22.
2”  Ibid.. paras.  52-61.
II6  Ibid.. paras.  164-166.
1”  Ibid.. para.  169.
*11  s/I 5394/Rev.  I, subscqucnrly  adopted without change as

resolution 520 (1982). The revised draft direred  from the original
draR  in several respects: operative para.  1 was transferred to the
preamble as its second paragraph; operative para.  2 became para.
1.  with the words “and in particular its call upon all the parties to
the confl ict  to cease immediately and simultaneously al l  mil i tary
activities within Lebanon and across the Lebanese-Israel border”
deleted and replaced by “and 516 (1982)  in all their components”;
the fourth preambular para.  was expanded beyond the words
“political independence” and became operative para.  4; old
operative paras.  3 and 4 became new operative paras.  2 and 3; old
operative para.  5 calling upon Governments to ensure the
implementation of the Council’s relevant conditions was deleted;
old operative para.  6 became new operative para.  7; and new
operat ive paras.  5 and 6 were inserted. See SII  5394, OR, 37th yr . .
Suppl. jar  July-Sepf.  1982 for the original text.

It9 2395th mtg..  paras.  3-5.
lmlbid..  para.  6.
11’  ibid., paras.  7-  16.
lx Ibid.. paras.  27-35.
11’  Ibid.. paras.  36-48.
II4  For the President’s declaration and the vole,  see  ibid.. paras.

54-57. For further details, see  chap. IV of the present Supplement.
‘1’  1395th mtg.. pares. 58-62.
II6  The report was issued on the same day as document SI 15400,

OR, 37/h  yr., Suppl. Jor July-Sept. 1982.
*I’  For the statement of the Secretary-General, see 2396th mtg..

paras.  7-24.
12’  Ibtd.,  paras.  26-38.
In Ibid.. paras.  39-48.
ly) Ibid.. paras.  49-60.
~1  Ibid.. paras.  74-83.
I31  See the statements by Greece, China,  the President,  Kuwait .

Democratic Yemen. Poland, Spain. Egypt. the Syrian Arab
Republic,  France, Algeria,  Irerand,  ihe U&d  Kingdom, Panama,
Uganda and Guyana (2396th  mtg.). See also in this connection the
letter dated 18 September 1982, in which the representative of
Greece requested an urgent meeting of the Council with a view to
examining the critical situation in hbanon  (S/l 5401,  OR, 37th yr..
Suppl. for July-Sept. 1982).

II3  See 2396th mtg.: Algeria, paras.  154-158; and Syrian Arab
Republic, paras.  I26-  142.

zy  Ibid., paras.  160-175.
z1’  For the suspension and resumption of the meeting, see ibid.,

para.  230. Drawl  resolution S/l5402 was adopted without change
as resolution 521  (1982).

IM  For the vote, see  2396th mlg.,  para.  247. See also chap. IV of
the present  Supplement .

lJ’  SJ  15408, OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. fir July-Sept. 1982.
lJ8  Sl15408/Add.  1  and 2. ibid.
II9 s/1  5455, ibid.. Suppl. /or Oct.-Dec. 1982.
MO  2400th mtg..  paras.  2-l 1,  for the discussion and the vote on

the invitation to the PLO. For further details, see chap. III  of the
present Supplement .

141  2400th mtg..  paras.  14-35.
I41  See ibid., para.  36, for the suspension of the meeting.
*4’S/15458,  adopted without change as resolution 523 (1982).
*u  For the vote, see 2400th mtg.,  pare. 37. See also chap. IV of

the present Supplement
14’St  15493, OR. 37th yr.. Suppl. /or  Oct.-Dec.  1982.
146  S/15503,  adopted without change as resolution 524 (1982).
I”  For the vote, see 2403rd  mtg., para.  1. See also chap. IV of the

present Supplement .
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I” Si15504.  OR, 37th yr.. Resolutions and Decisions of rhe
Security Council, 1982.

‘*s/15557,  ibid., 38th  yr., Suppl. jar  Jan.-March 1983.
zm  s/15564,  adopted without Change as resolution 529 (1983).
UI  241 Ith mtg.
J5*  For the vote, see  ibid. Set  also chap. IV of the present

Supplemenl .

*I  For the vote, see  2544th mtg.
MN  Sll6S93,  OR. 39th yr.. Resolutions and Decisions of  fhe

Security Council, 1984.

N s/I  57  77, OR, 38th yr.. Suppl for April-June 1983.
JHS/15793.  adopted without change as resolution 531 (1983).
*)I Set  2445th mtg. for the vole. See  also chap. IV of the present

Supplement .

MI St1671  3, ibid., Suppl. {or  July-Sept. 1984.
Jo1  2552nd mtg.
*’  2553rd mtg.
JM 2554th mtg.
*01  2555th mtg.

*#S/15797. OR, 38th yr..  Resolutions and Decisions of the
Security Council. 1983.

2 ’ 7  S/l  5863, ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1983.
25Js/15871.  adopted wiihout  change as resolution 536 (1983).
2~vSl15868,  OR. 38th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1983.
~0 2456th mtg.
2b1 See  ibid. See  also chap, IV of the present Suppfement.
2b’s/15974,  OR. 38th yr.. Suppl. for Jul~Sepf.  1983.
2~ s/I  5953, ibid.
lM s/l  5956 .  i b id .
263  2475th mtg.
2as/15990, OR, 38th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1983.
16’  s1  I  5994 ,  i b id .
2~s/16036, ibid.. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1983.
2H  s/16046,  adopted without change as resolution 538 (1983).
2m  2480th mtg.
171 Sac  ibid. for the vote. For further details, see  also chap. IV of

the present  Supplement .

m 2552nd mtg. For further details, see chap. III  of the present
Supplemenf.

IW Sll6732. OR, 39th yr.. Suppl. jar  July-Sept. 1984. The draft
resolution was put to the vote and not adopted, owing to the
negat ive vote  of  a  permanent  member.

~0  2556th mtg.
JII  See 2556th mtg..  statements by the Netherlands, Peru and the

United Kingdom.
II*  For the vote, see  2556th mtg.
“1s/16776,  OR, 39th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1984.
II4  5116779.  adopted without  change as resolut ion 555 (1984) .
IIJ  For the vote, see 2559th mtg. See also chap. IV of the present

Supplemenl .
“‘s/16829.  OR. 39th yr..  Suppl. for Oct.-DE.  1984.
jl’  5116845,  adopted without change as resolution 557 (1984).
‘“For  the vote. see 2563rd mtg.
J1pSIl  6847,  OR, 39th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the

Security Council. 1984.

272 S/16142,  OR, 38th yr.. Resolutions and Decisions of the B.  TH E  S I T U A T I O N  I N  T H E  O C C U P I E D

Security Council, 1983. ARAB  TERRITORIES

2r3  s/16178,  ibid., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1983.
)‘* s/16179.  adopted without change as resolution 542 (1983).

See s/l  6228, OR, 38th yr . ,  Suppl .  for  &I.-Dec.  1983,  for  the  repor t
of the Sccntary-Gcncral  in pursuance of resolution 542 (1983),
wwwh  7.

Its For the vote, see  2501st  mtg.
276  S/I  6 169.  OR. 38th yr., Suppl. /or  Oct.&c.  1983.
*“s/l6l87,  adopted without change as resolution 543 (1983).
27s  For the vote, see  2502nd mtg.
In Sll6188. OR. 38fh  yr.. Resolutions and Decisions oj  the

Security Council, 1983.

Decision of 17 December 198 1 (2319th meeting):
resolution 497 (198 1)
By letter dated 14 December 1981,’  the representa-

tive of the S rian Arab Republic requested an ur
meeting of t h iB

ent
e Council to discuss the decision o the

Israeli Government to apply Israeli laws to the
occupied Golan Heights.

*JJS/l6339.  ibid.. 39th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1984.
2” WI  5420, ibid., 37th yr.. Suppl. jk July-Sept. 1982.
2B2  2514th mtg.
IJJ  25 15th mtg.
*M  2516th mtg.
JJ~S/l635l/Rev.2.  OR, 39th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1984.
lJJ  For the original draR  and the first  revision, see  ibid. Since the

changes in the ditTecrcnt  drafts wen  merely editorial, they arc not
presented here in detai l .

zJ’Sce  25 19th mtg. for the French statement.
l”  2519th mtg.
m Ibid. For similar complaints, see  the statements by Malta and

Nicaragua.

At its 23 16th meeting, on 16 December 1981, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. The Council
decided to invite the followin , at their request, to
participate without vote in t e discussion of the!A
question: at the 2316th meeting, the representatives
of Cuba, E ypt, Israel, Kuwait, Lebanon, Saudi
Arabia, the s rian Arab Republic, Turkey and Viet
Nam; at the 317th meeting, the representatives ofs
India and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya; at the 2318th
meeting, the representatives of Pakistan, Romania,
Yugoslavia and Zaire; and at the 23 19th meetin
representatives of Indonesia and Senegal.2  The E

, the
oun-

zJJ  See  25 19th mtg. for the vote. set  also chap. IV of the present
Supplement .

cil also decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.) The Council considered the issue at its
fi;fth  to 2319th meetings, on 16 and 17 December

nl S/16472,  OR, 39th yr.. Suppl. /or  April-June 1984.
n1 s/16471.  ibid. The letter also contained an appeal by the

Lebanese Government for new energetic efforts by the Council to
promote the objectives of UNlFlL  in southern Lebanon.

JJ’  s/16491.  adopted without change as resolution 549 (1984).
JW  For the vote, see  2530th mtg. See  also chap. IV of the present

Supplemenl .
2~  2530th mtg.
m s/1  6569. OR, 39th yr. I Suppl. /br  April-June 1984.
JW  For the discussion and the vote (I I in favour and I against,

with 3 abstentions), see  2540th mtg. For further details, see  chap.
III  of the present Supplement.

m 2540th mtg.
m s/16573.  OR, 39th yr.. Suppl. /or April-June 1984.
100  s/16592.  adopted without change as resolution 551  (1984).

The representative of the Syrian Arab Re ublic
informed the Council that on 14 December 19 K 1 the
Israeli Government had decided to annex the Syrian
Golan He@&,  occupied since June 19$7,.by  enact-
ing legislation  imposmg Israeli laws, jurlsdlctlon  and
administration on that part of the Syrian Arab
Republic. He denounced the Israeli action as an
outright violation of international law prohibiting
occupation and annexation as well as of the Charter
of the United Nations, which banned the use of force
and the acquisition of territory by force. He viewed
the latest annexationist episode as another step in a
process of colonization begun by Israel in 1967. He
sharply condemned the Israeli action as a flagrant
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violation of the Charter, of Council resolutions, in

!i
articular  resolution 338 (1973)  and of the Israeli-
yrian cease-fit-e and called upon the Council to

resort to pertinent measures under Chapter VI1 of the
Charter, especially mandato

7
sanctions, and to

declare the Israeli decisions nul and void. Otherwise,
the situation might worsen, endangering further the
region and the peace and security of the world at
large.’

The representative of Israel stated that the area in
question was very small but of greatest significance to
the security of the people of Israel. He noted that the
Syrian Arab Republic had, since 1948, claimed that
there was no international boundary between it and
Israel and that only the ultimate settlement could
establish permanent boundaries. He described sever-
al major events in which the S rians had bombarded
Israel1  towns and villages, anJemphasized the vital
interest of the Israeli side to be protected against
strikes from the Golan Heights. He denounced the
Syrian rejectionist attitude towards a comprehensive
peace settlement with Israel under resolution 242
(1967). In view of the need to administer everyday
activities in the area occupied since 1967 his Govern-
ment and the Knesset had decided to regularize the
situation on the Golan Heights by applying Israeli
law, jurisdiction and administration to the area. He
added that no responsible Government in Israel
would agree to return to the totally insecure armistice
lines that were obtained before 1967.$

The representative of Kuwait, speaking in his
capacity as Chairman of the Group of Arab States at
the United  Nations, charged that the new fait accom-
pli was in line with the Israeli plan to annex all the
occupied territories. The annexation of the Golan
Hei
inad

ts violated the Charter principle regardin
7

the
missibility of the acquisition of territory by orce

as well as the Fourth Geneva Convention relative to
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War. It
also aggravated an already explosive situation in the
Middle East.6

The representative of Egypt regarded the illegal
Israeli action as a serious challenge to the prospects
of stability and to the peace process in the Middle
East. He pointed out that the extension of Israeli laws
and jurisdiction over the occupied Golan Heights ran
counter to resolution 242 (1967) reaffirming, infer
alia,  the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory
by war and to the agreement of disengagement
between Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic of 30
May 1974.’

The representative of the United Kin dom af-
firmed that the Golan Heights belonged to tae Syrian
Arab Republic and formed part of the territories
occupied by Israel in 1967; therefore the British
Government considered the change of status of the
Golan Heights as contrary to international law and
tantamount to annexation and held all measures
implementing the initiative to have no legal va1idity.r

At the 2317th meeting, on 16 December 1981, the
representative of Cuba read out a communique
adopted at the plenary meeting of the Movement of
Non-Aligned Countries, in which it expressed deep
est concern over the expansionist and annexationist
policies of Israel regarding the Golan Heights and
emphasized the principle that the acquisition of
territo

7
by force was inadmissible under intema-

tional aw; the communique also condemned the
Israeli act as a flagrant violation of the Charter,

international law and relevant United Nations reso-
lutions and supported the call of the Syrian Arab
Republic for appropriate action by the Council in
order to restore the full sovereignty of the Syrian
Arab Republic over all its occupied territories. The
representative of Cuba added that the Council should
demand that Israel revoke that decision; otherwise,
the United Nations should without delay impose on
Israel the sanctions provided for in Chapter Vll of
the Charter.9

The representative of Lebanon warned against
international relations being

B
overned by the logic

used by the representative of srael in justifying the
annexation of the Golan Heights, as there would be
no limits to security obsessions and expansionism.1°

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
it could not be denied that the Israeli decision
contradicted all the norms of international law and
constituted a gross violation of the Charter and its
fundamental principles, including the principle of the
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by
force. His delegation resolutely condemned the Israe-
li transgression  and asked that the Council pass a
resolution declaring the Israeli measures illegal and
invalid and demandin
tract annexation of t eR

that Israel immediately re-
Golan Heights. If Israel

refused to heed the will of the international commu-
nity, the Council should convene and weigh the
possibility of measures under Chapter VII of the
Charter against Israel.”

The representative of France also condemned the
Israeli act as tantamount to annexation and a direct
attack on the sovereignty of the Syrian Arab Republic
over territory that belonged to it and had been
occupied in 1967. He called the act a violation of the
principle of the non-acquisition of territory by force
as laid down in resolution 242 (I 967) and added that
the Israeli law was completely null and void.‘!

At the 2318th meeting, on I7 December I98 I,  the
representative of Zaire stated that the entire intema-
tional community had condemned the act of annexa-
tion as violating United Nations resolutions and the
principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territories by force as well as major instruments of
international law. He urged the members of the
Council and particularly its five permanent members
to seek a sui  generis agreement to guarantee the
existence and security of all States in the region,
including that of a Palestinian Arab State, in view of
a rapidly deteriorating situation in which irrationali-
t
J

and violence seemed to prevail over reason and the
esire for peace.”
The President of the Council, speaking in his

capacity as the representative of Uganda, joined the
other speakers in denouncing the Israeli act as a clear
case of annexation that was without any moral,
political or legal justification and therefore totally
Invalid. He cited Article 2, paragraphs 4 and 3, of the
Charter as well as article 47 of the fourth Geneva
Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War and The Hague Convention
No. VI of 1907 and pointed out that the Israeli
measure had violated those principles of intemation-
al law. He rejected the Israeli attempt to justify the
annexation of the Golan Heights and depicted the
new action as another step m a well-orchestrated
programme of expansion, aggression and domination
covering the whole of the Middle East. He indicated
his delegation’s support for the draft resolution
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before the Council and stressed that Israel could
achieve security only through a negotiated and
comprehensive peace in the Middle East, beginning
with a just settlement of the Palestinian question.14

Resuming his function as President, he then sus-
pended the meeting for 10 minutes;l$ thereafter he
drew the attention of the members to a draft
resolution prepared in the course of the Council’s
consultations,16  which he put to the vote. The draft
resolution received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 497 (1981).” It
reads as follows:

The Securify  Council,
Having considered the letter of 14 December I98  I from the

Permanent Representat ive of  the Syrian Arab Republic contained
in document S/14791,

Reu/lirming that the acquisition of territory by force is inadmis-
sible, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, the
principles of international law and relevant Security Council
resolutions,

I. Decides that the Israeli decision to impose its laws, jurisdic-
tion and administration in the occupied Syrian Golan Heights is
null and void and without international legal efTect;

2. Demands  that Israel. the occupying Power, should rescind
forthwith i ts  decis ion;

3. Determines that all the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of I2
August 1949,  continue to apply to the Syrian territory occupied by
Israel since June 1967;

4. Remes1S  the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution within
two weeks and decides that, in the event of non-compliance by
Israel. the Council would meet urgently, and not later than 5
January 1982,  to consider taking appropriate measures in accord-
ance with the Charter of the United Nations.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United States ex lained

F
that his delegation had

supported the dra t resolution because it reaffirmed
previous Council resolutions spelling out the basis of
a just and durable peace in the region. He mentioned
in particular the withdrawal from occupied territo-
ries and the right of every State in the area to live in
peace within secure and recognized boundaries. He
expressed deep regret at the Israeli action regarding
the Golan Heights and stated that his Government
did not accept as valid unilateral acts desi ned to
than

t!
e the status of territories occupied in 1 867. He

urge both Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic to
seek to resolve their differences by negotiations
within the framework of resolutions 242 (1967) and
338 ( 1973).18

The representative of Israel indicated that his
Government could not accept the resolution and
charged that the Syrian Arab Republic, in attacking
Israel several times since its establtshment,  had
violated the principle that force should not be used or
threatened and that it had failed to observe the
principle of peaceful settlement of disputes in reject-
mg negotiations with Israel.lp

Decision of 20 January 1982 (2329th meeting):
rejection of a draft resolution

Decision of 28 January 1982 (2330th meeting):
resolution 500 (1982)
In pursuance of paragraph 4 of resolution 497

(198 l), the Secretary-General submitted two re-
ports*O  to the Council in which he informed the
Council about his contacts with the Israeli Govern-
ment and the clear negative reaction by Israel with
regard to the cancellation of its measures on the
Golan Heights.

At its 2322nd meeting, on 6 January 1982, the
Council included resolution 497 (198 I) and the
report dated 31 December 198 1 of the Secretary-
General (S/14821) in its agenda. The Council de-
cided to invite the following, at their request, to
participate, without vote, in the discussion on the
item: at the 2322nd meeting, the representatives of
Cuba, Democratic Yemen, Israel, Kuwait, the Lao
People’s Democratic Republic, Morocco, Senegal, Sri
Lanka, the Syrian Arab Republic, Yemen and Yugo-
slavia; at the 2323rd meeting, the representatives of
Afghanistan, Algeria, Bangladesh, the German
Democratic Republic, India, the Libyan Arab Jama-
hiriya, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the Sudan; at the
2324th meeting, the representatives of Hungary,
Iraq, Pakistan and the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic; at the 2325th meeting, the representatives
of Bulgaria, Greece, Mongolia, Nicaragua, Portugal
and Viet Nam; at the 2327th meeting, the representa-
tives of Burundi, Czechoslovakia, Indonesia, Mauri-
tania, Oman and the United Arab Emirates; and at
the 2329th meeting, the representative of Grenada.*

At its 2322nd meeting, the Council also decided,
by a vote, and in accordance with the Council’s
previous practice, to extend an invitation to the
representative of the PLO to participate in the debate
on the item.*’ At the same meeting, the Council
further decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.** The Council considered the item at its
:;K&nd to 2330th meetings, from 6 to 28 January

At the 2322nd meeting, on 6 January 1982, the
representative of the Syrian Arab Republic stated
that the immediate rejection by Israel of resolution
497 (1981),  also made clear in the two reports
submitted by the Secretary-General, led the Syrian
Government to resort again to the Council in order
to compel Israel to rescind its grave breach of
international law. He charged that Israel had system-
atically tried to erode the Israeli-Syrian Armistice
Agreement of 1949 in order to undermine the
involvement of the United Nations in the Palestinian
question. He reiterated his Government’s two princi-
pal conditions for peace in the Middle East: the
unconditional withdrawal of Israel from all the
occupied Arab territories, and the exercise by the
Palestinian people of their ri

P
t to self-determination

and to their own national tate. He proposed that
since the Council’s resolution had been flouted by
Israel, the Council should invoke its powers under
Articles 39 and 41 of Chapter VII of the Charter in
response to what, under General Assembly resolution
3314 (XXIX) of 14 December 1974, was clearly a
case of aggression by Israel against the Syrian Arab
Republic and other Arab neighbours. He also noted
that Israel’s policies contradicted the principles of the
non-use of force and of the inadmlssibihty  of the
acquisition of territory by force and added that, if the
Council did not impose sanctions against Israel, his
Government would reserve its right under Article 51
to deal with the Israeli aggression.*)

The representative of Israel invoked the principles
of the Charter prohibiting the use or threat of force
and obligating members to settle their disputes by
peaceful means and repeated his charges regarding
the acts of aggression mounted by the Syrian Arab
Republic a mst  the people of Israel. He cited
provisions rom the Definition of AP ression an-
nexed to General Assembly resolution Y314 (XXIX)
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and called upon the Syrian Arab Republic to accept
the Israeli invitation to unconditional negotiations
between the two States.*’

At the 2328th meeting, on 14 January 1982, the
representative of Jordan introduced the text of a
draft resolution,*’ which was sponsored by his delega-
tion but reflected the unanimous support of LAS as
well as support from the Movement of Non-Aligned
Countries. Under the draft resolution, in its pream-
bular part, the Council would have, infer ah,
recalled its resolution 497 (I98 I), recalled General
Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX), which, in its
annex, defined an act of aggression as “the Invasion
or attack by the armed forces of a State of the
territory of another State, or an
however temporary, resulting rom such invasion orfy

military occupation,

attack, or any annexation by the use of force of the
territory of another State or part thereof’, deter-
mined that the continued occupation of the Syrian
Golan Heights since 1967 and its annexation by
Israel on 14 December 1981 constituted a continuing
threat to international peace and security, and acted
in accordance with Articles 39 and 41  of the Charter.

In the operative part of the draft resolution, the
Council would have (a) strongly condemned Israel
for its failure to comply with Council resolution 497
(1981) and General Assembly resolution 361226  B;
(6) determined that Israeli measures in the occupied
Syrian Golan Heights, culminating in Israel’s deci-
sion of I4 December 198 1 to impose its laws,
jurisdiction and administration in the occupied Syri-
an Golan Heights, constituted an act of aggression
under the provisions of Article 39 of the Charter; (c)
decided that all Member States, in accordance with
Article 41  of the Charter, should: (i) refrain from
supplying Israel with any weapons and related mili-
tary equipment and suspend any military assistance
to Israel; and (ii) suspend economic, financial and
technological assistance to Israel; (d)  requested all
Member States to consider suspending diplomatic
and consular relations with Israel; (e) decided also to
call upon all Member States to carry out the present
decision of the Security Council, in accordance with
Article 25 of the Charter; (/)  urged, havin
the principle stated in Article 2, paragrapa

regard to
6, of the

Charter,. States not Members of the United Nations
to act m  accordance with the provisions of the
resolution; (g)  called upon all other United Nations
bodies, the specialized agencies of the United Na-
tions and their members to conform their relations
with Israel to the terms of the resolution; (h) decided
to establish, in accordance with Article 29 of the
Charter, a committee of the Council to examine and
report to the Council on the pro

d
ress of the imple-

mentation of the resolution; an (i) requested the
Secretary-General to submit a report to the Council
on the Implementation of the resolution.26

At the 2329th meeting, on 20 Janua
representative of Ireland stated that his 8

1982, the
ovemment

supported firm and clear measures in response to
Israel’s defiance of resolution 497 (198 1), measures
that would ensure that the Israeli claim to have
annexed the Golan Heights would be without inter-
national legal effect. As the Israeli measures were
legal and administrative, the Council should take
specific legal countermeasures to ensure that the
Israeli claims received no recognition. That could be
done through the Council’s reiterating that the Israeli
decision was illegal and void, determming  that States
must give no recognition to it and deciding clearly

that all States should review their relations with
Israel to ensure that no such recognition was given or
implied. His delegation had worked towards a draft
resolution on those lines, but regrettably agreement
among all Council members had so far been impossi-
ble.

He then reviewed the draft submitted by Jordan
and pointed out among other things that the meaning
of the law-making function of the Council under
Chapter VII of the Charter should be spelt out clearly
and precisely with regard to the obligations incurred
by the international community if the text were to be
adopted. In view of the imprecise quality of the
provisions in the draft resolution his delegation
would abstain in the vote, although it agreed with a
good part of the language proposed.*’

The representative of the United States called the
draft resolution an aberration-even a perversion-
of the purpose which the Council was called upon by
Chapter VII to perform; she cited Article 39 and
suggested that the draft resolution, instead of assign-
ing a constructive role to the Council of preventmg
an aggravation of the situation, would exacerbate the
situation. She renewed her Government’s call for
ne otiations based on resolutions 242 (1967)  338
(1873)  and 497 (1981) and indicated that her delega-
tion opposed the Jordanian draft resolution.zB

At the same meetin , the President put the revised
draft resolution29  to tae vote; it received 9 votes in
favour, 1 vote against and 5 abstentions and was not
adopted owing to the ne ative vote of a permanent
member of the Council. %

Following the vote, the representative of the
United Kingdom explained that his delegation had
abstained in the vote, as it considered a determina-
tion under Article 39 of the Charter that the Israeli
action constituted an “act of aggression*’ too far-
reachin

B
and serious and recalled that even at the

time o the Korean War the Council had not gone
beyond the finding that the events in question
constituted a breach of the peace. He added that his
delegation would have preferred a consensus, without
invoking Chapter VII, calling upon all States to deny
recognition or assistance to Israel’s decision. Since no
consensus had been achieved so far on the issue, his
delegation remained willing to work for the common
objective of getting Israel to rescind its illegal act.3i

The representative of Israel condemned the effort
to exploit the Council’s proceedings for the relentless
warfare against his country and appealed once again
to the Syrian Government to start negotiations with
Israel to settle all the outstandin issues on the basis
of resolutions 242 (1967) and J38 (1973).3*

At the 2330th meeting, on 28 January 1982, when
the Council resumed consideration of the issue at the
request of the representative of JordanJJ  the Presi-
dent drew attention to a draft resolution34  sponsored
by Jordan.j$

The representative of Jordan stated that in view of
the defeat of his first draft, which had prevented the
Council from exercising its primary responsibility for
the maintenance of international peace and security,
he wished to submit a new draft resolution calling for
an emergency special session of the General Assem-
bly and asked that the text be put to the vote.36

The representative of Israel rejected Jordan’s call
for an emergency special session of the General
Assembly, as the regular session of the Assembly was
due to resume at a date to be announced and the
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resolution of the Assembly mentioned in the first
Jordanian draft had been adopted in violation of
Article 12, paragraph I. Citing a number of relevant
sources from earlier occasions regarding emergency
special sessions, he suggested that such a step would
be neither proper nor needed, but considered the
abuse of the emer ency mechanism under rule 8 of
the Assembly’s ru es of procedure as inevitab1e.j’f

The President then put the draft resolution to the

on the item.42 At the same meeting, the Council
further decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.43  The Council considered the item at its
2334th,  2338th,  2340th,  2344th and 2348th meetin s
on 24, 26 and 30 March and 1 and 2 April 198f .

At the 2334th meeting, the representative of

vote; it received 13  votes in favour and none against,
with 2 abstentions, and was adopted as resolution
500 (1982).38  It reads as follows:

The Securiry  Council.
Havineconsidered the item on the agenda of its 2329th meeting,

as contained in document S/Agenda/2329/Rev.  I,
Taking info  arcounl  that the lack of unanimity of its permanent

members at  the 2329th meeting has prevented i t  f rom exercising
its primary responsibility for the maintenance of international
peace and security,

Decides IO call an emergency special session of the General
Assembly lo examine the question contained in document
SIAgendaI2329IRev.  I.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States stated that his
delegation had abstained in the vote since no produc-
tive purpose could be served by debating  the issue
once again in an emer ency special session  of the
General Assembly and since that debate would
actually diminish the prospects for peace in the
Middle East.‘9

Jordan drew the attention of the Council and of the
international community to the systematic martyr-
dom of the occupied territories and their Palestinian
and other Arab victims and warned about the
potential for disaster arising from that situation. He
mentioned in particular the turmoil that had shaken
various arts of the occupied Palestinian territories
arising rom the Palestinian resistance to Israel’sP
determination to annex their territories. He criticized
the inaction and complacency of the highest execu-
tive or an
Counci P

of the United Nations and blamed the
for the not too distant emer ence  of a grave

threat to peace and security out oB that untenable
situation. He requested the Council to shoulder its
responsibilities towards the Palestinian people and
see to it that Israel’s ille 1 measures of oppression,
confiscation and bloods ed were stopped and the8”
Israeli occupation terminated.u

The representative of France indicated that his
delegation had joined in supporting the call for an
emergency special  session in order to allow for a far-
ranging debate in the General Assembly on the
question of the Golan Heights. But he warned against
efforts to adopt such measures as sanctions in the
Assembly as such decisions would contravene the
principles of the Charter regarding the rules of
competence of the Council as apart from those
apphcable  for the Assembly.“’

The representative of the PLO also stressed the
most critical condition in the occupied territories and
read out the text of a letter dated 23 March 1982
from the Chairman of the PLO addressed to the
Secretary-General in which further Israeli transgres-
sions were reported and the United Nations was
urged to put an end to Israeli aggression and to
implement its resolutions regardin the exercise by
the Palestinian people of its ina ienable  nationalP
rights.”

Decision of 2 April 1982 (2348th meeting): rejection
of a draft resolution
By letter dated 22 March 1982,”  the representative

of Jordan, in his capacity as Chairman of the Group
of Arab States members of the League of Arab States
at the United Nations,. requested an urgent meeting
of the Council to consider what he described as the
grave and rapidly deteriorating situation in the
occupied Palestinian and Arab territories, including
Jerusalem.

At its 2334th meeting, on 24 March 1982, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the Council decided to
invite the following, at their  request, to participate
without vote in the discussion of the question: at the
2334th meeting, the representatives of E ypt, Israel,
Pakistan, Senegal and the Syrian Arab R epublic; at
the 2338th meeting, the representatives of Morocco
and Turkey; at the 2340th meeting, the representa-
tives of the German Democratic Republic, India and
Iran; at the 2344th meeting, the representatives of
Algeria, Bangladesh, Cuba, Iraq, the Libyan Arab
Jamahlriya,  Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia; and
at the 2348th meeting, the representatives of Demo-
cratic Yemen and Saudi Arabia.2

The representative of Sene al, speaking also in his
capacity as Chairman of t e Committee on thea
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People, stated that in its report to the General
Assembly at its thirty-sixth session,46  the Committee
had proposed (and the Assembly had subsequently
endorsed”) the following recommendations: (a) the
Palestinians had the right to return to their homes
and to recover the oods of which they had been
stripped; (b) they had the right to self-determination
without outside interference and the right to national
independence; (c) they had the right to create an
independent State in Palestine; (d)  the question of
Palestine was at the heart of the Middle East problem
and no solution to the problem could be contem-
plated if it failed to take account of the inalienable
rights of the Palestinian people; (e) the exercise of
those inalienable rights would contribute also to a
final solution to the whole Middle East crisis; V, the
participation of the PLO, on an equal footing with  all
other parties on the basis of General Assembly
resolutions  3236 (XXIX) and 3375 (XXX), was
indispensable in all efforts, at all meetings and in all
debates and all conferences on the Middle East
organized under the auspices of the United Nations;
(9)  the acquisition of territory by force was inadmis-
sable  and Israel consequently had an obligation to
withdraw totally and rapid1 from all the occu
Arab territories; (h) the 19 9 Fourth Genevaf 8

ied
on-

vention must be applied; and (i) all States in the
region had the right to live in peace.

At the 2334th meeting, the Council also decided, He added that any approach to solving the Middle
by a vote, and in accordance with the Council’s East crisis must necessarily take account of the
previous practice, to extend an invitation to the elements he had outlined. He hoped that the draft
representative of the PLO to participate in the debate resolution that would be submitted for the Council’s
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approval would include all necessary measures to
contain the most recent troubles in the occupied
territories.4a

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel
charged that constant provocations on the part of
Jordan and the PLO had been subverting any
movement towards peaceful coexistence in the region
and labelled  the request for the Council meeting a
clear attempt to engender additional tensions and to
attract support for the provocations in Judaea and
Samaria.  He suggested that a framework for the
peaceful coexistence between Jew and Arab was
clearly emerging and called upon the Council to
welcome that promise of reconciliation between the
two fraternal Semitic peoples.49

At the 2348th meeting, on 2 April 1982, the
President drew attention to the text of a draft
resolutions0  submitted by Jordan.>’  Under the draft,
the Council would have considered the letter dated
22 March 1982 from the representative of Jordan
and would have: (a) denounced measures imposed on
the Palestinian population, such as dismissal of
elected ma ors b Israeli authorities, as well as the
violation or *gthe II et-ties and rights of the inhabitants
of the occupied West Bank and the Gaza Strip, which
had followed the measures taken by Israel with
regard to the Golan Hei hts, and which could only
damage the prospects or peace; (b) called uponB
Israel, the occupying Power, to rescind its decision
disbanding the elected municipal council of Al-Bireh
and its decision to remove from their posts the- Mayors of Nablus and Ramallah; (c) reaffirmed that
all the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative
to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War
of 12 August I949  continued to apply in full to all of
the occupied territories; (d)  called upon Israel to
cease forthwith all measures applied in the West
Bank, includin  Jerusalem, the Gaza Strip and the
Syrian Golan Aeights, which contravened the provi-
sions of that Convention; (e) called upon the Secre-
tary-General to report to the Council not later than 7
April 1982 on the implementation of the resolution;
and u>  decided to remain seized of the item.

The representative of lsrael warned that the draft
resolution did nothing to promote the cause of pace
in the Middle East, but placed another obstacle m  the
path of peace. He added that although not a single
word in the draft resolution supported understanding
and conciliation, Israel would continue its efforts to
create an atmosphere conducive to the peace process
and to work towards the establishment of autonomy
in Judaea, in Samaria  and in the Gaza District in
accordance with the Camp David agreement.j*

At the same meeting, the President put the Jorda-
nian draft resolution to the vote; it received 13 votes
in favour and I against, with I abstention, and was
not adopted owing to the ne tive vote of a perma-
nent member of the Counci  .J3Y

Following the vote, the representative of the
United Kingdom expressed his regret that efforts to
put together a text that would have en’oyed consen-
sus support had not been successful. d is delegation,
however, had voted in favour of the Jordanian draft
because it was in agreement with the text, especially
para  raph 1,  which faithful1 reflected the views of
the states members of the European Community.54

The representative of the United States explained
that the Jordanian draft had not achieved the
primary objective of the Council, which was to urge

restraint on the parties to avoid an new outbreak of
violence. He deplored that no re erence to resolu-r
tions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973) had been inserted
into the draft resolution sponsored by Jordan and
that, instead, the text had used strongly denunciatory
language and disregarded the complexity of the
problem, thus compelling the United States to vote
“no”.SS

The President, speaking in his capacity as repre-
sentative of Zaire,  also expressed regret that the
Council had not arrived at a consensus whereby it
could have put pressure on the opinion of the
international community in order to promote peace
in the region. Since his delegation had not had
enough time to obtain instructions concerning the
Jordanian text, he had abstained in the vote, but he
reaffirmed the unswerving support of the Ke ublic  of
Zaire for the Arab and Palestinian cause. !t

Decision of 20 April 1982 (2357th meeting): rejection
of a four-Power draft resolution
By letter dated 12 April 1982,s7  the representative

of Morocco conve
Hassan II, King oty

ed a request b His Majesty King
Morocco and 8 hairman  of the Al-

Quds Committee of the Organization of the Islamic
Conference, that an urgent meeting of the Council be
called to consider what he described as the grave
events taking place in occupied Palestinian territory
and, most particularly, in the Holy City of Jerusalem.

In a letter dated 13 April I 982,5n  the representative
of Iraq, current Chairman of the Organization of the
Islamic Conference, also requested on behalf of the
members of that organization an immediate meeting
of the Council to consider the very grave situation
that had arisen as a consequence of the deliberate
armed attack against the sacred Al-Aqsa Mosque and
the Dome of the Rock in Jerusalem.

At its 2352nd meeting, on 13 April 1982, the
Council included the two letters in its agenda.
Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council
decided to invite the following, at their request, to
participate, without vote, in the discussion of the
question: at the 2352nd meeting, the representatives
of Iraq, Israel, Morocco, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and
Turkey; at the 2353rd meeting., the representatives of
Bangladesh, Guinea, Indonesia, Iran, Malaysia, the
Sudan and the Syrian Arab Republic; at the 2354th
meeting, the representatives of the Niger and Sene-

f
al; at the 2355th meeting, the representatives of
ndia, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Somalia; at

the 2356th meeting, the representatives of D’ibouti
and the United Arab Emirates; and at the 1 357th
meetin  ,

d
the representative of Kuwait.z  At the

2352n meeting, the Council also decided, by a vote,
and in accordance with the Council’s previous prac-
tice, to extend an invitation to the representative of
the PLO to participate in the debate on the item.s9

At the same meeting, the Council further decided
to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis  Maksoud under
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure.60  The
Council considered the item at its 2352nd to 2357th
meetings, from 13 to 20 April 1982.

At the 2352nd meeting, the representative of
Morocco thanked the Council for having accepted
the request of King Hassan II, in his capacit as
Chairman of the Al-Quds Committee, to ho1 CT an
urgent meetin
place in Jerusa em,f

to consider the grave events taking
under Israeli military occupation.

He read out a message from the King, in whxh  the
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bloody and sacrilegious action in front of the Al-Aqsa
Mosque was described as rendering more dangerous
a situation that already endangered international
peace. The message provided a detailed account of
the sudden shooting spree started by an Israeli soldier
in uniform against a crowd of Moslem worshippers,
killing at least two and wounding 22. It was argued
that Israel’s responsibilit

r
could not be disputed,, as it

was responsible at least or preventing, or wanting to
prevent, such criminal acts, but had shown instead
extreme passivity in regard to various terrorist
movements, as witnessed in earlier attacks on the
Mosque and other Moslem sites in Jerusalem. The
King further condemned Israel’s contempt for peace-
ful religious coexistence in Jerusalem and, on behalf
of 41  Islamic nations, solemnly protested Israel’s
attempt to change the status and character of the
Holy Places and to claim Jerusalem as the eternal
capital of Israel. In the light of the most recent
desecration of the Holy City, the King’s message
concluded with a request that the file on Jerusalem
be reopened.61

The representative of Jordan also denounced the
attack by a group of armed Israeli troops against the
Al-Aqsa Mosque and the Dome of the Rock. He
expressed strong doubt about the Israeli claim that
the carnage had been carried out by a deranged
individual who had very recently immigrated to
Israel from America and had been in military service
when he committed the murderous deed. He charged
that the attacker had been protected by other Israeli
soldiers and whisked away to safety after his journey
of destruction. He informed the Council that his
Government had declared a day of solemn protest in
solidarity with the Palestinian people and the sancti-
ty of the Holy Places. That step would be followed by
other steps, until all the occupied territories had been
returned to the Arabs and the full rights of the
Palestinians had been fully restored.62

The representative of Israel stated that his Govem-
ment and the world shared the sense of revulsion at
the despicable act committed by a man who might
well be mentally deran
would have to account or his deeds before a court off

ed and that the perpetrator

law. He deplored that certain countries had sought
the Council meeting in order to exploit the misdeeds
of one individual in order to fan the flames of
religious hatred. Those same countries had over the
years lent their support to a terrorist organization
bent on destruction and murder in Israel and never
condemned in any manner the banditry of the PLO.
He underlined Israel’s continued firm commitment
to the protection of the Holy Places, in accordance
with a law passed by the Knesset m 1967.63

The representative of the PLO offered a detailed
account of the events at the Mosque and blamed the
Israeli authorities for the incident that was reflective
of Zionist methods and practices in Palestine. He
renewed his organization’s call for a eaceful  settle-
ment based on the recognition oP the national
inalienable right of the Palestinian people to self-
determination, independence and the solution of
their refugee problem.64

The representative of Iraq, speaking also in his
capacity as Chairman of the Islamic Conference,
denounced the criminal attack against the holy
sanctuary as a manifestation of the colonialist men-
tality of the rulers in Tel Aviv. He expressed deep
indi nation at Israel’s defiance of the resolutions of
the 8 ouncil and the General Assembly and called for

firm and decisive action by the Council to bring an
end to the Israeli occupation of Arab territories,
including the Holy City of Al-Quds.65

At the 2357th meeting, on 20 April 1982, the
President drew the attention of the Council to a draft
resolutio+  sponsored by Iraq, Jordan, Morocco and
Uganda.

Under the draft resolution, in its preambular part,
the Council would have referred to the letter dated 12
April 1982 conveying the request of King Hassan II
and to the letter dated 13 April 1982 of the represen-
tative of Iraq, as well as to the message of King
Hassan II and the statements made before the
Council reflecting the universal outrage caused by the
acts of sacrilege at the Haram Al-Sharif, one of the
holiest places of mankind; taken note of the state-
ment received from the Islamic Hi

P
er Council in

Jerusalem concerning the shooting o worshippers by
armed Israelis within the precincts of the Haram  Al-
Sharif;  borne in mind the unique status of Jerusalem
and, in particular, the need for protection and
preservation of the spiritual and reli

7
ious dimension

of the Holy Places in the city; reca  led its relevant
resolutions pertaining to the status and character of
the Holy City of Jerusalem; expressed deep concern
over the sacrilegious acts pe
sanctity of the Haram  Al-Shari in JeNsa em on 11T

etrated a
P

inst the

April 1982 and the criminal acts of shootin
worshippers, particularly inside the sanctuary oP

at
the

Dome of the Rock and the Al-Aqsa Mosque;. ex-
pressed deep grief at the loss and injury of crvilian
life as a result of those criminal acts; and affirmed
once more that the Geneva Convention relative to
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War of
I2 August 1949 was applicable to all territories
occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem.

In the operative part, the Council would have (a)
condemned in the strongest terms the appalling acts
of sacrile e perpetrated within the precincts of the
Haram A -Sharit  (6) deplored any act or encourage-f
ment of destruction or profanation of the Holy
Places, religious buildings and sites in Jerusalem as
tending to disturb world peace; (c) called upon Israel,
the occupying Power, to observe and apply scrupu-
lously the provisions of the Fourth Geneva Conven-
tion and the principles of international law governing
military occupation and to refrain from causing any
hindrance to the discharge of the established func-
tions of the Islamic Higher Council in Jerusalem; (d)
requested the Secretary-General as he deemed appro-
priate to keep the Council fully informed on the
implementation of the resolution; and (e) decided to
remain seized of that serious matter.

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was put
to the vote, received 14 votes in favour and 1 agamst
and was not adopted owing to the ne ative vote of a
permanent member of the Council. w

Following the vote, the re resentative
United States stated that her 8

of the
ovemment strongly

condemned the senseless act of violence that had
occurred on 11 April 1982 at the Dome of the Rock.
She stressed that the United States sought to decrease
tensions in the area and prevent further acts of
violence and added that the draft resolution would
not have helped to achieve that ob’ective.  Her
delegation had voted against the draA resolution
because it would make new acts of violence more
likely and because it contained Ian uage that implied
that the responsibility for the terti le event lay with%
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the Israeli authorities. In conclusion, she pointed out
that the long-standing position of the United States
on the status of Jerusalem was not affected by the
vote.6R

Decision of 2 August 1983 (2460th meeting): rejec-
tion of a 20-Power  draft resolution
By a letter dated 5 November I 982,69  the represen-

tative of Morocco, in his capacity as Chairman of the
Group of Arab States at the United Nations, request-
ed that an urgent meeting of the Council be convened
to consider what he termed the question of Israel’s
perseverance in its policy of establishing settlements
in the occupied Arab and Palestinian territories.

In a letter dated 9 November 1982,‘”  the re
tative of the Niger, Chairman of the Group oF

resen-
States

members of the Organization of the Islamic Confer-
ence at the United Nations, requested on their behalf
and jointly with the Group of Arab States at the
United Nations the convemng of a Council meeting
to discuss Israel’s announcement of the establish-
ment of new settlements in the occupied territories.

At its 2401st meeting, on 12 November 1982, the
Council included the two letters in its agenda.
Following the adoption of the agenda, the Council
invited the representatives of Morocco, the Niger and
Senegal, at their request, to participate in the discus-
sion without the right to vote.*

At the same meeting, the Council also decided, by
a vote, and in accordance with the Council’s previous
practice, to extend an invitation to the representative
of the PLO to participate in the debate on the item.”
The Council further decided to extend an invitation
to the Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People to
participate. at his request, under rule 39 of the
provisional rules of procedure.72

The Council began its consideration of the item at
its 24Olst meeting, on 12 November 1982.

At the 2401st  meeting, the representative of Mo-
rocco stated that the meeting had been requested to
take up the grave issue of the illegal Israeli settle-
ments in occupied Arab territory which constituted
an intolerable provocation against the le itimate
inhabitants of those areas and necessitated Pirmness
of the Council in recallin its decisions demanding
respect for the principles opl the Charter of the United
Nations and condemning Israel’s violations of those
principles in the troubled region of the Middle East.‘r

The representative of Jordan denounced the sys-
tematic and relentless Israeli policy of incarceratmg
the Palestinian people b colonization and contisca-
tions. The annexation or Arab lands, initially creep
ing, but now openly admitted and leaping, consumed
enormous financial and human resources! with a
view to foreclosing any possibility of achievm a just
and lasting peace in the Middle East. He o Rered a
detailed account of the way the Israeli occupiers went
about colonizing Arab land and cited amon other
sources the last report”  of the Security E ouncil
Commission established under resolution 446
(I 979)  especially its conclusions regarding the Israeli- settlement policy, and urged that the Commission be
asked to report on recent developments regardin B the
accelerated establishment of new settlements.’

By a letter dated 8 February I 983,76  the representa-
tive of Jordan, in his capacity as Chairman of the
Group of Arab States at the United Nations, request-
ed that the Council be convened immediately to

resume consideration of Israel’s persistence in its
policies of establishing settlements in the occupied
Arab and Palestinian territories.

At its 2412th meeting, on I1 February 1983, the
Council added the letter to the agenda adopted at the
240lst  meeting and resumed consideration of the
item. In addition to the representatives previously
invited, the Council invited the following, at their
request, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote: at the 2412th meeting, the representa-
tives of E ypt,
Yemen an d

India, the Syrian Arab Republic,
Yugoslavia; at the 2413th meeting, the

representatives of Algeria, Cuba, the German Demo-
cratic Republic, Iran (Islamic Republic 09, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates, and
at the 2414th meeting, the representatives of Demo-
cratic Yemen and Greece.2  At the 2412th meeting,
the Council also extended an invitation to Mr. C1ov1.s
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure.” The Council considered the item at its
W&h  to 2414th meetings from 1 I to 16 February

At the 2412th meeting, the representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic warned with urgency that the
Israeli annexation of occupied Arab territories had
assumed the characteristics of an expansionist pro-
cess that was seen as irrevocable by the Israelis and
bound to result in the mass expulsion of the popula-
tion in those areas. He gave the example of Jerusalem
where more than 90,000 settlers had colonized the
annexed portion of East Jerusalem and 30,000 others
had settled more than 100 military outposts, thereby
laying siege to the city. He pointed out that Israel’s
persistence in its annexation policy could only aggra-
vate the volatile situation in the occupied territories.
He called upon the Council to impose mandatory
sanctions against Israel and to expel it from the
family of the United Nations; if the Council failed to
act, he su ested, some States might exercise their
right to seB-defence  in order to repulse aggression.78

At the 2414th meeting, the representative of
France stated that his Government condemned ener-
getically the continuation of the Israeli settlements
policy in the occupied territories and pointed out
that the French refusal to accept any of the cases of
the policy offair  accompli had been consistent since
1967, as it was contrary to the rules of international
law. He called upon the Government of Israel to
abide by the rules of international law and empha-
sized that lasting peace could be established in the
area by dialogue, not by unilateral measures.79

At the end of the same meeting, the President
announced that the date of the next meeting of the
Council to continue consideration of the item would
be determined in the course of consultations with
members of the CounciLso

By a letter dated I3 May 1983,*i the re
ii

resentative
of

B
atar, in his capacity as Chairman oft e Group of

Ara States at the United Nations, requested that the
Council be urgently convened to resume its consider-
ation of the item on its agenda.

At its 2438th meeting, on 20 May 1983, the
Council added the letter to the agenda adopted at the
2412th meeting and resumed consideration of the
item. In addition to the representatives previously
invited, the Council invited the representatives of
Mali and Qatar, at their re uest, to participate in the
discussion without the ri8t to vote.2
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At the same meetin ,
1

the representative of Qatar,
speaking on behalf oft e Group of Arab States at the
United Nations, stated that the situation in the
occupied Arab territories continued to deteriorate as
a result of the Israeli occupation policies. He noted
with great regret that the United Nations not only
had been unable to restore the usurped rights of the
Palestinian people, but had also proved incapable of
restraining the usurper. The reason for the failure of
the United Nations could be attributed to the
protection afforded to Israel by the United States.
The effect of that political support had spread to the
Council, where the ri ht of veto, or the threat to use
it, had transformed tifi e Council into another forum
for speeches without considering the most elementa-
ry rules of justice. He called upon the Council to
remove the restrictions that had so far prevented the
imposition of sanctions against Israel under Chapter
VII of the Charter.R2

At the end of the same meeting, the President
announced that the Council would continue its
consideration of the item on a date to be set after
consultations with the members.RJ

In a letter dated 27 July 1983,84  the representative
of Democratic Yemen, in his capacity as Chairman
of the Group of Arab States at the United Nations,
requested an immediate meeting of the Council to
discuss the situation in the occupied Arab territories.

At its 2457th meeting, on 28 July 1983, the
Council added the letter to the agenda adopted at the
2438th meeting and resumed consideration of the
item. In addition to the representatives previously
invited, the Council invited the following, at their
request, to participate in the discussion of the
question without the right to vote: at the 2457th
meeting, the representatives of Afghanistan and
Malaysia; at the 2459th meeting, the representatives
of Bahrain, Bangladesh, Djibouti, Iraq, the Lib an
Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritania, Oman, Saudi Araiiia,
Somalia, the Sudan and Tunisia; and at the 2460th
meeting, the representative of Israel.* The Council
considered the item at its 2457th to 246 I st meetings,
from 28 July to 2 August 1983.

At the 2457th meeting, the representative of
Jordan stated that the annexation of the occupied
Arab territories, especially the West Bank, was the
central aim in the policy of the Israeli Government.
He held Israel’s settlement policy to be ille al and
illegitimate, geared towards permanency of tae new
settlements. He charged that the recent atrocities in
Hebron reflected the systematic terrorism in the
occupied towns and villages, which served to empty
systematically those areas that had been taken by
Israel. He also suggested that accurate monitoring of
the location of the Israeli settlements clearly revealed
the long-range Israeli aims of disrupting any econom-
ic, demographic or geographic continuit

ty
between

the Arab villages and cities. The use o religious,
historic or security concerns served to distort the real
purposes of the settlement policy.

He added that the Israeli settlement policies had
forced Israel  to follow an expansionist militaristic
logic seeking to expand its security zone for those
settlements and seeking living resources, especially
water, in the occupied territories. He charged that
there was a clear relationship between the failure of
various peace endeavours and the escalation of the
settlement programmes. He deplored the inability of
the United Nations, especially the Council, to re-

spend appropriately to the worsening situation, but
xpressed determination to pursue peace through

e,t ose institutions.Rs
At the 2459th meeting, on 1 August 1983, the

President drew attention to the text of a draft
resolutionB6  submitted by Algeria, Bahrain, Demo-
cratic Yemen, D’ibouti, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Leba-
non, Libyan AraA Jamahiriya, Mauritania, Morocco,
Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and
Yemen.

Under the draft resolution, in its preambular part,
the Council would have referred to the statement of
the representative of Jordan at the 2457th meeting
and the letter dated 27 July 1983 from the represen-
tative of Democratic Yemen; stressed the urgent
need to achieve a comprehensive, ‘ust and lasting
peace in the Middle East; and af-t armed  that the
situation in the occupied Arab territories remained
grave and volatile, that the Israeli settlement policies
and practices constituted a major obstacle to all
efforts and initiatives towards a comprehensive, just
and lasting peace in the Middle East, and that the
regulations annexed to The Hague Conventions of
1907 and the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War of I2 August 1949 were applicable to the
Arab territories occupied by Israel in 1967, including
Jerusalem.

In the operative part, the Council would have (a)
reaffirmed all its relevant resolutions; (b) determined
that the policies and practices of Israel in establishing
settlements in the Palestinian and other Arab territo-
ries occupied in 1967, including Jerusalem, had no
legal validity, constituted a major and serious ob-
struction to achieving a comprehensive, just and
lasting peace in the Middle East and were in contra-
vention of article 49 (6) of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War; (c) called once more upon Israel, the
occupyin

f;
Power, to abide scrupulousl

6
by the provi-

sions oft e above-mentioned Geneva onvention, to
rescind its previous measures, to desist from taking
any action that would result in changing the legal
status and geographical nature and materrally affect-
ing the demo raphic  composition of the Arab territo-
ries occupied in 1967 and, in particular, not to
transfer parts of its own civilian population into the
occupied Arab territories and to force transfers of
Arab population from those territories; (d)  strongly
deplored the continuation and persistence of Israel in
pursuing those policies and practices and called upon
the Government and people of Israel to rescind those
measures, to dismantle the existing settlements, to
desist from expanding and enlarging the existing ones
and, in particular, to cease on an urgent basis from
the planning, construction and establishment of new
settlements in Arab territories occupied in 1967,
including Jerusalem; (e) rejected all Israeli arbitrary
and illegal actions, especially those that resulted in
the expulsion, deportation and forcible transfers of
Arab populations from the occupied Arab territories;
u>  condemned the recent attacks perpetrated against
the Arab civilian

p”
pulation in the occupied Arab

territories, especia ly the killing and wounding of
students at the Islamic University of the Arab city of
Al-Khalil on 26 July 1983; (g)  called upon all States
not to provide Israel with any assistance to be used
specifically in connection with settlements in the
occupied territories; (h) reaffirmed its determination,
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in the event of non-compliance by Israel with the
resolution, to examine practical ways and means in
accordance with relevant provisions of the Charter to
secure the full implementation of the resolution; (i)
decided to keep the situation in the occupied Arab
territories under constant and close scrutiny; and 0)
requested the Secretary-General to report to the
Council within three months on the implementation
of the resolution.

At the 246 I st meeting, on 2 August 1983, the
representative of Israel stated that hts Government
had unreservedly condemned the murders perpe-
trated in the city of Hebron, but wondered why the
Council had not raised its voice when a few weeks
earlier a Jewish student at a religious seminary in
Hebron had been stabbed to death by several assail-
ants. He further refuted charges of mass poisoning of
Palestinian schoolgirls at several schools in the West
Bank and explained that those incidents could not be
blamed on the Israeli authorities. He appealed again
to the Arab neighbours to recognize Israel’s existence
and its right to exist and to negotiate without prior
condit  ionse7

At the same meeting, the representative of Jordan,
on behalf of the States members of LAS, introduced
the draft resolution co-sponsored by 20 States and
called upon the Council to adopt the text, which was
moderate and well-balanced.67

Before the vote, the representative of Zaire indi-
cated that the draft resolution, if endorsed by the
Council, like others in the past would not lead to
actions and thereby would undermine the credibility
of the Council. He added that paragraph 6 was not
t;kyed  and that his delegation would abstain in the

At the same meetin
9

, the draft resolution was put
to the vote, received 1 votes in favour and 1 against,
with 1 abstention, and was not adopted, owing to the
negative vote of a permanent member of the Coun-
cil.a*

Following the vote, the re resentative
United States said that the draK

of the
resolution had not

adequately addressed the recent series of criminal
attacks in the West Bank. Although his delegation
supported several elements in the draft, other parts
were wholly unacceptable to the United States, thus
resulting in a negative vote. While the United States
remained opposed to the Israeli settlements policy,
there was nothing to sustain the implication in the
text that Israel had carried out forcible transfers of
Arabs from the occupied territories. He added that
the settlements constttuted an obstacle to a fair and
lasting peace in the Middle East, but that his
Government saw no sense in calling for the disman-
tling of the settlements before the peace negotiations
were begun and in arguing whether or not the Israeli
settlements were ille al.

9
He deplored rhetoric and

polarization in the nited Nations as they exacer-
bated the relations between the protagonists, instead
of inducing them to come to the bargaining table.n7

Decision of 4 April 1983: statement of the President
By a letter dated 31 March 1983,89  the representa-

tive of Iraq, in his capacity as Chairman of the Group
of Arab States at the United Nations, requested an
urgent meeting of the Council to discuss the serious
situation arisin
the occupied &

from the cases of mass poisoning in
est Bank.

On 4 April 1983, the President made the followin
statement on behalf of the members of the Council:

The members of the Security  Council have met in informal
consultations with great  concern on 4 April 1983 to discuss cases
of mass poisoning in the occupied Arab territory of the West Bank
as referred to in document S/15673.

The members of the Council request the Secretary-General to
conduct independent inquiries concerning the causes and effects of
the serious problem of the reported cases of poisoning and urgently
to report on the tindings9i
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y 2348th mtg.,  paras.  I l-15.
‘J  Ibrd..  paras.  16-20.
J6  Ibrd..  paras.  66-73.
J1  S/14967.  OR, 371h  yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1982.
)a S/14969.  ibid.
‘9 For the vote and discussion, see 2352nd mtg., paras.  2-7. See

also chap. 111  of the present Supplement.
M 2352nd mtg., paras.  8 and 9.
6’  /bid., paras.  l2-  15.
61 Ibid., paras.  16-40.
b 3 Ibid.. paras.  42-49.
M Ibid.. paras.  5 l-83.
6’  Ibid.. paras.  86-94. Similar views were expressed at the 2353rd

mtg. by Malaysia, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia and by Mr.
Maksoud; at  the 2354th mtg.  by Bangladesh,  Guinea,  Indonesia,
Iran, Senegal. Sudan and Turkey; at the 2355th meeting by China,
India and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya; at the 2356th  mtg. by
Djibouti, Somalia, ihe USSR and Ihe United  Arab Emirates; and
at the 2357th mtg. by Kuwait and Poland.

w S/14985,  OR. 37th yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1982.  The draft
resolution was not adopted, owing to the negative vote of a
permanent member.

(‘See  2357th mtg.. para.  101,  for the vole. See also chap. IV of
the present  Supplement .

(a  2357th mtg.. paras.  107-I 16.
ffl s/l  5481,  OR, 37th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec.  1982.
lo  .V 15483.  ibid.
‘I  For the discussion and vote. see 240191  mtg., paras.  9-16.  See

also chap. III of the present Supplemenl.
I* See 240191  mtg.. paras.  I7 and 18.
‘I Ibid.. paras.  26-44.
14S/14268.  dated 25 November 1980, OR, 35th yr., Suppl. for

Ocr.-Dec.  1980.
‘J  2401 st mtg., paras.  49-70. Similar views were expressed at the

same meeting by the Niger, the PLO and the Chairman of the
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable .Cights  of the
Palestinian People.

“S/l  5599, OR, 38th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1983.
‘I  2412th mtg.
“Ibid. Similar views were expressed at the 2412th mtg. by

Egypt, India. Yemen and Yugoslavia and by the PLO; at the
2413th mtg. by Algeria, China, Guyana, the Islamic Republic of

Iran, Jordan, Malta,  Pakistan, Poland, Turkey and Zimbabwe; and
a1  the 2414th mtg. by Cuba, Democratic Yemen, the German
Democratic Republic, Kuwait, Nicaragua and the United Arab
Emirates, and by the President, speaking in his capacity as
representat ive  of  the  Soviet  Union.

tp 2414th mtg. Similar views were expressed at the same meeting
by the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.

a2414th  mtg.
II S/I  5764. OR, 38th  yr..  Suppl. for April-June 1983.
(I 2438th mtg. Similar views were expressed at the same meeting

by India, the Syrian Arab Republic and the PLO. The spokesman
for the PLO offered a very detailed description of recent violence
in the occupied terr i tor ies.

*I  2438th mtg.
uS/15890, OR, 38th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1983.
*J 2457th mtg. Similar views were expressed at the same meeting

by the representatives of Democratic Yemen, India and Pakistan,
and by the Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People and the Observer for
the PLO; at the 2458th mtg. by the reprksentatives  of Egypt and
the USSR; at the 2459th mtg. by the representatives of Bangla-
desh,  China.  Cuba,  Kuwait  and the Syrian Arab Republic and by
Mr. Maksoud; at the 2460th mtg.  by Af&anistan,  Bahrain, the
Libyan Arab Jamahirtya, Nicaragua,.  Poland, Saudi Arabia. the
Sudan and Yugoslavia; and at the 2461~1  mtg. by Djibouti, the
German Democratic Republic, Mauritania, Morocco and Togo.

“S/15895.  OR. 38th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1983. The dralt
was not adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent
member of the Council.

I7 2461 st  mtg .
8K/brd.  See also chap. IV of the present Supplement
nq S/I  5673, OR, 38th  yr.,  Suppl. for Jan.-March 1983. See  also

the letter dated 30 March 1983 from the Chairman of the
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People (s/15667, ibid.) and the letter dated 3 April
from the representat ive of  Israel  (S/I 5674 .  i b id . .  Supp l .  /or  April-
June  1983) reject ing the changes.

QQ  s/I  5680, OR, 38th yr..  Resolutions and Decisions of the
Securiry  Council, 1983. See also the letter dated 5 April 1983 from
the rebresentative  of Israel rejecting the Council’s statement
(S/15683.  ibid.. St&.  for  April-June 1983).

91 The Secretary-General  submitted a report  dated IO May 1983
to which a report of the Director-General of WHO was annexed
(S/I 5756,  ib id . ) .

4. THE SITUATION IN CYPRUS

Decision of 4 June 1981 (2279th meeting): resolution
486 (1981)
On 27 May 1981,  before the mandate of the

United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus
(UNFICYP) was due to expire, the Secretary-General
submitted to the Council a re rt’  coverin the
period from 1 December 1980 to 7 May 1981.r Pn his
report, the Secretary-General stated that within the
framework of the mission of good offices entrusted to
him by the Council the intercommunal talks in
Cyprus had continued in a generally constructive
atmosphere, although with limited practical results.
A more intensive pace for those deliberations was
planned as from the beginning of July. The Secretary-
General concluded that the continued presence of
UNFICYP remained necessary, both in helping to
maintain calm on the island and in creating the
conditions under which the search for a

r
aceful

settlement could best be pursued, and he t erefore
recommended to the Council that it extend the
mandate of UNFICYP for a further period of six
months. In an addendum* issued on 4 June, the
Secreta

x
-General indicated that, followiq  consulta-

tions, t e parties concerned had si@ied  their
concurrence with the proposed extension.


