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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

The principles underlying the organization and
presentation of the materiad presented in chapters
VI1I-XI11 of the present Supplement are the same as
for the previous volumes of the Repertoire. Those
volumes should be consulted for a full statement of
such principles.

Chapter VIII indicates the chain of proceedings on
the substance of each of the questions included n the
report of the Security Council to the General Assem-
bly under the heading: “Questions considered by the
Security Council under its responsibility for the
maintenance of international Beace and security.*’
The range of questions covers broadl those that may
be deemed to fall under chapters V7 and VIl of the
Charter. Ancillary material from the Official Records
bearing on relevant Articles of the Charter is present-
ed in chapters X-XII. References to the ancillary
material are given at the appropriate points in the
entries for each question in this chapter.

As an outline of the proceedings of the Council in
respect of the questions included in its agenda,
chapter VIII constitutes a framework within which
the ancillary legal and constitutional discussion re-
corded in chapters X-XII may be considered. The
chapter is, therefore, an aid to the examination of the
deliberations of the Council expresdy related to the
provisions of the Charter within the context of the
chain of proceedings on the agenda item.

The ?ueﬁ_tio_ns are dedt with in the chronological
order of their inclusion in the agenda of the Council.’

The following questions, however, were included
in the Council s agenda before the period under
review and are, therefore, discussed in the order in
which the Council resumed their consideration; the
question of South Africa,? the stuation in the Middle
East,? the situation in the occupied Arab territories,’
the situation in Namibia, the situation in Cyprus*
the letter dated 1 September 1980 from the represen-
tative of Mata’ the complaint by Angola a%ainst
South Africa* the situation between Iran and .raq“’
and the complaint by Lesotho against South Africa 10

The framework of the material for each question is
provided by the succession of affirmative and nega-
tive decisions within the purview of this chapter.
Decisions related to the subject-matter of chapters I-
VI of the Repertoire are, as a rule, omitted as not
rdlevant to the purpose of this chapter or of the
ancillary chapters X-XII. The decisions are entered
in uniform manner. Affirmative decisons are en-
tered under a heading indicative of the content of the
decision, and negative decisions are entered under a
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heading indicative soiegy of the origin of the proposal
or dréeft resolution. Affirmative decisions have been
reproduced in full as congtitutive of the practice of
the Council, while negative decisions are indicated in
summarized form. Where the negative decision re-
lates to a draft resolution in connection with which
discussion has taken place concerning the application
of the Charter, the text of the relevant parts of the
draft resolution will in most instances be found in
chapters X-XII.

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, an
analytical table of measures adopted by the Council
arranged broadly by type of measure has been
included as part | of chapter VIII. This table should
be regarded as of the nature of an index to chapter
VIII; and no constitutional significance should be
attached to the headings adopted in the compilation
of this table or the inclusion of particular measures
under the individual headings. In certain instances
main headings and subheadings have been added,
deleted or modified in order to adjust the table to the
recent changes in the nature of the measures adopted
by the Council.

NOTES

I For a tabulation of the data on submission, see chap. X. part
Il. As indicated in the editorial note. the questions included in the
agenda of the Council during the years 1981-1984 appear under
conventional short ftitles.

1 Repertoire Of the Practice Of the Security Council, Supplement
1975-1980, chap. VIIl. part Il.

VIbid., Supplement 1966-1968, chap. VI, part II; ibid., Supple-
ment 1969-1971, chap. VI, part I[; ibid., Supplement ]972-1974,
chap. VI, part II; and ibid., Supplement 1975-1980, chap. VIII.
part Il.

‘Ibid.. Supplement [975-1980, chap. VI, part Il

S1bid., Supplement 1966-1968, chap. VIII, part I; ibid., Supple-
ment /969-1971, chap. VI, part II; ibid., Supplement 1972-1974,
chap. VIII. part Il; and ibid., Supplement 1975-1980, chap. VIII,
part 1.

¢ \bid.. Supplement 1959-1963. chap. VIII. part I1: ibid.. Supple-
ment 1964-1965, chap. VIII, part |I; ibid., Supplement 1966-1968,
chap. viiI.. part I ibid., Supplement 1969-1971. chap. VIII. part
II; ibid., Supplement 1972-1974, chap. VIII. part I (until 1974,
Complaint by the Government of Cyprus); and ibid.. Supplement
1975-1980, chap. VI, part Il

? fbid., Supplement 1975-1980, chap. VI, part I.

‘Ibid.. Supplement 1975-1980, chap. VIII. part II.

9 Ibid., Supplement 1975-1980, chap. VI, part Il

0 Ibid, Supplement 1975-1980, chap. VI, part II.
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Part |

ANALYTICAL TABLE OF MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL

NOTE J. Concerned about the prolongation of a conflict endangering

As in the previous volumes of the Repertoire, the
entries in this tabulation are restricted to a reference
to the question, the date of the decision and the serial
number of the decision.

1. Preliminary measures lor the elucidation 01 facts

A. Establishment of a special mission:
Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 15 December 1981 (res. 496 (1981)),
para. 3

B. Affirming the desirability of an objective examination of the
causes of a conflict:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 3! October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)),
preamble

1. Determination of the nature of the question

A. Determining the existence of a breach of peace in a region:
Letter dated | April 1982 from the rcprescntalive of the

United Kingdom:
Decision of 3 April 1982 (rcs. 502 (1 982)). preamble

B. Concerned at a serious situation that gravely endangers
international peace and security:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 2 | February 1983, President's statement.
para. 2
C. Concerned about a situation that has led to @ serious threat lo
international peace and security:
(i) Complaint by Iraq:
Decision of 19 June 1981(res. 487 (1981)), preamble
(ii) Situation between Iran and lIraq:
Decision of 1§ July 1982, President’s statement

D. Concerned at a situation that could have grave consequences
for international peace and security:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of §June 1982 (rcs. 508 (1982)), preamble

E. Concerned about a conflict endangering international peace
and security in a region:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 30 March 1984. President’s statement,
para. 2
F. Concerned at the mounting threat to the security of a region
and its wider implications for international peace and
security:
Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)),
preamble

G. Convinced that deterioration of a situation has serious
consequences for peace and security:
Situation in the Middle East: .
Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 488 (1981)). preamble
Decision of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)),

preamble
H. Noting with deep concern that the situation in a region has
seriously deteriorated:
Question concerning the Falkland Islands (Islas
Malvinas):

Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 505 (1982)), preamble
I.  Convinced that attacks on commercial ships constitute a
threat to the safety and stability of an area and have

implications for international peace and security:
Letter dated 2 | May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the

United Arab Emirates:

Decision of 1 June 1984 {res. 552 {1984)), preamble

peace and security:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (res. 514 (1982)). preamble

Concerned about an aggressive act and its consequences for
peace and security in aregion:
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 1982 (rcs. 527 (1982)),
preamble

Concerned at the danger of a military confrontation that could
further aggravate the existing critical situation in a region:
Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:

Decision of 19 May 1983 {res. 530 (1983)). preamble
Declaration that a continued illegal military occupation is a
flagrant violation of the sovereignty, independence and
territorial integrity of a country and endangers international
peace and security:

Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)),
para. 2
Concerned at the continued occupation of parts of a country’s
territory in violation of the principles and objectives of the
Charter of the United Nations:
Complaint by Angola against South Africa:

Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. $45 (1983)).

preamble

Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1984)),

preamble
Concerned at a mercenary aggression entailing the violation of
the territorial integrity, independence and sovereignty of a
country:
Complaint by Seychelles:

Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), preamble
Expressing concern about continued military  activities  within
a country as a result of aggressive acts and invasions by
another country:

(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 5 17 (1982)). preamble
Decision of ]2 August 1982 (res. 518 (1982)),
preamble
(i) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:

Decision of 15 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)).

preamble

[Il. Injunctions to Governments and ® utboritiea involved
la disputes and situations

Call for cessation of hostilities, military operations and armed
attacks:
{i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 17 July 1981, President’s statement,
pare. 2
Decision of 21 July 1981 (res. 490 (1981)), para. |
Decision of 22 April 1982, President’s statement,
para. 3
Decision of 5 June 1982 (res. 508 (1982)), para. |
Decision of 6 June 1982 (res. 509 (1982)), para. 2
Decision of 1 August 1982 (res. 516 (1982)), para. |

Decision of | | November 1983, President's statement
Decision of 23 November 1983 (res. 542 (1983)),
para. 3

(i) Letter dated 1 April 1982 from the representative of the
United Kingdom:
Decision of 3 April 1982 (res. 502 (1982)), para. |
(iii) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (rcs. 514 (1982)), para. 1
Decision of 4 October 1982 (res. 522 (1982)). para. |
Decision of 21February 1983, President’s statement,
para. 5
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Decision of 3 | October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)), paras.
2.3
Call for the withdrawal of armed forces:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 6 June 1982 (res. 509 (1982)). para. |
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 517 (1982)), para. 2
(it) Letter dated | April 1982 from the representative of the
United Kingdom:
Decision of 3 April 1982 (rcs. 502 (1982)), para. 2
(iii) Situation between Iran and Irag:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (res. 514 (1982)), para. 2
Decision of 4 October 1982 (res. 522 (1982)). para. 2
Decision 50f 21 February 1983. President's statement,
para.
(iv) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decisior31 of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)).
para.
Decision of 6 January 1983 (res. 546 (1984)), para. 3

Cadll for observance of cease-tire:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)).
para. 4
Decision of 4 June 1982, President’s statement
Decision of | August 1982 %res. 516 (1982)), para. |
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 517 (1982)), para. 2
(i) Situation between Iran and Irag:
Decisiog of 30 March 1984. President’s statement,
para.

Demand for an immediate end to foreign military
intervention:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 6 June 1982 (res. 509 (1982)). para. 2
Decision of 12 August 1982 (res. 5 18 (I 982)). para. |
(i) Comlglaint by Angola against South Africa:
ecision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1984)), para. 3
Call for the return lo previously held positions:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 517 (1982)), para. 4
Decision of 17 September 1982 (res. 520 (1982)),
para. 3

Call to desist from acts violating the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of another State:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)),

para. |
(if) Complaint by Irag:
Decision of &i% June 1981 (res. 487 (198 1)), para. 2
(iif) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)).
para. 5

. Cdl to refran from any action likely 10 aggravate a situation:

(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 June 1982, President’s statement
(i) Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 ( 1984)), para. 3
(iii) Letter dated 16 March 1983 from the representative of
Chad:
Decision of 6 April 1983. President’s statement, para. 3
(iv) Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),
para. 8
(v) Situation between Iran and Irag:
Decision of 3 | October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)). para. 6

Cadll to refrain from the use or threat of force:

' (i) Letter dated | April 1982 from the representative of the

United Kingdom:
Decision of 1 April 1982. President’s statement,

 para. 4 _
(ii) Situation in the Middle East: .
Decison of | | November 1983, President's statement

Call for the cessation of actslikely to endanger international
peace and security:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 19 March 1981, President’s statement,

 para. 4
(i) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 3 | October 1983 (res. 540 (I 983)), pare. 5
Call for restraint by the parties:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decisiog of 17 July 1981, President’s statement,
para.
Decison of | | November 1983, President's statement
(ii) Letter dated | April 1982 from the representative of the
United Kingdom:
Decision of | April 1982. President’ s statement,
para. 4
(iii) Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)), para. 3

Call for the respect of the territorial integrity of States not
paties to hostilities:
Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar. Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)). para. 3
Demand for an end to attacks on commercia ships:
Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)), para. 5

. Cdling upon the occupying Power to rescind a decision

aiming at imposing its jurisdiction in an occupied territory:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 17 December 1981 (res. 497 (1981)).
para. 2
Demand for the immediate eradication of apartheid:
Question of South Africa
Decision of 23 October 1984 (res. 556 (1984)). pars. 6

Call to spare the lives of certain condemned individuals:
Question of South Africa:

Decision of 9 Aoril 1982 (res. 503 (1982)). para. |

Decision of 4 October 1982, President’s statement,
para. 2

Decision of 7 December 1982 (res. 525 (1982)).
preamble, para. |

Decision of 7 June 1983 (res. 533 (1983)). para. |

Decision of 13 January 1984 (res. 547 (1984)). para. |

Demand for an immediate release of al political prisoners
and detainees:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 23 October 1984 (ra. 556 (1984)), para. 3

Call for the withdrawal of a declaration the Council declares
to be legdly invalid:
Situation in  Cyprus:
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),
para, 2

Measures (in connection with injunctions) to be taken by
Governments rod authorities directly involved in disputes and
situations

Cal for respect of the rights of civilian populations and for the
cessation of all acts of violence against them:
Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of [9 June 1982 (res. 512 (1982)), para. |

Decision of 4 July 1982 (res. 5 13 (1982)). para. |
Call upon the parties to aleviate human suffering and in
particular to provide assistance to refugees:

Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 19 June 1982 (res. 5 12 (1982)). para. |
Demand for an immediate lifting of all obstacles to the
dispatch of needed supplies to the civilian population:

Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 29 July 1982 (res. §15 (1982)). pare. |

Decisjog of 3 August 1982, President’s statement,

para.

Decision of 12 August 1982 (res. 518 (1982)), para. 2
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. Call upon the parties to adhere scrupulously to their
obligations under the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and to observe
the rules of international humanitarian law:
Situation between Iran and Iraqg:
Decision of 30 March 1984. President’ s statement.
paras. 6 and 7

Call for compensation for damage suffered as aresult of an
gressive  act:
?i% Complaint by Irag:
Decision of (9 June 1981 (res. 487 (1981)), para. 6
(if) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)).
para. 2
(iii) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)),
para. 4

. Measures (In connection with injunctions) to be takena by
other Governments and authorities

Rcaflirmation of sanctions:
Question of South Africa
Decision of 13 December 1984 (res. 558 (1984),
para. |

Calling for the full implementation of an arms embargo:
Complaint by Angola against South Africa:

Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1984)), para. 4
Requesting all States to refrain from importing arms and
other military equipment produced in South Africa

Question of South Africa:
Decision of |3 December 1984 (res. 558 (1984)),
para. 2

. Calling upon States to provide assistance:
(i) Complaint by Seychelles:

Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. 8
(i) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:

Decison of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1984)), para. 6
(iii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:

Decision of 15 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)),

para. 5
Decision of 29 June 1983 (res. 535 (1983)), para. 4

Requesting assistance to a country from internationa
organizations, United Nations agencies or financid
ingtitutions:
i) Complaint b chelles:
0 FISecisio% cSn?yZS May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. 8
(if) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:

Decision of 29 June 1983 (res. 535 (1983)), para. 4

Urging al Member States to assist in restoration of peace and
security:
Situation between Iran and Irag:
Decison of 21 February 1983. President's statement,
para. 6
Requesting al Member States to bring their influence to bear
upon those concerned in a dispute:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 5 June 1982 (res. 508 (1982)), para. 2

Cdling upon al States to respect the sovereignty,
independence and territorial integrity of a State:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decisio? of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)),
para.
(ii) Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),
para. 6
Decision of || May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)), para. 4
Cdling upon &l Governments to deny any form of recognition
to the so-caled “independent” bantustans and to refrain from
any dealings with them:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 1§ December 1981, President’s
statement, para. 4
Urging al Governments and organizations not to accord
recognition to the results of so-called “elections’ in South
Africa
Question of South Africa

Decision of 17 August 1984 (res. 554 (I 984)). para. 5

Urging al States and organizations to use their influence and
to take urgent measures to save the lives of condemned
mdividuals:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 9 April 1982 (res. 503 (1982)), para. 2
Decision of 7 December 1982 (res. 525 (1982)).
para. 2
Decision of 7 June 1983 (res. 533 (1983)), para. 2
Decision of 13 January 1984 (res. 547 (I 984)), para. 2

Calling upon all States not to recognize any Cypriot State
other than the Republic of Cyprus:
Situation in  Cyprus:
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),

para. 7
Decision of | | May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)), para. 3

. Cdling upon al States to respect the right of free navigation:

(i) Situation between Iran and Iraqg:
Decision of 3 | October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)). pare. 3
(ii) Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)), para. |

Requesting all States to abstain from actions that could

' contribute to the continuation of a conflict:

Situation between Iran and lrag:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (res. §14 (1982)). para. 5
Decision of 4 October 1982 (res. 522 (1982)). para. 6

Urging al Governments to take appropriate action in co-
operation with the United Nations to assist the oppressed
people of South Africa
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 17 August1984 (res. 554 (1984)), para. 5
Decision of 23 October 1984 (res. 556 (1984)). para. 5

VI. Measures for settlement

Endorsement of the pacific settlement of disputes:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decison of | | November 1983, President's statement
Decision of 23 November 1983 (res. 542 (1983)).
para. 4
(if) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)),
ara, 6
(iii) Situatli)on between Iran and Irag:
Decision of 21 February 1983, President's statement,
para. 3
Decision of 30 March 1984, President’ s statement,

para. 9
(iv) Letter dated 16 March 1983 from the representative of
Chad:
Decision of 6 April 1983. President’s statement, para.
2

Mediation endorsed or recommended:
Situation between Iran and Irag:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (res. 514 (1982)). para. 4
Decision of 4 October 1982 (res. 522 (1982)), para. 5
Negotiations endorsed or recommended:
Situation in  Cyprus:
Decision of 15 June 1982 (res. 5 10 (1982)), pare. 2
Decision of 14 December 1982 (res. 526 (1982)),

para. 2

. Cdling upon the parties to seek a diplomatic solution to their

differences:
Letter dated | April 1982 from the representative of the
United Kingdom:
Decision of | April 1982, President’s statement,
para. 4
Decision of 3 April 1982 (res. 502 (1982)), para. 3
Cal for respect of the sovereignty, politicd independence and
territorial integrity of other States:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 198! ch. 488 (1981)), para. |
Decision of 17 September 1982 (res. 520 (1982)),
para. 4
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Decision of 23 November 1983 (res. 542 (1983)),
para. 2
F. call for respect of the territorial integrity and political
independence of other States:
(i) Complaint by Seychelles:

Decision of IS December 1981 {res. 496 (1981)), 0.

para. |
(ii) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1984)), para. 3

(. Reaffirmation of the right of all countries in an area to live in
peace and security, free from outside interference:
Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (res. 530 (1983)), para. |

A.
H. Reiteration by the Council that resolution 435 (1978),
embodying the United Nations plan for the independence of
Namibia, is the only basis for a peaceful settlement of the
Namibian problem:
Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1 983)), para. 5
|.  Declaration by the Council that only total eradication of
apartheid and the establishment of a non-racial democratic
society based on majority rule can lead to a just and lasting
solution of the situation in South Africa:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 17 August 1984 (res. 554 (1 984)). para. 4
Decision of 23 October 1984 (res. 556 (I 984)). para. 4
J.  Reaffirmation of the right of free navigation in international
waters:
Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)). para. 2
K. Affirmation of obligations under the Charter:
(i} Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 22 April 1982, President’s statement,
_para. 2
(i) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)).
para. 7
(iii) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (res, 514 (1982)). preamble
Decision of 4 October 1982 (res. 522 (1982)).
preamble
Decision of 2 | February 1983, President's statement,
para. 3
(iv) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)),
preamble
(v) Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (res. 530 (1983)). preamble
(vi) Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait. Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1 984)). preamble
L. Reaffirmation of the legitimacy of the struggle for the
elimination of aparttheid and of the right to give sanctuary to
its  victims:
(i) Question of South Africa:
Decision of 17 August 1984 (res. 554 (1984)).
preamble
(ii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)).
para. 3
Decision of 29 June 1983 (res.535 (1983)), preamble
M Call for the transfer of an area to the administration of the
United Nations: B.

Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of | | May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)). para. 5

N. Appeal to the parties to make full use of the mechanisms
available within regional organizations and to co-operate with
regional groups:

(i) Letter dated |6 March 1983 from the representative of
Chad:

Decision of 6 April 1983, President's statement, para.
4
(ii) Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (res. 530 (1983)), para. 3

Urging a regional group to find solutions to the problems of
the region:
Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (res. 530 (1983)). para. 4

VII. Provisions bearing on specific issues relating to
the settlement

Enunciation or affirmation of principles governing settlement:
I.  Reaffirmation of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territory by force:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 17 December [981 (res. 497 (198 1)),
preamble
2. Reaffirmation by the Council of its commitment to the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of a
country:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 2 | July 198 | (res. 490 (198 1)), para. 2
3. Expression of conviction by the Council of the
importance of international solidarity with a country:
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 29 June 1983 (res. 535 (1983)).
preamble
4. Determination by the Council that the provisions of the
Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, continue to
apply to an occupied territory:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 17 December 1981 (res. 497 (1981)),
para. 3
5. Reaffirmation of the provisions of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 23 October 1984 (res. 556 (1984)),
preamble
6. Reaffirmation of the legal responsibility of the United
Nations over Namibia:
Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 31 May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)).
preamble
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)).
preamble
Declaration by the Council that the independence of
Namibia cannot be held hostage to the resolution of
issues alien to resolution 435 (1978):
Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)).
para. 4
8. Reaffirmation of the right of all countries to receive
refugees fleeing from apartheid oppression:
Complaint by Lesotho:
Decision of 29 June 1983 (res. 535 (1983)).
preamble
9. Reaffirmation of the entitilement of a country 10 prompt
and adequate compensation:
Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1984)), para.
1
10. Consideration by the Council that a unilateral declaration
of independence is incompatible with certain treaties:
Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)).
preamble

Censuring illegal legislative and administrative measures and
declaripa them invalid:
(i) Question of South Africa:
Decision of IS December 1981, President’s
statement, para. 3
Decision of |7 August 1984 (res. 554 (1984)). paras.
1,2
(i) Situation in Cyprus:

N
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Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),
preamble, para. 2
C. Opposition expressed by the Council to the system of
apartheid:
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 29 June 1983 (res.535 (1983)), preamble

D. Rejection or repudiation by the Council of:
1. South Africa’s insistence on linking the independence of
Namibia to irrelevant and extraneous issues:
Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)),
para. 3
2. Acts of violence against civilian populations:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 July 1982 (res. 513 (1982)). para. |

E. Deprecation or condemnation of;
I. Invasions. armed attacks or other acts of violence:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 17 September 1982 (res. 520 (I 982)).
preamble, para. 2
(i) Complaint by lIraq:
Decision of |9 June 1981 (res. 487 (1981)), para. |
(iii) Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 15 December 1981 (res. 496 (1981)),
para. 2
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. 2
(iv) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 1§ December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)),
para. |
(v) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 {1 984)), para.
2
2. lllegal occupations:
(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 31 May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)), para.1
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)).
para. |
(i) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)),
para. |
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1 984)), paras.
1, 2
3. Loss of human life:
(i) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 2l February 1983, President’s
statement, para. 4
(ii) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 September 1982 (res. 52 | (I 982)).
para. |
Decision of 23 November 1983 (res. 542 (1983)).
para. |
(iii) Question of South Africa:
Decision of 23 October 1984 (res. 556 (1984)),
para. 2
4. Damage to property or material losses:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 2 | February 1983, President’s
statement. para. 4
5. Secessionist actions:
Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),
ara. |
Depcision of I | May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)), para. 2
6. Interference in internal affairs of a country:
Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. 5
7. Continuation or escalation of a conflict:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 4 October 1982 (res, 522 (1982)),
preamble
Decision of 2! February 1983,
statement, para. 4
Decision of 31 October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)),
preamble
8. Policy of apartheid
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 23 October 1984 (res. 556 (1984)).
para. |

President’s

9. Violations of the provisions of the Geneva Conventions
of 1949:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 31 October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)),
para. 2
10. lllegal acts against the safety and security of civil
aviation:
Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. 6
I I. Use of chemical weapons:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 30 March 1984. President’s statement,
para. 5
12, Attacks on commercial ships:
Letter dated 2 1| May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman. Qatar, Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)), para. 4
13, Violations of international humanitarian law:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 30 March 1984, President’s statement,
para. 8
14. Attacks on a United Nations force and the killing of
peace-keeping soldiers:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 March 198 |, President’s statement,
para. 4
Decision of 25 June 1981, President’s statement,
para. 4

F. Concern expressed by the Council over:
I.  Reported violations of the rules of international law:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 30 March 1984. President’s statement.
para. 3
2. Differences between two countries:
Letter dated 16 March 1983 from the representative
of Chad:
Decision of 6 April 1983. President’s statement,
para. 2
3. Violation of the territorial integrity, independence and
sovereinntv. of a country:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 5 June 1982 (res. 508 (19821}, preamble
(ii) Complaint by Seychelles:* .
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)),
preamble
4. Loss of life and destruction caused by armed attacks:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 17 July 1981, President’s statement,
parg. |
Decision of 4 June 1982, President’'s statement
Decision of 11 November 1983, President’s
statement
(ii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 1§ December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)),
preamble
(iii) Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507)), preamble
(iv) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)).
preamble
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res, 546 (1984)),
preamble
5. Sufferings of civilian populations:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 1982 (res. 512 (1982)),
preamble
Decision of 4 July 1982 (res. 5 | 3 ( 1982)), preamble
Decision of 29 July 1982 {res. 51§ (1982)),
preamble
6. A prevailing state of tension:
Letter dated | April 1982 from the representative of
the United Kingdom:
Decision of | April 1982, President’s statement,
para. 4
7. Deterioration of the situation in a region:
Letter dated | April 1982 from the representative of
the United Kingdom:
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Decision of 5 May 1982, President’s statement,
para. |
8. Death sentences passed on certain individuals:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 5 February 1981, President’s
statement. para. |
Decision of 9 April 1982 (res. 503 (1982)).
preamble
Decision of 4 October 1982, President's statement.
para. |
Decision of 7 December 1982 (rcs. 525 (1982)),
preamble
Decision of 7 June 1983 (res. 533 (I 983)), preamble
Decision of 13 January 1984 (rcs. 547 (1984)),
preamble
9. Arbitrary arrests and detentions without trial:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 23 October 1984 (rcs. 556 (1984)),
preambic
10. Danger that mercenaries represent for all States:
omplaint by Seychelles.
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)).
preamble
| I. Further secessionist acts in the occupied part of Cyprus:
Situation in  Cyprus:
Decision of | | May 1984 (res. §50 (1984)).
preamble
12. Threats for setlement of an area by people other than its
inhabitants:
Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of | 1 May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)).
preamble

G. Support expressed by the Council for:

|. Efforts by a Government to strengthen its authority:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 198 | (res. 488 (I 98 I)). para. 3
Decision of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)),
para. 6
2. The territoria integrity. sovereignty and political
independence of a country within its internationally
recognized  boundaries:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 18 July 1983 (res. 536 (1983)),
preamble
Decision of 18 October 1983 (rcs. 538 (1983)).
preamble
Decision of 19 April 1984 (rcs. 549 (1984)), para. 2
Decision of 12 October 1984 (rcs. 555 (1984)),
para. 2
3. An agreement for the resumption of intercommuna talks:
Situation in  Cyprus:
Decision of 4 June 198 | (res. 486 (198 | }}, preamble
Decision of 14 Dccember 1981 (res. 495 (1981)).
preamble
Decision of 15 June 1982 (rcs. 510 (1982)),
preamble
Decision of 14 December 1982 (res. 526 (1982)),
preamble
Decision of 15 June 1983 (res. 534 (1983)).
preamble

H. Note taken by the Council of:

1. Willingness or desire expressed by the parties o resolve
their differences:
(i) Letter dated 16 March 1983 from the representative
of Chad;
Decision of 6 April 1983, President’s statement,
para. 3
(ii) Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (rcs. 530 (1983)).
preamble
2. The determination of a country to ensure the withdrawal
of al foreign forces from its territory:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 17 September 1982 (res. 520 (1982)).
preamble

3. The decision of the Organization of African Unity in
agreement with a Government to establish a peace-
keeping force for maintenance of peace and security in
that  country:

Letter dated 3 | March 1982 from the President of
Kenya transmitting a complaint by Chad:
Decision of 30 April 1982 (res. 504 (1982)), para. |
The decision of the Palestine Liberation Organization to
move its forces from Beirut:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 5 |7 ( 1982}, para. 5
The results of the International Conference in Support of
the Struggle of the Namibian People for Independence:
Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 31 May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)),
preamble
6. The proclamation of a so-called “indcpendent” State in
ursuance of the policy of  apartheid  and
antustanization:
Question of South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 198 |. President’s
statement, para. |

VIIl. Measures te promote the implementation Of resolutions

Notice of possible action under Chapter VII of the Charter:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision Of 17 December 1981 (res. 497 (1981)),
para. 4
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 5§17 (1982)), para. 8
(i) Situation in Namibia
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)),
para. 10
(iii) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 6 January 1984 (rcs. 546 (1984)), para.
8

B. Measures to obtain compliance:

1. Reaffirming previous decisions of the Security Council:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 21 July 1981 (rcs. 490 (1981)),
preamble

Decision of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)),
paras. |, 2

Degision | of 25 February 1982 (res. 501 (1982)).
para.

Decision of 5 June 1982 (res. 508 (1982)). preamble

Decision of 18 June 1982 (rcs. SI1 (1982)),
preamble

Decison of 19 June 1982 (res. 512 (1982)).
preamble

Decision of | August 1982 (res. 516 (1982)).
preamble, para. |

Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 517 (I 982)), pare. |

Decision of 17 August 1982 (res. 519 (1982)).
preamble

Decision of 17 September 1982 (rcs. 520 (1982)),
paras. 1 and 5

Decision of |9 September 1982 (res. 521 (1982)),
pata, 2

Decision of 18 October 1982 (res. 523 (1982)),
preamble

(if) Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 4 June 198 | (rcs. 486 (1981)), preamble
Decision of 14 December 1981 (res. 495 (1981)),

preamble

Decision of 15 June 1982 (res. 510 (1982)),
preamble

Decision of 14 December 1982 (res. 526 (1982)),
preamble

Decision of 15 June 1983 (res. 534 (1983)).
preamble

Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),
preamble

Decision of 15 December 1983 (res. 544 (1983)).
preamble

Decision of | 1 May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)). para. |
Decision of 15 June 1984 (res. 553 (1984)).
preamble
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Decision of 14 December 1984 (res. 559 (1982)), Question concerning the Falkland Islands (Islas
preamble Malvinas):
(iii) Complaint by Seychelles: Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 505 (1 982)), para. 2
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)). 2. To continue a mission of good offices:
preamble Situation in Cyprus:
(iv) Situation in Namibia: Decision of 4 June 1981 (res. 486 (|1981)), para. 3
Decision of 31 May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)), Decision of 14 December 1981 (res. 495 (198 I)).
preamble para. 3
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)). Decision of 13 June 1982 (res. 510 (1982)), para. 3
preamble Decision of 15 December 1983 (res. 544 (1983)),
(v) Question of South Africa: para. 2
Decision of 13 December 1984 (res. 558 (1984)). Decision of | | May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)). para. 8
para. | Decision of 1§ June 1984 (res. 553 (1984)), para. 2
2. Reaffirming the necessity of implementing previous Decision of 14 December 1984 (res. 559 (1984)).
resolutions: para. 2

Situation between Iran and Iragq:
Decision of 21 February 1983, President’s
statement, para. 4
3. Expression by the Council of its determination 10
implement a previous resolution:
Situation in the Middle Fast:
Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 488 (1981)), para. |
Decision of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)),
para. 3
4. Calling for compliance with, or co-operation in
implementation of, Security Council resolutions:
(i} Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 3 May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)), para. 2
(if) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 22 May 1981 (res. 485 (1981)), para. (a)
Decision of 23 November 1981 (res. 493 (1981)),
para. (a)
Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 506 (1982)). para. (1)
Decision of 3 August 1982, President’s statement,
para. 3
Decision of 29 November |982 (rcs. 524 (1982)),
para. (a)
Decision of 26 May 1983 (res. 531 (1pard), |
Decision of 23 November 1983 (res. 542 (1983)).
para. 6
Decision of 29 November 1983 (res. 543 (1983)),
para. (a)
Decision of 30 May 1984 (res. 55 1 (1 984)), para. (3
Decision of 28 November 1984 (res, 557 (1984)),
para. (a)
(iii) Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 {1983)),
para. 3
Decision of 11 May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)), para. |
(iv) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 4 October {982 (res. 522 (1982)), para.
3
5. Warning against failure to comply with Security Council
decisions:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 March 1981, President’s statement,
para. 5
6. Violations of a cease-fire noted by the Council:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of | August 1982 (res. 516 (1982)),
preamble
7. Violations or non-implementation of Security Council
resolutions noted by the Council:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 488 (1981)),
preamble
8. Censure, indignation or condemnation expressed by the
Council over non-implementation of a resolution:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 517 (I 982)), para. 3
(ii) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 31 May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)),
preamble
Decision of 28 October 1983 (rcs. 539 (1983)),
preamble, paras. 2, 3

C. Actions requested of the Secretary-General to promote the
implementation of resolutions:
1. To undertake a mission of good offices:

3. To hold consultations or discussions with the parties:
(i} Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 18 December |98] (res. 498 (1981)),
para. 7
Decision of 25 February 1982 (res. 501 (1982)),
para. 5
Decision of 19 September 1982 (res. 52 1 (1982)).
para. 5
Decision of 18 October 1982 (res. 523 (1982)),
para. 4
Decision of 23 November 1983 (res. 542 (I 983)).
para. 7
Decision of 19 April 1984 (res. 549 (I 984)), para. 5
Decision of 12 October 1984 (res. 555 (I 984)).
para. 5
(ii) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 3l October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)),
paras. 4, 7
(iii) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 31 May 1983 (res. 532 {1983)), para. 4
(iv) Question concerning the Falkland Islands (Islas
Malvinas):
Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 505 (1982)). para. 4
(v) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)),
para. 4
4. To continue his mediation efforts with the parties
concerned:
Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 3 | October 1983 (res. 540 (1983)).

para. |
Decision of 30 March 1984. President’s statement.
para. |0

5. To conduct independent inquiries:
Situation in the Middle Fast:
Decision of 4 April 1983, President’s statement,
para. 2
6. To undertake or continue appropriate efforts:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 25 February 1982 (rcs. 501 (1982)),
para. 4
Decision of 4 July 1982 (res. 513 (1982)), para. 3
(ii) Situation between Iran and lIraq:
Decision of 21 February 1983, President’s
statement, para. 7
7. To promote the implementation of a resolution:
{i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 5 June 1982 (res. 508 (1982)), para. 3
Decision of 19 June 1982 (res. 5 12 (1 982)), para. 4
(ii) Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of I | May 1984 (res. 550 (I 984)). paras. 7,
n
(iii) Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 28 May 1982 {res. 507 (1982)). para.13
8. To monitor the implementation of a resplution:
(i) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)),
para. 6
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1 984)). para.
9
(ii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of {5 December 1982 (res. 527 (1982)).
para. 8
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9. To give the matter of assistance his continued attention:
Complamt by Lesotho against South Africa
Decision of 29 June 1983 (res. 535 (1 983)), para. §
10. To edablish a fund for assistance and to ensure its
management:
Letter dated 31 March 1982 from the President of
Kenya transmitting a complaint by Chad:
Decision of 30 April 1982 (res. 504 (1 982)), paras.
2.3
I ], To ensure a rapid deployment of United Nations
observers:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of | August 1982 (res. 516 (I 982)), para. 2
|2. To increase the number of United Nations observers:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 August 1982 (res. 517 ( 1982)), para. 6
Decision of 19 September 1982 (res. 52 | (I 982)).
para. 3
13, To assist a subsidiary organ In the discharge of its task:
Complamt by Seychelles:
Decison of 15 December 1981 (res. 496 (1981)),
para. 5
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 ( 1982)), para. | |

D. Establishment or employment of United Nations forces:

I. Decison to dispatch or to authorize the deployment of
United Nations observers:
(i) Situation between Iran and Irag:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (res. 514 (1982)), para. 3
Decision of 4 October 1982 (res. 522 (1982)), para.
4
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of | August 1982 (res. 5 16 (] 982)). para. 2
2. Decison to increase the srength of a United Nations
force:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decison of 25 February 1982 (res. 501 (1982)).
para. 2
3. Decison to extend or renew the mandate of a United
Nations  force:
(1) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 22 May 1981 (res. 485 (1981)), para. (b)
Decision of 19 June 198 | (res. 488 (1 98 | )), para. 4
Decision of 23 November 198 I (res. 493 (I 98 1)),
para. (b)
Decison of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 (1981)),
para. 8
Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 506 (1982)). para. (h)
Decision of 18 June 1982 (res. 511 (1982)), para. !
Decision of 17 August 1982 (res. 5 19 (I 982)). para.
|
Decision of |8 October 1982 (res. 523 (1982)).

para. |

Decision of 29 November 1982 (res. 524 (I 982)),
para. (h)

Decision of |8 January 1983 (res. 529 (1983)).
para. |

Decision of 26 May 1983 (res. 531 (1983)). para. (h)

Decision of [§ July 1983 (res. 536 (1983)). para. |

Decision of 18 October 1983 (res. 538 (1983)).
para. |

Decision of 29 November 1983 (res. 543 (1983)),
para. (b)

Decision of 19 April 1984 (res. 549 (I 984)), para. |

Decision of 30 May 1984 (res. 55 | (1984)). para. (b)

Decision of 12 October 1984 (res. 555 (1984)),
para. 1

Decision of 28 November 1984 (res. SS7 (1984)).
para. (b)

(ii) Situation in Cyprus:

Decision of 4 June 1981 (res. 486 (1981)), para. |

Decison of 14 December 1981 (res. 495 (1981)),
para, |

Decison of 15 June 1982 (res. 5 1O (1982)). para. |

Decison of |4 December 1982 (res. 526 (1982)).
para.

Decision of 15 June 1983 (res. 534 (1983)). para. |

Decison of {5 December 1983 (res. 544 (1983)).
para. |

Decision of 15 June 1984 (res. 553 (1984)). para. |
Decision of 14 December 1984 (res. 559 ( 1984)),
para. |
4. Reaffirmation of the mandate, terms of reference or
general guidedlines of a United Nations force
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 488 (1981)),

preamble

Decison of 18 December 1981 {res. 498 (1981)),
para. 5

Decision of 25 February 1982 (res. 501 (1982)),
para. 3

Decision of 19 April 1984 (res. 549 (1984)), para. 3
Decison of 12 October 1984 (res 555 (1984)).
para. 3
5. Cdl for full implementation of the mandate of a [Jnited
Nations  force:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 April 1984 (res. 549 (I 984)). para. 4
Decision of 12 October 1984 (res. 555 (I 984)).
para. 4
6. Authorizing a United Nations force to cary out certain
interim  tasks:
Situation in the Middle Fast:
Decison of 18 June 1982 (res. 51 | (1982)), para. 2
Decison of 17 August 1982 (res. 5 19 (I 982). para.
2
7. Redflirmation by the Council of its continuing support
for a United Nations force
Situation in Cyprus:
Decison of 18 November 1983 (res. S41 (1983)),
preamble
Decision of 1 | May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)).
preamble
8. Warning against or deprecation of any attempt to
interfere  with the status or deployment of a United
Nations  force:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decison of 19 March 198 |}, President's statement,
paras. 4, 5
Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 483 (1981)), para. 2
Decison of 18 October 1982 (res 523 (1982)).
para. 2
(ii) Situation in Cyprus:
Decison of | | May 1984 (res. S50 (1984)). para. 6
9. Redflirmation by the Council of its determination; in the
event of continuing obstruction of the mandate of a
United Nations Force, to examine practicd ways and
means to secure its unconditiona fulfilment:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 488 (1981)). para. 7

Establishment or employment of other subsidiary organs:
Complaint by Seychelles:
Decison of 1§ December 1981 (res. 496 (1981)).
para. 3
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)). para. 10

Cal for co-operation with subsidiary organs:
1. With the Secretary-General:
(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 3 | May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)). para. 3
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res, 539 (1983)),
para. 8
(if) Situation in Cyprus:
Decison of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)),
para. 5
Decision of ]) May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)). para. 9
(i)  Question concerning the Fakland Idands (]slas
Malvinas):
Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 505 { 1982)), para. 3
2. With a United Nations force:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 18 June 1982 (res. 511 (1982)). para. 3
Decision of 19 June 1982 (res. $12 (1982)), pare. 3
Decision of 12 August 1982 (res. 518 (] 982)). para.
4
Decision of 17 August 1982 (res. 5 |9 (1982)), para.
3
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Decision of 19 September 1982 (res. 521 (1982)).
para. 6

Decision of 1§ January 1983 (res. 529 (1983)).
para. 2

Decision of 18 July 1983 (res. 536 (1983)). para. 2

Decision of 18 October 1983 (res. 538 (1983)).
para. 2

Decision of 19 April 1984 (res, 549 (1984)), para. 3

Decision of 12 October 1984 (res. 555 (1984)),
para. 3

(ii) Situation in Cyprus:

Decision of 15 December 1983 (rcs. 544 (1983)).
para. 3

Decision of 15 June 1984 (res. 553 (1984)), para. 3

Decision of 14 December 1984 (res. 559 (1984)),
para. 3

G. Decision to establish a special fund:
Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. 9

H. Requests for information on developments or requirements:
I. From the Secretary-General:
{i) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 12 July 1982 (res. 514 (1982)). para. 3
Decision of 31 October 1983 (res. 540 (1 983)).
para, 4
(ii) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 22 May 1981 (res. 485 (1981)), para. (c)
Decision of 23 November 1981 (res. 493 (1981)).
para. {¢)
Decision of 25 February 1982 (res, 501 (1981)),
para. 6
Decision of 26 May 1982 {res. 506 (1982)). para. {(c)
Decision of 17 September 1982 (res. 520 (1982)),
para. 7
Decision of 19 September 1982 (res. 521 (] 982)),
para, 7
Decision of 18 October 1982 (res. 523 (1982)).
para. 4
Decision of 29 November 1982 (res. 524 (1982)).
para. (c)
Decision of 26 May 1983 (res. 531 (1983)), para. (c)
Decision of 23 November 1983 (rcs. 542 (1983)).
para. 7
Decision of 29 November 1983 (res. 543 (1983)),
para. (c)
Decision of 30 May 1984 (res. 55 | (1984)), para. (c)
Decision of 28 November 1984 (res. 557 (1984)),
para. {¢)
(iii) Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 4 June 198 ! (res. 486 (1 98 1)), para. 3
Decision of 14 December 1981 (res. 495 (1981)),
para. 3
Decision of 15 June |982 (res. 510 (1982)), para. 3
Decision of 14 December 1982 (res. 526 (1982)),
para. 3
Decision of 15 June 1983 (res. 534 (1983)), para. 3
Decision of 18 November 1983 (res. 541 (1983)).
para. 9
Decision of I5 December 1983 (res. 544 (1983)),
para. 2
Decision of 15 June 1984 (res. 553 (1984)), para. 2
Decision of 14 December 1984 (res. 559 {1984})),
para. 2
(iv) Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (res. 530 (1983)), para. 5
(v) Question concerning the Falkland Islands {[slas
Malvinas):
Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 505 (1982)), para. 5
2. From United Nations observers:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of |2 August 1982 (res. 5 |8 (1 982)). para.
3
3. From other subsidiary organs:
Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 { 1982)). para. |2
4. From all States:
Complaint by Seychelles:

Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. 7
5. From a regional group:
Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the representative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (res. §30 (1983)). para. 4

I.  Endorsement of the report of a mission to a country:
Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 29 June 1983 (res. 535 {1983)), para. 3

J. Note taken of the lack of unanimity of the permanent
members of the Council that prevented it from exercising its
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international
peace and security:

Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 28 January |982 (res. 500 (1982)),
preamble

IX. Measures to ensure further consideration

A. Request for information from the Secretary-General regarding
the implementation of a decision of the Security Council:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:

Decision of 22 May 1981 (res. 485 (1981)), para. (c)

Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 488 (1981)). para. 5

Decision of 21July 1981 (res. 490 (1981)), para. 3

Decision of 23 November |98] (res. 493 (1981)),
para. (¢)

Decision of |7 December 1981 (rcs. 497 (1981)),
para. 4

Decision of 18 December 1981 (res. 498 {1981)),
para. 7

Decision of 25 February 1982 (res. 501 (I 982)). para.
6

Decision of 26 May 1982 (res. 506 (1982)), para. (c)

Decision of 5 June 1982 (res. 508 (1982)). para. 3

Decision of 18 June 1982 (res. 51 (1982)), para. 4

Decision of 19 June 1982 (res. 512 (1982)), para. 4

Decision of 29 June 1982 (res. 515 (1982)), para. 2

Decision of | August 1982 (res. 5 16 (1 982)), para. 3

Decision of 4 August {982 (res. St7 (198para. 7

Decision of 12 August 1982 (res. 5 18 (] 982)). para. 5

Decision of |7 September 1982 (res. 520 (1982)),
para, 7

Decision of 19 September 1982 (res. 52 | (1982)),
para. 7

Decision of 18 October 1982 {res. 523 (1982)). para. 5

Decision of 29 November 1982 (res, 524 (1982)),
para. (¢)

Decision of 18 January 1983 (res. 529 (1 9para. 3

Decision of 26 Mav 1983 (res. 531 (1983)). para. {c)

Decision of 18 July 1983 (res. 536 (1983)), para. 3

Decision of 18 October 1983 (res. 538 (I 983)), para. 3

Decision of 23 November 1983 (res. 542 (1983)).
para, 7

Decision of 29 November 1983 (res. 543 (1983)).
para. (0)

Decision of 19 April 1984 (res. 549 (198para.5

Decision of 30 May 1984 (res. 551 (1984)), para. (¢)

Decision of 12 October 1984 (res. 555 (I 984)), para. 5

Decision of 28 November 1984 (res. 557 {(1984)),
para. (c)

(i) Situation in Cyprus:

Decision of 4 June 1981 (res. 486 (19fpaia.3

Decision of 14 December 1981 (res. 495 (1981)).
para. 3

Decision of 15 June 1982 (res. 510 (1982)e. 3

Decision of 14 December 1982 (res. 526 (1982)),
pare. 3

Decision of 15 June 1983 {res. 534 (1983)). para. 3

Decision of I8 November 1983 (res, 541 (1983)),,
para. 9

Decision of 15 December 1983 (res. 544 (1983)),
para. 2

Decision of | I May 1983 (res. 550 (1983)), para.| |

Decision of 15 June 1984 (res. 553 (|984idra. 2

Decision of |4 December {984 (res. 559 (1984)).
para, 2

(iii) Complaint by Iraq:

Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 487 (198Ipara. 7
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(iv) Question concerning the Falkland Islands (Isias
Malvinas):
Decision of 26 May 1982 (rcs. 505 (1982)), para. 5
(v) Situation bctwcen Iran and lIraq:

Decision of 12 July 1982 (res. 514 (1982)), para. 6
Decision of 4 October 1982 (rcs. 522 (I 982)), para. 7
Decision of 3 1October 1983 (res. 540 ( 1983)), para. 4
(vi) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 1S December 1982 (rcs. 527 (1982)),
para. 8
Decision of 29 June 1983 (rcs. 535 (1983)). para. 5
(vii) Letter dated 5 May 1983 from the rcprcscnlative of
Nicaragua:
Decision of 19 May 1983 (rcs. 530 (1983)), para. 5
(viii) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 31 May 1983 (rcs. 532 (1983)), para. 5
Decision of 28 October 1983 (rcs. 539 (1983)), para. 9
(ix) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Dceision of 20 December k983 (rcs. 545 (1983)),
para. 6
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res. 546 (1984)), para. 9
{x} Question of South Africa:
Decision of 17 August 1984 (rcs. 554 (I 984)). para. 6
Decision of 23 October 1984 (res.556 (1984)), para. 7
Decision of 13 December 1984 (rcs. 558 (1984)),
para. 4
(xi)  Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and
the United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)), para. 7

B. Provision by express decision to consider the matter further:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 18 December 1981 (rcs. 498 (1981)),
para. 10
Decision of 17 August 1982 (res. 5 19 (1 982)), para. 5
(i) Letter dated | April 1982 from the representative of the
United Kingdom:
Decision of 5 May 1982. President’s statement. para.
3
(iii) Situation bctwcen Iran and Iraq:
Dceision of 30 March 1984, President’s statement,
para. | |

C. Decision to meet following submission of a report by the
Secretary-General:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 4 August 1982 (rcs. 517 (1982)), para. 8
Decision of 12 August 1982 (res. 5 18 (1 982)). para. 6
(i) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1983)), para.
10

D. Decision to meet in the event of noncompliance with Security
Council resolutions:
(i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 1981 (res. 488 (1981)), para. 7
Decision of 17 December 1981 (res. 497 (1981)),
para. 4

(i) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 6 January 1984 (res, 546 (1984)), para. 8
(iii) Situation in Cvarus:
Decision of | | May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)), para. 10
(iv) Letter dated 21 Mav 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar. Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (rcs. 552 (1984)), para. 6

E. Decision to remain seized of the question:
{i) Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 19 June 1981 (rcs. 488 (1981)), para. 7
Decision of 18 December 1981 (rcs. 498 (1981)),

para. 10
Decision of 25 February 1982 (res. 501 (1982)), para.
6

Decision of 6 June 1982 (res. 509 (1982)), para. 4
Decision of 17 Scptcmber 1982 (res. 520 (1982)).
para. 7
Decision of 23 November 983 (res. 542 (1983)),
para. 7
(i) Situation in Cyprus:
Decision of 11 May 1984 (res. 550 (1984)), para. 10
(iii) Question of South Africa:
Decision of 17 August 1984 (rcs. 554 ( 1984)), para. 7
Decision of 23 October 1984 (rcs. 556 (I 984)), para. 8
(iv) Situation in Namibia:
Decision of 3] May 1983 (res. 532 (1983)), para. 6
Decision of 28 October 1983 (res. 539 (1 983)), para.
10
{v)  Complaint by Seychelles:
Decision of 15 December 1981 (rcs. 496 (1981)),
para. 6
Decision of 28 May 1982 (res. 507 (1982)), para. |4
(vi) Situation between Iran and Iraq:
Decision of 21 February 1983, President’s statement.
para. 6
(vii) Complaint by Lesotho against South Africa:
Decision of 15 December 1982 (rcs. 527 (1982)),
para. 9
Decision of 29 June 1983 (rcs. 535 (1983)), para. 6
(viii) Complaint by Angola against South Africa:
Decision of 20 December 1983 (res. 545 (1983)),
para. 7
Decision of 6 January 1984 (rcs. 546 (1984)). para. 10
(ix)  Letter dated 21 May 1984 from the representatives of
Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia and
the United Arab Emirates:
Decision of | June 1984 (res. 552 (1984)). para. 8

X. Measures iN connection with the inability Of the Security
Council tO reach an agreement

Decision to call an emergency special session of the General
Assembly:
Situation in the Middle East:
Decision of 28 January
operative pare.

1982 (rcs. 500 (1982)),

Part 11

1. THE SITUATION IN NAMIBIA

On 19 January 1981, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted to the Security Council a fwurther report’
concerning the implementation of Council resolu-
tions 435 (1978) and 439 (1978) concerning the
guestion of Namibia. The report covered an account
of the pre-implementation meeting held a Geneva
from 7 to 14 January 198 | under the auspices and
chairmanship of the United Nations.? After observ-
ing that the meeting had failed to achieve its main
objective of setting a firm date for a cease-fire and
the commencement of implementation of resolution

435 (1978). the Secretary-General appealed to South
Africa to review the implications of the meeting and
to reconsider its position with regard to the imple-
mentation of resolution 435 (1978) at the earliest
possible time’

By letter’ dated 29 January 1981 addressed to the
President of the Council, the representative of Tuni-
sia, on behalf of the Group of African States at the
United Nations, requested a meeting of the Council
as soon as possible to examine theturther report of
the Secretary-General on the implementation of
resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 (1978).
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At its 2263rd meeting, on 30 January 1981, the
Council included the further report of the Secretary-
Genera and the letter by Tunisia in the agenda
Following the adoption of the agenda, the President
also drew the attenion of the Council members to
the text of a letter® dated 28 January 1981 from
South Africa addressed to the Secretary-General.”

At the outset of the meeting, the Secretary-General
briefly introduced his report, which he said dealt
with the Geneva meeting, in the course of which it
had become clear that South Africa was not yet
prepared to sign a cease-fire agreement and to
proceed with the implementation of resolution 435
(1978). He stated that he had addressed a letter to the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of South Africa on 22
January 198 1, in which he had drawn attention to his
report to the Council and had expressed, infer alia,
that he was deeply concerned over the effect of the
present stalemate not only on the situation in Na
mibia itself, but also on the prospects of a peaceful
and prosperous future for the region as a whole.’

The representative of Tunisia stated that indepen-
dence for Namibia in accordance with resolution 435
(1978) appeared unlikely in 1981. Since the matter
was of great importance to the Security Council, he
said, it should be (}:)1iven the necessary time for an in-
depth analysis of the situation, taking into account all
the new locd, regiona and international develop
ments. After such an analysis, he stressed, the
Council could then take decisions commensurate
with the seriousness of the situation.*

The representative of Panama deplored that the
Geneva meeting had failed despite the Secretary-
General’s good offices and high-level representation
of the parties, and declared that the lorger South
Africa took to comply with resolutions 435 (1978)
and 439 (1978), the more the relations between
southern Africa and South Africa would deteriorate.’

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
he understood the desire of the African States to
study the developments in order to determine the
most dfedive gedfic deos thet should be taken, and
that the actions of South Africa, which were designed
to maintain its occupation of the Territory, repre-
sented a serious threat to international peace and
security. He reviewed the efforts aimed at a settle-
ment of the Namibian problem through peaceful
means since 1972 and said that the General Assem-
bly should express itself on the most recent develop-
ments, whereas the Council should adopt decisive
measures under Chapter VII of the Charter to ensure
the achievement of genuine independence by the
Namibian people.!®

The representative of Japan stated that the Coun-
cil's meeting was not devoted to a substantive
discussion” of the item on its agenda and commend-
ed the Secretary-General’s efforts and thanked him
for his objective report on the pre-implementation
meseting held at Geneva. He deplored South Africa's
intransigence, which accounted for the failure of the
Geneva meeting, and expressed concern over the
outcome of the meeting, as a result of which a serious
international  situation” had arisen.!?

Decision of 30 Aprl 198 1 (2277th meding): regection
of four draft resolutions
By letter!? dated 10 April 1981, the representative
of Uganda, on behalf of the Group of A frican States
a the United Nations, requested an urgent meeting

of the Council to consider the question of Namibia in
the light of the refusal of South Africa to implement
Council resolutions on Namibia.

At its 2267th meeting, on 2 | April 198 1, the
Council included the letter in the agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the following were
invited, at their request, to participate, without vote,
in the discussion of the item: at the 2267th meeting,
the representatives of Algeria, Angola, Benin, Cuba,
Ethiopia, Guinea, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Mo-
zambique, Nigeria, Senega, Sierra Leone, South
Africa, Sri Lanka, Togo, the United Republic of
Tanzania, Yugodavia, Zaire, Zambia and Zimbabwe;
a the 2268th meeting, the representatives of Canada,
the Federal Republic of Germany and Kenya; at the
2269th meeting, the representative of Romania; at
the 2270th meeting, the representative of Brazil; at
the 2271st meeting, the representatives of Bangla
desh and Democratic Yemen; at the 2272nd meeting,
the representatives of Burundi and the Libyan Ar
Jamahiriya; at the 2274th meeting, the representative
of Guyana; and at the 2275th meeting, the represen-
tative of Singapore.'

At its 2267th meeting, the Council aso decided to
extend an invitation to the President and the five
Vice-Presidents of the United Nations Council for
Namibia. At the same meeting, the President drew
the attention of the members of the Council to a
letter dated 20 April 1981 from France, the United
Kingdom and the United States, containing a request
that an invitation under rule 39 of the provisiond
rules of Erocedure be extended to Mr. Peter Kalangu-
la and the others associated with the request.

In regard to that proposal, one group of representa-
tives’ said that the rgu&t was objectionable as it
redlated to the so-called Democratic Tumhdle Alli-
ance (DTA) of Namibia, a politica entity that had
resulted from the elections organized by the illegall
occupying Power. The request was therefore consid-
ered not 1n accord with the provisions of rule 39 of
the provisional rules of procedure of the Council and
contrary to resolution 439 (1978), by which the
Councilhad declared those elections and their results
null and void.

A second group of representatives's said that the
request that Mr. Kalangula be allowed to address the
Council had been made on the ground that he was
competent, as an individual and on behaf of his
political party, to supply the Council with relevant
information on the situation in Namibia, under rule
39 of the provisional rules of procedure. Since
resolution 435 (1978) caled for free and fair elec-
tions under United Nations supervision and control
in Namibia, they thought that the Council should
hear the opinions of those who would be participat-
ing in those elections.

Resolution 439 (1978) was not applicable to the
cae dne Mr. Kadanguds request was to & a
representative of a poFiticaI party and not of an organ
established by a process that had been declared null
and void by that resolution of the Council. The
United Nations itself was based on the principles of
reason, discussion and representation and those
principles, including the peace-making capacity of
the Council, would be damaged if the Council denied
DTA the right to be heard.

The Council then proceeded to vote on the three-

Power proposal contained in the letter dated 20 April
198 1. The reaut of the vote was SX voies in favour to
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none against and the proposal was not adopted,
having faied to obtain the required majority.” At the
same meeting, the Council further decided to extend
an invitation to participate in the discussion of the
item_ on the Council’s agenda under rule 39 of the
ﬁrowsonal rules of procedure to Mr. Peter Mueshi-
1ange of the South West Africa People’'s Organiza-
tion (SWAPO) and, subsequently, at its 2268th
meeting, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud, of the League of
Arab States (LAS), at its 2272nd meeting, to Mr.
Johnstone F. Makatini of the African Nationa
Congress of South Africa (ANC), and at its 2275th
meeting to the Chairman of the Specia Committee
on the Situation with regard to the Implementation
of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence
to Colonial Countries and Peoples.'® The item was
considered at the 2267th to 2277th meetings, from
21 to 30 April 1981

At the 2267th meeting, the President drew the
attention of the Council members to the text of a
note!’ dated 1 April 1981 bly the Secretary-General
transmitting General Assembly resolutions 35/227 A
to J, entitled “Question of Namibia’, to the Council;
and to the further report®® of the Secretary-General
concerning the implementation of resolutions 435
?\l ] 973) aond 439 (1 978) concerning the question of

amibia.?

At the same meeting, the Minister of State for
Foreign Affairs of Uganda stated that, after the
United Nations had celebrated the twentieth anni-
versary of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde-
pendence to Colonia Countries and Peoples, the
eople of Namibia were missing from the list of a
arge number of colonial a(:Peoplas who had achieved
independence since the adoption of General Assem-
bly resolution 1514 (XV) in 1960. That situation was
al the more disturbing and ironic since Namibia was
the unique responsibi %It[ of the United Nations. He
reviewed the history of Namibia since the origind
colonization of the Territory gfy Germany in 1884
and depicted it as the “history of a continual betrayal
of trust”. He described the response of the Council
thus far to South Africa's act of illegality as “tenta
tive and indecisive’* and said that it had broadly been
in the following three phases: (a) the period that had
be un with the Council’s adoption d resolution 264
(169) and consisted of repeated calls upon South
Africa to withdraw from Namibia and appedls to all
States to refrain from any contacts that might imply
recognition of South Africa’'s authority over Na-
mibia; (b) the period of didogue beginning with the
1972 mesting of the Council in Addis Ababa whereby
resolution 309 (1972) was adopted inviting the
Secretary-General to Initiate contacts with all the
parties concerned in order to expedite the process of
Independence for Namibia; and (c) the resumed
dialogue beginning in April 1978 with the proposal
by the Contact Group d the Western Five that had
eventually led to the adoption of resolution 435
(1978), by which the Council had provided for a
cease-fire, United Nations-supervi eections and
the establishment of a United Nations Transition
Assistance Group (UNTAG?] in Namibia The re-
sumed dialogue ended with the failure of the Geneva
pre-implementation meeting, which had been the
subject of the Secretary-General’'s report.2

He stated that South Africa’s continued occupation
of Namibia was an illegality which had given rise to

consequences “characterized by a serious threat to
international peace and constant acts of aggression”

within the meaning of Article 39 of the Charter, and
enumerated the fdlowing “specific elements’ of
breach of international peace and security: (a) the
massive military presence of South Africa in Namib-
ia; (h) South Africa's continued use of the Territory
of Namibia as a springboard for constant armed
attacks against the neighbouring States and the
escalation of those attacks over the last few months,
which had amounted to a “systematic and compre-
hensive programme of violent destabilization of the
entire region of southern Africa’: (¢) the elaborate
machinery of repression organized by South Africa
against the Namibian patriots, whose resistance had
been recognized by the Council since its adoption of
resolution 269 (1969), and the resulting dangerous
conflict that could be ended only with the complete
withdrawal of South Africa from Namibia; and (d)
South Africa's persistent scheme to dismember the
Territory of Namibia through the annexation of
Walvis Bay. He urged the Council to invoke Articles
39 and 41 of the Charter and to impose comprehen-
sive mandatory sanctions against South Africa. Such
a decision, as in the case of Southern Rhodesia in
1966,22 would be in conformity with the demand of
the vast mgjority of the international community. He
concluded that the Groug of African States at the
United Nations would submit, at a later stage, draft
resolutions to that effect.??

At the same meeting, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Sierra Leone stated that the situation In
southern Africa had become more menacing with the
prospects of a racia war of “unforeseeable magni-
tude” unfolding as a direct consequence of the ill%qal
occupation of Namibia by South Africa He added
that the Council had to implement the appropriate
provisions of Chapter VII of the Charter against
South Africa since all peaceful efforts aimed at the
withdrawal of South Africa from the Territory had
failed owing to South Africa’s outright resistance and
intransigence.?*

The Minister for External Relations of Cuba,
speaking on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned
Countries, charged that the lawlessness of South
Africa was encouraged by the support of certain
Western Powers, which had permitted the continued
illegal occupation of Namibia by South Africa and its
expansionist and aggressive policy against the inde-
pendent neighbourmg States. He declared that the
Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the non-aligned
countries, at their meeting at Algiers, had condemned
the “systematic policy of destabilization, provocation
and aggression by the Pretoria racist regime”, and
had reiterated their full support for SWAPO. He
stated that the Geneva pre-implementation meeting
had failed owing to South Africa’s persistent defiance
of the international community and to the unwill-
in ness of the Contact Group to exert on South
Alrica the pressure necessary for a negotiated settle-
ment. He recaled that the Coordinating Bureau of
the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries had ex-
pressed concern over the announcement that the
United States Congress would repeal the Clark
Amendment, and had reaffirmed its commitment to
support the defensive capability of the front-line
States against South African aggression. In conclu-
sion, he repeated that the ministerial session of the
Coordinating Bureau of the Movement of Non-
Aligned Countries had mandated him to request that
the” Council apply comprehensive mandatory sanc-
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tions, including an oil embargo, under Chapter VII of
the Charter.25

The Minister for Foreign Affairs and Co-operation
of Niger said that any further delay in the liberation
of Namibia could greatly endanger the stability of
Africa and world peace. South Africa sought to
discredit the United Nations by aleging a lack of
impartiality on the part of the Organization and
would not change its position unless comprehensive
mandatory sanctions were imposed on it in accord-
ance with the relevant provisions of Chapter VII of
the Charter.2¢

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Ethiopia said
that, during the four years since SWAPO and Africa
had accepted the prqPosaI of the Contact Group to
end South Africa’s illegal occupation of Namibia,
South Africa had used treachery and deception and
had dashed al hopes for a peaceful transition of
Namibia to independence byits outright rejection of
the United Nations plan for the independence of
Namibia. He pointed to the fact that certain perma
nent members that were involved in the elaboration
of the settlement plan that had culminated in resolu-
tion 435 (1978) co-operated closely and extensively
in economic and military matters with South Africa
and had to choose between their ties with racist
South Africa and long-term fruitful co-operation with
free and independent Africa He declared that the
only remaining course of action, apart from support-
ing the continuing armed struggle, was the adoption
of enforcement measures under Chapter VII of the
Charter.”

The Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for
Foreign A&airs of Jamaica stated that the Council

ad, on several occasions during the past 15 years,
reaffirmed the specia responsibility of the United
Nations towards Namibia and that whenever the
Council had sought to impose sanctions against a
recalcitrant and intransigent South Africa, such ac-
tions had been blocked either by those States that
continued to maintain significant political and eco-
nomic interests in South Africa or by South Africa's
“spurious promises to co-operate”. He said that
Pretoria s “deliberate sabotage” of the Geneva pre-
implementation meeting had made them doubt
South Africa’s interest in a peaceful settlement of the
Namibian question and that the Council was re-
quired to ensure the full implementation of resolu-
tion 435 (1978) by epplying comprehensive econom-
ic sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII
of the Charter. He concluded by calling upon the
Council to consider South Africa's acts of aggression
against neighbouring States, thereby threatening in-
ternational peace and security within the meaning of
Article 39 of the Charter, and by reminding the
Council members that Article 42 provided for addi-
tional measures that could be taken by the Council to
enforce South Africa's compliance in the event that
sanctions were considered inadequate.?8

At the 2268th meeting, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Indonesia said that South Africa, instead of
complying with the United Nations resolutions and
withdrawing from Namibia, had strengthened its
colonial grip over the Territory and had Instituted a
“brutal reign of terror” through the imposition of a
“Fupggt Ogégime" and the dtationing in the Territory
of 100,000 troops, which it had also used for
launchn:fpmdlscnmmate attacks on neighbouring
States.. He declared that behind all those transgres-
sions that had destroyed the region’s stability lay

South Africa’s nuclear capability, which was clandes-
tinely developed with the co-operation of its friends
in contravention of the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera-
tion of Nuclear Weapons and which had resulted in
the rapid depletion of Namibia's natural resources,
thereby endangering the Territory’s future economic
viability. He cdled upon the Council to ensure the
implementation of resolution 435 (1978) without
further delay or modification and, in view of South
Africa's persistent defiance and the mounting threat
to International peace and security, to impose the
necessary mandatory sanctions agamst South Africa
under Chapter VII of the Charter.?

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Algeria said
that the lessons of the Geneva pre-implementation
meeting had prompted the African States to request
the urgent meeting of the Council with a view to
imposing comprehensive mandatory  sanctions

ainst South Africa and that the Movement of Non-
Aligned Countries, at a special meeting of its Co-
ordinating Bureau held at Algiers the preceding week,
had endorsed the African initiative. He characterized
the situation in Namibia as a state of “permanent
aggression” and recalled previous resolutions of the
Council imposing partid and selective sanctions,
including the arms embargo adopted in 1977, which
had proved inadequate, and the advisory opinion of
the International Court of Justice of 30 June 197 1%
regarding the lega status of Namibia.’!

The Minister of State for Foreign Affairs of Senegal
stated that South Africa had persistently blocked all
efforts of the United Nations aimed a a negotiated
settlement of the Namibian question and that it had
continually undertaken blatant acts of aggression
against the front-line States of Angola, Mozambique,
Zambia, Zimbabwe and Botswana. He recalled that
the Movement of Non-A |8ned Countries, the Organ-
ization of African Unity (OAU) and, particularly, the
front-line States had all underlined the significance of
resolution 435 (1978) and the responsibility of the
Group of Five in the implementation of that resolu-
tion and urged the Council to support the initiative
of the non-aligned and African countries.?

The representative of South Africa highlighted
three reasons for South Africa s request to participate
in the discussion of the item on the Council’ s agenda:
(@) that South Africa was “directly concerned with
the future of South Africa/lNamibia’; (b) that the
people of the Territory urgently desired an interna-
tionally recognized independence, that South Africa
supported their wish and shared their anxieties about
certain aspects of the procedure that had been
followed in the past and that it was South Africa's
right and duty to state its views to the Council; and
(c) that South Africa had to emphasize that the
“democratic parties’ of the Territory had never been
allowed to state their views in the Council, while one

roup had been given “preferentia treatment”

rough “one-sided’”action of the Council.

He referred to the Council’s decision at its 2267th
meeting denying an invitation?? to DTA and charged
that the Councijnas biased in favour of SWAPO. He
said that South Africa had maintained that the

ople of the Territory should determine its own
uture in a “manifestly free and fair procedure” and
that it was on the basis of that approach that South
Africa accepted the Western proposal on 25 April
1978. The prevalence of “visible peace” throughout
the Territory was one of the basic assumptions of the
Western proposal, which the democratic political
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parties did not beieve the United Nations could and
would bring about. He added that the degree to
which the United Nations had assisted and identified
itself with SWAPO was a matter of record, as was the
manner in which it had designated the status of the
other parties, and that the Geneva meeting had failed
to reassure the latter in regard to their anxieties.
Sanctions against South Afrrica would amount to
sanctions against the countries of southern Africa
since their economies were closely interlinked, a view
aso confirmed by the Economic Commission for
Africa (ECA).

He declared that the approach of the Genera
Assembly, as reflected in its resolutions 35/227 A to J
of 6 March 198 |, was wrong if genuine independence
for the Territory was sincerely sought, and that co-
operation between South Africa and the neighbour-
ing States was essential for the peaceful transition of
the Territory to independence. He concluded by
emphasizing that a settlement would not be achieved
unless. (a) equa treatment of all parties was assured;
(b) the rights of minority groups were protected and
guaranteed; and (c) fundamentnl principles of democ-
racy were ensured for the future.

At the 2269th meeting, the Minister for Externa
Relations of Panama stated that 25 Foreign Ministers
from Africa, Asa and Latin America had been
designated by OAU and by the Co-ordinating Bureau
of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries at its
special ministerial meeting helid at Algiers with the
mandate to participate in the discussion on the
Council’s agenda and to request it to impose urgently
on South Africa comPrehensive mandatory sanctions
under Chapter VII of the Charter. He said that, in
view of South Africa’s “lawless behaviour”, which
consisted of utter contempt for the resolutions of the
General Assembly, the Council and the International
Court of Justice, the Council would be justified to
adopt the “measures of coercion”, which were de-
manded by the seriousness of the situation in Namib-
ia. He said that, as long as South Africa persisted in
ignoring the decision d the Council, comprehensive
mandatory sanctions, including an oil embargo,
should be imgosed under Chapter VII of the Charter
as requested by the specia ministeria meeting of the
Co-ordinating Bureau of the Movement of Non-
Aligned Countries. Since South Africa's economy
was intimately linked with those of the neighbouring
countries, as was stated in the ECA report, specid
measures should be devised for the extension of
material and financial support to those countries to
enable them to withstand the effects of the sanctions.
He appealed to the Contact Group to ensure South
Africa's co-operation with the retary-General’s
efforts to implement resolution 435 (1978).%

At the same meeting, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Zambia said that the Geneva conference
had failed solely because of South Africa’s unreason-
able stance and that the situation in and around
Namibia had become dangerously explosive. The
United Nations plan remained the only vaid basis
for the peaceful settlement of the Namibian problem
and, therefore, the Council had been convened again
in order to find a peaceful solution despite South
Africa’s attempts to wreck the negotiation process.
He stated that Namibia was besieged by a calculated
South African reign of terror, with members of
SWAPO its daily victims of detention, imprisonment
and torture, just as the independent neighbouring
States of Angola, Botswana, Mozambique and Zam-

bia were the victims of its constant aggression
launched from Namibian territory. He stressed that
his Government supported solutions to the problems
of southern Africa through the United Nations and
on the basis of resolution 435 (1978), the implemen-
tation of which was urgently needed, and that the
Contact Group had Fanicular responsibility to sup-
port the adoption of enforcement measures against
South Africa in order to achieve those objectives.

At the same meeting, the Minister for Forciﬁn
Affairs and Co-operation of Togo®’ condemned the
racist system of apartheid, which he said was at the
root of South Africa’s persistent defiance of the will
of the international community as well as its contin-
ued illegal occupation of Namibia and the acts of
aggression against the independent neighbouring
States. He appealed to the Contact Group to exert
pressure on South Africa and called on the Council to
take the decisions that were necessary to meet the
challenge posed by South Africa.!*

The Minister for External Affairs of India stated
that it was imperative for the Council to take the
following actions: (a) declare that South Africa had
committed a breach of the peace and had threatened
international OFeace and security; (b) cal for an
immediate end to South Africa's illegal occupation of
Namibia and the withdrawal of its forces from the
Territory; (¢) demand the cessation by South Africa
of all atts of genocide against the people of Namibia
and of aggression against the front-line States; (d)
reaffirm the validity of the United Nations plan as
contained in resolutions 385 (1 976), 435 (1 978) and
439 (1978) for achieving Namibia's independence
and fix a time frame for 1ts implementation; and (e)
impose comprehensive mandatory sanctions against
South Africa with a view to securing the implementa-
tion of the plan.¥

At the 2270th meeting, the Minister of State for
External Affairs of Nigeria said that the contention
that “constructive dialogue” with the racist regime of
South Africa was desirable or even feasible was
“naive and unrealistic’. He declared that, in view of
South Africa's persistent violation of internationa
law for decades and its record of aggression against
neighbouring States, the unavoidable conclusion was
thal South Africa's behaviour amounted to a serious
breach of international peace and security and that
effective measures under Cha‘Bter VIl ofthe Charter
should be speedily invoked.

At the same meeting, the President of the United
Nations Council for Namibia stated that since the
adoption of resolution 385 (1976), the Secretary-
General had counted on the full S/SJ\)OA)ort of OAU, the
front-line States, Nigeria and PO, as well as
other countries that were concerned with the precari-
ous situation in southern Africa, while it was “widel
felt” that the group of Western Powers were *‘hal{-
hearted” in thelr attempts to exert pressure on South
Africa, thus promoting its intransigence. He recaled
that since the collapse of the Geneva pre-implemen-
tation meeting, the Movement of the Non-Aligned
Countries, OAU, the front-line States and the Gener-
al Assembly at its thirty-fifth session had called upon
the Security Council urgently to impose mandatory
economic ‘sanctions against South' Africa under
Chapter VII of the Charter, in order to compd it to
terminate its illegal occupation of Namibia. Enforce-
ment measures had become i Qferative as a peaceful
solution for Namibia remained elusive. The United
Nations Council for Namibia had given careful
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consideration to the formulation of draft resolutions
on sanctions against South Africa and had concluded
that a detailed review of South Africads acts of
aggression in violation of Article 39 of the Charter
was not necessary but that it was sufficient to recall,
as in resolution 428 (1978), that it had repeatedly
used the Territory of Namibia for Iaunchi.n% acts of
gggress‘llon against independent  neighbouring
tates.

At the same meeting, Mr. Peter Mueshihan%e,
Secretary for Foreign Relations of SWAPO, said that
the Security Council was debatin% the problem of
Namibia for the first time since 1978 and that it had
been “immobilized” in the intervening period, there-
by encouraging South Africa to proceed with political
repression and other illegal acts of intimidation and
neo-colonialism in occupied Namibia. During that
period, beginning with the “Western initiative  that
was to lead to free and fair elections under United
Nations supervision, the trust had been betrayed and
the unique responsibility of the United Nations over
Namibia and 1ts people had been serioudy eroded.
He referred to the participation of several Ministers
in the Council’s meetings, following the summit
meeting of the front-line States at Luanda on 15
March 1981, and, more recently, the extraordinary
ministerial meeting of the Coordinating Bureau of
the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, and cited
their call for increased assistance to SWAPO to
enable it to “intensify the armed struggle in the face
of South Africa's persistent rejection of a negotiated
settlement of the Namibia problem”.

In usng Namibia repeatedlly as a springboard for
acts of aggression against thefront-line States, South
Africa had enlisted mercenaries from the United
States, France, the United Kingdom, the Federa
Republic of Germany and Australia. Counter-revolu-
tionary bandits of the National Union for the Total
Independence of Angola (UNITA), who were housed
on miIitaAg'obases inside Namibia, together with the
so-called uth African Defence Forces, were also
used for subversion and destabilization. He referred
to the request for the participation of DTA¥ in the
Council’s debate as a political act presented as a
procedura matter and added that alowing them to
address the Securit( Council would have violated the
provisions of resolution 439 (1978).

In the final analysis, the historic and specia
responsibility of the United Nations was flouted and
rejected and the Council had to rectry the situation
in' Namibia. He concluded by calling ¢¢ the imposi-
tion of comprehensive mandatory sanctions, includ-
ing an oil embargo, against South Africa under
Chapter VII of the Charter and stated that SWAPO
would support the call for an emergency speciad
session of the General Assembly in the event that the
Council failed to adopt the measures that were being
proposed.#?

At the 2271t meeting, the Minister for External
Relations of Angola stated that the brutal repression
of the majority in South Africa within the framework
of apartheid was an expression of the colonial nature
of the South African regime that violated the princi-
ple of the right of peoples to self-determination, and
that the armed resistance by SWAPO and ANC
against the illegal South African authority could not
be equated in law with the terrorism invoked by
gouth Africa and, more recently. by the United

tates

He recalled the Council’s resolutions on the many
premeditated, persistent, prolonged acts of armed
invasion by South Africa agai nst Angola, which, inter
alia, had warned South Africa that the Council would
meet again, in the event of further attacks, to
consider the adoption of effective measures, includ-
ing those under Chapter VII of the Charter, and
stated that despite al those resolutions the people of
Angola had had to make enormous sacrifices in order
to comply with the relevant resolutions on Namibia
so that the Namibian people too could become
independent. He said that, over the past three years,
South Africa’'s armed forces had carried out 1,400
reconnaissance flights, 290 air raids, 56 debarkations
of helicopter-borne troops and 72 land attacks, which
had caused the death of more than 1,800 persons, the
wounding of about 1,000 and material damage
estimated a $7 billion.

He asked how many new acts of violation of the
sovereignty and the ferritoria integrity of Angola
were necessary for the Council to shoulder its
responsibility and to impose comprehensive manda
tory economic sanctions on South Africa, and
stressed that any negotiated settlement of the Na-
mibian question “should be strlctl}/ within the frame-
work of resolution 435 (1978).4

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
the “Pretoria racists’ had elevated apartheid to the
status of State policy and extended it to the Territory
of Namibia, which 1t occupied iIIe%aIIy and used as a
military springboard for acts of aggression and
provocation  against  neighbouring  independent
States. He said that the gSituation relating to the
Namibian question was redly critical after many
years, during which the African States and the
United Nations had shown patience and restraint
and agreed to negotiations, an approach stressed by
certain Western %’owers.

He pointed out that those Powers had initially
opposed the adoption of effective measures as they
asserted that they could persuade South Africa to co-
operate and recalled that in February 1972, when the
Council had held a series of meetings in Africa”
those countries had given assurances that they need-
ed six months to resolve the Namibian problem by
means of negotiations. He declared that the Soviet
Union adhered to a consistent position of principle
with regard to Namibia and did not seek for itself any
“particular rights or privileges’ in Africa or in any
continent. The Soviet delegation believed that the
Council must support the proposals of OAU and the
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries and adopt
comprehensive mandatory sanctions against South
Africa under Chapter VII of the Charter and would
vote in favour of such measures.*

The representative of the United Kingdom said
that the Contact Group had just held a meeting in
London and that a communiqué* had been issued at
the conclusion of that meeting. On behalf of the Five,
he read out the communiqué. Its text was as follows:

Senior officials of the five Western Governments (Canada,

France, Federal Republic of Germany, United Kingdom and

United States) met in London on 22 and 23 April 1981, to

review the situation concerning Namibia. They received a

complete report from Mr. Chester Crocker, United States

Assistant ~ Secretary-Designate for African Affairs, on his visit to

12 African States, including the African front-line capitals,

South Africa, Nigeria, Zaire, Kenya, Swaziland and the Congo.

The Five agreed that it was of the utmost importance to bring

Namibia to independence at the earliest possible date and

reiterated their commitment to an internationally acceptable
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settlement. In that context. they also agreed that Security
Council resolution 435 (1978) continues to provide a solid basis
for transition 10 independence in Namibia. They considered
possibilities for strengthening the existing plan, and agreed that
expeditious progress towards a settlement would be enhanced by
measures aimed at giving greater confidence to all of the parties
on the future of an independent Namibia.

The representatives agreed that it was necessary to develop
more specific proposals for discussion with the concerned
parties. It was decided that intensive consultations among
contact group representatives would continue and it is intended
that the fiye Foreign Ministers will consider the issue further
when they meet at Rome.

The representative of the United Kingdom in-
formed the Council that the meeting in Rome was
scheduled to take place in 10 days time, on 4 and 5
May 198 |. He noted that most of those participating
in the Council’s debate were advocating the adoption
of mandatory measures against South Africa under
Chapter VII" and appedled to all concerned not to
abandon the possibility of negotiation as his delega-
tion was convinced that sanctions would not promote
Namibian independence on an internationaly ac-
ceptable basis. Referring to the case of Zimbabwe, he
pointed out that it was In the long-term interest of all
the parties in Zimbabwe as well as in Namibia that
independence could be attai nedetgl negotiated settle-
ment rather than through armed struggle.*’

At the same meeting, the representative of the
United States said that the current series of Council
meetings was to produce an independent, stable, self-
governing Namibia and that there was no disagree-
ment on that goal. She referred to some charges that
had been made against the Western States of the
Contact Group in the discussions, and said that she
had repeatedly asked herself how those charges
related to the goal of an independent, stable and
democratic Namibia. She noted the repeated sugges-
tion that, because peaceful negotiations had not yet
been successful, some other course such as compre-
hensive compulsory sanctions should be tried. She
viewed that approach as unredistic. Her Govem-
ment's objective was authentic independence for
Namibia, as none of the members of the Contact
Group had any territorial ambitions in Africa. She
declared that the Namibian problem would be re-
solved eventualy only by the orce of arms or by the
exercise of reason and that her Government was

ledged to the unflagging search for an international-

acceptable, autheentically independent, stable,
emocratic Namibia.*

At the 2273rd meeting, the representative of Japan
stated that Japan had consistently supported the five
Western countries in their efforts aimed at an early
and peaceful resolution of the Namibian problem
and that those efforts included their settlement
proposal which led to the adoption of resolution 435
(1978), and their initiatives for conciliation and
mediation. He added that the commitment of the
Five to search for an internationaly acceptable
settlement of the Namibian problem underlined his
delegation’'s belief that any constructive means
towards a peaceful solution” should be thoroughly
explored.*

At the same meeting, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the United Republic of Tanzania recalled
the statement by the representative of the United
Kingdom, on begalf of the Contact Group, in which
he referred to the successful Lancaster House confer-
ence on Zimbabwe, and pointed out that Africa had
always preferred negotiated solutions to armed resist-

ance, as the Lusaka Manifesto of 1969 on southern
Africa had made clear. He further observed that the
Lusaka Manifesto had indicated that the alternative
to a negotiated solution was not the status quo but a
struggle for freedom. The Lancaster House confer-
ence had been successful owing to a least two crucid
factors: @ the armed resistance waged by the
Patriotic Front of Zimbabwe; and (b) the pressure of
the international community, including the pressure
of sanctions notwithstanding its limitation.

He declared that, as long as the road to negotia-
tions continued to be blocked, a combination of
internal and external pressures was an essentia
prerequisite for a just and lasting solution and that
Africa believed that the Council could act decisively
l% invokin? enforcement measures provided for in

apter VIT of the Charter, thereby exerting maxi-
mum pressure on the South African regime In order
to ensure the implementation of United Nations
decisions, particularly resolution 435 (1978).

He said that the London communtqué had, on the
one hand, asserted that resolution 435 (1978) provid-
cd a solid basis for transition to independence in
Namibia, while, on the other hand, it had expressed
the view that the plan needed to be strengthened, and
that one wondered whether the word “ strengthened”
was not a euphemism for revision of the plan. He
stated that, if the latter were the case, thetears and
apprehension of SWAPQ, of the African States and
of the overwhelming majority of the international
community were more than Justified, and that the
front-line States, at their summit at Luanda on 15
March 1981, had declared that what was urgently
needed was the implementation of resolution 435
( 1978) without any “further delay, prevarication,
qudification or modification”."”

At the 2274th meeting, the representative of
Canada expressed his delegation’s concern over the
Council’s decision not to allow al parties concerned
in the Namibian question to J)articipate in its
consideration of the problem under rule 39 of its
provisional rules of procedure. He stated that Canada
remained fully committed to a negotiated settlement
on the basis of the principles of resolution 435
(I 978), but that, since it had become apparent that
Progress towards a settlement would be made only if
he transitional process was fair and the result
satisfactory, Canada and the other members of the
Western Five would examine possibilities for
strengtheninig  the existing plan in order to fgive
greater confudence to parties in the future of an
independent Namibia. Canada believed that the path
to an internationally acceptable settlement must be
left open and contemplated the call for sanctions
with the deepest concern, as such a course would
probably put an end to United Nations efforts and
delay pro§ress towards Namibian Independence in-
definitety: !

At the same meeting, the representative of the
Federal Republic of Germany stated that his Govem-
ment was convinced that there was no sound alterna-
tive to a negotiated settlement of the Namibian
guestion, and appealed to South Africa and SWAPO
not to aggravate the situation through acts of aggres:
sion and border violation. He said that the success of
future endeavours towards a peaceful settlement
would depend on whether a climate of confidence
could be established among all parties concerned and
that, in his Government’s view, the imposition of
sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII of
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the Charter would lead to a deterioration in the
negotiating climate without bringing Namibia closer
to independence.*!

At the 2275th meetimg, on 28 April 1981, the
Chairman of the Special Committee on the Situation
with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration
on the Granting of Independence to Colonia Coun-
tries and Peoples stated that it had been the Special
Committee’s consistent position that full and effec-
tive application of measures under Chapter VII of
the Charter would be the key to the speedy restora-
tion of peace, justice and freedom to the Namibian
people, given South Africa’s intransigence and re-
peated acts of aggression against the neighbouring
States, and that all the attempts to resolve the
tI.\Iamlbjllan problem by means of negotiation had
ailed.

At the same mecting, the representative of France
stated that his Government did not believe that the
appeal in the Council for comprehensive mandatory
sanctions could lead to Namibian independence in
1981, but was convinced that the time for negotia-
tions had not passed and that there was still hope as
the positions of the parties were not so far apart.
Fears expressed in connection with “eqgua treat-
ment” of the parties as well as the “democratic
future” of Namibia could be allayed by providing the
assurances necessary to restore a climate of trust,
which was indispensable to make progress. France
was determined to work, within the Contact Group,
for a peaceful resolution of the Namibian question.>

The President, speaking in his capacity as the
representative of Ireland, reviewed the history of the
United Nations involvement in the Namibian ques-
tion and said that a major turning-point had been
reached by the end of 1978, when South Africa and
SWAPO had accepted in principle the terms of
resolution 435 (1978) for an internationally accept-
able settlement of the Namibian question. South
Africa’s publicly expressed reasons for its refusal to
implement the terms of the resolution were: (a) its
clam that the United Nations would not be impar-
tia; and (b) its professed fear that the implementa
tion of the plan might lead to “one man, one vote,
once’.

He pointed out that the United Nations would not
organize the elections but supervise and control those
elections while the South African administration
would remain in the Territory until independence.
He added that the recogniition by the General
Assembly of the role of SWAPO in the liberation
struggle was not incompatible with the Council’s
decison that the future Government of Namibia
must be determined by free and fair elections. The
Peo_ple of Namibia must have the right to determine
heir own destiny as a people, including the politica
structures they wanted for themselves.

Therefore, the following three points should guide
the Council: () a reaffirmation of resolution 435
(1978); (6) a further effort within that framework to
resolve any remaining obstacles; and ‘c) strong and
steady pressure on South Africa to Implement in
practice what it had accepted in principle over two
years ago. He further said that,. in the event South
Africa remained wholly intransigent, Ireland would
be ready to support cértain graduated and carefully
chosen measures in order to oblige that country to
carry out its obligations in international law as

defined by the Council and by the International
Court of Justice.”

At the 2276th meeting, on 29 April 1981, the
representative of Uganda introduced’® five draft
resolutions,’” the first jointly sponsored by Mexico,
Niger, Panama, the Philippmes, Tunisia and Ugan-
da; and the remaining four jointly sponsored by
Niger, Tunisa and Uganda

Under the first draft resolution (S/14459) the
Council would: (a) determine, in the context of
Article 39 of the Charter: (i) that South Africa's
persistent refusal to comply with Council and Gener-
a Assembly resolutions on Namibia condtituted a
serious threat to international peace and security; (ii)
that the continued illegal occupation of Namibia by
South Africa constituted a breach of international
peace and an act of aggression; and (iii) that the
repeated armed attacks perpetrated by South Africa
against independent and’ sovereign States in southern
Africa constituted grave acts cfg aggression; (6) con-
demn South Africa for its acts as specified in (a)
above; (c) decide, under Chapter VIl of the Charter
and in conformity with its responsibilities for the
maintenance of international peacz and security, to
impose comprehensive and mandatory sanctions
againgt South Africa; (d) decide as an urgent measure,
under Article 41 of the Charter, to adopt effective
measures, including economic and political sanc-
tions, an oil embargo and an arms embargo; () call
upon all Member States, in conformity with Article
25 of the Charter, to assist effectively in the imple-
mentation of the measures called for by the resolu-
tion and as elaborated in the appropriate resolutions
before the Council; (f} call upon the speciaized
agencies to take all necessary measures to implement
the resolutions; (g) urge, having reiard to the princi-
ples stated in Article 2 of the Charter, States not
members of the United Nations to act in accordance
with the provisions of the present resolution; (h)
decide to establish, in accordance with rule 28 of the
provisional rules of procedure, a committee of the
Council to monitor the implementation of the pres-
ent resolution; (i) call upon States Members ot the
United Nations or members of specialized igencies
to report to the Secretary-Genera and to the Council
committee on measures taken to implement the
resolution; (j) invite the Secretary-General to report
to the Council on the progress of the implementation
of the resolution and to submit his first report by . . .
a the latest; and (k) decide to keep the item on its
agenda for further actions, as gqpropriate, in the light
of developments in the situation.

Under the second draft resolution (S/ 14460?1, the
Council would (@) reaffirm the inaienable rights of
the people of Namibia to self-determination and
independence in a united Namibia, including Walvis
Bay and the Penguin and other offshore islands; (6)
reiterate that Namibia was the legal responsibility of
the United Nations until genuine self-determination
and nationa independence were achieved in the
Territory; (c) determine that South Africa’s illegal
occupation of Namibia, its persistent defiance ofthe
United Nations, its war o gaoron being waged
against Namibia, its repeated acts of aggression
launched from Namibian territory against indepen-
dent African States, its colonialist expansion and its
bolicy of apartheid constituted a breach of interna-
ional peace and security; (d) decide that al States
should sever al diplomatic, consular and trade
relations with South Africa; (€) decide that, in
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accordance with United Nations resolutions and
decisions, all States should prevent the import into
their territories of all commodities and products
originating in South Africa and in illegaly occupied
Namibia and exported therefrom after the date of the
resolution; (f) decide that al States should not make
available, or permit their nationas and any persons
within their territories to make available, to the
illegal regime in South Africa and occupied Namibia
or to any commercial, industrial or public utility
undertaking, including tourist enterprises in those
territories, any funds for investment or any other
financial or economic resources, except payments for
pensions or for medical, humanitarian or educational
purposes, or for the provision of new materia and, in
special humanitarian circumstances, foodstuffs; (g)
decide that all States should prevent the entry into
their territories, save on exceptional humanitarian
grounds, of any person travelling on a South African
passport or on a passport issueg by or on behalf of
the illegal administration of South Africa in Na
mibia; (k) cal upon dl States to prohibit all travel
including tourism, sports, scientific and cultural
exchanges of their nationals to South Africa and
occupied Namibia; (i) decide that al States should
prevent airline companies constituted in their territo-
ries and aircraft of their registration or under charter
to their nationals from operating to or from South
Africa and occupied Namibia and from linking up
with any airline or aircraft registered in those territo-
ries; () cal upon al States to take all possible further
action under Article 41 of the Charter; (k) call upon
al States to ensure that their national legidation
included penalties for violations of provisions of the
present resolution; (/) call upon all States to carry out,
in accordance with Article 25 and Article 2, para-
graph 6, of the Charter, the provisions of the
resolution, and remind them that &lure or refusa to
do so would congtitute a violation of the Charter; (m)
cal upon States Members of the United Nations or
members of specialized agencies to report to the
Secretary-General and to the Council committee on
measures taken to implement the resolution; (n)
request the Secretary-General to report to the Coun-
cil on the implementation of the resolution not later
than .. . ; and (o) decide to remain actively seized of
the matter.

Under the third draft resolution (S/14461), the
Council would: d(a) decide to impose a mandatory
embargo on the direct and indirect supply of petrole-
um and petroleum products to South Afrrca and
occupied Namibia; (b) decide that all States should
prohibit: (i) the sde or supply of roleum and
petroleum products to any person or body in South
Africa and occupied Namibia; (ii) any activities that
promoted the sale or supply of petroleum or petrole-
um products to South Afirica and occupied Namibia;
(iif) the shipment in vessels, aircraft or any other
means of transportation of their registration or under
charter to their nationals of any petroleum or petrole-
um products to South Africa and occupied Namibia
(iv) any investments in or provision of technica and
other assistance, including technical advice and spare
parts, to the petroleum industry in South Africa and
occupied Namibia; (v) the provision of transit facili-
ties, including the use of ports, airports, roads or
railway network by vessels, aircraft or any other
means of transportation for carrying petroleum prod-
ucts; and (vi) any activities which promoted or were
calculated to promote the prospecting for petroleum

in South Africa and occupied Namibia; (c) call upon
all States to take al possible further action under
Article 41 of the Charter in order to put an end to the

illegal occupation of Namibia and bring about its
independence in accordance with the relevant resolu-
tion of the Council; (&) call upon all States to ensure
that their nationa legidation included penaties for
violations of the provisions of the resolution; (e) call
upon al States to carry out, in accordance with
Article 25 and Article 2, paragraph 6, of the Charter,
the provisions of the resolution, and remind them
that failure or refusal to do so would constitute a
violation of the Charter; (f) cal upon the speciaized
agencies to take all necessary measures to implement
the resolution; (g) call upon States Members of the
United Nations or members of specialized igencies
to report to the Secretary-General and to the Council
committee on measures taken to implement the
resolution; (4) request the Secretary-General to re-
port to the Council on the implementation of the
resolution not later than . . . ; and (f) decide to remain

actively seized of the matter.

Under the fourth draft resolution (S/14462), the
Council would: (a) determine, having regard to the
critical  situation created by South Afrrca in and
around Namibia, that the supply to South Africa and
the collaboration in the manufacture of arms and
related material constitute a breach of internationa
peace and security; (b) decide that all States should
cease forthwith any provision to South Africa of arms
and related material of al types, including the
provision of al types of equipment and supplies, and
grants of licensing arrangements for their manufac-
ture or maintenance; (c) decide that all States should
ensure that arms-export agreements provide for
guarantees that woul Frevent embargoed items or
any components thereof from reaching South Africa
through third countries under any circumstances; (d)
decide that all States should prohibit the export of
spare parts of embargoed aircraft and other military
equipment belonging to South Africa and the mainte-
nance and servicing of such equipment; (e) decide
that all States should seize any embargoed items
destined for South Africa that might be found on
their territories, including items in transit; (f) decide
that all States should prohibit a([:lovernmmt agencies
and corporations and individuals under their juris-
diction from transferring technology for the manu-
facture of arms and related material of all typesto, as
well as from investing in their manufacture 1n, South
Africa; (g) decide that al States should prohibit all
imports of arms and related materia of any type
from South Africa and should seize any such items
that might be found in their territories, including
items in transit; ‘h) decide that all States that had not
yet done so should put an end to exchange with South
Africa of military personnel, as well as experts in
weapons technology and emplcc)iye_% of armstactories
under their jurisdiction; (i) decide that al States
should take effective measures to prevent the recruit-
ment, financing, training and transit of mercenaries
for service in South Africa and occupied Namibia; (/)
call upon al States to cease and prevent any direct or
indirect cooperation on activities by ‘public or
private corporations, individuals or groups of indi-
viduals in comjunction with South Afrrca in the
development a nuclear-weapons capablll‘;c\?/ ? the
racist regime of South Africa; (k) call upon all States
to take al possible further action under Article 41 of
the Charter; (/) call upon al States to ensure that
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their nationd legidation include penalties for viola-
tions of the provisions of the resolutions; (m) call
upon all States to carry out, in accordance with
Article 25 and Article 2, paragraph 6, of the Charter,
the provisions of the resolution, and remind them
that failure or refusa to do so would constitute a
violation of the Charter; (n) call upon the specialized
agencies to take all necessary measures to implement
the resolution; (o) call upon al States Members of the
United Nations or members of specialized gencies
to report to the Secretary-General and to the Council
committee on measures taken to implement the
resolution; (p) request the Secretary-General to re-
port to the Council on the implementation of the
resolution not later than . . . ; and (g) decide to
remain actively seized of the matter.

Under the fifth and last draft resolution (S/14463),
the Council would: () decide to establish, in accord-
ance with rule 28 of its provisiona rules of proce-
dure, a committee of the Council, provided with
B_oyv_ers and means commensurate with its responsi-

ilities, to undertake the following tasks and to report
to it with its observations. (i) seek from any State
information relevant to the strict implementation of
resolutions. ., (1981), including any activities by any
nationals of that State or in its territories that might
constitute an evasion of the provisions of the resolu-
tion; and ﬂii) examine such reports on the implemen-
tation of the above-mentioned resolutions as might
bc submitted by the Secretary-General; (b) cal upon
dl States to co-oFcrate fully” with the committee in
regard to the fulfilment of its tasks concerning the
eftective implementation of the provisions of resolu-
tions . .. (198 1) and to suppIK to that committee such
information as mlght be sought by it in pursuance of
the resolution; and (¢) request the Secretary-General
to provide every assistance to the committee in the
implementation of its mandate.

At the 2277th meeting, on 30 April 1981, the
President (Ireland) drew?® the attention of the Coun-
cil members to the revised text of the second draft
resolution®® whereby the words “Decides that al
States shall” in operative paragraoh 8 were replaced
with the words “Calls upon™ all States to”. The
President also announced that, at the request of the
ﬂaonsors, the blank spaces contained in the first four

raft resolutions would be replaced by the date “15
July 198 1.0

He then put the draft resolutions to the vote. The
six-Power draft resolution (S/ 14459) received 9 votes
in favour, 3 against, and 3 abstentions, and failed of
adoption owing to the negative votes of three perma-
nent members of the Council.t!

The second draft resolution, as revised
(S/14460/Rev. 1), received 9 votes in favour, 3
againgt, and 3 abstentions, and failed of adoption
owing to the neg ative votes of three permanent
members of the Council.$?

The third draft resolution (S/14461) received 1 |
votes in favour,, 3 against, and 1 abstention, and
faled of adoption owing to the negative votes of
three permanent members of the Council.$

The fourth draft resolution (S/14462) received 12
votes in favour, 3 against, and no abstention, and
failed of adoption owing to the negative votes of
three permanent members of the Council.%

The fifth draft resolution (S/14463), which would
have established a committee of the Council, was not

put to the vote in the light of the results of voting on
the preceding four draft resolutions.$s

Speaking after the vote, the representative of the
United Kingdom stated that his delegation had voted
against the draft resolutions because it wanted to
keep open the prospects for a negotiated settlement
and considered sanctions to be economical 1{ harmful
to many African and Western countries, including his
own. A continued denial of independence to the

ple of Namibia would perpetuate instability and
loodshed in a region where only a settlement offered
hope for peace and for stability. The United King-
dom would continue actively, with the other partners
in the Western Five, to develop ways to enhance the
ﬁ)s%t;ilibtia of the implementation of resolution 435

~ The representative of France stated that his delega-
tion had voted against the draft resolutions because it
did not believe that recourse to comprehensive
mandatory sanctions against South Africa would
Promote progress in the desired direction and that
he adoption of such measures would run counter to
the goa of the resumption and intensification of
negotiations aimed at the peaceful transition of
Namibia to independence. Resolution 418 (1977) of
4 November 1977 relating to the arms embargo on
South Africa remained in force and France would
continue to abide by the obligations flowing from it.¢?

The representative of the United States stated that
her Government had participated in a joint state-
ment®® that resolution 435 (1978) continued to
provide a solid basis for Namibias transition to
Independence, that it was firmly committed to
making every effort to achieve an internationall
accepted, independent, lasting settlement in Namib-
ia, and that, for that reason, It could not support the
draft resolutions. Each of the draft resolutions related
to sanctions, thereby representing what the United
States believed was the wrong course for the achieve-
ment of Namibian independence.®

The representative of U ganda stated that the
Group of African States at the United Nations had
come before the Council to present a “clear, unequiv-
ocal, global consensus®’ and that the majority »f the
Council members had concurred with the verdict of
the international community that “peaceful pres-
sure” should be applied against South Africa because
of its oppression of the people of Namibia and its
continued illegal occupation of that Territory. The
impact of the negative vote by three permanent
members was not to strengthen international peace
and security nor to speak for independence, freedom
and self-determination, but rather to strengthen the
occupying Power and to comfort the forces that had
been intransigent and that had flouted every decision
of the Council. The negative votes had rebuffed the
possibility of collective action, thereby shattering the
unity of the Council as well. He concluded by stati gg
that the commitment to resolution 435 (1978) h
arisen from a commitment to free and far elections
and that the African Group would continue to
employ every . possible method to ensure South
Africa s compliance with that resolution,”

The President, speaking in his capacity as the
rgqreaentative of Ireland, stated that his delegation
believed that South Africa must be obliged to respect

the Council’s decisions and to carry out its clear
obligations under the Charter and generally under
international law. His delegation had nevertheless



Part 11

123

thought it right to make a sustained effort to avoid

divison in the Council. Since that was not possible,

Ireland had voted for the two draft resolutions that,
respectively, would have imposed an oil embargo
(S/14461) "and would have strengthened the arms
embargo alr in existence (3/14462). Ireland
believed that the Council could have indicated in

advance its intention to honour its obligations under
Article 50 of the Charter to States that might be
confronted with special economic problems arising
from the carrying out of those measures. Ireland had
abstained on draft resolution S/ 14460/Rev. 1, which
would have imposed comprehensive economic sanc-
tions as well as sanctions of a political nature. As a
result of its decision to abstain on the aforemen-
tioned text, Ireland had felt obliged also to abstain on
draft resolution S§/14459, which had involved a
decision to adopt comprehensive economic and
political sanctions.”

Decision of 31 May 1983 (2449th meeting): resolu-
tion 532 (1983)

By letter’? dated 12 _MaF\; 1983 addressed to the
President of the Council, the representative of Mau-
ritius, on behalf of the Group of African States at the
United Nations, requested a meeting of the Council
to consider the stuation in Namibia.

By letter” dated 13 May 1983 addressed to the
President of the Council, the representative of India,
on behalf of the non-aligned countries, requested a
meeting of the Council in order to consider further
action 1n the implementation of the Council’s plan
for the independence of Namibia

On 19 May 1983, the Secretary-General issued a
further report™ concerning the implementation of
resolutions 435 (1978) and 439 (1978) concerning the
question of Namibia. The report contained a summa:
ry of developments since the conclusion of the pre-
implementation meeting held a Geneva in January
1981 and outlined the extensive consultations be-
tween the Secretary-General and the parties con-
cerned aimed at resolving outstanding issues to
facilitate the early implementation of resolution 435
(1978). The Secretary-General reported that a large
measure of agreement had been secured on the
modalities to be employed in implementing resolu-
tion 435 (1978) and that, as far as the United Nations
was concerned, the only outstanding issues were the
choice of the electoral system and the settlement of
some problems relating to UNTAG and its composi-
tion. The Secretary-General noted that other issues,
which were outside the scope of resolution 435
(1978), were becoming a factor in the negotiations on
Namibia, and expressed his concern that those
factors should hamper the implementation of the
Council’s resolution.

At the 2439%th meeting, on 23 May 1983, the
Council included the letters by Mauritius and India
in the agenda. Following the adoption of the agenda,
the following were invited, at their request, to
participate, without vote, in the discussion of the
item on the agenda: a the 2439th meeting, the
representatives of Algeria, Anﬁt_)la,_AustraIla_, Bangla-
desh, Benin, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gambia, Guin-
ea, India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Kuwait, Mali, Mauri-
tius, Nigeria, Panama, Romania, Senega, the
Seychelles, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sri Lanka, the
Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turke\é, Yugodavia
and Zambia;, at the 2440th meeting, the representa-
tives of Afghanistan, Botswana, Canada, the Federal

Republic of Germany, Kenya, Morocco, Mozam-
bique, Uganda, Upper Volta and the United Repub-
lic of Tanzania, af the 2441st meeting, the represen-
tatives of Democratic Yemen, an, the Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya and Somalia; a the 2442nd meet-
ing, the representatives of Bulgaria, Chile and Vene-
zuela; at the 2443rd meeting, the representatives of
Barbados, Cyprus, Gabon, Liberia, Mexico, Mongo-
lia, the Niger, Qatar and Viet Nam; at the 2444th
meeting, the representatives of Argentina, the Ger-
man Democratic Republic and Hungary; at the
2446th meeting, the representative of Czechoslova
kia; at the 2447th meeting, the representative of
Malaysia; at the 2448th meeting, the representative
of Grenada; and at the 2449th meeting, the represen-
tatives of Ghana and the Islamic Republic d Iran.'

The Security Council also decided to extend invita
tions as follows: at the 2439th meeting, to a.delefa-
tion of the United Nations Council for Namibia led
by the President of that body, to the representative of
the Chairman of the Special Committee against
Apartheid, and to Mr. Sam Nujoma;, at the 2440th
meeting, to the Acting Chairman of the Specid
Committee on the Sifuation with regard to the
Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting
of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,
a the 2443rd meeting, to Mr. Clovis Maksoud; and
at the 2447th meeting, to Mr. Johnstone F. Makatini
and Mr. Lesaoana S. Makhanda.'

The item was considered at the 2439th to 2444th
and 2446th to 245 |st meetings, from 23 May to 1
June 1983.

At the 2439th meeting,, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of India, speaking in his capacity as represen-
tative of the Chairman of the Movement of Non-
Aligned Countries, stated that he had come before
the Council along with a large number of forecif"
ministers of non-aligned countries, on the basis d a
mandate from the Seventh Conference of the Heads
of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries,
which had taken place in New Dehi from 7 to 12
March 1983, and which had called upon the Council
to meet as soon as possible in order to consider
further action on the implementation of its plan for
Na‘\)%bia’s independence under resolution 435
(1978).

He enumerated eight principles, aso endorsed by
the United Nations; (a) that the right of the Namibi-
an people to self-determination, freedom and nation-

independence in a united Namibia, including
Walvis Bay, the Penguin and other offshore islands,
was indienable; (b) that Namibia was the direct
responsibility of the United Nations; (c) that SWAPO
was the sole and authentic representative of the
Namibian people; (d) that South Africa’s continued
illegal occupation of Namibia and its refusa to
comply with United Nations resolutions, as well as
its attempts to devise and impose fraudulent consti-
tutional and political schemes to perpetuate its hold
on that Territg;P/, should be condemned vigorously
and unequivocally by the international community;
{e) that South Africa's exploitation of the natura
resources of Namibia, directly as well as through
foreign interests under the protection of the occupy-
ing administration, was illegd and congtituted a
serious violation of the Charter and an obstacle to the
politica independence of Namibia that the
activities of SWAPO, in particular tthe People’s
Liberation Army of Namibia (PLAN), includin
armed struggle, against the illegal administration an
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the forces of occupation were fully justified as a
legitimate means to achieve freedom and nationa
independence; (g) that the countries of the non-
aligned movement pledged to render al possble
material, financial, military, political, humanitarian,
diplomatic and moral assistance to SWAPO in its
struggle to secure the total liberation of Namibia; and
(h) that resolution 435 (1 978) containing the United
Nations plan for the independence of Namibia
constituted the only basis for the peaceful settlement
of the Namibian question, and that any linkage or
parallelism between the independence "of Namibia
and the withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola
must be categorically rejected.

He said that South Africa had aso used the
Territory of Namibia to launch acts of aggression
against independent States in the region, in particular
the front-line States, the latest act being the air raid
%gai nst Mozambique. During the four years since the

ouncil had adopted resolution 435 (1978), South
Africa had aimed a delaying its implementation.
The latest Fretex'g had been the attempt to link the
guestion of Namibian independence to an entirely
irrelevant and extraneous issue. He said that it was
time for the Council to agree on a definite time frame
for the implementation of resolution 435 (1978) and
to remain actively seized of the question until the
process was completed and that, if South Africa
continued to defy its decisions, the Council should be
prepared to take appropriate action under Chapter
VII of the Charter. *

At the same meeting, the representative of the
United Kingdom referred to recent acts of violence
and the toll in civilian casuaties from the Pretoria
car bomb and the violation of Mozambican sover-
eignty, and stated that his Government had alwa%s
deplored the use of violence from any quarters in the
search for solutions to the problems of southern
Africa. He pointed out that the Contact Group had
held a series of meetings in Africa with the front-line
States and SWAPO while conducting parallel consul-
tations with the South African Government. Broad
agreement had been secured on a constitutiona
framework which had led to the refinement and
acceptance of the principles’™ concerning the constit-
uent assembly and the constitution for an indepen-
dent Namibia. He referred to paragraph 18 of the
Secretary-Genera's report and confirmed that as far
as the United Nations was concerned the only
outstandin ig issues were the choice of the electoral
system and the settlement of some final problems
relating to UNTAG and its composition.

He said that substantial progress had been made
towards the implementation of resolution 435 (1978
and that the Contact Group shared the concern th
factors relating to the regional situation, which were
outside the scope of the Contact Group’'s mandate,
had not yet permitted implementation of the United
Nations plan. A Namibian settlement had to ensure
the security of al States in the region includin
Angola. The United Nations plan for Namibia coul
not be implemented without the withdrawal of South
African forces from Angolan territory. He expressed
hope that the direct talks between the parties about
those a?roblems would yield a satisfactory conclusion
so that attention could be focused on the implemen-
tation of resolution 435 (1978). The debate in the
Council offered an opportunity to assist in that
direction by making constructive contributions and

by formulating a resolution that would reinforce, not
undermine, the negotiating process.”

At the same meeting, the President of the United
Nations Council for Namibia stated that the lack of
progress towards img;%lementation of resolutions 385
(1976) and 435 (1978) caused the United Nations
Council for Namibia great concern. At every stage of
the talks with South Africa during the five years since
the adoption of resolution 435 (1978), South Africa
and some of its partners had introduced new ele-
ments aimed at delaying the implementation of the
United Nations plan, most recently the attempt to
link the implementation of the settlement plan to the
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola. Such
extraneous issues had been introduced because the
talks were held outside the United Nations frame-
work. The Security Council meeting had been re-
quested with the specific goa of bringing the talks on
Namibia back into the United Nations framework,
established by resolution 435 (1 978), under which the
Secretg‘?'—General could be called upon to use his
good dfices and which did not recognize any linkage
or extraneous factors.”

At the same meeting, Mr. Sam Nu%oma, President
of SWAPO, gave a detailed account of the sufferings,
abductions, massacres and other acts of intimidation
to which Namibians were subjected by the South
African colonid army of about 100,000 troops,
which had turned the Territory into a garrison State.
He recalled the statement which he had made eleven
and a half years ago, when he had been given the
privilege as the first freedom fighter to address the
Council. The situation in and around Namibia which
he had described before the Council in 1971 re-
mained the same except that the human suffering and
destruction of property had increased to alarmin

proportions due to South Africa’s continued colonial
and racist oppression throughout the region.

Over the past two years, the United States had
been advocating a greater acceptance of South Africa
within the global framework d Western security and
the net result of that policy was that Namibia's
independence had been further delayed and the
suffering of the people prolonged. He lauded the
report of the Secretary-General, especially the con-
cluding observations, which accurately reflected the
prevailiing state of affairs and showed who was
responsible for the impasse. SWAPO had reviewed
the history of the negotiations and the role of the
Contact Group and had concluded that the five
Western Powers had ceased to be an honest broker in
implementing resolution 435 (1978).

He called upon the Council urgently to shoulder its
responsibility in the implementation of the United
Nations plan and, for that purpose, to strengthen the
role of the Secretary-General, who was charged with
that responsibility under the terms of resolution 435
8978). He referred to the members of the Contact

roup as self-appointed and rejected the statement
gy the representative of the United Kingdom that the

ontact Group should continue the negotiations on
the Namibian question.”

At the 2440th meeting, on 24 May 1983, the
representative of Cuba stated that in 1975, after the
colonialist forces had withdrawn from Angola, South
Africa had invaded the territory of independent
Angola and that the Cuban internationalist fighters
hads come to Angola at that time to contribute to the
defence of its independence and territorial integrity.
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Since then, South Africa had committed many acts of
aggression against Angola and occupied part of its
territory for nearly two years. Cuba had aways
rejected the linkage of Namibian independence to the
presence of the Cuban forces in Angola, and quoted
the first and ninth points of the Cuban-Angolan J9int
statement of 4 February 1982, according to which:
(a) the presence and withdrawal of the Cuban forces
stationed in Angola constituted a bilateral question
between the two sovereign States, in accordance with
Article 51 of the Charter; and (¥) the Angolan and
Cuban Governments would consider the withdrawal
of the Cuban forces, if the struggle of SWAPO and
the demands of the international community suc-
ceeded in achieving genuine independence for Na
mibia on the basis of resolution 435 (1978) and the
total withdrawal of South African troops.””

At the same meeting, the representative of South
Africa charged that the main objective of the Coun-
cil’s meeting was to undermine the delicate negotia
tions that were under way, and not to promote a
peaceful settlement of the question of South West
Africa. He said that South Africa continued to
administer the Territory legaly, in conformity with
the spirit of the lapsed mandate from the League of
Nations, and that South Africa had first accepted the
Western proposal and had informed the Secretary-
General, on 22 December 1978, that it would co-
operate in the expeditious implementation of resolu-
tion 435 (1978).

On 6 February 1979, South Africa had advised the
Secretary-General  that early implementation was
imperative and had urged that UNTAG be in place
before the end of that month, even if it only involved
certain_advance units. Since February 1979, how-
ever, SWAPO and the United Nations had created
the obstacles which had frustrated agreement on a
peaceful settlement. He quoted from a recent state-
ment by his Minister of Foreign Affairs who had said
in the South African Parliament that there was an
unguestionable de facto linkage between the with-
drawal of Cuban forces from Angola and the settle-
ment of the Namibian/South West African question.
He said that the problem had not been of South
Africa’s making. South Africa had tried to remove
that last major obstacle to the redization of a
peaceful settlement and had held two meetings at the
ministerial level with Angola in the Cape Verde
islands in December 1982 and February 1983. South
Africa was prepared to hold further talks with Anigola
to resolve that issue. He added that South Africa
preferred peaceful coexistence with all its neighbours,
and had repeatedly invited its neighbours to enter
into non-aggression pacts.

In that context, he mentioned the bilateral ministe-
rial talks between the Governments of South Africa
and Mozambique. He stressed that South Africa was
seeking firm and concrete signs that the United
Nations was prepared to give serious attention to the
justifiable concerns of the people of South West
Africa and to the legitimate interests of South Africa
in a stable and peaceful southern Africa He de-
nounced what he called recent terrorist outrages and
pointed to South Africa’s retdiation against ANC
targnets in Mozambique, which illustrated the urgency
of the choice between an escalation of the confronta-
tion and peace and cooperation. He expressed the
hope that the Council would not consider any action
or impose any deadlines which might force the region
in the direction of a worsening of the conflict.”

At the 2443rd meeting, on 25 May 1983, the
representative of the United States stated that her
Government deplored cross-border violence in
southern Africa and had been seeking to assist the
Governments of the region to resolve mutual prob-
lems by peaceful means. The United States had been
encouraged by the purposeful high-level dialogue
between Mozambique and South Africa. The princi-
Bles of non-violence and of the settlement of disputes
by peaceful means were especially pertinent to the
issue under consideration by the Council. She said
that it would be a mistake to discount the progress
that had been achieved towards the implementation
of resolution 435 (1978) since the Council had last
reviewed the situation in Namibia. The United States
shared the concern that the factors relating to the
regional Situation in southern Africa had not yet
permitted implementation of the United Nations
plan, and believed that those issues should be
resolved rapidly in order to alow the Namibian
people to exercise their right to self-determination.
She stated that her Government had neither the
intention nor the power to impose its own views on
those whose interests were most directly involved
and that its sole objective had been to assist the
parties in tackling the obstacles that had thus far
prevented the implementation of resolution 435
81978)mand the attainment of Namibia's indepen-
ence.

At the 2447th meeting, on 27 May 1983, the
representative of France stated that France's position
regardin the current situation was that resolutions
3§5 (1986) and 435 (1978) were complete in them-
selves and that Namibia' s accession to independence
and the unconditional implementation of those reso-
lutions could not be impeded by external consider-
ations. France, therefore, saw only advantages in
having the Council give the Secretary-General a
mandate to resume contact with the parties con-
cerned to ensure the implementation of the United
Nations plan. The problems that would remain after
the implementation of the settlement plan, namely,
the security and development of the southern African
region, should be reflected on.

Hereferred, in that connection, to two suggestions
made the previous month by the Minister for orcign
Affairs of France at the International Conference 1n
Support of the Struggle of the Namibian People for
Independence: (a) that each sovereign State, especial-
IK Namibia in the future, had the right to decide on
the best way to strengthen its security, which France
was prepared to support on its own and through the
Council; and (b) that the United Nations should

rovide, in support of the Namibian settlement plan,
or assistance to the countries most severely affected
by the continuing occupation of Namibia, particular-
ly Angola, which had been the gbject of destruction
and partial occupation because otJ its solidarity with
the people of Namibia.”

At the 2449th meeting, on 31 May 1983, draft
resolution S/l 5803 was adopted®® unanimously as
Iresolution 532 (1983). The resolution reads as fol-
ows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report Of the Secretary-General,

Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14
December 1960 and 2145 (XXI) of 27 October 1966,

Recaling and reaffirming its resolutions 301 (1971), 385 (1976),
431 (1978), 432 (1978), 435 (1978) and 439 (1978).
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Reaffirming the legal responsibility of the United Nations over
Namibia and the primary responsibility of the Security Council for
ensuring the implementation of its resolutions 385 (1976) and 435
(1978). including the holding of free and fair elections in Namibia
under the supervision and control of the United Nations,

Taking note of the results of the International Conference in
Support-of the Struggle of the Namibian People for Independence.
held at UNESCO House in Paris from 25 to 29 April 1983,

Taking note of the protracted and exhaustive consultations
which have taken place since the adoption of resolution 435
(1978),

Further noting with regre! that those consultations have not yet
brouaht about the implementation of resolution 435 (1978).

I. Condemns South Africa’s continued illegal occupation of
Namibia in flaqrant defiance of resolutions of the General
Assembly and decisions of the Security Council;

2. Calls upon South Africa to make a firm commitment as to its
readiness to comply with Council resolution 435 (1978) for the
independence of Namibia;

3. Further calls upon South Africa to co-operate forthwith and
fully with the Sccre[ary-Gcncral in order to-expedite the imple-
mentation of resolution 435 (1978) for the early independence of
Namibia;

4. Decides to mandate the Secretary-General to undertake
consultations with the parties to the proposed cease-fire, with a
view to securing the speedy implementation of resolution 435
(1978);

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on the
results of these consultations as soon as possible and not later than
31 August 1983;

6. Decides to remain actively seized of the matter.

Decision of 28 October 1983 (2492nd meeting):
resolution 539 (1983)

In pursuance of resolution 532 (1983), the Secre-
tary-General, on 29 August 1983, submitted a re-
port®! concerning the implementation of resolutions
435 (197@ and 439 (1978). In his report, the
Secretary-General gave a detailed account of his
consultations with the parties concerned and of his
visit to South Africa and Namibia from 22 to 25
August 1983. He had undertaken those efforts to
carry out the mandate given to him by the Council in
resolution 532 (1983), namely, to consult with the
parties to the proposed cease-fire with a view to
securing the speedy implementation of resolution
435 (1978). He stated that his prolonged consulta
tions had resulted, as far as UNTAG was concerned,
in resolving virtually all the outstanding issues and
that never before had he been so close to finality on
the modalities of implementing resolution 435
( 1978).

The Secretary-General pointed out, however, that
the position of South Africa regarding the issue of the
withdrawal of Cuban troops frm Angola as a pre-
condition for the implementation of resolution 435
$\1|978) still made it impossible to launch the United

ations plan. He indicated that he had repeatedly
made it clear that he did not accept the linkage and
that the question of Cuban troops was not envisaged
in resolution 435 (1978) and was not part of his
mandate under resolution 532 (1983).

The Secretary-General pointed out that his visit to
Namibia had "brought home to him the human
tragedy of the current situation and the necessity for
urgent progress towards implementation of the” self-
determination and independence of the people of
Namibia. He aso stressed the significance of a
peaceful solution of the Namibian problem for a
{Jeacefu_l and cooperative future for al countries of
he region. He warned that disastrous consequences
would result if no substantial progress could be

achieved with regard to the cessation of hodtilities
and the implementation of resolution 435 (1978). He
caled upon al concerned to make another major
effort to reach the independence of Namibia at the
earliest possible date and expressed his own determi-
nation to continue his endeavours to that end and to
assist the people of Namibia in any way he could.

By letter’? dated 17 October 1983 addressed to the
President of the Council, the representative of Sene-
al, on behaf of the Group of African States at the
Efnited Nations, requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider the situation in Namibia

By letter®? dated 18 October 1983 addressed to the
President of the Council, the re‘pr&entative of India,
on behaf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Coun-
tries, requested a meeting of the Council to consider
further the question of Namibia.

At the 248 1st meeting, on 20 October 1983, the
Council included the letters by Senegal and India as
well as the report of the Secretary-General in its
agenda. Following the adoption of "the agenda, the
foIIowingh were invited, at their request, to partici-
pate, without vote, in the discussion of the item on
the agenda: at the 2481st meeting, the representatives
of Angola, Canada, Cuba, Ethiopia, India, the Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
South Africa, the United Republic of Tanzania,
Yugodavia and Zambia; at the 2482nd meeting, the
representatives of Botswana, the Federal Republic of
Germany, Mozambique and Venezuela, a the
2483rd meeting, the representatives of Algeria, the
German Democratic Republic, Kenya, Kuwait, Mex-
ico, Sri Lanka and Tunisia; at the 2485th mesting,
the representative of Czechoslovakia;, at the 2486t
meeting, the representatives of Argentina, Bulgaria
and the Syrian Arab Republic; at the 2488th meeting,
the representatives of Hungary, the Islamic Republic
of lran, Peru and the Sudan; and at the 2490th
meeting, the representatives of Turkey and Uganda.”

The Council aso decided to extend invitations to
participate in the discussion of the item on the
Council’s agenda under rule 39 of the Provisional
rules of procedure to the following: at the 2481st
meeting, to a delegation of the United Nations
Council for Namibia led by the President of that
body,. to the Chairman of the Special Committee on
the Situation with regard to the Implementation of
the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to
Colonial Countries and Peoples and to Mr. Peter
Mueshihange; at the 2483rd meeting, to the Acting
Chairman of the Special Committee against Apart-
heid,; and at the 2485th meeting, to Mr. Johnstone F.
Makatini.'

The Council considered the item at its 2481t to
2486th, 2488th, 2490th and 2492nd meetings, from
20 to 28 October 1983.

At the 2481st meeting, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Ethiopia, spesking in his capacig/ as
representative of the current” Chairman of OAU,
stated that the withdrawa of Cuban forces from
Angola was an irrdlevant and unjustified pre-condi-
tion blocking the independence of Namibia. The
Cuban forces had been requested by the Government
of Angola for the purpose of repelling the invasion by
South™ Africa. South Africa's aggression and i
occupation of parts of southern Angola necessitated
the continued assistance. of Cuban forces in full
conformity with the provisions of Article 51 of the
Charter.
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The presence of Cuban forces in Angola, which had
posed no threat to the security and stability of the
other States in the region, was thus not only legiti-
mate and legal but a positive element in the continu-
ing struggle for the maintenance of the sovereignt
and territoria integrity of Angola. To speak of Sout
Africa’s security concern over troops in a country
with which it shared no common border could only
be construed as tacit acceptance of its occupation of
the international Territory of Namibia as legal.
Linking that matter with the question of Namibia's
independence could only be an interference in the
domestic affairs of Angola in clear contravention of
international law.

He recalled recent resolutions or decisions adopted
by OAU, the Movement of Non-Alighed Countries,
the International Conference in Support of the
Struggle of the Namibian People for Independence
and the General Assembly, which showed the emer-
gence of an international consensus rejecting the so-
called linkage or paralelism in relation to Namibia's
independence. He regretted that the Council had yet
to pronounce itself on the matter and that such
silence would amount to acquiescence in the delay of
the implementation of the United Nations plan. He
strongly urged the Council to reject al attempts to
link Namibia's independence with any extraneous
and irrelevant issues and to establish a time frame for
the |mf)lementa¢|on of resolution 435 (1978). The
Council should also seriously consider measures

ainst South Africa under Chapter VII of the

arter, if Pretoria persisted in its dilatory tactics.®

At the same meeting, Mr. Peter Mueshihange,
Secretary for Foreign Relations of SWAPO, de
nounced the linkaﬁe precondition insisted upon by
South Africa and the current United States Adminis-
tration. He said that the issue of linkage had become
the only obstacle in the negotiations on Namibia's
trangition to independence.

He referred to the Secretary-General’s report and
stated that it had led them to the following conclu-
sions: (a) that the Secretary-General had successfully
carried out his mandate, under resolution 532 (1983),
to undertake consultations with SWAPO and Sout
Africa on the speedy implementation of resolution
435 (1978); () that al the outstanding issues had
been resolved; (c) that those matters that were
technical in nature as well as the related financia
implications were to be resolved quickly within the
framework of resolution 435 (I 978) and on the basis
of the understandings that had been reached among
the negotiatingparties in New York in August 1982;
(d) that the Secretary-Genera had confirmed that
South Africa would communicate its choice of the
electoral system-between the proportional represen-
tation and"a single constituency system-prior to the
adoption of the enabling resolution by the Council;
and (P) that SWAPO had reiterated its readiness to
sign a ceasefire afreemerjt and to cooperate with the
Secretary-General and his Special Representative in
tr|1e judicious implementation of the United Nations
plan.

He declared the political will and determination of
SWAPO to move fonvard but added that the current
meetings of the Council were not engaged in the
formulation and adoption of an enablng resolution
because of the unilateral and unwarranted imposition
of the issue of linkage by the United States on the
Namibian ne otiations. That was a very serious
development kor them as it was also a direct chal-

lendge to the authority of the United Nations, which
had assumed a unique responsibility over Namibia
until its indepe ndence. He pointed out that SWAPO
sources confiirmed that the Pretoria leadership was
not contemplating the implementation of resolution
435 (1978) for the next two to five years, if at all.
Meanwhile, South Africa would continue to rely on
military repression inside Namibia and acts of
aggression against the front-line States and ANC. He
urged the Council to impose comprehensive manda
tory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter,
which would compel the Pretoria regime to co-oper-
ate farly 1n the speedy implementation of resolution
435 (1978).%4

At the same meeting, the representative of South
Africareferred to the report of the Secretary-General,
which reflected accurately the position of the South
African Government. The discussions with the Secre-
tary-General had been held to advance peaceful
settlement of the South West Africa question on the
basis of resolution 435 (1978) and, as a result, the
remaining outstanding issues relating to the choice of
the electoral system and the composition and status
of UNTAG had been resolved.

There was only one major issue left, the withdrawal
of the Cubans from Angola on the understanding that
they would not be replaced by any other hostile
forces. He declared that his Government insisted on
the Cuban withdrawal. He noted that while the
Secretary-Genera did not acccPt the linkage between
a settlement in South West A frica/Namibia and the
withdrawal of Cuban troops from Angola, he had
acknowledged in his report®® on the work of the
Organization to the thirty-eighth session of the
General Assembly that the destructive nature of
regional disputes was likely to be aggravated by the
superimposition of East-West tension on such’con-
flicts. Since SWAPO operated from Angola with the
active support of the Popular Armed Forces for the
Liberation of Angola (FAPLA) and Cuba, the pres-
ence of the Cuban forces in Angola was indivisible
from the efforts to end conflict and to establish peace
in the region.

He restated South Africa's rejection of General
Assembly resolutions that had declared SWAPO to
be the sole and authentic representative of the people
of South West Africa and stressed that it would be
futile for the Council to set any time frame for the
implementation of resolution 435 (1978) until the
issue of the Cuban presence in Angola had been
resolved.56

At the 2482nd meeting, the representative of
Angola stated that one ofthe most serious problems
threatening international peace and security was the
illegal occupation of Namibia by South Africa, which
was aso one of the oldest before the United Nations.
He said that, each time outstanding issues had been
settled, Pretoria had invented new ones and would
not end its illegal occupation of Namibia unless it
was forced. If resolution 435 (1978) was not imple-
mented, the international community would be left
with only two e(()JJti ons. comprehensive sanctions or a
prolonged armed struggle by SWAPO and the people
of Namibia with the support of their friends. Angola
rejected artificia Iink%?d and charged that “con-

structive engagement” dlowed South Africa to
engage in a “destructive engagement” against Angola
and to extend its illegal occupation of Namibia to the

southern parts of his country.
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He renewed his Government’s demands for: (a) the
immediate and unconditional withdrawal of South
African forces occupying Angolan territory; (#) the
cessation of South Africa’s attacks on Angola; (c) the
cessation of &l logistic and military support given to
UNITA; and ﬁ the speedy implementation of
resolution 435 (1978). He pomted out that Angola
had invited its Cuban friends, among others, to assist
them in the defence of their sovereignty and territori-
a integrity following the South African invasion.

He referred to South Africa’s bruta attacks on all
front-line States and said that the real reason for
those acts of aggression was not the presence of
Cubans but rather South Africa's pre-emptive opera-
tion against any and al that threstened its racist
structure. He concluded that the Council must reject
South Africa’s insistence on linking Namibian inde-
pendence to extraneous and irrelevant issues and that
it should also consider the application of appropriate
measures under Chapter VII of the Charter in the
event of Pretorids continued noncompliance with
the Council’s resolutions.*’

At the same meeting, the Deputy Minister for
External Relations of Cuba said that South Africa
had consistently defied the international community
and flouted the resolutions of the Council and the
Genera Assembly in open violation of the funda
mental principles of the Charter. Namibia's long
history of colonial occupation and oppression was
explained by its natural resources, including urani-
um, and its strategic geographical location. The
Secretary-General’s recent visit to South Africa had
made it clear that South Africa insisted on makin
the implementation of the settlement plan dependen
on the Bresence of Cuban troops in Angola. Pretoria
should be asked what prevented its wit hdrawal from
Namibia in 1974 and before, when there were no
Cubans in Angola and when that country was
controlled by the Portuguese colonia army. Cuba
vigorously rejected the attempt at linking the pres-
ence of its troops in Angola with Namibia s indepen-
dence and emphasized that their presence was not a
subject for negotiation with third parties.

He said that, on 4 February 1982, the Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of Cuba and Angola had signed a
declaration defending the principle of sovereignty as
reflected in agreements between the two countries on
the basis of Article 51 of the Charter. He quoted
article 9 of that declaration, which stated that the
Angolan and Cuban Governments would consider
commencingthe implementation of a programme to
withdraw Cuban forces as soon as Namibia was
genuinely independent and South Africa’'s occupa-
tion troops were completely withdrawn. Numerous
atrocities committed by South Africa in the 10
months of 1983 had been carried out from the
occupied Angolan territory. He concluded that the
United Nations must assume its full responsbility in
preventing the outbreak of a catastrophe in southern
Africa and that the only course of action that
remained, in order to compel South Africa to abide
by international law, was the application of mandato-
ry sanctions under Chapter VII of the Charter.*’

At the 2484th meeting, the representative of the
United States said that the Secretary-Genera had
resolved the outstanding issues, except for one that
stood in the way of implementing resolution 435
(1978), namely, South Africa’'s position on the with-
drawal of Cuban forces from Angola. She said it was
frustrating that an issue outside the scope of resolu-

tion 435 (1978) was delaying the common objective.
but that the United States remained convinced that
that obstacle could and should be removed with
perseverance and good will. She said that her Gov-
ernment had devoted its energy to search for a
solution on the basis of reciprocity, respect for
security and sovereignty on al sides and that it would
continue with that effort as long as it appeared that
there was a chance for a peaceful solution. The
United States neither sought nor desired any special
advantage or position for Itself, and its sole objective
had been to assist the parties most directly concerned
in overcoming the difticulties that had so far prevent-
ed implementation of resolution 435 (1978). She
concluded that the future of Namibia depended on
the unity of the members of the Council in keeping
the negotiating process firmly on track.38

At the 2485th meeting, the representative of
France commended the Secretary-General for havin
carried out courageously a difficult mission an
noted three points in his report: (a) the moderate
policy, goodwill and spirit of compromise main-
tained by SWAPO and its leaders despite the frustra:
tions of endless negotiations and the aggravation of
the fighting; (b) the positive gestures by the Pretoria
Government relating to the composition and status
of UNTAG and the question of impartiaity; and (c)
the reaffirmation from Pretoria regarding the unac-
ceptable linkage between Namibian independence
and the withdrawal of Cuban forces from Angola

Namibia's accession to independence and the
implementation of resolutions 385 (1976) and 435
(1978) could not be impeded by external consider-
ations or by preconditions; France had upheld that
position within the Contact Group. The question
arose whether South Africa’s continued insistence on
linkage precluded a peaceful settlement. He deplored
the protracted suffering of the people of Namibia and
of the front-line States, particularly Angola, which
had been the victim of raids, destruction and partia
occupation, and said that the French delegation
understood and shared the feelings of bitterness and
frustration expressed in the Council’s meetings b
many African delegations. He appeded to Sout
Africa to make the gestures that would permit the
implementation of the United Nations plan for
Namibia.®

At the 2490th meeting, the President stated that
members of the Council had before them a draft
resolution® sponsored by Guyana, Jordan, Malta,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Togo, Zare and Zimbabwe.*!

At the 2492nd meeting, on 28 October 1983, the
President drew the attenfion of the members of the
Council to the revised text of the eight-Power draft
resolution.%

At the same mesting, the representative of Zim-
babwe, on behalf of the sponsors, introduced revised
draft resolution S/16085/Rev.1 and, in the course of
his statement, orally amended the text whereby the
date “I December 1983" at the end of operative
para(ﬂgaph 9 was replaced by “3 | December 1983";
and the words “not later than 31 December 1983" in
operative paragragh 10 were replaced by the ghrase
“as soon as possible following the Secretary-Gener-
a’s report™.?

At the same meeting, the revised eight-Power draft
resolution (S/16085/ ev.22 as oraly amended was
voted upon and adopted® by 14 votes in favour,
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none against, with | abstention, as resolution 539
(1983). The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General of 29
August 1983,

Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1514 (XV) of 14
December 1960 and 2145 (XXI) of 27 October 1966.

Recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 301 (I 97 1), 385 (1 976).
431 (1978). 432 (1978), 435 (1978). 439 (1978) and 532 (1983),

Gravely concerned at South Africa’s continued illegal occupation
of Namibia,
Gravely concerned alse at the tension and instability prevailing

in southern Africa and the mounting threat to the security of the
region and its wider implications for international peace and
security resulting from continued utilization of Namibia as a
springboard for attacks against and destabilization of African
States in the region,

Reaffirming the legal responsibility of the United Nations over
Namibia and the primary responsibility of the Security Council for
ensuring the implementation of its resolutions, in particular,
resolutions 385 (1976) and 435 (1978). which call for the holding
of free and fair elections in the Territory under the supervision and
control of the United Nations.

Indignant that South Africa’s insistence on an irrelevant and
extraneous issue of “linkage” has obstructed the implementation
of resolution 435 (1978).

I. Condemns South Africa for its continued illegal occupation
of Namibia in flagrant defiance of resolutions of the General
Assembly and decisions of the Security Council;

2. Further condemns South Africa for its obstruction of the
implementation of Security Council resolution 435 (1978) by
insisting on conditions contrary to the provisions of the United
Nations plan for the independence of Namibia;

3. Rejects South Africa’s insistence on linking the indepen-
dence of Namibia to irrelevant and extraneous issues as incompat-
ible with resolution 435 (1978). other decisions of the Security
Council and the resolutions of the General Assembly on Namibia,
including General Assembly resolution 1514 (XV);

4. Declares that the independence of Namibia cannot be held
hostage to the resolution of issues that are alien lo resolution 435
(1978);

5. Reiterates that resolution 435 (I 978), embodying the United
Nations plan for the independence of Namibia, is the only basis
for a peaceful settlement of the Namibian problem;

6. Takes nore that the consultations undertaken by the Secre-
tary-General pursuant to paragraph 5 of resolution 532 (1983)
have confrmed that all the outstanding isswes relevant to resolu-
tion 435 (1978) have been resolved;

7. Ajﬁrms that the electoral system to be used for the elections
of the Constituent Assembly should be determined prior to the
adoption by the Council of the enabling resolution for the
implementation of the United Nations plan;

8. Calls upon South Africa to co-operate with the Secretary-
General forthwith and to communicate to him its choice of the
electoral system in order to facilitate the immediate and uncondi-
tional implementation of the United Nations plan embodied in
resolution 435 (1978);

9. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on
the implementation of this resolution as soon as possible and not
later than 3} December 1983;

0. Decides to remain actively seized of the matter and lo meet
as soon as possible following the Secretary-General's report for the
purpose of reviewing progress in the implementation of resolution
435 (1978) and, in the event of continued obstruction by South
Africa, to consider the adoption of appropriate measures under the
Charter of the United Nations.

Following the vote, the representative of the Soviet
Union said that while the resolution strengthened the
role of the United Nations in the settlement of the
Namibian 3uest|on, the origina draft had been
weakened during the process of consultation. The
omission of a direct reference to sanctions' under
Chapter VII of the Charter to be imposed against
South Africa in the event of its continued refusal to
implement the Namibian settlement plan had been

brought about by the resistance by the United States
and certain other Western friends of South Africa
Those States had once again confirmed that they
continued to protect the racist regime against inter-
national sanctions, thereby helping Pretoria to buy
time and to obstruct Namibia's transition to inde-
pendence.”

The representative of the United States stated that
his Government fully supported the spirit of the
resolution that had just been adopted. The United
States had worked hard and would continue doing so
to overcome obstacles that stood in the way of
Namibian independence. He said that there were
certain elements in the resolution that caused his
Government concern: (a) that the resolution con-
tained a number of references to previous resolutions
that had not been supported by the United States; (b)
that the United States had some reservations relating
to the language of the resolution; and (c) that the
United States regarded implicit alusion to possible
future action under Chapter VII of the Charter as
premature since substantial progress had been made
in the negotiations aimed at the implementation of
resolution 435 (1 978).%
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2. THE QUESTION OF SOUTH AFRICA

Decision of 5 February 198 | (2264th meeting):
statement of the President

In aletter dated 28 November 1980,' the represen-
tative of Senegal, in his capacity as Chairman of the
Group of African States at the United Nations for the
month of November, forwarded for necessary action
the copy of aletter of the same date addressed to him
from the representative of the African National
Congress of South Africa (ANC?] in respect of death
sentences passed by the South African Supreme
Court on three members of ANC. The representative
of ANC had specifically requested that the Council,
as in a similar case on an earlier occasion, hold
consultations and mandate the President to use his

ood offices to alert world opinion and to save the
ives of the three ANC members.?

At its 2264th meeting, on 5 February 1981, the
Council included the letter dated 28 November 1980
from the representative of Senegal in its agenda

As aresult of consultations among members of the
Council, the President then made the following
statement on behaf of the Council:)

The members of the Security Council have entrusted me to
express, on their behalf, their grave concern over the death
sentences recently passed by the Transvaal Division of the
Supreme Court at Pretoria on Ncimbithi Johnson Lubisi (28),
Petrus Tsepo Mashigo (20) and Naphtali Manana (24), and which
may be considered shortly by the Appellate Division of the
Supreme Court at Bloemfontein.

Having this in mind, | strongly urge that the Government of
South Africa, in order to avert further aggravating the situation in
South Africa, should take into account the concerns expressed for
the lives of these three young men.

Decision of 27 August 198 | (2295th meeting): invita-
tion extended to Mr. Johnstone Makatini

By letter dated 27 August 198 | ,* the representative
of Niger, on behalf of the countries members of the
Council belonging to the Movement of Non-Aligned
Countries, requested a meeting of the Council at the
earliest possible o ﬂortunity to consider the wish
expressed by Mr. nstone Makatini, representative
of ANC at the United Nations,. in his |etter dated 24
August addressed to the President of the Council,
that, in accordance with the position taken by the
Council in previous similar cases, the President issue
a statement on behalf of the Council in connection
with the death sentences passed by the Pretoria
Supreme Court on three members of ANC-Anthony
Tsotsobe, 25, Johannes Shabangu, 26, and David
Il'\/I0|se, 25—on19 August 198 I, in order to save their
ives.

At its 2295th meeting, on 27 August 1981, the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Niger on its agenda. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the Council decided to extend an invitation
to Mr. Makatini under rule 39 of the provisiona
rules of procedure’

The representative of Niger pointed out that the
South Afsrican regime was ready to murder in the
gpace of a few months another three ANC militants
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for reasons directlz linked to their everyday struggle
against the apartheid regime. He added that the
repressive and political nature of the trials against
ANC members escaped no one, since the deception
of the South African authorities had been unmasked
aready six months ago. The black majority in South
Africa only demanded a just and democratic society
where dl races and socia categories would be treated
equally and with justice and dignity. His delegation
wished to stress that it was the duty of the Council to
help them to achieve that aspiration, in accordance
with the Charter and the relevant resolutions of the
Council, and appeded ur%entle/ to the Council to
prevent the execution of the fhree patriots.®

Most members joined the appeal of the representa
tive of Niger that the Council, through its President,
call upon the Government of South Africa to desist
from the execution of the three ANC members.’ The
representative of the United Kingdom indicated that
the judicia process in the case might not yet be
complete, but stated his dcle%ation’s view that, on
humanitarian mgrounds alone, the death sentences, if
they were corfiirmed, should call for clemency.® The
representative of the United States recaled the
statement issued in February and expressed his wish
that the Council might finaly come to a similar
unanimous expression of concern.® Several represen-
tatives voiced surprise and dismay that the members
of the Council had failed to endorse unanimously an
appeal by the Council President as proposed by the
representative of ANC and pointed to the well-
known features of the South African handling of the
case in question which could not be described as a
norma judicia process.'?

Decision of 15 December 1981 (2315th meeting):
statement by the President

By letter dated 7 December 1981,!' the representa-
tive of Botswana, on behalf of the Group of African
States at the United Nations, reguested that the
President of the Council undertake consultations
among the members of the Council in order that, in
keeping with precedent, appropriate action might be
taken by the Council following the proclamation by
South Africa of the independence of another bantu-
stan.

At its 23 15th meeting, on |5 December 198 |, the
Council included the letter dated 7 December from
the representative of Botswana in its agenda. As a
result of consultations held among members of the
Council, the President made the following statement
on behalf of the Council:**

The Security Council notes that on 4 December 198 1, the South
African régime proclaimed the Ciskei, an integral part of South
African territory, a so-called “independent” State, in pursuance of
its apartheid and bantustanization policy.

The Council recalls its resolution 417 (1977). in which it
demanded that the racist régime of South Africa should abolish the
policy of bantustanization. 11 also recalls its resolutions 402 (1976)
and 407 (1977). in which it endorsed General Assembly resolution
31/6 A of 26 October 1976 on the matter. The Council further
takes note of General Assembly resolution 32/105 N of 14
December 1977 on the question of bantustans.

The Council does not recognize the so-called “independent
homelands” in South Africa: it condemns the purported proclama-
tion of the “independence” of the Ciskei and declares it totally
invalid. This action by the South African régime, following similar
proclamations in the case of the Transkei, Bophuthatswana and
Venda, denounced by the international community, is designed 1o
divide and dispossess the African people and establish client States
under its domination in order to perpetuate apartheid. It seeks to
create a class of foreign people in their own country. It further

aggravates the situation in the region and hinders international
efforts for just and lasting solutions.

The Council calls upon all Governments to deny any form of
recognition to the so-called “independent” bantustans. to refrain
from any dealings with them, to reject travel documents issued by
them, and urges Governments of Member States to take effective
measures within their constitutional framework to discourage all
individuals, corporations and other institutions under their juris-
diction from having any dealings with the so-called “independent”
bantustans.

Decision of 9 April 1982 (235Ist meeting): resolution
503 (1982)

In a letter dated 8 April 1982,!3 the representative
of Uganda transmitted a letter from Mr. Makatini,
representative of ANC, who informed the President
of the Council that the South African Court of
Appea had confirmed the death sentences imposed
on three members, Ncimbithi Johnson Lubisi, Naph-
tali Manana and Petrus Tsepo Mashigo, in 1980 and
requested an urgent meeting of the Council once
more to take up the matter; Mr. Makatini further
requested that the President use his good offices to
urge the Council, pursuant to the call made by the
Council on behalf of the three patriots on 5 Februar
1981 at the 2264th meeting, to demand that Sout
Africadesist from carrying out those sentences and to
relesse immediately and unconditionally those and
other patriots.

_ By another letter of the same date,'* the representa-

tive of Uganda requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to examine the situation in southern Africa,
following the confirmation of the death sentences on
ANC members.

At its 2351 st meeting, on 9 April 1982, the Council
included the letter from the representative of Uganda
requesting the Council meeting” in its agenda

At the beginning of the meeting, the President
drew attention to a draft resolution!s submitted by
Togo, Uganda and Zaire.

The representative of Uganda pointed out that an
amendment had been proposed regarding the draft
resolution and would be acceptable to the sponsors;
he then read the text of the amendment, which
replaced operative paragraph 2 of the origina draft.
He further stated that the meeting of the Council had
been requested for purely humanitarian reasons, in
order to enable the Council to help save the lives of
three South African patriots. He recaled the state-
ment of the President on 5 February 1981 expressing
the Council’s grave concern for the lives of the three
patriots and briefly indicated the humanitarian quali-
ty of the draft resolution. Speaking on behaf of the
African Group and the three sponsors, he com-
mended to the Council the draft resolution which he
hoped would be adopted unanimoudly.*

The President then put the draft resolution as
amended to the vote; it received 15 votes in favour
and was unanimously adopted as resolution 503
(1982)."7 It reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolution 473 (1980) and its statement of 5
February 1981 regarding the death sentences passed by the
Transvaal Division of the Supreme Court at Pretoria on Ncimbithi
Johnson Lubisi. Petrus Tsepo Mashigo and Naphtali Manana.
three members of the African National Congress of South Africa,

Gravely concerned at the confirmation of the death sentences by
the South African Court of Appeal on 7 April 1982,

Deeply concerned that the carrying out of the death sentences
would further aggravate the situation in South Africa,
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Chapter VI11. Maintenance Of international peace and secwrity

I. Calls upon the South African authorities to commute the
death  sentences;

2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and lo
take urgent measures in conformity with the Charter of the United
Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and relevant
international instruments to save the lives of the three men.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States commended the
sponsors for their agreement to accept the critically
important amendment to paragraph 2 of the text.'s

The representative of the Soviet Union criticized
the delegation of the United States for insisting on
language in paragraph 2 of the resolution, which
changed the context of the Council’s position con-
cerning the lives of the three young patriots from the
explicit condemnation of the policy of apartheid as a
crime against the conscience and dignity of mankimd,
as found in resolution 473 (1980), paragraph 3
adopted unanimously on 13 June 1980. He deplored
the Insistence of the United States on considering the
threat to the lives of the three young men in the
context of the violation of human rights and not in
the context of the policy of apartheid."

Decision of 20 September 1982 (2397th meeting):
invitation of the Chairman of the Security Council
Committee established by resolution 42 | (1977)

Decision of 23 September 1982 (2398th meeting):
other invitations

At its 2397th meeting, on 20 September 1982, the
Council resumed consideration of the report of the
Security Council Committee established by resolu-
tion 421 (1977) concerning the question of South
Africa?® on ways and means of making the mandatory
arms embargo against South Africa more effective,
an item which had been included in its agenda at the
226lst meeting, on 19 December 1980.

The President stated that, in the course of consul-
tations, the Council members had agreed to extend
an invitation under rule 39 of the provisiona rules of
procedure to the Chairman. for 198 1 of the Security
Cour;ci;l Committee estabhshed by resolution 4271
(1977).

At the 2398th meeting, on 23 September 1982, the
Council invited the representatives of Algeria, Cuba
and Ghana, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote.2

At the same meeting, the Council aso decided to
extend an invitation under rule 39 of the provisiona
rules of procedure to the Chairman of the Specia
Committee against Apartheid.*

At the 2397th meeting, the Chairman for 1981 of
the Security Council Committee recalled the adop
tion of the mandatory arms embargo under Chapter
VIl of the Charter in resolution 418 (1977) and the
establishment., organization and work of the Com-
mittee estabhshed under resolution 421 (1977) in
order to sudy ways and means by which the embar%o
could be made more effective. The report dated 19
September 1980 of the Committee showed that the
embargo was violated in that illicit transfers of arms
continued to take place and loopholes encouraged
violation of the embargo. The Committee had recom-
mended that the loopholes be closed and had urged
that additiona measures be taken to tighten the
application of the arms embargo. He warned that if
those steps were not taken to strengthen the impact
of the arms embardgo, the very respectability d the
Organization would be caled into question.*’

At the 2398th meeting, the representative of
Ghana, speaking in his capacity as the Chairman of
the Group of African States at the United Nations,
stated that sanctions offered the last peaceful instru-
ment to accomplish the abolition of apartheid and
racia discrimination in South Africa He reviewed
the developments since the imposition of the manda
tory ams embargo in 1977 and pointed to the
deliberate violations of the arms embargo and the
I%ﬂoholes in the coverage of the arms embargo that
haa become apparent since then. He also urged that
the international community ban co-operation with
South Africa’s nuclear programme, since that en-
hanced the racist régime’s nuclear-weapon capability
and enabled it to threaten peace and security in the
re?lon and to terrorize neighbouring countries. He
cal'led upon the Council Committee to prepare a list
of al the products that would fall under the provi-
sions of the arms embargo, suggested that the embar-
go be extended to so-called dual-purpose items that
could be taken advantage of by the South African
military authorities and urged that oil be recognized
as an essential element in any arms embargo. He
appealed strongly to the Council that everything be
done to ensure the more effective implementation of
the mandatory arms embargo against the apartheid
régime in South Africa.”

Decision of 4 October 1982: statement of the Presi-
dent

By a letter dated 16 September 19822 addressed to
the Secretary-General, the Chairman of the Specia
Committee against Apartheid drew attention to the
degth sentences imposed by South Africa on 6 August
1982 on Thelle Simon” Mogoerane, Jerry Semano
Mosololi and Marcus Thabo Motaung, three ANC
members, on the charge of high treason.

On 4 October 1982, following consultations with
the Council members, the President issued the
foIIowir](rJ statement?’ on behaf of the members of the
Council:

The members of the Security Council have entrusted me to
express, on their behalf, their grave concern at the death sentences
passed on 6 August 1982 in South Africa on Mr. Thelle Simon
Mogoerane. Mr. Jerry Semano Mosololi and Mr. Marcus Thabo
Motaung, three members of the African National Congress of
South Africa.

The members of the Security Council strongly urge the Govern-
ment of South Africa, in order to avoid further aggravating the
situation in South Africa. to commute the death sentences.

Decision of 2404th meeting (7 December 1982):
resolution 525 (1982)

At ifs 2404th meeting, on 7 December 1982, the
Council Included the question of South Africa in its
agenda.

The President stated that the meeting of the
Council had been convened in accordance with a
request by the rep resentative of Uganda on behalf of
the Group of Afrrican States at the United Nations
and the non-aligned members of the Council. He
drew the attention of the Council to a draft resolu-
tion** submitted by Guyan% Jordan, Panama, Togo,
Uganda and Zaire. The drart resolution was put to
the vote, received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 525 ( 1982).2% It
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the question of the death sentences passed on
19 August 1981 in South Africa on Mr. Anthony Tsotsobe, Mr.
Johannes Shabangu and Mr. David Moise,
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Recalling its statement of 4 October 1982 regarding the death
sentences passed on 6 August 1982 in South Africa on Mr. Thelle
Simon Mogoerane, Mr. Jerry Semano Mosololi and Mr. Marcus
Thabo Motaung, members of the African National Congress of
South Africa, and reiterating its urgent appeal for executive
clemency in this case,

Gravely concerned at the confirmation by the Appellate Division
of the Supreme Court of South Africa on 26 November 1982 of the
death sentences imposed on Mr. Anthony Tsotsobe. Mr. Johannes
Shabangu and Mr. David Moise.

Conscious that the carrying out of the death sentences will
further aggravate the situation in South Africa.

1. Culls upon the South African authorities to commute the
death Sentences imposed on the six men;

2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and to
take urgent measures, in conformity with the Charter of the
United Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and
relevant international instruments, 10 save the lives of the six men.

Decision of 7 June 1983 (2452nd meeting): resolution
533 (1973)

By a letter dated 6 June 1983,% the representative
of Morocco, in his capacity as Chairman of the
Group of African States at the United Nations,
informed the Council that South Africa had on that
day confirmed the death sentences passed on Thelle
Simon Mogoerane, Jerry Semano Mosololi and Mar-
cus Thabo Motaung and requested the Council to
take urgent and appropriate action.

At its 2452nd meeting, on 7 June 1983, the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Morocco in its agenda.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Presi-
dent drew attention to a draft resolution?! that had
been worked out in the course of consultations
among the members of the Council. He then put the
draft resolution to the vote; it received 15 votes in
favour and was aegﬂated unanimously as resolution
533 (1983).32 |t reads as follows;

The Security Council,

Having considered the question of the death sentences passed on
6 August 1982 in South Africa on Mr. Thelle Simon Mogoerane,
Mr. Jerry Semano Mosololi and Mr. Marcus Thabo Motaung,
members of the African National Congress of South Africa,

Recalling its statement of 4 October 1982 as well as its
resolution 525 (1982) appealing for executive clemency in this
case,

Gravely concerned over the decision of the South African
authorities on 6 June 1983 to refuse executive clemency in respect
of the three men,

Conscious that the carrying out of the death sentences will
aggravate the situation in South Africa,

I. Calls upon the South African authorities to commute the
death sentences imposed on the three men;

2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and to
take urgent measures, in conformity with the Charter of the
United Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and
relevant international instruments. to save the lives of the three
men.

Decision of 13 January 1984 (2512th meeting):
resolution 547 (1984)

By letter dated 10 January 1984,% the representa-
tive of Togo, In his capacity as Chairman of the
Group of” African States at the United Nations for the
month of January 1984, requested an urgent meetin
of the Council to consider the question of the deat
sentence passed by the Supreme Court of South
Africa against Mr. Malesda Benjamin Maloise, a
member of ANC.¥

At its 2512th meeting, on 13 January 1984, the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Togo in its agenda

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Presi-
dent drew attention to a draft resolution® that had
been prepared in the course of the Council’s consul-
tations. He then put the draft to the vote; it received
15 votes in favour and was adopted unanimously as
resolution 547 (1984).% |t reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the question of the death sentence passed on
6 June 1983 in South Africa on Mr. Malesela Benjamin Maloise.

Recalling its resolutions 503 (|982), 525 (1982) and 533 (1983).

Gravely concerned over the current decision of the South African

authorities to reject an appeal against the death sentence imposed
upon Mr. Maloise,

Conscious that carrying out the death sentence will further
aggravate the situation in South Africa,

I. Calls upon the South African authorities to commute the
death sentence imposed upon Mr. Maloise;

2. Urges all States and organizations to use their influence and to
take urgent measures, in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations, the resolutions of the Security Council and
relevant international instruments, to save the life of Mr. Malesela
Benjamin Maloise.

Decision of 17 August 1984 (2551st meeting): resolu-
tion 554 (1984)

B){ letter dated 8 August 1984,” the representative
of Algeria, on behalf of the Group of African States at
the United Nations, requested, in accordance with
General Assembly resolution 38/t | of 15 November
1983, an urgent meeting of the Council to consider
the so-called constitutional reforms in South Africa

At the 2548th meeting, on 16 August 1984, the
Council included the letter dated 8 August from the
representative of Algeria in its agenda. Following the

option of the agenda, the Council decided to invite
the following, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote: at the 2548th
meeting, the representatives of Algeria, Argenting,
Czechoslovakia, Nigeria, South Africa and Thailand;
a the 2549th meetin , the representatives of Benin,
Cuba, Mongolia, the 8yrian Arab Republic, Trinidad
and Tobago and Yugodavia, at the 2550th meeting,
the representatives of the Congo, Indonesia, Kuwalit,
Qatar and Sri Lanka; and at the 255 1 st meeting, the
representatives of Afghanistan, Guyana, Kenya and
Togo.* The Council aso decided to extend invita-
tions under rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedures, at the 2548th meeting, to the Acting
Chairman of the Speciad Committee against Apart-
heid, to Mr. Mfanafuthi J Makatini and to Mr.
Ahmed Gora Ebrahim, at the 2549th meeting, to the
Chairman of the Special Committee on the Situation
with regard to the Implementation of the Declaration
on the Granting of Independence to Colonia Coun-
tries and Peoples and, at the 2551st meeting, to Mr.
Lesaoana Makhanda.’ The Council considered the
item during its 2548th to 2551st meetings, on 16 and
|7 August 1984.

Speaking on behalf of the Grou&of African States
at the United Nations at the 2548th meeting, the
rg)reaentati\(e of Algeria pointed out that the so-
caled constitutional reforms imposed by the South
African Government sought to entrench and perpetu-
ate the gfartheid system and completed the edifice
that made the indigenous pcpulation non-persons
and deprived them of their fundamental right to
citizenship. He then described in detail the new
constitution establishing the hierarchy of races and a
so-called three-house Parliament for whites, for *“¢col-
oureds’ and for persons of Asian origin, respectively,
while excluding blacks from any kind of representa-
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tion altogether. He indicated that whereas the white
chamber could take up any matter it wished, the
other two chambers could discuss issues only after
the approval of the white President of the” State,
thereby guaranteeing the parliamentarP/ dominance
of the white minority. Referring to the long chain of
discriminatory legidation, he stressed that the new
congtitution was merely another link intended to
strengthen the apartheid regime and to perpetuate
white supremacy.

In view of the long history of the racist system, the
representative of Aﬁgeria concluded that the apart-
heid system could not be reformed, but must be
rooted out, and that pressure must be kept up against
the South African régime in order to obtain the
restitution of the legitimate rights of the South
African people. The Group of Afgiican States at the
United Nations therefore expected and demanded
that the Council, like the General Assembly, would
reject the so-called constitution, as well as the results
of‘, the 2 November 1983 referendum. The Council
should clearly indicate that the implementation of
the “congtitution” would inevitably aggravate ten-
sion and conflict in South Africa and throwghout the
region. Only the eradication of apartheid and the
establishment of a democratic non-racial society
based on universal adult suffrage in a united and
unfragmented South Africa could lead to a just and
Ks\fsting 3golution of the explosive situation in southern
rica.

At the same meeting, the representative of South
Africa protested sharply against what he called
interference by the Council in an internal affair of the
Republic of South Africa That violation of the
Charter by organs and members of the Organization
was unacceptable as the subject of constitutional
arrangements was beyond the ambit of the United
Nations. He offered the official explanation for the
new constitution and stressed that the black popula-
tion had not been left out but had exercised its right
to self-determination by optier&g for political indepen-
dence. He presented a detailed description of the new
constitutional set-up, which was supposed to advance
the goas of sdf-determination, autonomy, devolu-
tion of power and co-ordinated economic develop-
ment throughout the country. He denounced the
United Nations as an ineffectua organization and
indicated that his Government re:;)ected in advance
what the Council would decide]

At the 2549th meeting, on 16 Augist 1984, the

President drew attention to a draft resolution®
submitted by Burkina Faso, E?'pt, India, Malta,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Peru and Zimbabwe.

At the 255 1st meeting, on 17 August 1984, the
representative of India, speaking on behalf of the
eight non-aligned sponsors of the draft resolution,
infermed the Council that as a result of consultations
with other Council members the sponsors had egreed
to a few changes, including the deletion of the
originad second preambular paragraph, some editori-
al changes in the origina fifth preambular paragraph
and the deletion of some words in the last preambu-
lar paragraph. He expressed hope that the spirit of
accommodation shown by the sponsors would enable
the Council to adopt the draft resolution by an
overwhelming majority, if not by unanimity.’

At the same mesting, the President put the draft
resolution to the vote; 1t received 13 votes in favour,

none against, and 2 abstentions, and was adopted as
resolution 554 (1984).92 It reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolution 473 (1980) and General Assembly
resolution 38/1]of 15 November 1983, as well as other relevant
United Nations resolutions calling upon the authorities in South
Africa to abandon apartheid, end oppression and repression of the
black majority and seek a peaceful, just and lasting solution in
accordance with the principles of the Charter of the United
Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,

Convinced that the so-called “new constitution” endorsed on 2
November 1983 by the exclusively white electorate in South Africa
would continue the process of denationalization of the indigenous
African majority, depriving it of all fundamental rights, and
further entrench aparlheid, transforming South Africa into a
country for “whites only”,

Aware that the inclusion in the “new constitution” of the so-
called “coloured” people and people of Asian origin is aimed at
dividing the unity of the oppressed people of South Africa and
fomenting internal conflict,

Noting with grave concern that one of the objectives of the $o-
called “constitution” of the racist régime is to make the *col-
oured” people and people of Asian origin in South Africa eligible
for conscription into the armed forces of the apartheid régime for
further internal repression and aggressive acts against independent
African States,

We/coming the massive united resistance of the oppressed
people of South Africa against these “constitutional” manoeuvres,

Reaffirming the legitimacy of the struggle of the oppressed
people of South Africa for the elimination of apartheid and for the
establishment of a society in which all the people of South Africa
as a whole, irrespective of race, colour, sex or creed, will enjoy
equal and full political and other rights and participate freely in
the determination of their destiny,

Firmly convinced that the so-called “elections” to be organized
by the Pretoria régime in the current month of August for the
“coloured” people and people of Asian origin and the implementa-
tion of this “new constitution” will inevitably aggravate tension in
South Africa and in southern Africa as a whole,

1. Declares that the so-called “new constitution” is contrary to
the principles of the Charter of the United Nations, that the results
of the referendum of 2 November 1983 are of no validity
whatsoever and that the enforcement of the “new constitution”
will further aggravate the already explosive situation prevailing
inside apartheid South Africa;

2. Strongly rejects and declares as null and void the so-called
“new constitution” and the “elections” to be organized in the
current month of August for the “coloured” people and people of
Asian origin as well as all insidious manoeuvres by the racist
minority régime of South Africa further to entrench white
minority rule and apartheid,

3. Further rejects any so-called “negotiated settlement” based on
bantustan structures or on the so-called “new constitution”;

4. Solemnly declares that only the total eradication of apartheid
and the establishment of a non-racial democratic society based on
majority rule, through the full and free exercise of universal adult
suffrage by all the people in a united and unfragmented South
Africa, can lead to a just and lasting solution of the explosive
situation in South Africa;

5. Urges all Governments and organizations not to accord
recognition to the results of the so-called “elections” and to take
appropriate action, in cooperation with the United Nations and
the Organization of African Unity and in accordance with the
present resolution, to assist the oppressed people of South Africa
in their legitimate struggle for a non-racial, democratic society;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution;

7. Decides to remain seized of the matter.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States suggested that the
United Nations could discuss and condemn al forms
of racial discrimination, deemed a one time an
internal matter, as the Members of the United
Nations had pledged themselves through the Charter
to promote human rights and fundamental freedoms
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for all without distinction as to race, sex, language or
religion. He emphasized that his Government did not
believe that Article 2, paragraph 7, of the Charter
could be interpreted to render the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights or other general principles a
nullity. He added, however, that his delegation had
abstamed in the vote since the Council, whose
mandate was clearly spelt out in Article 24, was not
the appropriate forum for that resolution. He ex-
pr the hope that the expansion of the franchise
to persons of Asian and so-caled coloured descent
could eventualy be further extended to include the
majority of South Africans and declared that the
United” States would continue to encourage attain-
ment of the ultimate goa of universal, non-discrimi-
natory suffrage in South Africa.

The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that his delegation shared the concern expressed in
the resolution about the absence of any provision in
the new constitution for the black maority. But he
warned against making a final jud ement at that
ﬁOi nt about the new arrangements. |-is Government

ad consistently declined to take a position on the
new arrangements, which might endanger prospects
for further change in South Africa. He further took
exception with some of the language in the resolution
and did not accept that the references to the legitima-
cy of the struggle related to armed struggle or
extended to the use of force. Nor did his delegation
believe that outsiders should prescribe solutions or
determine the validity of internal arrangements.4

Decision of 23 October 1984 (2560th meeting):

resolution 556 (I 984)

By letter dated 17 October 1984,” the representa-
tive of Ethiopia, on behalf of the Grou African
States at the United Nations, requested the President
of the Council, in pursuance of Genera Assembly
resolution 39/2 of 28 November 1984, to consider
the serious situation in South Africa emanating from
the imposition of the so-called new constitution and
to take all neces&ar?; measures in accordance with the
Charter, to avert the further aggravation of tension
and conflict in South Africa and'in southern Africa as
awhole.

At its 2560th meeting, on 23 October 1984, the
Council included the letter from the representative of
Ethiopia in its agenda. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the Council decided to invite the representa-
tives of Ethiopia and South Africa, at their request,
to participate in the discussion without the right to
vote. The Council aso decided to extend invitations
under rule 39 of the Council’s provisiona rules of
procedure to the Chairman of the Special Committee

ainst Apartheid and to Bishop Desmond Tutu.’
The Council considered the item at the same meet-

ing.

The President opened the meeting and drew atten-
tion to a draft resolution* submitted by Burkina
Faso, Egypt, India, Malta, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Peru
and Zimbabwe.

The representative of Ethiopia, speaking on behalf
of the Group of African States at the United Nations,
condemned once again the process of bantustaniza-
tion whereby blacks were uprooted from their ances-
tral homes and forced to settle in barren wastelands.
He aso denounced the so-called referendums and
elections as nothing other than attempts to entrench
white supremacy. He recalled the recent adoption of
Council resolution 554 (1984) and General Assembly

resolution 39/2 as expressions of the international
community regarding the illegitimate and racist
character ‘of the regime and its policy. He warned
that the situation could no Ion%er continue and
emphasized that the Council shoul dfinaly agree to
the imposition of comprehensive and mandatory
sanctions against South Africa under Chapter VII of
the Charter; otherwise, the people of South Africa
would be left with no other choice than the intensifi-
cation of the ongoirg armed struggle. He concluded
by caling upon the Council members to endorse the
draft resolution, which contained the minimum to
defuse the current tension.&

The reé)resentative of South Africa charged again
that the Council was interfering in the internal dtairs
of his country and rejected whatever decisions the
Council might arrive a in prescribing to South Africa
how it should run its own effelfs.

Bishop Desmond Tutu commended President P.
W. Botha for his courage in declaring that the future
of South Africa could no longer be determined by
whites only, but deplored that that opportunity to
resolve the burgeoning crisis in his native land should
have been vitiated by exclusion of the overwhelmi ;?
magjority in the land. From al indications it h
become clear that the new constitution was intended
to perpetuate the rule of a minority and to entrench
racism and ethnicity. He expressed dismay over all
forms of violence, presented his dream of a'truly non-
racial, democratic society and pledged to continue
the work for justice, peace and reconciliation.4’

Prior to the vote, the representative of the Nether-
lands addressed the growing danger of an explosion
leading to destruction and violence in South Africa
and warned that decisive measures of basic reform
were u:}ently required to forestall such a develop-
ment. He recaled his Government’s willingness to
co-operate with other Council members in strength-
ening the arms embargo by a mandatory ban on the
import of arms manufactured by South Africa He
announced his delegation’s support for the draft
resolution, but objected to some of the language
employed in the draft and to the Council’s passing
judgement on the lega validity of a Member State's
congtitution or electoral processes.*’

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was put
to the vote, received 14 votes in favour with |
abstention, and was adopted as resolution 556
( 1984).4 |t reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolution 554 (1984) and General Assembly
resolutions 38/11of 15 November |983 and 39/2 of 28 September
1984, which declared the so-called *“‘new constitution” contrary to
the principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

Reaffirming the provisions of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, particularly article 21, paragraphs | and 3. which
recognize, fnter alia, the right of everyone to take, oart in the
Government of his country, directly or through freely chosen
representatives, and the will of the people as the basis of the
authority of Government,

Alarmed by the aggravation of the situation in South Africa, in
particular the wanton killing and the maiming of defenceless
demonstrators and workers on strike as well as the imposition of
virtual martial-law conditions intended to facilitate the brutal
repression of the black population,

Gravely concerned at the continuing arbitrary arrests and
detentions without trial of leaden and activists of mass organiza-
tions inside the country as well as the closure of several schools
and universities,

Commending the massive united resistance of the oppressed
people of South Africa, including the strike by hundreds of
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thousands of black students, to the imposition of the so-called
“new constitution”,

Commending also the Asian and coloured communities in South
Africa for their large-scale DOYCOtt of the recent “elections” which
constituted a clear rejection of the so-called “new constitution”,

Reaj]irming the legitimacy of the struggle of the oppressed
people of South Africa for the full exercise of the right to self-
determination and the e¢stablishment of a non-racial democratic
society in an unfragmented South Africa,

Convinced that racist South Africa’s defiance of world public
opinion and the imposition of the rejected so-called “new constitu-
tion” will inevitably lead to further escalation of the explosive
situation and will have far-reaching consequences for southern
Africa and the world,

1. Reiterates its condemnation of the @partheid policy of the
South African régime and South Africa’s continued defiance of the
resolutions of the United Nations and designs further to entrench
apartheid, a system characterized as a crime against humanity;

2. Further condemnsthe continued massacres of the oppressed
people, as well as the arbitrary arrest and detention of leaders and
activists of mass organizations;

3. Demands the immediate cessation of the massacres and the
prompt and unconditional release of all political prisoners and
detainees;

4. Reaffirms that only the total eradication Of apartheid and the
establishment of a non-racial, democratic society based on majori-
ty rule, through the full and free exercise of adult suffrage by all the
people in a united and unfragmented South Africa, can lead to a
just, equitable and lasting solution of the situation in South Africa;

5. Urges all Governments and organizations to take appropriate
action, in co-operation with the United Nations and the Organiza-
tion of African Unity and in accordance with the present
resolution, to assist the oppressed people of South Africa in their
legitimate struggle for the full exercise of the right to self-determi-
nation;

6. Demands the immediate eradication of apartheid as the
necessary step towards the full exercise of the right to self-
determination in an unfragmented South Africa, and to this end
demands:

(u) The dismantling of the bantustan structures as well as the
cessation of uprooting, relocation and denationalization of the
indigenous African people;

(b) The abrogation of the bans and restrictions on political
organizations, parties, individuals and news media opposed to
apartheid;

(c) The unimpeded return of all the exiles;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution;

8. Decides to remain seized of the matter.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United Kingdom stated that his Government had
supported the resolution just adopted in order to
provide another sign by the international community
that the problems of South Africa neither could nor
should be resolved by repression, by the denia of
civil and political rights or by violence. He regretted
the exaggerated language used in some parts of the
resolution and explained that his delegation regarded
the expression “crime against humanity” as one of
abhorrence rather than a technical legd description
and that it did not interpret any part o?the resolution
as fallin§ within the terms of Chapter VII of the
Charter. 4

Decision of 13 December 1984 (2564th meeting):
resolution 558 (1984)

In a letter dated 13 December 1984,% the Chair-
man of the Security Council Committee established
by resolution 421 Pi9_77) concerning the question of

uth Africa transmitted to the President of the
Council for the attention of its members the text of a
recommendation adopted by consensus by the Com-
mittee at its 63rd meeting, held on the” same day.

At the 2564th meeting, on 13 December 1984, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. Following
the adoption of the agenda, the Council invited the
representative of South Africa, at his request, to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote.5 The Council considered the item at its 2564th
meeting.

The representative of the Netherlands stated that,
a month earlier, his delegation had requested a
meeting of the Security Council Committee estab-
lished by resolution 42 1 (1977) in order to submit to
its members a proposal to expand the arms embargo
imposed in resolution 4 18 (I 977) by a ban on arms
imports from South Africa, a stcgl\}hat his Govern-
ment had advocated over the last &w years. That ste;
seemed advisable because South Africa had respond-
ed to the arms embargo with a major effort to build
up its capacity to manufacture arms and thus to
circumvent the provisions of the embargo. Moreover,
the South African Government had launched an
export drive for its self-produced weapons. Under
those circumstances, his delegation believed that the
international community must keep up the pressure
on South Africa so that a process d fundamental
reforms would be initiated leading to the elimination
of apartheid.

He then introduced the draft resolution.,’! which
was the result of extensive consultations with other
members of the Council and had been recommended
by consensus by the Security Council Committee
established by resolution 42 1 (1 977). He added that
his delegation saw the proposed draft resolution,
though of a non-mandatory character, as a concrete
step S;orward, and urged the Council to endorse the
text.

Then the President put the draft resolution to the
vote; it received 15 votes in favour and was adopted
unanimously as resolution 558 (1984).%3 It reads as
follows:

The Security  Council,

Recalling its resolution 418 (1977), in which it decided upon a
mandatory arms embargo against South Africa,

Recalling its resolution 421 (1977). by which it entrusted &
Committee consisting of all its members with the task of. among
other things, studying ways and means by which the mandatory
arms embargo could be made more effective against South Africa
and to make recommendations to the Council,

Taking note of the Committee’s report to the Security Council
contained in document §/14179 of 19 September 1980,

Recognizing that South Africa’s intensified efforts to build up its
capacity to manufacture armaments undermines the effectiveness
of the mandatory arms embargo against South Africa,

Considering that no State should contribute to South Africa’s
arms-production capability by purchasing arms manufactured in
South Africa,

1. Reajﬁrms its resolution 4 18 (1 977) and stresses the continu-
ing need for the strict application of all its provisions;

2. Requests all States to refrain from importing arms, ammuni-
tion of all types and military vehicles produced in South Africa;

3. Requests all States, including States not Members of the
United Nations, to act strictly in accordance with the provisions of
the present resolution;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council Committee established by resolution 42 l(l 977) concern-
ing the question of South Africa on the progress of the implemen-
tation of the present resolution before 31 December 1985.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United Kirégdom pointed out that his Government
was opposed to certain estions that would exac-
erbate the situation in Soith Africa and could cause
grave damage to neighbouring States and therefore
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warned against the Council’s lightly entering into
areas such as Chapter VIl measures. His Government
aso ob*'e.cted to the use of trade sanctions, which
were difficult to enforce and harmed the poorest and
most vulnerable, whereas trade was a channel for
widening mutual understanding and for exercising a
moderating influence. He commended the Council
for adopting a redlistic course and expressed great
appreciation to the representative of the Netherlands
for preparing a text that would command unanimous

support.’

The representative of India underlined the primary
importance of resolution 418 (1977) setting up the
mandatory arms embar%lo and suggested that the new
measure to ban also the import of South African
arms was only an aspect of the total embargo. He also
expressed regret that the text adopted did not contain
al the improvements that had been proposed in the
consultations.

The representative of the Soviet Union asked for
concrete steps to close some of the loopholes in the
embargo and to make it as comprehensive as possi-
ble. Beyond the new decision, which he warmly
welcomed, he reiterated his Government's long-
standing support for the application of sanctions
provided for in Chapter VII of the Charter.’?

The representative of Pakistan called the decision
of the Council a mandatory Council resolution and
expressed hope that the Council would take up the
recommendations for comprehensive measures sub-
mittgazd by the arms embargo committee four years
ago.

The representative of South Africa protested that
he had specifically requested to speak before the
Council voted on the draft resolution and called the
E'rocedure adopted by the President most irregular.

e also acknowledged that the buildup of the South
African arms industry had begun after the adoption
of resolution 418 (1977) and claimed that that
development was inevitable as the arms embargo
congtituted an ill-conceived attempt to destroy South
Africa’s capacity to exercise its basic right to self-
defence. He added that South Africa had become
self-sufficient in a number of important armaments
sectors and would continue to keep pace with the
requirements of its defence.?
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3. ITEMS RELATING TO THE MIDDLE EAST

A. THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Decision of 19 March 1981 (2266th meeting): Presi-
dent's statement

In aletter’ 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. Followm% the adoption of the
agenda, the President of the Council invited the
representatives of Israel and Lebanon, at their re-
quest, to participate in the discussion without the
nght to vote.’ The Council considered the item at the
219g15th and 2266th meetings, on 9 and 19 March

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-
ty as well as to the safety of UNIFIL. The results of
the well-pondered policy of so-called pre-emptive
strikes by Israel were: (a) an escalation of military
and paramilitary operations to an ever-ascendin
level of intensity; (&) the disruption of the fabric o
civilian life in south Lebanon; and (c) a genera 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 operation
of the United Nations Disengagement Observer
Force (UNDOF).

He guoted extensively from a statement by Presi-

dent kis to the third summit meeting” of the
Islamic Conference and, in view of the tremendous

danger, appeded to the Council to initiate a mecha

nism for peace in Lebanon and on the internationaly

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.?

The representative of the Soviet Union recaled

how often the Council had been forced to meet in
connection with incessant acts of aggression by Israel

against Lebanon. He regjected the Isragli attempts to
justify those aggressive actions against Lebanon by
means of assertjons that they were carrying out so-
caled 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 Isragli 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 %/ Israel and calling for an end to such
aggression; the Council should also oblige the Isradli
authorities to observe and respect strictly the sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon and to
cease al intervention in that State€'s internal affairs.’

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 specia report.® The Secretary-General reported
that, even as the Council was considering the com-
plaint brought by the Government of Lebanon on the
violence of 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
morni n%]of 16 March, the de facto 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 Nigerian captain and a corporal
and injuring 1 | Nigerian soldiers. The de facto 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 battdion area

The Secretary-General aso informed the Council
that the Commander of UNIFIL had made it clear to
the de facto 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 de facto 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 princilples upon which UNIFIL was
established was the full co-operation of all the parties
concerned, but it had been al 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, a! possible efforts
should be made to impress upon al armed dqrou S 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 |, the
Council included the specia report of the Secretary-
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General, together with the letter dated 3 March 198 |
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 the repeated attacks on the
United Nations Interim 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 facto 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 facto forces, the Council calls on all (hose who share in the
responsibility for this tense situation to put an end to any act
which might increase the threat to international peace and security
and to put an end to mililary assistance to any forces which
interfere with the Force In the exercise of its mandate.

The Council addresses a serious warmng to all the forces
responsible for these dangerous acts violating the sovereignly and
territorial integrity of Lebanon, preventing the full deployment of
the Force, Including the deployment of the Lebanese 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 Council,
“Taking nole 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 Ms consequences to the maintenance of
international peace,

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

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

2. "Calls upon Israel immediately 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. {0 establish immediately under its authority a United
Nations interim force for southern Lebanon for the purpose of
confirming the withdrawal of Israeli forces. restoring interna-
tional 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. “'Requests the Secretary-General 10 report to the Council
within twenty-four hours on the implementation of the present
resolution.”

The Council emphasizes that 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 {0 the internationally
recognized boundaries, thus contributing to full implementation 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 go-
called de facto forces during the recent hostilities.

The Council extends its sympathy and deep-felt 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 meeting to continue consideration of
the item would be fixed 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 1981% in its agenda

In the report, covering the period from 21 Novem-
ber 1980 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 confribute 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 mantain 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 nﬁandate of UNDOF for a further period of six
months.

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

The Security Counctl,

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

Decides:

(@) To call upon the parties concerned 1@ 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 to implement resolution 338 (1973).

At the same meeting, following the adoption of
resolution 485 (1 98 1), the 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 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 to remain so unless and until a comprehen-
sive settlement covering all aspects of the Middle East prcblem can
be reached”. This statement of the Secretary-General reflects the
view of the Security Council.”

Decision 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 ? 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 essentidly the same
and that the activities of armed elements’(mai nl(}/ the
Paedtine Liberation Organization (PLO) and the
Lebanese Nationa Movement), the de facto forces
?Chrlstlan and related militias) and the Israel De-
ence Forces (IDF) in and near the UNIFIL area of
?%granon had" continued and, on occasion, intensi-
ied.
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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.

The Secretary-Genera indicated that although the
Force had not J/et been able to fulfil the man date in
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 12 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 Council.

Recalling its resolutions 425 ( 1978), 426 ( 1978), 427 ( 1978), 434
(1978), 444 (1979), 450 (1979), 459 (1979), 467 (1 980). 474 (1 980)
and 483 (1980),

Recalling the statement made by the President of the Security
Council at the 2266th meeting, on 19 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,

Recalling the terms of reference and general guidelines of the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, as stated in the report
of the Security-General of 19 March 1978 confirmed by resolution
426 (1978), and particularly:

(@) 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 its tasks”,

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

() That “self-defence 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 16 June t981, 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 achicvement of a just. comprehensive and
durable peace in the arca,

I. Reaffirms its repcated call upon all concerned for the strict
respect 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 international-
ly recognized boundaries;

2. Condemns all actions contrary to the provisions of the above-
mentioned resolutions that have prevented the full implementa-
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 Secretary-General 1o 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 responsibilities 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 subsequentl
released. The Secretary-General added that the fres
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.!

The representative of Lebanon stated that the most
recent incidents should give rise to measures to
rotect the peace-keepers, to ensure their safety and
0 enforce respect for their mission. He expressed
concern that UNIFIL was in danger of becoming a
static fixture of the political Fanorama because its
structure as a conflict control mechanism was not
alwgfgs commensurate with the magnitude of the
confliicts confronting 1t, therefore hampering its
effectiveness. He emphasized once a ain the ultimate
objective of UNIFIL, namely, compéete Israeli with-
drawal and the restoration of Lebanon's effective
authority and sovereignty. He described resolution
488 (198.1) as an important decision since it provided
for a phased programme of activities to be carried
out Jomtlr by UNIFIL and the Government of
Lebanon. In 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.!s

The representative of France indicated his Govern-
ment’s support for the Secretary-General’ s proposals
and appedled to al 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-Genera to reactivate the
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Isragl-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission and
asked for those efforts to be pursued.!”

The representative of Ireland stressed that peace-
keeping forces should have no enemies and con-
demned those who refused to reco%nize 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 congtituted 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
;emarl;able and hopeful development in world af-
airs.!

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 continued 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 financing.!”

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 Isragli
aggression and recommended that Israel should
defray the 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
charged that only on two occasions, when PLO
invofvement was not suspected, had the Council
pronounced itself on the killing of UNIFIL soldiers.?!

The representative of Japan appeaed 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.??

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 dl
those who had died in the cause of peace.?

On 25 June 198 I, following consultations among
the members of the Council, the President made the

following statement:?¢

As a result of consultations among the members of the Security
Council Thave been authorized to issue the following statement.

At the end of the 2289th meeting of the Council, | made a
statement to note the deep sorrow shared by all 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.

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

As President of the Council, | wish to condemn the killing on 19
June 1981 by so-called armed elements of two Fijian peace-
keeping soldiers of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon.

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

In this connection, | 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 all concerned. in
cooperation with the command of the Force, to prevent a
recurrence of such incidents,

| also commend the valiant action 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

Decision of 21 July 1981 (2293rd meeting): resolu-
tion 490 (1981)

In a letter dated 17 July 1981, the representative
of Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to discuss the deteriorating situation in
southern Lebanon and the attacks committed by
Isragl against civilian targets in the city of Beirut. He
had already referred to these developments in a
previous letter dated 13 July 1981 % 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 Israel.?’

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
reggjest, the representatives of Israel, Jordan and
Lebanon to participate in the ddiberations without
the right to vote.} At the same meeting, the Council
decided, by a vote and in accordance with its
revious practice, to invite the representative of the

O to participate without the nght to vote.2® The
Council further decided to exten§ an invitation to
Mr. Clovis.Maksoud, under rule 39 of the provisiona
rules of procedure.?

The Secretary-General opened the deliberations by
reporting renewed violence in the south of Lebanon
involving shelling by Paestinian 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 by UNIFIL had been tense but quiet.
He emphasized that al acts of violence that resulted
in civilian casualties should be deplored and called
upon al the parties to revert immediately to the
cease-fire, 0

The representative of Lebanon condemned the
Israeli policy of pre-emPtlve strikes against Lebanan,,
which had resulted in loss of lives and other hard-
ships for the Lebanese people. He presented details
about the Isragli attacks and indicated that some 300
people had been killed and about 800 wounded. The
civiljan nature of the targets and the large number of
women and children kilked revealed the dimensions
of the tragedy. He underlined his Government’'s aim
a that point to reactivate the Isragl-Lebanon Mixed
Armistice Commission that had been set up in 1949
and asked for the Council’s supFort in that respect.
Moreover, he urged the Council 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,’!

The representative of Israel stated that the outrages
percjoetrame_d by the PLO had resulted in loss of life
and considerable damage to property and that plans
were ready to escalate these crimina 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. Isragl felt that as much as it

deplored the harm to innocent Lebanese civilians,

the real problem was how to put an end to interna-
tional terrorism in general and, more specificaly,
how to end the PLO terror against the land and

eople of Israel. The representative suggested as a
irst step the removal of al foreign armies and

terrorists from Lebanese territory.)*

The representative of Jordan referred to the large
air rad over Beirut by Isragli planes and asked
whether the killing of hundreds of innocent civilians
as a result of large-scale bombing could be seen as a
legitimate act o% 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.”

The representative of the PLO recounted the most
recent Isragli 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 appeded once axéam to the Security
Council and to the Secretary-Genera to use al the
means available to bring peace to the Middle East
l:;\nd to“enable the Padestinians to return to their

omes.

The representative of the Soviet Union condemned
the Isradli intervention in the internal affairs of
Lebanon and its large-scale armed aggression in
southern Lebanon resulting in an increasing number
of Lebanese and Paestinian victims. He charged that
the United States Government had encouraged and
supported the Isragli policy against the Arab States.
He concluded that his Government considered it the
duty of the Council strongly to condemn lsragl for
the acts of armed aggression a§ainst Lebanon and to
demand an end to such acts **

At the conclusion of the 2292nd mesting, the
President of the Council read out the following
statement; %

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 p€ace 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 Republic and Yemen, at their request, to
E'artlupate in the debate without the right to vote,}

e aso drew attention to the text of a draft
resolution?’ sponsored by Ireland, Japan and Spain.

The Secretary-General informed the Council mem-
bers that his m|I|tar%/ 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.

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

justified by any

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 w%?estions and observations regarding
the text of the draft resolution. He then read out the
text %nd proposed that it be adopted without discus-
$10n.

At the 2293rd mesting, on 21 July 1981, the draft
resolution was put to the vote and adopted unani-
moudly as resolution 490 ( 198 1 )% It n as follows:

The Security Council,

Reaj]irmmg the urgent appeal made by the President and the
members of the Security Council on 17 July 198 1, which reads as
follows:

“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 res{raint so that peace and

quiet may be established in Lebanon and a just and lasting peace
in the Middle East as a whole.”,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General in this
respect,

1. Calls for an immediate cessation of all armed attacks;

2. Reqﬂirms 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 500n as
possible and not later than forty-eight hours from its adoption.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of Tunisia stated that the Israeli policy
of defiance and faits accomplis proved that |srael 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 Isragli 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 in accordance with
Chapter VII of the Charter.*!

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-caled pre-emptive actions that could not be
/ interpretation of Article 51 and
merely resulted’in a further cycle of violence.#?

The representative of the United Kingdom also
rejected the policy of pre-emptive strikes as a factor
leading to further acts of retaiation and prolo_ngin%
the sufferin  in Lebanon. He caled for a policy o
restraint to %e exercised on al sides and emphasized
that peace could be achieved only if the right to
existence of al States in the region, including Isradl,
was acknowledged by the entire international com-
munity and if the need for Paestinian self-determi-
Eati%ré was seen as central to stability in the Middle

ast.

The representative of Egypt took issue with the
Israeli claim that it had acted in self-defence and
stated once again that the scope of self-defence in
international lav and in conformity with Article 51
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, overwhelmigg leav-
ing no choice of means, and no moment for delibera-
tion; legitimate se_lf-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 contemlgorary 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 1949 to
which Isragl was a party, and appealed to al pa&es
to end violence and bloodshed. He concluded by
reiterating that peace could be pursued in the Middle
East, if Israel and the Paestinian people recognized
each other and their corresponding rights, and urged
the Government of Israel to renounce its aggressive
practices.*

Mr. Clovis Maksoud, who had been invited under
rule 39, pointed out that LAS supported the applica-
tion of appropriate sanctions tn accordance with
Chapter VIl of the Charter in order to render a
tr’(lapt‘egition of the strikes against Lebanon impossi-

e.

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 aggressive acts
were being denied their right to self-dlefence. He
welcomed the fact that the overwhelming majority of
the International community had rejected the Isragli
notion of P]reempnve self-defence and joined in the
cal for the strict application of sanctions under
Chapter VIl of the Charter.*

Decision of 23 November 1981 (23 | 1 th meeting):
resolution 493 (198 1)

At its 231 1th meeting, on 23 November 1981, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNDOF dated 20 November 198 147 in its agenda.

In the report, covering the period from 21 May to
20 November 198 1, the Secretag%/_-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 dangerous. Therefore, the continued
presence of UNDOF was essentiadl 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

:P/rian Arab Republic and Isragl the Secretary-Gener-
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
resolution*® which was before the Council to the vote:
it received 14 votes in favour, with | member not
participar[i ng in the vote,¥ and was adopted as
resolution 493 (198 1). It reads as follows:

The Security  Council.

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

Decides.

(@) To call upon the parties concerned to implement 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 1982;

(¢) To request the Secretary-General 10 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 meeting, following the adoption of
resolution 493 (I 98 1), t%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 present quiet in the lIsrael-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 reflects the
view of the Security Council.*

Decision of 18 December 1981 (2320th meeting):
resolution 498 (198 1)
At its 2320th meeting, on 18 December 1981, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated | | December 198 1 3! in its agenda

In his report, coverin the period from {6 June to
IO December 198 |, the 8ecretary-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 ‘/lClO forces and IDF i
agéj near the UNIFIL area ot operation had contin-
u

The Secretarz-GeneraI gave an account of the
serious outbreak of hostilities in mid-July affecting
areas outside UNIFIL control and resulting in a
considerable influx of people from other parts of
Lebanon into the UNIFIL area. He referred specifi-
caly to the r&euthlon of attacks against targets in
southern Lebanon by Isragli aircraft on 10 July 1981
and the continuation of hodtilities, including ex-
change of fire, ar strikes and naval bombardments
throughout the period until 24 July; the period of
violence, including a massive Isragli attack on Beirut,
was brought to an end by a cease-fire on 24 July
1981, which 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 dlotted 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 de facto 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 reported that during
the period under review, means d «consolidating the
cease-fire and of making progress in the fulfilment of
the UNIFIL mandate had been under discussion with
the Iaebanese Government and other parties con-
cerned.

In spite of al the difficulties faced by UNIFIL, the
Secretary-General considered that its presence and
activities in southern Lebanon were an Indispensable
eglement 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,

ebanon and the Syrian Arab Republic! at their
request, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote.} The Council also decided to extend an
invitation to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of
the provisiona rules of procedure,>

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 redity in the
dynamics of an ever-expanding war. He pointed out
the role played by the so-called armed elements and
the so-caléd de” facto forces in undermining the
chances for peace in the area. He regretted that
UNIFIL had not yet used its right of self-defence to
resist attempts to prevent it fiem 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

rerogative fully unhindered. He pointed out that the

ebanese 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 14 December 19813} addressed to the
Secretary-General asking for a strengithening of
UNIFIL" without changing its mandate. His Govern-
ment’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
pragmatic imperative, since the region and the world
could not aftord the hazard of non-peace.™

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 progress report of the Secretary-
General on the same day.** He deaolored that the
remaining parts of the UNIFIL mandate had not yet
been implemented: internationa peace and security
had not been restored in Lebanon because of the

continuing presence of Syrian troops and of PLO
terrorists on Lebanese soil.%

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 externa interference.®’

The representative of Ireland stated that the suc-
cess of UNIFIL in heIPing to maintain peace in the
region was clear for al to see and, to appreciate that
fuﬁly, 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 (1981) was
till holding, owing among other things to the specia
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 al
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 alowed an opportunity for
peace-making.®®

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.%

At the same meeting, the President put to the vote
the draft resolution,® which had been prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations; it received 13
votes in favour, none against, with 2 abstentions, and
was adopted as resolution 498 (1 981).%! It reads as
follows:

The Security 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 | | December 1981,
and taking note of the conclusions and recommendations ex-
pressed  therein,

Taking note of the letter of the Permanent Representative of
Lebanon to the Secretary-General dated 14 December {981,

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

I. Reaffirms its resolution 425 (1978), in which it

@) Calls for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sovereignly
and political independence of Lebanon within its internationally
recognized boundaries;

(b) Calls upon Israel immediately to cease its military action
against Lebanese territorial integrity and withdraw forthwith its
forces from all Lebanese 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 security and assisting the Government of Lebanonin
ensuring the return of its effective authority in the area, the force
to be composed of personnel drawn from Member States;

2. Req[ﬁrms 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. Reiterates 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 international-
ly recognized boundaries so that the Force may fulfil its deploy-
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ment and so that the United Nations Truce Supervision Organiza-
tion may resume its normal functions, unhindered, under the
provisions of the General Armistice Agreement of 1949;

4. Calls upon all concerned to work towards the consolidation of
the ceasefire 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. Calls attention to the terms of reference and general guidelines
of the Force. as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19
March 1978 confirmed by resolution 426 (1978), and particularly:

(1) 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 its tasks”;

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

(d) That “self-defence would include resistance to attempts by
forceful means to prevent it from discharging its duties under the
mandate of the Security Council”;

6. 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 restoration of
the authority of the Government of Lebanon in that region and
deployment of substantial contingents of the Lebanese army in the
arca of operation of the Force;

7. Reguests the Secretary-General to continue his discussions
with the Government of Lebanon, wijth a view tp establishing a
joint phased programme of activites to be carried out during the
present mandate of the Force, aimed at the total implementation
of resolution 424 (1978). and to report periodically to the Security
Council;

8. Decides 10 renew the mandate of the Force for six months,
that is, until 19 June 1982;

9. 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 gtaff and the Force in discharg-
ing their responsibilities under the mandate;

10. Decides to remain seized of the question and to 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 14 December 198 |,

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?th, the principles underlying the selection
of national contingents and the procedures whereby
those troops were financed.$?

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 peaceful settlement of the broader Arab-
Israli contlict on the basis of resolutions 242 (1967
and 338 (1973) as well as of the Camp Davi
framework could be maintained. The only way to
reach a final settlement was first of al to avoid
eruptions of violence. He added that his Government
was pleased about the language of the resolution
underlying the sovereignty of the Lebanese Govern-
ment and the integrity of its nationa territory.s®

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
that 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

further the Lebanese proposal to strengthen
UNIFIL &

Decision of 25 February 1982 (2332nd meeting):
resolution 50 | ( 1982)

In accordance with paragraph 10 of resolution 498
(1981), the Council resumed the deliberations regard-
megb 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 dtuation in the Middle East in its agenda and
considered resolution 498 (1981), a specia report of
the Secretary-Genera on UNIFIL,** and a |etter®
dated 16 February 1982 from the representative of
Lebanon addressed to the President of the Council
during its 2331st and 2332nd mesetings, on 23 and 25
February 1982.

In the special report, dated 16 February 1982, the
Secretary-General had informed the Council that
since the adoption of resolution 498 ( 1981) 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 volatile. UNIFIL had continued to face
attempts at infiltration by armed elements, and the
encroachments by the ‘2’({“’0 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
troops should be increased by no less than 1,000 to
reinforce the current operations and to make further
deployment possible in accordance with resolution
425 (1978).

The letter dated 16 February 1982 from the
representative of Lebanon contained a confirmation
ot%he reguests of the Lebanese Government concern-
ing UNIFIL, as presented in a memorandum to the
Secretary-General on 14 December 198 1 #7

Following the adoption of the agenda, at the 233 1 st
meeting, on 23 February 1982, the President of the
Council invited the representatives of Lebanon and
Israel, and at the 2332nd mesting, on 25 February,
the representative of the Syrian Arab Republic, at
their re(iuest, to gammpate in the discussion without
the right to vote.*> At the 2331st meeting, the Council
also ecided, by a vote and in accordance with its
previous practice, to invite the representative of the
PLO to panic‘Patc in the ddiberations without the
right to vote.b® At the same meeting, the Council
further decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisiona rules of
procedure.®

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 heI[[J 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 territoria mtefrlty
and withdraw its forces, how and when UNIFIL
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 Govern-
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
guantitative enhancement of UNIFIL capabilities,
and a strict implementation of a joint phased pro-
ﬁgamme of action to ensure the gradua transition of

e responsibilities for peace and security from
UNIFIL to the Lebanese Army,. thereby restoring
Lebanese sovereignty and territorial integrity. 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.”

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 transmitted
to the Secretary-General the text of a memorandum
dated 16 February from the Lebanese parliamentary
delegation, expressing its views on the situation in
éoeLg ern Lebanon in connection with the Council’s

ate.

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 1ts full aeploy-
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 specia
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
Breventive actions to forestall a new act of aggression

y Israel. In view of the draft resolution that had
been elaborated in consultations, he announced that
his Government would not object to the increase in
UNIFIL troop strength by 1,000 men and, for
reasons of principle, would again gbstain in the vote
on the draft.”

At the same meeting, the President put the draft
resolution,” which had been prepared in 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 its resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978). 427 (1978), 434

(1978), 444 (1979). 450 (1979), 459 (1979). 467 (1980). 474
(1980). 483 (1980), 488 (1981), 490 (1981) and 498 (i981),

Acting in accordance with its resolution 498 (1981), and in
particular with paragraph 10 of that 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,

Taking note 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
Representative 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. that 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,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 425 (1978) which reads:

“The Security 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,

“1. Calls 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 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, 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 intema-
tional 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 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 gs to make further deployment possible
on the lines of resolution 425 (1978);

3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines
of the Force as stated in the report of the Secret&-General of 19
March 1978 confirmed by resolution 426 (1 978). 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 to the
performance of its tasks”;

(c) That the Force “will not use force except in self-defence’;

(d) That “self-defence would include resistance to attempts by
forceful means to prevent it from discharging its duties under the
mandate of the Security Council”;

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

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his discussions
with the Government of Lebanon and the parties concerned with a
view to submitting a report by 10 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 report 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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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 dele?ation’s wish to address the question of
continued violence in al its aspects and complexities
in the area.”

Decision of 22 April 1982: statement of the President

Following a letter dated 10 April 198277 in which
the representative of Lebanon submitted a complaint
to the Council concerning massive lsragli troop
concentrations on the Lebanese-lsraeli borders and
officia Isragli threats against the territorial integrit.
of Lebanon, another letter dated 21 April 1982 7
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 April 1982, following consultations with
members cfP the Council, the President issued the
following statement” on their behalf:

The President of the Security Council and the members of the
Council, having taken note of the letter dated 2 | April 1982 from
the Permanent Representative of Lebanon tg the United Nations,
the oral report of the Secretary-General and his appeal of 2 | 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
aClS and urges al parties to exercise the maximum restraint so
that the ceasefire, which has generally held since July 198 I, can
be fully restored and maintained.“.

. Urgently demand an end to all armed attacks and violations
which jeopardize the cease-fire which has been in effect since 24
July 198 | 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 1982,8 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 generdlty held, unresolved tensions had led to the
very rea danger of widespread hostilities being
sparked in the area. He refeerred to the Israeli air
strikes into Lebanon on 21 April and to the apped
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 in 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-
Generd stated that the Commander of UNIFIL had
initiated a series of meetings amed 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-Genera
on UNDOF dated 20 May 1982% in its agenda

In the report, covering the period from 2 | Novem-
ber 1981 to 20 May 1982, the Secretary-Generd
indicated that UNDOF had continued to perform its
functions effectively, with the co-operation of the
parties, and that, duri gg the period under review, the
situation in the lsrael-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
existing circumstances, the Secretary-General consid-
ered the continued presence of UNDOF to be
essential and recommended that the Council extend
the n?]andate 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,?
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 Security Council,

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

Decides:

(@) To call upon the parties concemned 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 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 behaf of the Council:®

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 reflects the
view of the Security Council.

Decision of 4 June 1982: statement of the President

Decision of 5 June 1982 (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 | 982,% the representative of
Lebanon charged that Israeli military aircraft had
conducted no fewer than nine successive bombing
raids on the city of Beirut and that Israeli forces and
Israeli aircraft had begun to shell the area in southern
Lebanon north of Nabatiyeh, causing an undeter-
mined number of casualties, He called for urgent
consideration by the Council.
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~ By another letter of the same date,® 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 statement®” 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 1o all the parties to adhere strictly lo the
ceasefire that had been in effect since 24 July 1981 and to refrain
immediately from any hostile act likely to provoke an aggravation
of rhe situation.

At its 2374th meeting, on 5 June 1982, the Council
included the second letter dated 4 June 19828 from
the representative of Lebanon in the agenda. Follow-
ing the adoEIion of the agenda, the Council invited,
at’its 2374th meeting, the representatives of Israel
and Lebanon and, at its 2375th meeting, of Egypt, at
their request, to ganicipate in the discussion without
the right to vote.? At its 2374th meeting, the Council
aso ecided, 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.® At the same meeting, the Council
further decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisiona rules of
procedure.®? 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,% which had been submitted by the representa-
tive of Japan. He also referred to a letter dated 4 June
1982 from the representative of Jordan, who had
transmitted the text of a letter from the observer of

the PLO charging Israel with launching successive
bombing attacks on Beirut and southern Lebanon on

that day.

The Secretary-Genera informed the members of
the Council in detail about the successive Isragli air
strikes against severa targets in Beirut and through-
out the southern half of Lebanon. He indicated that
full information about the casuaties was not yet
available and that he had issued an urgent appedl, in
conjunction with the statement of the President, for
cessation of hostilities at the earliest possible time.”

The representative of Japan also expressed his
de? 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 unanimously in
order to meet the grave situation im "Ladbaron’’

The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; it was adopted unanimously as resolution 508
(11982).%¢ It reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recaling its resolutions 425 (1 978). 426 (1 978) and its ensuing
resolutions and, more particularly, resolution 501 (1982),

Taking nole of the letters of the Permanent Representative of
Lebanon dated 4 June 1982,

Deeply concemed at the deterioration of the present situation in
Lebanon and in the Lebanese-Israeli border area, and its conse-
guences for peace and security in the region,

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

Reaffirming and supporting the 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,

1. Calls upon all the parties to the conflict to 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. Requests 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. Requests the Secretary-General to undertake all possible
efforts to ensure the implementation of and compliance with the
present resolution and to report lo the 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 b% his Government and by the people
of Britain at the terrorist attack on” the lsragli
Ambassador to London, but emphasized that that
assassination attempt did not in an way judtify the
massive Isradi air strikes against Lebanese towns and
villages.”

The representative of Ireland also stated his deep
concern about the situation in Lebanon, which was
extremglg dangerous. He condemned the attack on
the Israeli Ambassador, who had been accredited to
Ireland earlier on, but he described the Isragli air
strikes as an indiscriminate attempt at retribution of
massive 9‘?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 Israeli miIita?; activity
had continued intensively and underlined the Leba
nese wish for the Isragli 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 al of
Lebanon.%’

_ The rﬁ)resentative of the PLO cited the reporting
in The New York Times as an example of how the
media saw the Israeli attack on Paestinian civilian
concentrations in Beirut and denied PLO responsi-
bilityfor the attack on the lIsragli Ambassador. He
reaftirmed the PLO ﬂri nciple not to engage in any act
of violence outside the occupied land or involving an
innocent third parstty and denounced the Isragli
terrorist acts against the Palestinian population in
the occupied territory.%®

The representative of the Soviet Union pointed out
the numerous grave occasions of Isragli agg(ron
against Lebanon in the previous six weeks and
condemned the new lar ge-scale military aggression
against a sovereign Arab State. The Israeli record was
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 ation 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 lsragli ressive policies. He urged the
Council to use al effective means under the Charter
to halt further Israeli aggression against Lebanon.”

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 Isragli Ambas-
sador. He charged that the PLO had committed some
150 acts of terrorism since July 198 | and warned that
Lebanon could not claim the benefits of internationa
law if it did not carry out its duty to interdict
Paleétinian 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 Isragli 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.'®!

The President, speaking in his capacity as the
representative of France, noted that his Government
had condemned the air raids and the escalation of
vidlence in Lebanon and_along the frontier between
Lebanon and Isragl. In view ofthe spreading hostili-
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.!%

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

In pursuance of resolution 508 (1 982), the Secre-
tary-General submitted his report dated 6 June
1982,'% in which he dtated that he had made an
urgent appeal to the parties for a cessation of
hogtilities. He noted that the representative of the
PLO had reaffirmed its commitment to stop al
military operations across the Lebanese border and
that the representative of Israel had informed him
that although Israel had been acting in exercise of its
right of self--defence, resolution 508 (1982) would be
brought before the Israeli Cabinet. The Secretary-
General added that the hogtilities had escalated
dangerously and that the Israeli forces had moved
into southern Lebanon. He adso conveyed the de-
tailed information received from the Commander of
UNIFIL.'®

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
fma'ssiv%6 invasion of Lebanese territory by Isragli
orces.

At the same meeting, the representative of Israel
reviewed in detail the numerous terrorist actions
committed by Palestinians against Isragli citizens
and representatives. He asserted that his Govem-
ment was smP_Iy exercising the right of self-defence
to fprotect the lives of its citizens and to ensure their
safeety against the PLO, which had headquarters,
training 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.!?’

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

unanimously as resolution 509 (1982).'% |t reads as
follows:

The Security Council.

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 508 (1982).

Gravcly concerned at the situation as described by the Secretary-
General in his report 10 the Council,

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

I. Demands that Israel withdraw all its military forces forthwith
and unconditionally to the internationally recognized boundaries
of Lebanon;

2. Demands that all parties observe strictly the terms of
paragraph | 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. Calls on all parties to communicate to the Secretary-General
their acceptance of the present resolution within twenty-four
hours;

4. Decides to remain seized of the question.

The representative of China condemned the ongo-
ing armed invasion by Isradli forces and pointed out
that, despite many Council meetings to consider the
Isregli 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 aso as a deliberate exacerbation of the
situation in the Middle East, endangering world
peace and security.!®

The representative of the Soviet Union aso 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 caled upon thé Council to weigh
serioudly the Isragli moves in Lebanon which were
designed to Plunge the Middle East ‘into a new
military conflict and congtituted a direct threat to
international peace and security.!''?

The representative of Poland joined in the con-
demnation of the lIsragli 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 Isragli
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 instabiliy and chaos. He
reiterated the requirements issued by his Govem-
ment for an eas;g of tensions in the area: first, an
immediate cease-fire in Lebanon; secondly, the terri-
torial integrity, independence and sovereignty of
Lebanon within its internationally recognized bound-
aries; thirdly, the immediate and unconditional with-
drawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon.!'?

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 (] 982),'"* in which he informed the
Council that he had transmitted the text of resolution
509 (1982) to the Foreign Ministers of Isragl and
Lebanon and to the Cﬁalrman of the Executive
Committee of the PLO; the replies received from
Lebanon, Israel and the PLO were aso included.

At the 2376th meeting, the Secretary-General
updated his report orally and indicated that extensive
hostilities continued, with the Isragli 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 Israd’s flat non-
compliance with resolutions 508 (1982) and 509
(1982) and warned that the future, independence and
sovereignty of Lebanon were at stake; therefore, he
caled once again upon the Council to prevent
Lebanon’s extinction by stopping the war immediate-
ly. The invasion of Lebanon violated the Geneva
gonvention and al rules of international morality
and human éidghts He mentioned an apped 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.'?

The representative of Israel charged again that
L ebanese territory had become the staging-ground for
indiscriminate terrorist attacks on the civi%ian popu-
lation of lsragl. 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 meetings of the Council. His Government was
ready to &firm the sovereignty of Lebanon, but it
insisted that Lebanon equally acknowledge the right
of the people of Isradl to live'in peace and security.!1¢

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

In view of the worsening situation, his delegation
had decided to submit a draft resolution,!'” 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
(1982), 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 (1 982) by Israel; (b)
urged the parties to comply with the regulations
attached to The Hague Convention of 1907; (c)
reiterated its demand that Israel withdraw al its
military forces forthwith and unconditionaly to the
internationally recognized boundaries of Lebanon;
(d) reiterated also its demand that al parties observe
strictly the terms of paragraﬂh | of resolution 508
(1982), in which the Council had called upon them to
cease immediately and simultaneoudy al 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 (1 982) and 509 (1 982); and (/)
decided, in the event of ‘non-compliance,” to meet
again to consider practical ways and means, in
accordance with the Charter.!!

At the same meeting, the President put the draft
resolution to the vote; 1t received 14 votes in favouf
and 1 against and was not adopted, owing to the
negagive vote of a permanent member of the Coun-
cil.!

In explanation of her vote, the representative of
the United States pointed out that the two previous
resolutions, 508 (1982) and 509 (1982), contained
balancing language that took account of the complex
origin of the conflict in Lebanon and across the

anese-lsraeli border, whereas the text that had
just been voted on was not sufficiently balanced to
accomplish the objectives of ending the cycle of
violence and eﬁabf,ishing the conditions for a just
and lasting peace in Lebanon. For that reason, she
concluded, her Government had voted against the
draft resolution, but would continue ongoing efforts
to bring the violence to an end.!?

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 Isradli
invasion.!?!

Decision of 18 June 1982 (2379th meeting): resolu-
tion 511 (1982)

At its 2379th meeting, on 18 June 1982, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
dated 10 June 1982 on UNIFIL'2?2 in the agenda

In his report, covering the activities of the Force
for the period from 11 December 1981 to 3 June
1982, the Secretary-General described the situation
in southern Lebanon and noted that during the
Penod under review the activities of armed elements,
he de facto 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 deployment had been made as
a result of the increase in the strength of the Force.
The Secretary-Genera 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 | | June
1982123 and 14 June 1982, the Secretary-General
referred to events that had occurred between 4 and
IO June and between 1 1 and 13 June respectively.
The Secretary-General stated that, despite the difts-
cult and dangerous situation prevailing in Lebanon,
al UNIFIL troops and UNTSO observers had re-
mained in their positions and, athough the Isradli
forces had imposed restrictions on the movement of
UNIFIL on the coasta 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 troops
were also endeavouring to the extent possible in tR_e
circumstances to extend protection and humanitari-
an assistance to the population of the area.

The Secretary-General stated that, despite the
fundamentally atered 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 dy the Council. However,
for UNIFIL to function effectively, 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,
a their request, to participate in the discussion
without the right to vote.3 The Council aso decided,
by a vote and in accordance with its previous
practice, to invite the representative of the PLO to
part|C|Fate in the deliberations without the right to
vote.!”” The Council further decided to extend an
invitation to Mr. Clovis Maksoud under rule 39 of
the provisiona rules of procedure.'?® The Council
considered the issue during its 2379th meeting, on 18
June 1982.

The President drew the attention of the Council to
a draft resolution,!?’ 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
adopted as resolution 5 1 1 ( 1982).'% |t reads as
follows:

The Security Council.

Recalling its 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).

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

Haw'ng 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,

Bearing 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 10
assist in the restoration of the peace,

|. 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 to 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 al 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.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the United States welcomed the
renewa of the UNIFIL mandate for two months so
that the Council would have the opportunity to study
what best would serve the people of Lebanon and the
peace of the region.'?

The representative of Ireland deplored that in view
of the massive Isradi invason of Lebanon the
renewal of the mandate of UNIFIL had been disruFt-
ed and that the cease-fire had not yet been fully
restored. He dismissed the Israeli clam 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
Isragli 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 @l concerned and the acceptance of its mora
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
(b) 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 holding operation and that it was up to the
Council to maie new dispositions beyond the interim
period.t¥

The representative of the Soviet Union stressed
that the renewal of the UNIFIL mandate was not a
routine decision, because the lIsraeli troops had
carried out the large-scae 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 Isragli 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 Isradli
aggression and to defend the sovereignty and territo-
ria mtg%nty 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 EuroFean Community, saw the invasion as a
violation of Lebanon's sovereignty and could not
accept the lsraeli 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 agossble new role for the Force could be
preserved.'-* ¥

The representative of China also condemned the
Israeli authorities for flagrantlg launching the mas-
sive invasion of Lebanon, bombarding Lebanese
cities and towns and Palestinian 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-
ment, his mideqation had supported the adoption of
the resolution,!¥?

The representative of the Netherlands stated that
the Isregli violations of the UNIFIL area serioudly
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 lsragli Government to respect UNIFIL fully, to
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withdraw the Isragli 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 1982'%
addressed to the Secretary-General, in which he
presented his Government’s response to resolution
509 (1982) arguing that the lsragli action had been
taken in accordance with Article §1 of the Charter
and announcing that a withdrawal of the Isradi
forces would be inconceivable prior to the conclusion
of concrete arrangements that would reliably pre-
clude hodtile action against Israel’s citizens.!*

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 lIsragli contempt for UNIFIL and
the way its troops had simpaIE/ overrun the peace-
keeping force to launch the aitack 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 gueﬂlon of the future of the Palestinian people
could not be settled throug_h the use of force nor
could Isradl’s security be achieved by military means.
He warned that the history of peace-keepirg in the
Middle East had taught a disastrous lesson of what a
drastic and ill-advised removal of United Nations
peace-keeping troops could entail. Peace-keeping had
proved to be an dfective 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 st;g)uld assume responsibility for those opera-
tions. !

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 Isradl and called for expulsion of Isragl 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.'*

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

Decision of 26 June 1982 (2381st meeting): rejection
of a draft 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 a the 2374th
meeting, on 5 June 1982. At the be%lnnlng of the
2380th meeting, the President drew the attention of
the Council to a draft resolution'* 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%
and 509 (1982), his delegation was increasin vy
concerned with the situation of the civilian popu &

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.!¥
The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; it received 15 votes in favour and was adopted
unanimously as resolution 512 (1982).'*! It reads as
follows:

The Security Council.

Deeply concerned at the sufferings of the Lebanese and Palestin-
ian civilian populations,

Referrmg 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.

Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (1982) and 509 (1982),

I. Calls upon all parties to the conflict to respect the rights of the
civilian populations, to refrain from all acts of violence against
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. Stresses 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 2381st meeting, on 26 June 1982, the
Council resumed the consideration of the item.

The President, speaking in his capacity as the
representative of France, introduced a draft resolu-
tion'*? sponsored by his delegation, under which, in
the preambular part, the Council would have resf-
firmed resolutions 508 (1982), 509 (1 982) 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-
ers of extension of the lighting within Beirut; and, in
the operative part: (a) demanded that all the parties
observe an immediate cessation of hodtilities
throughout Lebanon; (b) demanded the immediate
withdrawal of the lIsraeli forces engaged around
Beirut to a distance of 10 kilometres from the
periphery of that city, as a first step towards the
complete withdrawal of Israeli forcestrom Lebanon,
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 internationaly
recognized frontiers, (d) caled upon al armed ee
ments in the Beirut area to respect the exclusive
authority of the Government of Lebanon and abide
by its directives; feg 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; (f) 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 ingtalation of a United
Nations force which could, within the framework of
the implementation of the preceding paragraphs, take
up positions beside the Lebanese interposition forces,
or for the use of the forces available to the United
Nations in the region; (A) requested the Secretary-
General to report to the Security Council on an
urgent and sustained basis not later than | July 1982
on the status of implementation of the resolution and
of resolutions 508 (I 982), 509 (I 982) and 5 12 (1982);
(i) requested all Member States to co-operate fully
with the United Nations in the implementation of
the resolution; and (j) 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.'¥

At the same meeting, the President put the revised
draft resolution to the vote: it received 14 votes in
favour and | vote against, and was not adopted,
(t))wmﬁl to the negative vote of a permanent mem-

er.’

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 supfpo rted by his Government, did not
address the need forthe elimination from Beirut and
elsewhere of the presence of armed Palestinian
clements. !4

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,'* which had been prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations. He then drew
attention to a number of documents, including an
interim report'4’ of the Secretary-General dated 30
June 1982, submitted in pursuance of resolution 512
(1982),'1n which a preliminary 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; 1t received 15 votes in favour
and was adopted unanimously as resolution 513
( 1982).'48 |t reads as follows:

The Security  Council,

Alarmed by the continued sufferings of the Lebanese and
Palestinian  civilian populations in southern Lebanon and in west
Beirut,

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,

Reajﬁrming 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
facilities such as water, electricity. food and medical provisions,
particularly in Beirut;

3. Commends the efforts 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 | August 1982 (2386th meeting): resolu-
tion 516 (198%

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

Decision of 4 Aug ust 1982 (2389th meeting): resolu-
tion 517 (1982)

Decision of 6 August 1982 (2391st meeting): rejec-
tion of a draft resolution

Decision of 12 August 1982 (2392nd meeting):
resolution 5 18 (1 982)

By letter dated 28 July 1982,!4? the representatives
of Eéypt and France requested an urgent meeting of
the Council in order to take up the situation in the
Middle East; they attached to the letter a draft
resolution's® 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 previoudy
Invited, at the 2384th meeting, the representative of
Pakistan, 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.’

At the be innig_ of the meeting, the President
referred to the draft resolution submitted by Egypt
and France.

The representative of France expressed deep regret
about the continuing invasion of Lebanon and occu-
pation of Beirut by Isragli 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
assst in separating the fighting parties in Beirut. He
proposed that although that suggestion had not been
adopted bythe Council, another effort be made to
seek the Council’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 gotten
worse in and around Beirut, they had decided to
submit officialy 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

0ssible approaches to a peaceful settlement based on
he Charter of the United Nations and on the
acceptance of the Palestinian objective. He invited
the Council to amend the submission to take account
of recent developments and agreed to consider those
suggestions with an open mind.'"!
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He reviewed in great detail the draft resolution
under which, in its preambular part, the Council,
guided by the purFos&s and principles of the Charter,
would have recalled its resolutions 242 (1967) and
338 (1973), recaled further its resolutions 508
(1982), 509 (1982), 511 (1982), 512 (1982) and 513
(1982), expressed its grq'-¢ concern at the situation in
the Middle East, in pariwcular the existing situation in
Lebanon, reaffirmed the obligation of all to respect
strictly the sovereignty, territorial mt%?rlty and polit-
ical independence of dl countries and the legitimate
nationa rights of all peogles in the Middle East,
reaffirmed further the obligation that dl 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 politica 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 al peoples.

In the operative part, under section A, the Council
would have (a) demanded that al the parties to the
existing hostilities in Lebanon observe an immediate
and Iastin% cease-fire throughout Lebanon; (4) de-
manded the immediate withdrawal of the Isradi
forces engaged around Beirut to an agreed distance as
a first step towards their complete withdrawa 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; (@)
caled for the departure of all non-Lebanese forces,
except those which would be authorized by the
legitimate and representative authorities of Lebanon;
(¢) 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 (f) further supported all efforts
by the Government @& 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 (@)
requested the Secretary-General, as an immediate
measure, to station United 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 Secretary-General, bearing in mind the provi-
sions of resolution 511 (1982), to prepare a report on
the prospects for the deployment of a United Nations
peace-keeﬁing force, which could, within the frame-
work of the implementation of the preceding para-
graphs, take up positions beside the Lebanese inter-
osition forces, or on the use of the United Nations
orces dready deployed in the region.

Under section C, the Council would have (@)
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
al peoples, in order, namely, to (i) reaffirm the right
of al Statesin the reg?io_n to existence and secunty in
accordance with resolution 242 (1967); (ii) reaftairm
the legitimate nationd rights of the Paestinian
people, including the right to self-determination with
al 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 (in) call for the mutual and
simultaneous recognition of the parties concerned;
and () requested the Secretary-General, in consulta-
tion with al the ﬂarties 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
a view to the recognition of and respect for the
existence and security of all.

Under section D, the Council would have (@)
requested the Secretary-General to report to the
Council on an urgent and sustained basis not |ater
than . . . ontheStatus of the implementation of the
resolution; and (&) 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 onlii Arab country to
establish normal relations with Israel, 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 initiative 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 al the parties
in the Middle East to give their support
French-Egyptian initiative.*

The representative of Jordan stated that the Coun-
cil was duty-bound to warn the aggressor that it
would not folerate the continued ggression against
the Lebanese and Paegtinian popuulations and re-
minded the Council of its power to invoke measures
under Chapter VII of the Charter. Regardig the
French-Egyptian draft resolution, he expr sur-
prise that suggestions for changes of the origina
working document of 2 July were not contained in
the text, which had been formally submitted to the
Council, but he indicated his wil {-ngness to partici-
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 ri?_ht to self-
determination, for the renewed effort to find ways
and means to resolve the Middle East problem.’ "3

o the
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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.'**

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 mutud
recognition of everé nation’s and peopl€’s right to
exist, as provided for in the draft resolution.'®

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 a Nicosa had called
upon the Council to apply as a matter of ur%ency
comprehensive mandatory sanctions afalnst sradl
under Chapter VII of the Charter, until Israel fully
carried out the relevant resolutions of the United
Nations.!5¢

The representative of Ireland stressed the fact that
the capital of a Member State had been under virtual
siegefor nearly two months by the armed forces of its
neighbour and that the Council had not yet succeed-
ed in 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 aways felt that something should
be done to %et areal 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 ngy]pt and France and
especialy for the main lines ofthe draft resolution,
athough he cautioned that a United Nations force
should not be established unless the whole issue
including al the implications of such a step were
discussed in depth in the Council.!s?

The representative of Spain informed the Council
that his Government had instructed him to submit
urgenllﬁ a draft resolution that was addressed to
purely humanitarian concerns and could be adopted
at the same meeting. He then read out the text d the
draft resolution!® and appeded to the Council
members to adopt it as soon as possible to put an end
to the siege of Berut where the civilian population
Qad hb%an suffering from hunger, thirst, war and

eath.

The representative of Jordan welcomed the Span-
ish draft resolution and called upon the Council to
take it up ur ently and referred to an appea by
members of tfte Government of Lebanon who de-
scribed the worsening situation in West Beirut as a
result of the continued siege of the area by Isragli
occupiers.'®

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 baance. Although the PLO had
imposed itself in the first instance on the civilian
Bopulatlon of Beirut, the draft resolution submitted
y Spain cdled only upon Israd 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 reed that priority
should be given to the draft resolution and it should
be voted upon as quickly as possible.'¢2

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 proposal for a suspension of the
meeting therefore failed to obtain the required
majority and was not adopted.'®

Immediately following the vote on the suspension
of the meeting, the President put the draft resolution
submitted by Spain to the vote. It obtained 14 votes
in favour; one member did not participate in the
vote. Therefore, the draft had been adopted as
resolution 5 15 ( 1982).1¢3 |t reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Deeply roncemed at the situation of the civilian population of
Beirut,

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.

Recalling its resolutions $12(1982) and 513 (1982).

|. Demands that the Government of Israel lift immediately the
blockade of the city of Beirut in order to permit the dispatch of
supplies to meet the urgent needs of the civilian population and
allow the distribution of aid provided by United Nations agencies
and by non-governmental organizations, particularly the Intema-
tional Committee of the Red Cross;

2. Requests the Secretary-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; sne suggested that it
would be impossible for the Council to function if
members were not to be provided an Opgonunity for
consultation with their Governments.’

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-
cluding the United Nations Relief and Works Aﬁncy
for Paliestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA),
from carrying out their work and grossly violated the
Council’s resolutions 5 12 (1982) and gll3 (1982).167

At its 2386th meeting, on | August 1982, the
Council resumed its consideration of the item.
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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 resolution'®®
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).'¢% It
reads as follows:

The Security Council.

Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (1982}, 509 (1982),5 1 I (1 982).
512 (1982) and 513 (1982).

Recalling its resolution 515 (1982),

Alarmed by the continuation and intensification of military
activities in and around Beirut,

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

I. Confirms its previous resolutions and demands an immediate
cease-fire, and a cessation of all military activities within Lebanon
and across the Lebanese-Israeli border;

2. Authorizes 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. Requests 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 adoption of resolution 516 (1982),
the representative of Lebanon thanked the Council
for convening so urgently and adopting the resolution
in reaction to the new Israeli attack in the West
Beirut area and read out an appeal by the Prime
Minister of Lebanon who asked in despair why the
people in Lebanon were subjected to the attacks and
so much suffering and why the United Nations had
O flar been unable to put an end to the bloodshed and
violence.””

In pursuance of resolution 5 16 (1982), the Secre-
ta -Genera submitted a report dated 1 August
19 2,'" in which he informed the Council that,
following the adoption of the resolution, he had
received a letter'’? from the representative of Leba
non requesting, on behaf of his Government, the
stationing of United Nations observers in the Beirut
area to ensure that the cease-fire was fully observed
by &l concerned. The Secretary-Genera stated that
he had instructed the Chief of Staff of UNTSO to
make the necessary arranmgements, in consultation
with the parties concerned, for the immediate de-
ployment of United Nations observers in and around
Belrut in accordance with resolution 516 (1982).

The Secretary-General reported that the Isradli
authorities had Informed the UNTSO Chief of Staff
that the matter would be brought before the Isragli
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 info_rmin% 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 loca time.

In the addendum to his report dated 3 August
| 982,'" the Secretary-Genera stated that intensive
efforts had continued for the speedy implementation
of resolution 516 (1982). He reported that the Isragli
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 Secretar%-GeneraI said that
alt?\ou the detailed plan for the deployment of
Unite d Nations observers in the Beirut area had been
ready since | August, it could not be put into full
effect until the reply from the lsragli Government
was received.

The Secretary-General stated further that, as a
temporary practicall 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 assigned
to the Isragl-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission
had been condtituted 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 beginning of the meeting, the President
made the fclowing statement,, which had been
prepared during consultations with members of the
Council, on their behaf 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 outbreaks 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 | 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 Nations observers to
monitor the situation in and around Beirut. They note with
satisfaction  from the Secretary-General's report that-some of the
parties have already assured General Erskine of their full co-
operation for the deployment 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 $16(1982), Thevcall further for the immediate lifting_
of all obstacles to the dispatch of supplies and the distribution of
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.!” He also drew
the attention of the members to a draft resolution
submitted by Jordan and Spain.!’
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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 lIsrael had denied those facts at the
previous meetin% He added that the new acts of
aggression were by that time widely known and that,
faced with the extremely serious siguation, the Coun-
cil had to teke 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
VIl 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 United States, the PLO
and the Lebanese Government. In face of the Isragli
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.!’®

The representative of Spain cxpressed dismay that
the Israeli Government Was delaying the dispaich of
additional United Nations observers by reservicg%the
decision to accept the Council mandate to a cabinet
meeting yet to be held and denounced the Isragli
delaying tactics a a time oOf ?rave fighting. Hc
expressed hope that the Council would adopt the
Jordanian-Spanish draft to put an end to the Isradli
aggression.” *

The representative of China condemned the Isragli
attack against the Lebanese and Palestinian ﬁeopI%
and proposed that the Council, faced with such
lawlessness on the part of the lsragli authorities,
should put an end to the lIsragli invasion by the
adoption of forceful measures against lsrael, in
accordance with the provisions of Chapter VII of the
Charter.'3

At the 2389th meeting, on 4 August 1982, the
President drew attention to the revised text!8! of the
Jordanian-Spanish draft resolution. The representa-
tive of Spain announced several changes, including
the addition of a new paragraph, and read out the
changes. '¥2 The President repeated the wording of the
various changes and then put the revised text to the
vote. It recelved 14 votes in favour, with | absten-
tion, and was adopted as resolution 517 ( 1982).'8 |t
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Deeply shocked and alarmed by the deplorable consequences of
the Israeli invasion of Beirut on 3 August 1982,

L. Reconfirms its resolutions 508 (1982). 509 ( 1982). 5 12 ( 1982).
513 (1982). 515 (1982) and 516 (1982);

2. Confirms once again its demand for an immediate cease-fire
and withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon;

3. Censures Israel for its failure 10 comply with the above
resolutions;

4. Calls for the prompt return of Israeli troops which have
moved forward subsequent to 1325 hours, eastern daylight time,
on | AUgUﬂ 1982;

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

6. Expresses s 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. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security
Council on the implementation of the present resolution as soon as

possible and not later than |0 hours, eastern daylight time. on 5
August 1982;

8. Decides t0 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 pointing to the
lack of an explicit and unequivoca cal for 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.'®

In pursuance of resolution 5 17 (I 982), the Secre-
tary-General submitted a report dated 5 August, ! 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 arranﬂements 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 fet it his duty to meet with all
ﬁames involved in the hodtilities, and he reiterated

is appeal for co-operation.

In two addenda to his report, dated 5 and 6
August '% the Secretary-General conveyed to the
Council the decision of the Israeli Cabinet, whereby
the Israeli Government, charging that al previous
cease-fires in Lebanon and the Beirut area had been
violated by the terrorist organizations, refused to
accept the stationing of United Nations observers,
since they would not be able to monitor the activities
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 adraft resolu-
tion'®” submitted by the Soviet Union.

The representative of the Soviet Union denounced
the Isradli re,)ection of the demands contained in
resolution 5 |7 (1982) as a sign of Frowi ng arrogance
and a challenge which the Council could not ignore
but had to take up. Under those circumstances, he
submitted to the Council a draft resolution under
which the Council, deeply indignant at the refusa of
Israel to comply with the decisions of the Security
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Council aimed at terminating the bloodshed in
Beirut, would have (&) strongly condemned Israel for
not implementing resolutions 516 (1982) and 517
(1982); (b) demanded that Israel immedi_atgldy imple-
ment the resolutions fully; and (c) decided that, in
order to carry out those decisions of the Council, all
the States Members of the United Nations should, as
a first step, refrain from supplying Isragl 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 ne(_:mr%/
to put an end to Israel’s aggression; if that did no

have the desired effect, the Council would have to
take more severe measures under the Charter. '8

The representative of Jordan indicated that his
delegation believed that the draft resolution did not
o 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 VIl as appropriate.'®

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

The representative of the Soviet Union reiterated
his appea 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 aragraph
the words “as a first step” would be deleted and that
the words “until the full withdrawal of Israeli forces
from al Lebanese territory” would be added at the
end of that paraﬂraph. In the light of the importance
of the moment, he asked that the draft resolution, as
orally revised, be put to the vote immediately.'®

The representative of the United Kingdom indi-
cated that his delegation would abstain from voting
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.!®!

At the same meeting, the President read out the
text of the draft resolution, as oraly revised, and put
it to the vote; it received 1] votes in favour, | vote
against, and 3 abstentions, and was not adopted,
owimg to the negative vote of a permanent member of
t h eC ouncil.'”?

The representative of the United States, referring
to the ongoing efforts of his Government through its
speciad envoy to help bring about a negotiated
settlement of 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 Vvote
because the draft resolution had called for sanctions
against Israel and because the unbalanced text would
not he|1;/3e contributed to a negotiated peaceful settle-
ment.

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.!'%

The representative of the United States replied
that his delegation had ssimply maintained its general
WiIIirgjgness to consider any reasonable text that
would have served the peace process in Lebanon.!'%

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

At its 2392nd meeting, on 12 August 1982, the
Council resumed its consideration of the item. The
President drew attention to a draft resolution!®’
goonsored by Guyana, Jordan, Panama, Togo, Ugan-

a 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 Israeli forces continued to violate the
cease-fire in Beirut and as Isragli 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.'®®

The representative of Jordan referred to the letter
dated 12 August 1982 from the representative of
Lebanon,'”? in which the new attacks by the Isradli
forces were reported to the President of the Council,
and denounced the Isragli campaign against Beirut
and the areas north of the Lebanese capital. He aso
brought to the Council’s attention a letter received k
his Mission from the observer of the PLO,2% whic
set out the relentless attacks by Israeli tanks, air-
planes and infantry against Lebanese and Palestinian
guarters in Beirut. As the attacks were continuing

espite the cease-fire arranged by the Specia 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
lsraﬁ)lli command had imposed on the city of Bei-
rut.

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
Goverr;gr;ent and the Specia Envoy of the United
States.

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

The President then put the draft resolution, as
oraly revised, to the vote; it received 15 votes in
favour and was adopted unanimously as resolution
5 18 (1982).2% It reads as follows:
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The Security Council.

Recalling its resolutions 508 (1982). 509 (1982), 511 (1982), 512
(1982). 513 (1982), 515 (1982). 516 (1982) and 517 (1982),

Expressing s most serious concern about continued military
activities in Lebanon and, particularly, in and around Beirut,

I. Demands that Israel and all patties o the conflict observe
strictly the terms of Security Council resolutions relevant to the
immediate cessation of all military activities within Lebanon and.
particularly, in and around Beirut;

2. Demands the Immediate lifting of all restrictions on the city of
Beirut 1n order to permit the free entry of supplies to meet the
urgent needs of the civilian population in Beirut;

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

4. Demands 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. Requests | he Secretary-General to report as soon as possible lo
the Security Council on the implementation of the present
resolution:

6. Decides 10 meet, if necessary, in order to consider the
situation upon receipt of the report of the Secretary-General.

In pursuance of resolution 518 (1982), the Secre-
tary-General submitted a report dated 13 August
1982,%% in which he stated that he had brought the
resolution to the attention of the Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of Israel 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 Smc“%’ observed the cease-
fire throughout Lebanon on the axiomatic condition
that it was mutual and absolute and that Israel’s
Bosition with regard to United Nations observers had
een set out in his letter dated 5 August 1982.297 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 aso 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 civilian 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-Genera
on UNIFIL dated 13 August 198228 in the agenda

In his report, the Secretary-Genera gave an ac-
count of developments relating to UNIF%L since the
adoption of resolution 5 | | (1982) on 18 June. He
noted that the conditions prevailin%lin Lebanon had
complicated the logistic support ofthe Force and that
further difficulties had been created by restrictions
on the freedom of movement of UNIFIL imposed by
the Isragli 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, eql;g)ped 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 de facto forces to operate in
the UNIFIL area of deployment, athough in some
instances they had been able to enter that area with
the assistance of the Israeli forces. He added that
duringte latter adpart of the reporting period the
UNIFIL area had been generaly 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 b
the Isragli authorities on 16 June. In the second half
of June UNIFIL had extended co-operation to the
humanitarian efforts of various United Nations
progranmes and ICRC.

Recalling that in his last report he had referred to
the fundamentally altered situation in which the
Force had found “itself after the Israeli invasion, the
Secretary-General stated that, despite the difficulties
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 dationed 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 gl982), 511 (1982), 512 (1982), 513 (1982), 515
(1982),5 16 (1 982) and 5 17 (I 982). Taking all factors
into account, and bearing in mind thé position 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 meeting, the President drew atten-
tion to the draft resolution,? 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 ag%_ainst, with 2 abstentions, and
was adopted as resolution 519 { 1982).2'0 It reads as
follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (I 978), 426 (1978), 427 (I 978), 434
(1978), 444 (1979), 450 (1979). 459 (1979), 467 (1980). 483
(1980), 488 (1981), 490 (1981), 498 (1981), 501 (1982) and S!1
(1982),

Reaffirming its resolutions 508 (I 982) and 509 (I 982), as well as
subsequent resolutions on the situation in Lebanon,

Having studied with grave concern the report of the 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.

Bearing in mind the need, pending an examination by the
Sccurity Council of the situation in all its aspects, t0 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, that is, until |9 October 1982;

2. Authorizes the Force during that period to continue to carry
out, in addition, the interim tasks in the humanitarian and
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administrative fields assigned to it in paragraph 2 of resolution
511 (1982);

3. Calls on all concerned, taking into account paragraphs 5, 8
and 9 of the report of the Secretary-General on the Force, 1O
extend full co-operation 10 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 to consider the situation fully and in all its aspects
before 19 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 1982, the Secretary-General su?—
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 10 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 detailed 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 1982,212 the Secretary-General reviewed
the dtuation 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 generaly
cam 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,%'3 the represen-
tative of Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider the situation in Lebanon, in the
light of the latest Isragli 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 Egypt and France, the letter dated 16 September
1982 from the representative of Lebanon in its
agenda and resumed its consideration of the item. In
addition to those reoresentatives previously invited,
the President invitdd, at the 2394th medting, the
reoresentatives of Kuwait and the Syrian Arab
Republic and, at the 2396th meeting, the representa-
tives of Algeria, Democratic Yemen and Greece, at
their request, tc? artidpate in the discussion without
the right to vote? The Council considered the item at
its 23®4th to 2396th meetings, on 16, 17 and 19
September 1982,

At the 2394th meeting, the representative of

Lebanon noted that it had been nearly a month since
the Council had last met to consider the Lebanese

guestion 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
cal that Lebanon should be left to the Lebanese.
While his country was mourning the death of its
young President-elect, the Israelis had once a?ain
chosen to invade Beirut, flouting internationa Taw
and violating numerous commitments includin% the
agreement negotiated by the Special Envoy of 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 Isragli
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 responsibilit
towards Lebanon and requested that the COUHCIY
reaffirm its previous resolutions and see to it that
Israel withdraw totally and unconditionaly from
Lebanese  territory.*'*

The representative of Kuwait condemned the new
invasion of Beirut bylsraeli forces as a grave and
flagrant violation of 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 lsraeli act of aggression as
another episode in the overall strategy which aimed
a establishing only one military force in the Middle
East and expressed his conviction that the United
States had a major responsibility to force the Israglis
to withdraw with dispatch from Beirut.*”

The representative of Jordan indicated that he had
prepared a draft resolution, which was dtill in the
form of a working ﬁaper and which he would not
submit until he had had consultations with members
of the Council. He invited proposals, amendments
and changes regarding the informal 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 principa
am was to_safeguard the integrity of Beirut and its
population,2!$

The representative 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.2!’

At the 2395th meeting, on 17 September 1982, the
President drew the attention of the Council members
to a draft resolution?'® 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.?!?

The President explained that severa names were
already inscribed on the list of speakers and that he
therefore could not satisfy the wish of the representa-
tive of Jordan.2®

The representative of France charged that the
Israeli advance towards west Beirut was a deliberate
and unwarranted violation of the plan of the Specia
Envoy of the United States, which had been seriously
compromised by Israd’s unilateral action. He re-
caled 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
DtODuI%tlions and the posshility of taking other
steps.

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

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 cdled it inadmissible that Isragl should
assert  a right to police the internal affairs of Lebanon
in spite of the explicit wishes of the Government and
people of Lebanon.2

The President then -.od out the specific words, as
ordly 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).24 It
reads as follows:

The Security (ouncil

Having considered 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 listened to the statement by the Permanent Representa-
tive of Lebanon,

Taking aote 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
resolutions;

3. Demands an immediate return to the positions occupied by
Israel before 15 September 1982, as a first step towards the full
implementation of Security Council resolutions;

4. Calls again for the strict respect of the sovereignty, territorial
integrity, unity and political independence of Lebanon under the
sole and exclusive authority of the Government of Lebanon
through the Lebanese Army throughout Lebanon;

5. Reaffirms 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. Supports the efforts of the Secretary-General 10 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 adopttion of the resolution, the
representative of the Soviet 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.??s

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).2% 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 Paestinian refugee camps in the
night of (7/18 September. He provided details
reg)ardi ng the precise deployment of Israeli and
Lebanese troops as well as other armed elements in
Beirut and read from reports that the 10 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
OEposmon 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 area of deploy-
ment by any armed group.2’

The representative of the PLO bitterly denounced
the Isragli military for the atrocities committed in the
Palestinian camps and rejected the Israeli claim that
Chrigtian militiamen or Christian Phaangists had
been responsible for the massacre of innocent civil-
ians. He urged the Council to consider scnding a
United Nations force to Beirut to protect the mFety
and security of the Palestinian people, as observers
vyoulgl8 not be enough to provide adequate protec-
tion.

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 al
members, including its permanent members, that
Israel was obliged under Article 25 of the Charter to
abide by the Council’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 lIsraeli aggressor.??

The representative of Jordan lamented the massa-
cre of innocent Palestinians and caled upon the
Council to overcome its seeming paralysis and to
send contingents of armed forces, acting under
Chapter VII of the Charter, to protect the Paﬁasti nian
people from additional acts of genocide.2®

The representative of Lebanon strongly denied that
the Paestinian 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 Elace 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 speakers.?’!

Numerous speakers expressed in varying degrees
their dismay and revulsion at the atrocities commit-
ted against Palestinian civilians.?3? Several represen-
tatives called for measures under Chapter VII of the
Charter to force Israel to desist from its aggression.?33

The representative of Israel denied that Isradli
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 Isragli 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.?

~ 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.?* The draft reso-
lution was put to the vote at the same meeting and
adopted unanimoudly, with 15 votes in favour, as
resolution 52 | ( 1982).2% 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 Nations observers to the sites of greatest
human suffering and losses in and around that city,

I. Condemns the criminal massacre of Palestinian civilians in
Beirut;

2. Reaffirms once again 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;

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

4. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation 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 the civilian populations:

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

6. Insists 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 aitention 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-
tary-General submitted a report dated 20 September
1982, 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 additiona 40
United Nations observers to the Beirut area. He
reported that 25 of those had aready 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-Genera 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 Secretary-General stated further that, on 20
September 1982, the representative of Lebanon had

informed him that his Government had formally
requested the reconstitution of the multinationa
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,?® the Secretary-General reported that as
of 22 September al the additiona 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 14 October 19822* in its agenda

In his report, the Secretary-General reviewed de-
velopments relating to the functioning of UNIFIL
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 uniformedetgl the
Israeli forces, had been effectively contained. He
added that UNIFIL not only had provided protection
and humanitarian assistance to the local population,
but had also extended the fullest co-operation possi-
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,
glthogjgh some improvements had occurred since 11

ctober.

_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 origina
mandate of the Force remained vaid 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 play
a useful role in the humanitarian assistance tield
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-
guences. He therefore recommended that the Council
extend the mandate for a further limited period. He
noted that the Government of Lebanon had ex-
Bressed the view that the mandate of UNIFIL should

e 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 Isragli
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 Isradli 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.2#

At the same meeting, the Council heard a state-
ment b{y the President of Lebanon, who renewed the
trust of his Government and people in the interna-
tiond 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 affirmed the solidarity of
the Lebanese people, who were confident that peace
in Lebanon did not have to await an overal 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.2#!

Following the statement by the President of Leba
non, the meetingvas suspended.?*? When the meset-
ing was resume d, the President of the Council drew
the attention of the members to a draft resolution24
prepared in the course of the Council’s consultations.
The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; it received 13 votes in favour, none against, and
2 abstentions, and was adopted as resoliution 523
( 1982).2 1t reads as follows:

The Securiry Council.

Having heard the statement of the President of the Republic of
Lebanon,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978) and 519 (1982),

Reaffirming 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 its conclusions and recommendations,

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. Insists 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. Authorizes 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
$11 (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 covering the period from 21 May to
18 November 1982,2% the Secretary-Genera = 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 Council that it extend
the trnandame of UNDOF for a further period of six
months.

At the 2403rd meeting, on 29 November 1982, the
President put the draft resolution,*¢ which had been
prepared in the course of the Council’s consultations,
to the vote; it received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 524 (1982).247 |t
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

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

Decides.

(@ To call upon the parties concerned to implement 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 1983;

(¢} 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:*

As is known, the report of the Secretary-General on the¢ United
Nations 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 reflects the
view of the Security Council.

Decision of 18 January 1983 (241 Ith meeting):
resolution 529 (1 983)

At its 241 | th meeting, on 18 January 1983, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated 13 January 1983%* in its agenda

In his report, the Secretary-General reviewed de-
velopments relating to the functioninig of UNIFIL
since the adoption of resolution 523 (1 &82). Describ-
ing the situation in southern Lebanon, the Secretary-
Genera stated that the presence and activities of IDF
in the UNIFIL area had been generally limited,
athough IDF had further developed its logistic
facilities in the area. He reported that a series of
incidents involving the de facto forces, including
armed incursions, acts of harassment and kidnapping
of a soldier, had taken place, but that attempts cP the
de facte 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 Isragli
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 em%rgency_ nature had
been discontinued, the Force h 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 till 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 withdrawa of the Force
would unguestionably have grave consegquences. 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
Ia;ttention to the financia difficulties faced by the

orce.

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 ri% t to vote. 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 resolution?*® 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 longer
time span. He added that his Government also
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.?!

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 lsragli
occupation in Lebanon had expanded and that there
were still practices, especialy on the part of Israel,
that were incompatible with the principle of preserv-
ing the sovereignty, independence and territoria
mtegrlty of Lebanon. In view of these prevailing
conditions, he urged the Council to accede to the
Lebanese recluest and to adopt the draft resolution
accordingly:*5

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
practice of limiting the freedom of movement of

UNIFIL personnel and urged the Isragli Government
to stop hindering the Force from performing its
duties. He aso pointed to the increasing 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 1n the securnty
arrangements in southern Lebanon required its effec-
tive deployment along the Lebanese-lsraeli border,
free from” unauthorized foreign troops or de facto
forces. He demanded in conclusion that the peace-
keeping operations of UNIFIL be clearly defined.?"!

The representative of Israel affirmed his Govern-
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 Governments.2*!

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

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978), and all
subsequent resolutions on the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon,

Recoiling further its resolutions 508 (1982) and SO9 (I 982),

Having 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 19 July 1983;

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

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

Following 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 repetifion of the recent tragic conflict.?!

The representative of the Soviet Union recalled
that the problem of Lebanon which arose as a result
of massive Isragli eggron remained unsettled and
that lsragl continued o occupy a significant part of
L ebanese 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, fully imple-
mented by all Council members as their implementa-
tion wasthe key to the solution of the problem.s!

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 1983%3 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, duriarg the period under review, the
situation in the Isragl-Syria sector had remained
quiet. Nevertheless, the Secretary-General stated, the
gtuation 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
al aspects of the Middle 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 essentia. 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 meetin_qz, the President drew atten-
tion to a draft resolution,* 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 | (1 983).3%° It
reads as follows:

The Security Council.

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

Decides:

(@) To call upon the parties concerned to implement 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:2%

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 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 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 19837 in the agenda

The report contained an account of developments
relating to UNIFIL for the period from 19 January to
12 July 1983. The Secretary-General pointed out that
during the reporting period the UNIFIL area was
generaly quiet, with the exception of severa inci-
dents involving IDF soldiers and de facto forces
entering the UNIFIL area with therr weapons.
UNIFIL continued to operate its check-points and to
patrol its area of deployment and co-operated with
the Lebanese authonties 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 dtered 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 especialy
relevant in the given situation. The Secretary-Gener-
al warned that, %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 mesting.

The President drew the attention of the Council
members to a draft resolution,?** which had been
prepared in the course of the Council’s consultations,
and to a letter dated 5 July 19832® from the
representative of Lebanon, in which he conveyed the
request of his Government that the UNIFIL mandate
be er>]<tended for another interim period of three
months.

After avery brief suspension of the meeting,l due to
technical difficulties, ! the Deputy Prime Mmister
and Minister for Foreign Affairs of Lebanon stated
that since the establishment of UNIFIL in 1978 his
country had witnessed dramatic changes, with the
fighting between the PLO and Isragl continuing on
and off in varying degrees of intensity. While the
politica 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, st iIitK and legitimacy. He explained
that his Government had regquested 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
especialy the restoration of its sovereignty and
territorial  integrity. Lebanon’s goa remaned the
withdrawal of all unauthorized forces from its territo-
ry and the ability of all Lebanese to live in peace and
freedom, 2%

At the same meeting, the draft resolution prepared
in the course of consultations was put to the vote and
adopted, with 13 votes in favour, none aFai nst, and 2
?bﬁtcntions, as resolution 536 (1983).2¢ It reads as
Oollows!

The Security Council.
Having heard 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,

Recalling further its resolutions 508 (1 982), 509 (1982) and 520
(1982), as well as all its other resolutions on the situation in
Lebanon,
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Reiterating its strong support for the territorial integrity,
sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon within its
internationally recognized boundaries,

Having tgken note of the letter of the Permanent Rcprescntativc
of Lebanon to the President of the Security Council of § July 1983,

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

Responding to the request of the Government of Lebanon,

| 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 October 1983;

2. Calls 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 of the
Security Council;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on the
progress made in this respect.

Following the adoption Of the resolution, the
representative Oof France expressed deep concern
about the change of circumstances under which
UNIFIL had been forced to work, in particular the
fact that an Isradli battalion had been stationed
within the UNIFIL zone Of deployment, and renewed
his Government's support for UNIFIL. He aso
indicated that France would prefer to see the multi-
national force stationed in Berut replaced by a
United Nations force.?!

The representative of the Soviet Union pointed out
that the decision at that meeting represented the
thirteenth case of extending the UNIFIL 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.?¢!

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.2¢!

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

Decision of 12 September 1983 (2475th meeting):
adjournment

By letter dated 9 September 1983,2? the represen-
tative of Lebanon requested an urgent meetimg of the
Council. He referred to an earlier letter dited 2
September,23 1n 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 dl foreign troops from Lebanon and its request for
assistance from LAS in that regard. He indicated that
since the Isradli 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, L ebanon
and to the report of the Secretary-General?®* on the
stuation in the Beirut area, in which the develop-
ments relating to the withdrawal of the Isragli troops
from the Berut 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 al hostilities
and the withdrawal of al illegitimate foreign
forces.26%

Following the statement by the representative of
L ebanon, tie 2475th meeting was adjourned.

On 19 September 1983, the representative of
Lebanon submitted a draft resolution,® 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 SlJDPQFt for the territorial
integrity, sovereignty and political 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)
caled for an immediate cease-fire and a promgt
cessation of all hogtilities throughout Lebanon; (b)
called upon al parties to refrain from al acts which
violated Lebanon’'s soveriignty and territorial integ-
rity and which endangered its people's safeta/ and
unity; (c) authorized the Secretary-General to_deploy
immediately and in consultation with the Govern-
ment of Lebanon an adequate number of United
Nations observers to monitor the situation in the
areas of hostilities and requested all parties to co-
operate fully with the United Nations observers in
the impleméntation of their mandate; (d) called upon
al 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 al areas of hodtilities, in order to
evacuate the dead and wounded and provide food,
medical supplies and humanitarian assistance; (€)
caled upon al States and parties to support the
Lebanese Government in its efforts to ensure the
complete and immediate withdrawal of al non-Leba-
nese forces whose presence in Lebanon did not have
the approval of the Government of Lebanon; (/)
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 ﬁopulatlon in
all areas of hodtilities; (é) requested the Secretary-
General to report to the Council 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,%¢7 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 a an appropriate time,
when apositive response was likely to be obtained or
if any of 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 1983 (2480th meeting):
resolution 538 (1983)

Decision of 11 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 19838 in its agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General %ave an ac-
count of developments relating to UNIFIL for the
period from 13 July to 12 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 lsraeli authorities, who, as the
occupying Power, were in control of the area

The Secretary-General affirmed 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, sovereignty and territorial integrity of
Lebanon and to help %ring about the withdrawa 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 loca population. He
recommended to the Council that it should extend
the mandate of UNIFIL, once aﬁ;am, for another
interim period, bearing in mind the request of the
Lebanese Government. He also called the attention
of the Council to the increasig financial difficulties
faced ty the Force and reported that the accumulated
shortfalll in the UNIFIL Special Account had risen
from $168.5 million at the time of the last report to
91%%13e $173.9 million as of the beginning of October

At the same mesting, the President invited the
representatives of Israel, Lebanon and the Syrian
Arab Republic and, a the 2496th meeting, on 11
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 | November 1983.

At the beginning of the 2480th meeting, the
President drew the attention of the members to a
draft resolution,’® 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
1n the south and to seek to bring about the withdraw-
a of al unauthorized forces from all Lebanese
territory. 2%

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).2" It reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having heard the statement of the representative of Lebanon.

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) and all
subsequent resolutions on the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon,

Recalling further its resolutions 508 (1982). 509 (1982) and 520
{1982), as well as all its other resolutions on the situation in
Lebanon,

Reiterating its strong support for the territorial integrity,
sovereignty and political independence of Lebanon within its
internationally 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 mote of the letter of the Permanent Representative of
Lebanon to the Secretary-General.

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 19 April 1984;

2. Calls upon all parties concerned to cooperate fully with the
Force for the full implementation of its mandate, as defined in
resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978) and the relevant decisions
of the Security Council;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to report 10 the Security
Council on the progress made in this respect.

Following the adoption of the resolution, the
representative of the Netherlands recaled 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 changed during the period covered by the latest
report. He 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 Govern-
ment redlized 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
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decision to retain a limited contingent with the
United Nations Force. He further appeded to al
Member States to paﬁ their assessment for UNIFIL
without delay since the financial foundations of the
Force had continued to deteriorate severely.?™

The representative of France pointed out that the
objectives set out for the Force under resolution 425
(1978) had not alwaf/s been attained and deplored
that after the Israelii invasion of June 1982 an
operational battalion of its soldiers was present in the
zone controlled by UNIFIL. He expressed his Gov-
ernment’s wish to give UNIFIL new tasks and
mentioned that similar use could be made of the
available UNTSO personnd 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
departure of the multinational force was long past, he
reterred to concerns expressed b%/ the Secretary-Gen-
eral about the trend towards the creation of such
forces.™!

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 financia shortfal in the UNIFIL
specia account.?”!

The representative of Israel stated that the resolu-
tion adopted by the Council a the meeting had not
changed the UNIFIL mandate) although the situation
had indeed been dtered drastically. He reiterated his
Government’s view that UNIFIL had outlived its
usefulness and its presence was no longer caled for in
southern Lebanon. He also affirmed his Govern-
ment’s willingness to proceed towards full and speedy
implementatron of the Isragli-Lebanese agreement of
17 May 1983 aimed at the restoration of Lebanese
sovereignty.?’!

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

At the beginning of the 2496th meeting on 1 |
November 1983, l%le President made the ﬁ)llowing
statement?’? 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

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

attention.

By letter dated 22 November 1983,27 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 membersto a
draft resolution,’™ which had been prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations, and put the
draft resolution to the vote. It received 15 votes in
favour and was adopted unanimously as resolution
542 ( 1983).275 It reads as follows:

The Security Council.

Having considered the situation prevailing in northern Lebanon,

Recalling the statement made on this question by the President
of the Security Council on | | November 1983,

Deeply concerned by the intensification of the fighting, which
continues to cause great suffering and loss of human life,

l. Deplores the loss of human life caused by the events taking
place in northern Lebanon:

2. Reiterates its 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. [nviles the parties concerned to settle their differences
exclusively by peaceful means and to refrain from the threat or use
of force;

5. Pays {ribufe 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. Calls 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 Secretary-General
on UNDOF dated 2 | November 1983:7 in its
agenda.

In his report, the Secretary-General described the
activities of UNDOF for the period 21 May to 2 |
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 Isragl-Syria sector had remained quiet. Neverthe-
less, the Secretary-General stated, the situation in the
Middle East as a whole continued to be potentialy
dangerous and was likely to remain so, unless and
untill a comprehensive settlement covering all aspects
of the Middle East problem could be reached, as
caled for by the Council in resolution 338 (1973). In
the existing circumstances, the Secretary-Genera
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 | May 1984, and
pointed out that the Governments concerned had
expressed their agreement.

At the same mceting the President drew attention
to a draft resolawiar, 2’ which had been prepared in
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).27% |t
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

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

Decides.

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

() To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disengagement
Observer Force for another period of six months, that is, until 31
May 1984,

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

In connection with the resolution, the President
then made the following complementary statement
on behaf of the Council:?”®

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 14 February 1 984,20 the represen-
tative of France requested, in accordance with rule 2
of the provisiona rules of procedure, an urgent
Qe_etdtng of the Council to consider the situation in

erut.

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 meeting, the representatives of Italy and
Lebanon, and at the 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 Pe(()JouIation 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 negative vote
of a permanent member of the Council. The sugges-
tion 1n 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 Govern-
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,®! 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 Nations 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.®

At the 25 15th meeting, on 16 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
II" n securing the rapid deployment of a United Nations
orce.

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 given to how to
utilize their presence as a symbol of 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 ¥ the Secretary-General of
his good-offices role; andlastly, the role of UNIFIL
should be expanded to facilitate Israeli withdrawal
from southern Lebanon.?®

The representative of the United States stated that
her Government shared the view expressed by
France that the international community should
assume greater r&ponsibig(tjy for assisting the Leba
nese people and welcomed the British suggestions.
She expressed strong support for the United Nations
peace-keeping role in 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 strengthen those activities. In view of the
consistent United 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.?®

The representative of Italy, whose Government
had joined in the multinational force in Beirut,
stressed that Italy had aways 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 politica interests.?8?

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-keeping mission there and
underlined what the Secretary-General had described
as conditions for such an cperation, namely: that the
peace-keeping forces should! be deplo with the
permission c% the host country and with the consent
of al parties involved; that peace-keeping missions
should be given a clearly defimed mandate; and that
such a force needed the full backing of the Council.



170

Chapter Vill. Maintenance of international peace and security

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.23

At the 2516th meeting, on 23 February 1984, the
representative of Lebanon recalled that his Govern-
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 stabilitﬁ in his country. Although Lebanon
would welcome the establishment of aforce in the
Beirut region alone, it held that any such force should
have the means to undertake its task in al 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.2

At the 2519th meeting, on 29 February 1984, the
representative of France introduced a revised draft
resolution,® which had resulted from painstaking,
determined efforts among the members of the Coun-
cil and reflected the belief 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,® the
Council would have expressed awareness of the
importance of the action being carried out in Leba
non by the United Nations, both on behaf of peace
and a the humanitarian level; recalled its resolutions
508 (1982) and 509 (1982) and the need for respect
for the territoria integrity, unity, sovereignty and
independence of Lebanon, within its internationally
recognized boundaries; noted the determination of
Lebanon to secure the withdrawa 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 (fa) 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-General to make without delay all arrange-
ments to0 enable OGB to monitor compliance with
the ceasefire in the Beirut area; (c) decided, in
agreement with the Government of Lebanon, to
constitute immediately, under the authority of the
Council, a United Nations force composed of person-
nel furnished by Member States other than the
permanent members 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 al 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 Pdegtinian
refugee camps, and, without intervenimg in the
internal affairs of Lebanon for the benefit of any
par;% ‘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 interna
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 (€)
invited the Secretary-General to report to 1t within
48 hours on the implementation of the resolution.?®’

At the same meeting, the representative of the
Soviet Union recaled 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 ger
facin the Lebanese Government and people. %-[e
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 negative vote of the
United States, which subsequent ly sent its Marines
and contingents supplied by members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to Lebanon.
He reiterated that the 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 severa reasons: it should have spelt
out more cleanythe need to withdraw the multina-
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 finaly
introduced without further consideration of the
ﬁosmon of the Soviet Union, his delegation would

ave 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.2%

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 primarfy Pur oses of the Charter. She

ded that those efforts had so far never proved
inconsistent with the rights of any nations or any
Feoples 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-

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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owimg to the negative vote of a permanent member of
t h eC ouncil 2%

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.2’

The representative of the United Kingdom stated

that he faled to understand that anything of what
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 g}reatly 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-
raphical area possible, but had referred to actlons
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
delegation remained committed to an effort to use
the Council and the United Nations for the job they
were intended to do.2%

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.?®

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.2#

Decision of 19 April 1984 (2530th meeting): resolu-
tion 549 (1984)

At its 2530th meeting, on |9 April 1984, the
Council included in its agenda the report of the
Secretary-General on UNIFIL dated 9 April 1984.2%!

The report contained an account of developments
relating to UNIFIL from I3 October 1983 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 regarded as essential by the
Lebanese Government and ﬁad been of benefit to the
much-increased g%ulation of that area. He referred
to a letter dated ril 1984252 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-
cia the role of UNIFIL might be, it did not measure
up to the origind 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 al concerned. The Government of Lebanon
and the peg'ple of southern Lebanon desired the
restoration d Lebanese sovereignty and authority u
to the international border as early as possible. Isr
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, especialy in the camps in
the Sidon area, was a matter of grave concern and
responsibility.

Taking into account al those concerns, the Secre-
tary-General suggested that UNIFIL should be ena
bled to plgy an expanded role in ataining the
objectives d Israel’s withdrawal, peace and security
in the region and the restoration cf Lebanese author:-
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 aﬂproprlate 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 Palegtinian 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 difficul-
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, norma conditions and economic
prosperity.

In conclusion, he alerted the Council once again to
the financial difficulties afflicting the work of
UNIFIL and requested that the Governments of the
more developed countries make available additional
Xolunta{y contributions to the UNIFIL Suspense

ccount.

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-
er9e8d the issue at its 2530th meeting, on 19 April
1984

At the same meeting the President drew attention
to a draft resoluvtiaw, 2 which had been prepared in
the course of the Council’s consultations. He then put
the draft to the vote; it received 13 votes in favour
and none against,, with 2 abstentions, and was
adopted as resolution 549 (1984). It reads as fol-

lows;2%
The Security Council,

Recalling itS resolutions 425 (1978), 426 (1978), 501 (1982), 508
(1 982). 509 (] 982) and 520 (1982). as well as all its resolutions on
the situation in Lebanon,

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 9 April 1984 and
taking note of the observations 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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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 ]9 October 1984;

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity,
sovereignty and independence of Lebanon within its international-
ly recognized boundaries:

3. Re-emphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines
of the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19
March 1978, approved by resolution 426 (1978). and calls upon all
parties concerned to co-operate fully with the Force for the full
implementation of its mandate;

4, Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate
as defined in resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978) and all other
relevant resolutions;

5. Requests the Secretary-General 1o continue consultations with
the Government of Lebanon and other parties directly concerned
on the implementation of the present resolution and to report lo
the Council thereon.

Following 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 to withdraw from all occupied Lebanese
territory. He called upon the United Nations not to
acquiesce in Isragl’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 inits act of defiance, he suggested that the Council
consider the adoption of effective measures in re-
sponse to those circumstances.?®

The representative of France expressed hope that
the continued Isragli presence in the UNIFIL deploy-
ment area would be terminated soon and indicated
that his Government was prepared to accept the
Secretary-General’s suggestion for a possible exten-
sion of the Force’'s mandate and deployment area.?%s

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 report and for a
discussion of how to apply those ideastfor a strength-
ened role for UNIFIL. "He again underlined the
strong warning by the Secretary-General regarding its
worsening financial condition.?s

The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that his Government supported both the Lebanese
wish and the Secretary-General’s proposas for a
stren%thcned role for "'UNIFIL in southern Leba-
non.»!

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
Secretgrdy-GeneraI's recommendations regarding an
enlarged and enhanced role for UNIFIL.2

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.2%

Decision of 21 May 1984 (2540th meeting): invita
tion of the PLO
Byletter dated 17 May 1 984,2% the representative
of Kuwait, 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

Council to consider the most recent act of aggression
committed by Israel against the refu%ee camp of
Palestinians at Ein El Hilweh in south Lebanon.

At its 2540th meeting, on 21 May 1984, the
Council included the letter by the representative of
Kuwait in its agenda. Following the adoption of the
agenda, the President invited the representatives of
Israel, Kuwait and Lebanon, at their request, to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote.? 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.?? The Council further decided to extend invita-
tions to the Chairman of the Committee on the
Exercise of the Indienable Rights of the Palestinian
People?®® and to Mr. Clovis Maksoud?*® under rule 39
of its provisiona rules of procedure.

The representative of Kuwait stated that on 15
May the Israeli occupation forces had surrounded the
Pdestinian refugee camp Ein El Helweh, in the
southern ?art of Lebanon, demolishing about 30
houses in the camp and wounding or arresting dozens
of Paestinians. 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 goods until the
future of the occupied areas had been finally 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 al 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).%

The representative of Lebanon also described the
Israeli attack on the Paestinian refugee camp and
charged that approximately 150 ple had been
arrested and others wounded or killed. He caled
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.?

The representative of the PLO wondered why the
Commissioner-General of UNRWA had notified the
Secretary-General only much later about the Isradi
attack and referred to the information that the Isradli
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 Isradli
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 Specia Commission established under resolution
446 (1979) which had not been taken up by the
Council because the members were not agreed on
how to handle that report about Israeli practices in
occupied territories.2®

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 withdrawa from south
Lebanon and a stop to the illega 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.?

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-Genera
on UNDOF dated 23 May 1984%° in its agenda

In his report, the Secretary-General described the
activities of UNDOF for the period 22 November
1983 to 2 | 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 during the period under review the
situation in the Israe ﬁ-syria sector had remained
quiet. The Secretary-General stated that, despite the
existing quiet in the sector, the stuation in the
Middle East as a whole continued to be potentialy
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 prevailing circum-
stances, the Secretary-General considered the 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 resolution,*® 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).%0! |t reads as follows:

The Security Council,

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

Decides:

(@) To call upon the parties concerned to implement 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 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 behdf of the Council, the President made the
following statement’®? regarding resolution 55 |
(1984):

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 tember 1984 (2556th meeting):
rejection of a draft resolution

By letter dated 24 August 1984,% the representa
tive of Lebanon requested an urgent meeting of the

Council to consider all practices and measures taken
by the Israeli occupying 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, a their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote: at the 2552nd
meeting, the representatives of Isragl, Kuwait, Leba
non and the Syrian Arab Republic;’™ at the 2553rd
meeting, the representatives of Qatar, the Sudan, the
United Arab Emirates and Yemen;*® gt the 2554th
mcetm%, the representative of the Islamic Republic
of Iran;3% and at the 2555th meeting, the representa-
tives of Cuba, Democratic Yemen and Turkey.?’
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 Inadienable Rights of the
Palestinian People’® and to Mr. Clovis Maksoud.*
The Council considered the item at its 2552nd to
%gggth 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
especialy of the inhabitants of the south, numbering
more than 800,000, who were suffering from Israel’s
occupation and unjust arbitrary practices. His delega-
tion was lodging a complaint with regard to the
Israeli Practices 1n the hope that the members of the
Council would understand and shoulder their respon-
shilities. He then offered a detailed picture of 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 Universa Declaration of Human Rights. In
conclusion, he requested that the Council: (a) imple-
ment its resolutions on complete Isragli withdrawal
from Lebanon, the immediate cessation of lsraeli
practices against the inhabitants of the south, the
western Bekaa and the Rashaya region and respect
for their legitimate right to live in ‘{)cacc, security and
dignity; (&) compel Israel to lift its siege of the
occupted territories; (c) insist on the necessity for
Israel to respect the Charter, the Universa Declara
tion of Human Rights, the norms of international
law, the Geneva Conventions of 1949, other interna-
tional conventions and The Hague Conventions of
1899 and 1907; and (d) stress Lebanon’'s indienable
right to its waters.308

The representative of |srael stated that there was
not the i%htest justification for the Lebanese com-
plaint and for the Council meeting and charged that
the Lebanese Government, under pressure from the
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 Govern-
ment of Lebanon, under internationa 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, ¢

At the 2556th meeting, on 6 September 1984, the
President drew the attention of the Council to a draft
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resolution’® that had been submitted by Lebanon. In
the preambular part of the draft resolution, the
Council would have, inter alia, reaffirmed previous
resolutions on Lebanon and recaled the relevant
provisions of the Universa 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.

In the operative part,, the Council would have ()
reiterated its call for strict respect for the sovereignty,
independence, unity and territoria integrity of Leba
non within its intérnationally 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 Isradl, 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 norma 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; (€)
urged al 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 {f} decided to remain seized
of the question.

At the same mesting, 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.}!?

Prior to the vote, severad delegations, who indi-
cated support for the draft resolution, stated their
reservations regarding the lack of balance in the text,
especidly in the light of the serious Situation in parts
of Lebanon other than the south.3!!

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 owing to the negative
vote of a permanent member of 'ie Council.’?

Following the vote, the representative of the
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 secunt{ issues only in southern Lebanon but
failled to reter to similar problems in other parts of
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.}'0

Decision of 12 October 1984 (2559th meeting):
resolution 555 (1984)

At its 2559th meeting, on 12 October 1984, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
on UNIFIL dated 9 October 19843" in its agenda

The report of the Secretary-General contained an
account of developments relating to UNIFIL from 1(
April 1984 to 9 October 1984. The Secretary-Genera
noted that the dtuation 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 writingbof 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 Isragli
withdrawal and of restoring Lebanese authority and
sovereignty U|o 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-
Secretary-General for Specia Political Affairs of the
United Nations Secretariat, he had gained the 1m-
pression that there was genera agreement on the
objectives formulated by him and on the importance
of an exPanded UNIFIL mandate for the implemen-
tation of those goas. 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 aso
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 financia difficulties faced by the operation.

Following the adoption of the agenda, the Presi-
dent invited the representative of Lebanon, at his
request, to participate in the discussion without the
ri?-.t to vote.’ The Council considered the issue at its
2559th meeting, on 12 October 1984.

At the same meeting. the President drew attention
to the text of a draft resolution,’!* 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).3% |t reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425 (1978), 42 ( 1978}, 501 (1982), 508
(1982). 509 (I 982) and 520 (1982), as well as all its resolutions on
the situation in Lebanon,

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 note of the letter of the 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 19 April 1985;

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial integrity,
sovereignty and independence of Lebanon within its international-
ly recognized boundaries;

3. Reemphasizes the terms of reference and general guidelines
of the Force as stated in the report of the Secretary-General of 19
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March 1978. approved by resolution 426 (I 978), and calls upon all
parties concerned 10 co-operate fully with the Force for the full
implementation of its mandate;

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement its mandate
as defined in resolutions 425 (1978). 426 (1978) and all other
relevant resolutions;

5. Requests 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 report of the Secretary-General
on UNDOF dated 16 November 198431 in jts
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 during the
period under review the situation in the Israel-Syna
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 al aspects of the Middle
East problem could be reached, as caled 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,’!’
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).38 It reads as follows:

The Security Council.

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

Decides.

(a) To cal 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 3l
May 198S5;

(c) To request the Secretary-General 10 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}!? 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 reflects the
view of the Security Council.
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# For the original draft and the first revision, see ibid. Since the

changes in the different drafts were merely editorial, they arc not
presented here in detail.

W See 25 19th mtg. for the French statement.

M 2519th mtg.

¥ |hid. For similar complaints, s$e€ the statements by Malta and
Nicaragua.

¥ See 25 19th mtg. for the vote. Se® also chap. IV of the present
Supplement.

Bl §/16472, OR, 39th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1984,

¥ §/16471, ibid. The letter also contained an appeal by the
Lebanese Government for new energetic efforts by the Council to
promote the objectives of UNIFIL in southern Lebanon.

1 §/16491, adopted without change as resolution 549 (1984).

B4 For the vote, see¢ 2530th mtg. See also chap. IV of the present
Supplemenl.

M3 2530th mtg.

M §/16569. OR, 39th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1984,

¥ For the discussion and the vote (I | in favour and | against,
with 3 abstentions), see 2540th mtg. For further details, see chap.
[1I of the present Supplement.

M 2540th mtg.

M §/16573, OR, 39th »*.. Suppl. /or April-June 1984.

0 §/16592, adopted without change as resolution §51 (1984).

¥i For the vote, $€€ 2544th mtg.

102 /16593, OR. 39th yr.. Resolutions and Decisions of the
Security Council, 1984.

W3 §/1671 3, ibid., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1984.

34 2552nd mtg.

%5 2553rd mtg.

W 2554th mtg.

%7 2555th mtg.

I 2552nd mtg. For further details, see chap. IIl of the present
Supplement.

W S/16732, OR, 39th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1984. The draft

resolution was put to the vote and not adopted, owing to the
negative vote of a permanent member.

30 2556th mtg.

Nt See  2556th mlg., statements by the Netherlands, Peru and the
United Kingdom.

31 For the vote, $€& 2556th mtg.

M1§/16776, OR, 39th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1984.

14 §/16779, adopted without change as resolution 555 (1984).

3S For the vote, see 2550th mtg. See also chap. IV of the present
Supplemenl.

316 5/16829, OR. 39th yr. Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1984.

311 5116845, adopted without change as resolution 557 (1984).

)8 For the vote. see 2563rd mtg.

319§/1 6847, OR, 39th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the
Security Council. 1984.

B. THE SITUATION IN THE OCCUPIED
ARAB TERRITORIES

Decision of 17 December 198 | (2319th meeting):
resolution 497 (198 1)

By letter dated 14 December 1981, the representa-
tive of the Syrian Arab Republic requested an urgent
meeting of ti;e Council to discuss the decision d the
Israeli Government to apply Israeli laws to the
occupied Golan Heights.

At its 23 16th meeting, on 16 December 1981, the
Council included the letter in its agenda. The Council
decided to invite the following, at their request, to
participate without vote in the discussion of the
guestion: at the 2316th meeting, the representatives
of Cuba, Egypt, Israel, Kuwait, Lebanon, Saudi
Arabig, the Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey and Viet
Nam; at the 2317th meeting, the representatives of
India and the Libyan Arab Jamahi rgéa; a the 2318th
meeting, the representatives of Pakistan, Romania,
Yugodavia and Zaire; and at the 23 19th meetimg, the
representatives of Indonesia and Senegal.? The Coun-
cil also decided to extend an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisiona rules of
grocedure.) The Council considered the issue at its

53) é 6th to 2319th meetings, on 16 and 17 December
1981.

The representative of the Syrian Arab Republic
informed the Council that on 14 December 198! the
Israeli Government had decided to annex the Syrian
Golan Heights, occupied since June 1967, by enact-
ing legislation imposing Isragli laws, jurisdiction and
administration on that edpart of the Syrian Arab
Republic. He denounced the Isradi action as an
outright violation of internationa 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 Isradl in 1967. He
sharply condemned the Israeli action as a flagrant
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violation of the Charter, of Council resolutions, in
articular resolution 338 (1973), and of the Israeli-
gyrian cesse-fit-e and called upon the Council to
resort to pertinent measures under Chapter VII of the
Charter, especially mandatory sanctions, and to
declare the Isragli decisions null and void. Otherwise,
the situation might worsen, endangering further the
lregior: and the peace and security of the world at
arge.

The representative of Isragl stated that the areain

uestion 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 mgjor events in which the syrians had bombarded
Israelt towns and villages, and emphasized 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
stuation on the Golan Heights by applying lsradli
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 before1967.%

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 Isragli plan to annex al the
occupied territories. The annexation of the Golan
Heights violated the Charter principle rcgardm% the
imadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by force
as well as the Fourth Geneva Convention relative to
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War. It
also aggravated an aready explosive situation in the
Middle East.®

The representative of Egypt regarded the illega
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 Isragli 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 disen?agement
between Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic of 30
May 1974,

The representative of the United Kingiom af-
firmed that the Golan Heights belonged to the Syrian
Arab Republic and formed part of the territories
occupied by lIsrael 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 al measures
implementing the initiative to have no lega validity.}

At the 2317th meeting, on 16 December 1981, the
representative of Cuba read out a communigque

opted at the plenary meetin% 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
territoréwby force was inadmissible under intema-
tiona Bw; the communique aso 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 al 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 VIl of
the Charter.’

The representative of Lebanon warned against
international relations being %overncd by the logic
used by the representative of Israel in justifying the
annexation of the Golan Heights, as there would be
no limits to security obsessions and expansionism.'¢

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
it could not be denied that the Isragli decision
contradicted al the norms of internationa law and
congtituted 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 Isragli measures illega and
invalid and demanding that Israel immediately re-
tract annexation of tﬁe 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 Isragl.”

The representative of France also condemned the
Israeli act as tantamount to annexation and a direct
attack on the soverel gng of the Syrian Arab Republic
over teritory 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 (1 967) and added that
the Isragli law was completely null and void.'!

At the 2318th meeting, on 17 December 198 1, 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 mgjor 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 al States in the region,
including that of a Palestinian Arab State, in view of
a rapidly deteriorating situation in which irrationali-
ty and violence seemed to prevall over reason and the

esire for peace.!?

The President of the Council, speaking in his
capacity as the r?r%entative of Uganda, joined the
other speakers in denouncing the Isragli act ‘as a clear
case of annexation that was without any moral,
politica or legal judtification and therefore totaly
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 Isradli
measure had violated those principles of internation-
a law. He rgjected the Isradi attempt to justify the
annexation of the Golan Heights and depicted the
new action as another step in 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.’

Resuming his function as President, he then sus-
pended the meeting for 10 minutes;'® thereafter he
drew the attention of the members to a draft
resolution prepared in the course of the Council’s
consultations,' which he put to the vote. The draft
resolution received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 497 (1981)."7 It
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having considered the letter of 14 December 198 | from the
Permanent Representative of the Syrian Arab Republic contained
in document $/14791,

Reaffirming 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,

|. 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 effect;

2. Demands that Israel. the occupying Power, should rescind
forthwith its decision;

3. Determines that all the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12
August 1949, continue to apply to the Syrian territory occupied by
Israel since June 1967;

4. Requests 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 glamed that his delegation had
supported the draft 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 Isragli action regarding
the Golan Heights and stated that his Government
did not accept as valid unilateral acts desi ned to
change the status of territories occupied in 1867. He
urges 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).'¢

The representative of Isradl indicated that his
Government could not accept the resolution and
charged that the Syrian Arab Republic, in attackigg
Israel several times since its establishment, h
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-
Ing negotiations with Israel.'®

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 1), the Secretar?/-General submitted two re-
ports® to the Council in which he informed the
Council about his contacts with the Isragli 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 1) 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, Isragl, Kuwait, the Lao
Peo&le’s Democratic Republic, Morocco, Senegdl, Sri
Lanka, the Syrian Arab Republic, Yemen and Yugo-
davia; 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,
Irag, 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, Czechosovakia, 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 provisiona rules of
procedure.** The Council considered the item at its
%3§%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 Isragl 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-
aicaly tried to erode the Isragli-Syrian Armistice
Agreement of 1949 in order to ‘undermine the
involvement of the United Nations in the Palestinian
guestion. He reiterated his Government’s two princi-
pa conditions for peace in the Middle East: the
unconditional withdrawal of Israel from al the
occupied Arab territories, and the exercise by the
Palestinian people of their ri%ht to self-determination
and to their own national Yate. 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 gXXIX) of 14 December 1974, was clearly a
case of aggression by Israel against the Syrian Arab
Republic and other Arab neighbours. He aso noted
that Israel’s policies contradicted the principles of the
non-use of force and of the inadmissibility of the
acquisition of territory by force and added that, if the
Council did not impose sanctions against Isragl, 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
he acts of aggression mounted by the Syrian Arab
Republic against the people of Israel. He cited
provisions frim the Definition of Aggression an-
nexed to General Assembly resolution 3314 (XXI1X)
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and called upon the Syrian Arab Republic to accept
the lsragli 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 alia,
recaled its resolution 497 (198 I%,< recalled Genera
Assembly resolution 3314 (XXIX), which, in its
annex, defined an act of a%;gr&ssion as “the invasion
or attack by the armed forces of a State of the
territory of another State, or any military occupation,
however temporary, resulting from such invasion or
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 |srael
for its failure to comply with Council resolution 497
1981) and General Assembly resolution 36/226 B;
6) determined that Israeli measures in the occupied
Syrian Golan Heights, culminating in Isragl’s deci-
sion of 14 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 al Member States to carry out the present
decision of the Security Council, in accordance with
Article 25 of the Charter; (f) urged, having regard to
the principle stated in Article 2, paragraph 6, of the
Charter,. States not Members of the United Nations
to act in accordance with the provisions of the
resolution; {(g) caled 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; (k) 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 progress of the imple-
mentation of the resolution; and (i) requested the
Secretary-General to submit a report to the Council
on the Tmplementation of the resolution.

At the 2329th meeting, on 20 Janu 1982, the
representative of Ireland stated that his Govemment
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
legd 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 Isragli
decision was illegal and void, determining that States
must give no recognition to it and deciding clearly

that al States should review ther 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

glmong al Council members had so far been impossi-
e.

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 quali3/ 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 ﬁ_gravation of the situation, would exacerbate the
situation. She renewed her Government's call for
ficgatiations based on resolutions 242 (1967), 338
(1973) and 497 (1981) and indicated that her delega-
tion opposed the Jordanian draft resolution.28

At the same meeting, the President put the revised
draft resolution?® to the vote; it received 9 votes in
favour, 1 vote against and 5 abstentions and was not
adopted owing to the negoative 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-
reaching and serious and recaled that even at the
time of the Korean War the Council had not gone
beyond the finding that the events in question
congtituted a breach of the peace. He added that his
delegation would have preferred a consensus, without
invoking Chapter VII, caling upon al 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.?!

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 outstanding issues on the basis
of resolutions 242 (1967) and 338 (1973).2

At the 2330th meeting, on 28 January 1982, when
the Council resumed consideration of the issue at the
request of the representative of Jordan,}? the Presi-
dent drew attention to a draft resolution** sponsored
by Jordan.

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.3

The representative of Israel rejected Jordan's call
for an emergency special session of the Genera
Assembly, as the regular session of the Assembly was
due to resume a 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 |. Citing a number of relevant
sources from earlier occasions regarding emergenc
special sessions, he suggested that such a step woul

be neither proper nor needed, but considered the
abuse of the emergency mechanism under rule 8 of
the Assembly’s ruﬁes of procedure as inevitable.?’

The President then put the draft resolution to the
vote; it received 13 votes in favour and none against,
with 2 abstentions, and was adopted as resolution
500 (1982).% It reads as follows:

The Security Council.

Having considered the item on the agenda of its 2329th meeting,
as contained in document $/Agenda/2329/Rev. |,

Taking inte gccount that the lack of unanimity of its permanent
members at the 2329th meeting has prevented it from exercising
its primary responsibility for the maintenance of international
peace and security,

Decides 10 call an emergency special session of the General
Assembly tg examine the question contained in document
S/Agenda/2329/Rev. |

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 g?ain in an emergency special session of the
Generd Assembly and since that debate would
actually diminish the prospects for peace in the
Middle East.¥

The representative of France indicated that his
delegation had joined in supporting the call for an
emergency special session in order to alow for a far-
ranging debate in the Genera 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
applicable for the Assembly.”’

Decision of 2 April 1982 (2348th meeting): rejection

of a draft resolution

By letter dated 22 March 1982,4' the refpre@entar[ive
of Jordan, in his capacity as Chairman of the Group
of Arab States members of the League of Arab States
a the United Nations,. requested an urgent meeting
of the Council to consider what he described as the
grave and repidly deteriorating Stuation 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 o Elgypt, Israel,
Pakistan, Senegal and the Syrian Arab Republic; 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, Irag, the Libyan Arab
Jamabhiriya, Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugodavia; and
a the 2348th meeting, the representatives of Demo-
cratic Yemen and Saudi Arabia.?

At the 2334th meeting, the Council aso 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 provisiona rules of
procedure.*> The Council considered the item at its
2334th, 2338th, 2340th, 2344th and 2348th mectm%s
on 24, 26 and 30 March and 1 and 2 April 1982

At the 2334th meeting, the representative of
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 parts of the occupied Palestinian territories
arising tom the Palestinian resistance to Israel’s
determination to annex their territories. He criticized
the inaction and complacency of the highest execu-
tive orfan of the United Nations and blamed the
Council for the not too distant eme(rjrgcnce of agrave
threat to ﬂeace and security out d that untenable
situation. He requested the "Council to shoulder its
responsibilities towards the Palestinian people and
see to it that Israel’s tllega 1 measures of oppression,
confiscation and bloodshed were stopped and the
Israeli occupation terminated.*

The representative of the PLO aso 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 regarding the exercise by
thehtPaI&stinian people of its inaliienable nationa
rights.”

The representative of Senegal, speaking also in his
capacity as Chairman of the Committee on the
Exercise of the Indienable Rights of the Paestinian
People, stated that in its report to the General
Assembly at its thirty-sixth session,* 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 goods of which they had been
striﬁped; (b) they had the right to self-determination
without outside interference and the right to national
independence; (c) _th%alhad the right to create an
independent State in Palesting; (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 inaienable
rights of the Palestinian people; (€) the exercise of
those inalienable rights would contribute also to a
final solution to the whole Middle East crisis; (/) the
participation of the PLO, on an equal footing with dl
other parties on the basis of General Assembly
resolutions 3236 (XXIX) and 3375 (XXX), was
indispensable in al efforts, a all meetings and in all
debates and all conferences on the Middle East
organized under the auspices of the United Nations;
(g) the acquisition of territory by force was inadmis-
sible and Israel consequently had an obligation to
withdraw totally and rapidly from al the occupied
Arab territories; (h) the 194'9 Fourth Geneva Con-
vention must be applied; and (i) al States in the
region had the right to live in peace.

He added that any approach to solving the Middle
East crisis must necessarily take account of the
elements he had outlined. He hoped that the draft
resolution that would be submitted for the Council’s
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approval would include al necessary measures to
contain the most recent troubles in the occupied
territories.

At the same meeting, the representative of |srael
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.®?

At the 2348th meeting, on 2 April 1982, the
President drew attention to the text of a draft
resolution*® 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 mayors bylsraeli authorities, as well as the
violaion og the Iliget-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 Heights, and which could only
damage the prospects [%r peace; (b) called upon
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; éc) reaffirmed that
al the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative
to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War
of 12 August 1949 continued to apgclf/ in full to al of
the occupied territories; {d) called upon Israel to
cease forthwith al measures applied in the West
Bank, includin Jerusdem, the Gaza Strip and the
Syrian Golan Aeights, which contravened the provi-
sions of that Convention; (e) called upon the Secre-
tary-Genera to report to the Council not later than 7
April 1982 on the implementation of the resolution;
and (f) decided to remain seized of the item.

The representative of Israel warned that the draft
resolution did nothing to promote the cause of peace
in the Middle East, but placed another obstacle 'in the
path of peace. He added that athough 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.’

At the same meeting, the President put the Jorda-
nian draft resolution to the vote; it received 13 votes
in favour and | against, with | abstention, and was
not adopted owing to the negative vote of a perma-
nent member of the Councxﬁi’

Following the vote, the representative of the
United Kingdom exgr%sed his regret that efforts to
put together a text that would have eﬁoyed consen-
sus support had not been successful. His delegation,
however, had voted in favour of the Jordanian draft
because it was in agreement with the text, especialy
paragraph 1, which faithfully reflected the views of
the States members of the European Community. ¢

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 any new outbreak of
violence. He deplored that no refeerence to resolu-
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
Ian%uage and disregarded the complexity of the
pro I%rsn thus compelling the United States to vote

no .

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 Re?ubllc of
Zaire for the Arab and Paestinian cause. *

Decision of 20 April 1982 (2357th meeting): rejection
of a four-Power draft resolution

By letter dated 12 April 1982,5 the representative
of Morocco conveyed a request Jy His Maesty King
Hassan 1, King of Morocco and Chairman of the Al-
8uds Committee of the Organization of the ISamic

onference, 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 1 982,% the representative
of Irag, 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-Agsa Mosgue 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 Irag, 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-
al; at the 2355th meeting, the representatives of
ndia, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Somadlia; at
the 2356th meeting, the representatives of D%ibouti
and the United Arab Emirates, and at the 2357th
meeting, the representative of Kuwait.2 At the
2352nd 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.*

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 2352nd to 2357th
meetings, from 13 to 2¢ April 1982.

At the 2352nd meeting, the representative of
Morocco thanked the Council for having accepted
the request of King Hassan II, in his caEacg' as
Chairman of the Al-Quds Committee, to hold an
urgent meeting to consider the grave events taking
place in Jerusalem, under Isragli military occupation.
He read out a message from the King, in which the
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bloody and sacrilegious action in front of the Al-Agsa
Mosque was described as rendering more dangerous
a stuation that already endangered internationa
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 Isragl’s responsibility could not be disputed, as it
was responsible at least for preventigg, 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
Mosgue and other Moslem sites in Jerusalem. The
King further condemned |srael’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 lsrael. In the light of the most recent
desecration of the Holy Ci;%/, the King's message
concluded with a regquest that the file on Jerusalem
be reopened.*!

The representative of Jordan also denounced the
attack by a group of armed Isradli trooES against the
Al-Agsa 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 Isragli
soldiers and whisked away to safety after his journey
of destruction. He informed the Council that his
Government had declared a day of solemn ﬁrotest in
solidarity with the Palestinian people and the sancti-
ty of the Holy Places. That step would be followed by
other steps, until al the occupied territories had been
returned to the Arabs and the full rights of the
Palestinians had been fully restored.s

The representative of Isragl stated that his Govern-
ment and the world shared the sense of revulsion at
the despicable act committed by a man who might
well be mentally deranged and”that the perpetrator
would have to account for his deeds before a court of
law. He deplored that certain countries had sought
the Council meeting in order to exploit the misdeeds
of one individua in order to fan the flames of
religious hatred. Those same countries had over the
z/)ears lent their support to a terrorist organization

ent 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 1 1967.43

The representative of the PLO offered a detailed
account of the events at the Mosgue 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 apeaceful Settle-
ment based on the recognition otp the national
inalienable right of the Pdegtinian people to self-
determination, independence and the solution of
their refugee problem.%

The representative of Irag, speaking also in his
capacity as Chairman of the Islamic Conference,
denounced the crimina attack against the holy
sanctuary as a manifestation of the colonialist men-
taity of the rulers in Td Aviv. He expressed deep
indignation at Israel’s defiance of the resolutions of
the Council and the General Assembly and called for

firm and decisive action by the Council to bring an
end to the lsragli occupation of Arab territories,
including the Holy City of Al-Quds.*

At the 2357th meeting, on 20 April 1982, the
President drew the attention of the Council to a draft
resolution® sponsored by Irag, 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 Il
and to the letter dated 13 April 1982 of the represen-
tative of Irag, as well as to the message of King
Hassan 1l 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 Idamic Higher Council in
Jerusalem concerning the shooting o worshippers by
armed Israglis 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 spiritua and rdigious dimension
of the Holy Places in the city; recaﬁled its relevant
resolutions pertaining to the status and character of
the Holy City of Jerusalem; expressed deep concern
over the sacrilegious acts perpetrated against the
sanctity of the Haram Al-Sharifin Jerusa len on 11
April 1982 and the criminal acts of shooting at
worshippers, particularly inside the sanctuary d the
Dome of the Rock and the Al-Agsa Mosque;. ex-
Fressed deep grief at the loss and injury of civilian
ife as a result of those crimina acts; and affirmed
once more that the Geneva Convention relative to
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War of
12 August 1949 was_ applicable to all territories
occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem.

In the é)dperative part, the Council would have (@)
condemned in the strongest terms the appalling acts
of sacrilege perpetrated within the precincts of the
Haram Al-Sharif; (6) deplored any act or encourage-
ment of destruction or profanation of the Holy
Places, reli(?ious buildings and sites in Jerusdem as
tending to disturb world peace; (c) called upon Isragl,
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 Iamic Higher Council in Jerusalem; (d)
reguested the Secretary-General as he deemed appro-
priate to keep the Council fully informed on' the
implementation of the resolution; and (€) 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 against
and was not adoBted owing to the _neé ative vote of a
permanent member of the Council.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United States stated that her Govemment 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 objective, Her
delegation had voted against the draA resolution
because it would make new acts of violence more
likely and because it contained lan uage that implied
that the responsibility for the terti de event lay with
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the Isragli authorities. In conclusion, she pointed out
that the long-standing position of the United States
on tfgg status of Jerusalem was not affected by the
vote.

Decision of 2 August 1983 (2460th meeting): rejec-
tion of a 20-Power draft resolution

By a letter dated 5 November | 982,%° 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 represen-
tative of the Niger, Chairman of the Group of 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 convening of a Council meeting
to discuss Isragl’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 mesting, the Council also decided, by
avote, 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 Indienable Rights of the Paestinian People to
participate. at his request, under rule 39 of the
provisional rules of procedure.”

_ The Council began its consideration of the item at
its 2401st 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 Isradli settle-
ments in occupied Arab territory which constituted
an intolerable provocation against the leg itimate
inhabitants of those areas and necessitated firmness
of the Council in recalling its decisions demandin
respect for the principles of the Charter of the Unit
Nations and condemning Israel’s violations of those
principles in the troubled region of the Middle East.”

The representative of Jordan denounced the sys-
tematic and relentless Isragli policy of incarcerating
the Palestinian people by colonization and confisca-
tions. The annexation of Arab lands, initidly creep
ing, but now openly admitted and leaping, consumed
enormous financial and human resources! with a
view to foreclosing an){1 possibility of achieving ajust
and lasting peace in the Middle East. He ofliered a
detailed account of the way the Isragli occupiers went
about colonizing Arab land and cited amog other
sources the last report™ of the Security Council
Commission established under resolution 446
(I 979), especidly its conclusions regarding the Isragli
settlement policy, and urged that the Commission be
asked to report on recent developments regardmg the
accelerated establishment of new settlements.’

_ By aletter dated 8 February | 983, the representa-
tive"of Jordan, in his acity 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 Pealestinian territories.

At its 2412th meeting, on 11 February 1983, the
Council added the letter to the agenda adopted at the
2401st meeting and resumed consideration of the
item. In addition to the representatives previousy
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 Egypt, India, the Syrian Arab Republic,
Yemen ang Yugodavia; a the 2413th meeting, the
representatives of Algeria, Cuba, the German Demo-
cratic Republic, Iran (Islamic Republic of?, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates, and
a the 2414th meeting, the representatives of Demo-
cratic Yemen and Greece.? At the 2412th meseting,
the Council also extended an invitation to Mr. Clovis
Maksoud under rule 39 of the provisiona rules of
procedure.” The Council considered the item at its
2412th to 2414th meetings from 1 | to 16 February
1983.

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 Israglis 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 Isragl’s
persistence in its annexation policy could only aggra-
vate the volatile situation in the occupied territories.
He caled 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 suggested, some States might exercise their
right to self-defence in order to repulse aggression.™

At the 2414th meeting, the representative of
France stated that his Government condemned ener-
geticaly 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 of fait accompli had been consistent since
1967, as it was contrary to the rules of international
law. He caled upon the Government of Israel to
abide by the rules of internationa law and empha-
sized that lasting peace could be established in the
area by dialogue, not by unilateral measures.”

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 Council.®

By a letter dated 13 May 1983,! the representative
of g);atar, in his capacity as Chairman ofthe Group of
Argb 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 égpresentatives previously
invited, the Council invited the representatives of
Mali and Qatar, at their request, to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote.?
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At the same meeting, the representative of Qatar,
speaking on behalf ofthe 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 Isragli occupation policies. He noted
with great r%ret that the United Nations not only
had been unable to restore the usurped rights of the
Palestinian people, but had adso 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 right of veto, or the threat to use
it, had transformed the 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
VIl of the Charter.®

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.®

In a letter dated 27 July 19833 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, a ther
request, to participate in the discussion of the
guestion 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, Irag, the Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritania, Oman, Saudi Arabia,
Somalia, the Sudan and Tunisia; and at the 2460th
meeting, the representative of Israel.* The Council
considered the item at its 2457th to 246 | 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
centra am in the policy of the Isragli Government.
He held lsragl’s settlement policy to be illegd and
illegitimate, geared towards permanency of *he new
settfements. 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 Isragli settlements clearly reveaed
the long-range Israeli aims of disrupting any econom-
ic, demographic or geographic continuity between
the Arab villages and cities. The use of 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 Sgxeﬁand its security zone for those
settlements and ing 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-

spond appropriately to the worsening situation, but
g(pressed_de'germination to pursue peace through
ose institutions.®

At the 2459th meeting, on 1 August 1983, the
President drew attention to the text of a draft
resofution® submitted by Algeria, Bahrain, Demo-
cratic Yemen, Djibouti, Irag, Jordan, Kuwait, Leba-
non, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritania, Morocco,
Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and
Y emen.

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, just and lasting
peace in the Middle East; and affirmed that the
situation in the occupied Arab territories remained
grave and voldtile, that the Isragli settlement policies
and practices constituted a maor 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 12 August 1949 were applicable to the
Arab territories occupied by Isragl 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 Isragl In establishing
settlements in the Palestinian and other Arab territo-
ries occupied in 1967, including Jerusalem, had no
legal validity, constituted a maor 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 lIsrael, the
occupying Power, to abide scrupulously by the provi-
sions ofthe above-mentioned Geneva Convention, to
rescind its previous measures, to desist from takin
any action that would result in changing the leg
status and geogra{,)hical nature and materraly affect-
ing the demographic 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 Isragl 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 Jerusaem; (€) rgjected al lsraeli arbitrary
and illegal actions, especialy those that resulted in
the expulsion, deportation and forcible transfers of
Arab populations from the occupied Arab territories;
() condemned the recent attacks perpetrated against
the Arab civilian population in the occupied Arab
territories, especiallly the killing and wounding of
students at the Islamic University of the Arab city of
Al-Khalil on 26 July 1983; (g) caled upon al States
not to provide Israel with any assistance to be used
specificalle/ in connection with settlements in the
occupied ferritories; (h) reaffirmed its determination,
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in the event of non-compliance by Isragl 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 (j)
requested the Secretary-General to report to the
Council within three months on the implementation
of the resolution.

At the 246 | st meeting, on 2 August 1983, the
representative of Israel stated that his 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 severa assail-
ants. He further refuted charges of mass poisoning of
Palestinian schoolgirls at severa schools in the West
Bank and explained that those incidents could not be
blamed on the Isradi authorities. He appedled again
to the Arab neighbours to recognize Israel’s existence
and its right to exist and to negotiate without prior
conditjons.%

At the same meeting, the representative of Jordan,
on behaf of the States members of LAS, introduced
the draft resolution co-sponsored by 20 States and
caled upon the Council to adopt thetext, which was
moderate and well-balanced.

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
balar}ged and that his delegation would abstain in the
vote.

At the same meeting, the draft resolution was put
to the vote recdved 13 votesin favour and 1 againgt,
with 1 abstention, and was not adopted, owing to the
ne%?tlve vote of a permanent member of the Coun-
cil.

Following the vote, the representative of the
United States said that the draft 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 constituted 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 Isradli
settlements were illega. He deplored rhetoric and

larization in the United Nations as they exacer-

ated the relations between the protagonists, instead
of inducing them to come to the bargaining table.?’

Decision of 4 April 1983: statement of the President

By a letter dated 31 March 1983,% the representa-
tive of Irag, 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
Stuation arising from the cases of mass poisoning in
the occupied West Bank.

On 4 April 1983, the President made the followingg
statement on behalf of the members of the Ceumeil:

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 $/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 findings.?"
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i 2328th mtg., paras. 3-19.

11 2329th mtg., paras. 124-152.

M Ibid., paras. 156-161.

B |n S/14832/Rev. |, Operative paragraph 4 was deleted, and
operative paragraphs 5-9 were renumbered as 4-8. In the last
preambular paragraph, the explicit invocation of Articles 39 and
41 was replaced Dy “relevant provisions of Chapter VII'. For the
text, see OR, 37th yr., Suppl. for Jan.-March 1982.

i0 For the vote, see 2329th mtg., pan. 16. See also chap. IV of
the present Supplement.

31 2329th mtg., paras. 168-174,

3 |bid., pans. 196-199,

3 That request was made at the end of the 2329th meeting, ibid.,
paras. 222 and 223.

1 §/14848, adopted without change as resolution 500 (1982),

3 2330th mtg.. pam. 3.
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“lbid., paras. 6 and 7.

M1bid.. paras. |2-20.

3 For the vote, see ibid, para. 22. See also chap. IV of the
present Supplement.

¥ 2330th mtg.. paras. 26-31. The representative of the United
Kingdom expressed similar concerns in explaining his delegation’s
abstent ion.

Y Ibid., paras. 35-38.

41.S/14917, OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1982

4 For the vote and the statement by the President in his capacity
as representative of the United States, see 2334th mtg., paras. 2-8.
See also chap. 111 of the present Supplement.

4 2334th mtg.. paras. 9 and 10.

“ |bid.. paras.14-29.

4 Ibid.. paras. 33-55.

% (GAOR, 36th sess., Suppl. No. 35 (A/36/35), paras. 49-53,

¢ General Assembly resolution 36/120 D.

4 2334th mig., paras. 60-65. Views similar to those expressed by
the first three speakers were expressed at the same meeting by
Egypt, Pakistan and the Syrian Arab Republic, and by Mr.
Maksoud; at the 2338th mtg. by Jordan, Morocco and Turkey; at
the 2340th mtg. by the German Democratic Republic and Iran;
and at the 2344th mtg. by Algeria, Bangladesh, Cuba, India, Iraq.
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Viet Nam. Yemen and Yugoslavia.

4 2334th mtg., paras. 135-141.

% S/14943, OR. 37th yr., Suppl. for April-June 1982. The draft
resolution failed of adoption owing to the negative vote of a
permanent member.

51 2348th mtg., para. 3.

2 fhid., paras. 5-8.

3} For the vote, see ibid. para, 9. See also chap. IV of the present
Supplement.

% 2348th mitg., paras. | 1-15.

5% Ibid., paras. 16-20.

% Ibid , paras. 66-73.

7 §/14967, OR, 37th yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1982.

38S/14969, ibid.

% For the vote and discussion, see 2352nd mtg., paras. 2-7. See
also chap. Il of the present Supplement.

% 2352nd mtg., paras. 8 and 9.

8 /bid., paras. 12-15.

8 |bid., paras. 16-40.

& |bid. paras. 42-49.

# |bid.. paras. 5 1-83.

¢ Ibid. paras. 8694. 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, the USSR and the United Arab Emirates; and
at the 2357th mtg. by Kuwait and Poland.

% S/14985, OR. 37th yr., Suppl. for April-June /982. The draft
resolution was not adopted, owing to the negative vote of a
permanent member.

67 See 2357th mtg.. para. 0|, for the vole. See also chap. IV of
the present Supplement.

8 2357th mtg.. paras. 107-1 16.

$ S/t 5481, OR, 37th yr., Suppl. for Oct.-Dec. 1982.

1 S/15483, ibid.

T For the discussion and vote. see 2401st mtg., paras. 9-16. See
also chap. Il of the present Supplemenl.

2 See 2401st mtg.. paras. 17 and 18.

1 |bid.. paras. 26-44.

4S/14268, dated 25 November 1980, OR, 35th yr., Suppl. for
Oct.-Dec. 1980.

¥ 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 «Rights of the
Palestinian People.

% §/1 5599, OR, 38th yr.. Suppl. for Jan.-March 1983.

M 2412th mtg.

8 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
at 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
representative of the Soviet Union.

® 2414th mtg. Similar views were expressed at the same meeting
by the Netherlands and the United Kingdom.

¥ 2414th mtg.

3 §/15764. OR, 38th yr.. Suppl. for April-June 1983.

8 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 territories.

8 2438th mtg.

# S/15890, OR, 38th yr., Suppl. for July-Sept. 1983.

8 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 representatives 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 Afghanistan, Bahrain, the
Libyan Arab Jamahirtya, Nicaragua, Poland, Saudi Arabia. the
Sudan and Yugoslavia; and at the 2461st mtg. by Djibouti, the
German Democratic Republic, Mauritania, Morocco and Togo.

%5/15895, OR. 38th yr.. Suppl. for July-Sept. 1983. The draft
was not adopted owing to the negative vote of a permanent
member of the Council.

¥ 2461 st mtg.

8 [bhid. See also chap. IV of the present Supplement

8 S§/15673, 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 representative of Israel {S/15674. ibid.. Suppl. for April-
June 1983) rejecting the changes.

% 8/1 5680, OR, 38th yr., Resolutions and Decisions of the
Security Council, 1983. See also the letter dated 5 April 1983 from
the representative of Israel rejecting the Council's statement
(S/15683. ibid.. Suppl. for April-June 1983).

% The Secretary-General submitted a report dated 10 May 1983
to which areport of the Director-General of WHO was annexed
(S/1 5756, ibid.).

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 Councif) a regort' covering the
period from 1 December 1980 to27May 1981. fn his
report, the Secretary-General stated that within the
framework of the mission of good offices entrusted to
him by the Council the intercommuna talks in
Cyprus had continued in a generally constructive
amosphere, athough 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 cam on the idand and in creating the
conditions under which the search for a peaceful
settlement could best be pursued, and he therefore
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
Secretary-General indicated that, following consulta-
tions, tme parties concerned had signified ther
concurrence with the proposed extension.
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At its 2279th meeting, on 4 June 1931, the Council
included the report of the Secretary-Genera in its
agenda under the item “The situation in Cyprus’ and
invited, at their request, the representatives of Cy-
prus, Greece and Turkey® to participate in the
discussion without the right to vote. The Council also
invited Mr. Nail Atalay! to participate under rule 39
of the provisiona rules of procedure. The Council
considered the item at its 2279th meeting.

At the outset of the meeting, the President put to
the vote a draft resolution® prepared in the course of
consultations, which was adopted by 14 votes in
favour to none against, with no abstentions, as
resolution 486 (1981).% The resolution reads as
follows:

The Security Council,

Tak;‘ng noreof the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of 27 May 198 1,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also thatthe Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1981,

Reaqffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and |9 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

|. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period ending on 15 December 1981,

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within rhe framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing.
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 30 November 1981.

Following the vote, the Secretary-General assured
the Counafthat he was takingsteps to give effect to
the resolution just adopted. Concerning his mission
of good offices, he referred to his report’ of 27 May
1981 and observed that the intercommunal talks’
were scheduled to enter a more active phase at the
beginning of July.?

The representative of Cyprus stated that both his
biannual appearance before the Council and the
resolution just adopted, while essential for the preser-
vation of peaceful conditions, were at the same time
a sad commentary on the ability of the United
Nations to apply the principles of the Charter and the
peremptory norms olpii nternational law to a small and
defenceless country in whose case they had been
violated. He noted that while the talks were till aive
they had as yet produced no results whatsoever, and
he hoped that when he appeared before the Council
again in six months time he would have something
positive to report on them.?

The representative of Greece asserted that the
extension of the mandate of UNFICYP represented
an admission of failure on the part of the United
Nations in its misson of guaranteeing the indepen-
dence and territorial integrity of its Members, partic-
ularly the small countries. Despite the praiseworthy
efforts of the Secretarﬁ-General and his colleagues
and the dedication ofthe Force no real progress had
been made in the dialogue. The intercommunal talks

had reached a 1umin§-poi nt and could not be extend-
ed indefinitely, and this might be the last opportunity
to achieve an agreement which would maintain the
independence, unity, territorial integrity and non-
aignment of the Republic of Cyprus.!

Mr. Nail Atalay stated that the reference in the
resotution to the Greek Cypriot administration as the
so-called Government of Cyprus made the resolution
unacceptable to the Turkish Cypriot side. He stressed
that the principle of the equality of the two commu-
nities must be maintained whenever and wherever
there had to be a reference to the intercommunal
talks or to the respective status of each commumt(.
Moreover, the modus operandi of UNFICYP would
have to be changed and its mandate revised accord-
ingly, since under the terms of resolution 186 (1964),
which provided that it was to prevent a recurrence of
fighting and contribute to the restoration of law and
order and a return to normal conditions, it had no
legitimate function to perform in the north of
%)garus. If UNFICYP were adjusted to the present
redities of Cyprus, 30 per cent of its personnel would
suffice to control the cease-fire lines and thus ade-
%atel fulfil its mandate. In addition, the wording of
the fifth preambular paragraph and paragraph two of
the resolution did not accurately reflect the fact that
the intercommunal talks had been resumed and were
continuing on the basis of the Secretary-General’s
opening Statement of 9 August 1980,!" which incor-
porated the high-level agreement of 12 February
1977, the 10-point agreement of 19 May 1979 and
other important elements, however, he would not
insist on a change in the wording so as not to create
an impasse.'?

The representative of Turkey asserted that in the
current circumstances the discussion in the Council
was both inappropriate and harmful to the search for
a solution by means of the intercommunal negotia-
tions. His Government was satisfied at the continua-
tion of the intercommunal talks, which were the only
vaid means for arriving at a just and lasting solution
to the problem of Cyprus, and reiterated its support
for, and co-operation with, the Secretary-General in
his mission of good offices. However, he objected to
references to the “Government of Cyprus ' in the
Secretary-General’s report and in the third preambu-
lar paragraph of the resolution the Council had just
adopted. His delegation’s position conceming that
titte was well-known and remained unchanged, and
adl of Turkey’s reservations regarding previous Coun-
cil resolutions referred to in the current resolution
remained unchanged. He noted as well that the
Council had not adopted the wording his delegation
had proposed for paragraph 2 of the resolution,
which would have referred to the Secretary-General’s
statement of 9 August 1980 as providing the
framework for the resumption of the intercommunal
talks, and stressed that his Government nevertheless
interpreted the text of the resolution, and particularly
It'hgi r?}‘erence to the resumption of the talks, in that
ight.

Decision of 14 December 1981 (2313th meeting):
resolution 495 (198 1)

On 1 December 198 |, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted a report!* covering the period from 28 May to
30 November 198 1. He noted that duri gg the period
under review UNFICYP had continued to perform
its peace-keepingfunctions by supervising the cease-
fire lines, providing security 1n the area between the
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lines, looking after the safety and welfare of Cypriots
residing in areas under the control of the other
community and supporting relief operations co-ordi-
nated by the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). These activi-
ties had made a major contribution to maintainin

cam in the island. During the same period the searc

for a solution of the Cyprus problem had undergone a
rapid evolution, with both sides in the intercommu-
na talks submitting new or revised proposals which
included for the first time concrete arrangements as
the proposed basis for a comprehensive settlement.
On 22 October 198 1, the Specia Representative of
the Secretary-Genera had submitted on his behalf an
evaluation paper drawn up in the exercise of his
mission of good offices which analysed the positions
of the parties. The Secretary-General expressed the
hope that the consideration of that paper would mark
the beginning of a new and fruitful phase in the
search for a negotiated settlement. He concluded
that, under the circumstances, the continued pres-
ence of UNFICYP remained necessary and recom-
mended to the Council that it extend the mandate of
UNFICYP for a further period of six months. In an
addendum” dated 14 December 198 |, the Secretary-
General indicated that, following consultations, the
concerned parties had signified their concurrence
with the proposed extension.

At its 2313th meeting, on 14 December 1981, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
in its agenda and invited, a their request, the
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey's to
participate in the discussion without the right. to
vote. The Council also invited Mr. Nail Atalay'? to
participate in accordance with rule 39 of its provi-
sional rules of procedure. The Council considered the
item at its 2313th meeting.

The President drew the attention of the members
of the Council to a draft resolution’* prepared in the
course of consultations, which he then put to the
vote. It was adopted unanimously'® as resolution 495
(198 1), and reads as follows:

The Security Council.

Taking mote of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of | December 198 |,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Sccurity Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond I5 December 1981,

Reaffirming the provisions of ils resolution 186 (I 964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period. ending on 15 June 1982;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 31 May 1982.

In explanation of the vote, the representative of
China pointed out that, for historica and political
reasons, China had until then adhered to a well-

known position vis-d-vis United Nations peace-keep
ing operations. However, having taken into consider-
ation the changes in the international arena and the
evolution in the role of the peace-keeping operations,
his delegation would from then on actively consider
and support such United Nations peace-keeping
operations as were conducive to the maintenance of
international peace and security and to the preserva-
tion of the sovereignty and independence of the
States concerned., in strict conformit){ with the pur-
poses and principles of the Charter.?

The Secretary-General observed that after amost
18 years of United Nations involvement in Cyprus
the ‘problem was ill far from a solution, Ieadlgg
some, perhaps, to question whether the Unit
Nations road to peaceful accord, involving the con-
current use of peace-keepng and good ces, had
judtified its political and inancial cost. However,
considering the enormously complex pattern of con-
flicting interests involved., 1t would have been idle to
look towards an immediate solution. By managing
effectively to keep the threatening situation on the
round under control and maintaining the peace, the
fJnited Nations had helped to create conditions
conducive to the search for a political settlement of
the underlying dispute. Instead of confrontation
there had been ira ual movement, and the pace of
that movement had been distinctty accelerated over
the past few months. He appealed to al the parties
concerned not to allow impatience to obscure a sober
assessment of the progress achieved, nor to lose sight
of the great distance that remained to be travelled.
Cdling for greater efforts, greater restraint and more
concrete achievements, he concluded that the path
had been charted, and while the obstacles were
formidable, he was convinced that with the co-opera-
tive efforts of al concerned they could be over-
come.*’

The representative of Cyprus indicated that his
Government found the Secretary-General’s evalu-
ation of the status of the negotiations helpful and
hoped it would pave the way to a more productive
phase in the talks. However, 1t had never been meant
to form the basis for the negotiations, which was, and
aways would be, the United Nations resolutions and
the two high-level agreements, including the priorit
on Varosha. He noted that, as a gesture of good wil |.
his Government had agreed to the adjournment of
the debate on the question of Cyprus during the
thirty-fifth session of the General Assembly in the
previous year and again during the current year's
regular Assembly session, ‘but “if the talks did not
reiister progress within a reasonable time they would
ask for, and have, a full-fledged debate and a
resolution during a resumed session of the Assemb_lux
That was not meant as a threat, but if the other side
did not reciprocate his Government’'s good will,
determination and bona fides to achieve progress
then they would have to act to safeguard the interests
of their country,. both in the United Nations and in
every other avallable forum.**

The representative of Greece stated that, while
UNFICYP had contributed greatly to the sabiliza
tion of the situation in Cyprus and was rendering
invaluable services to al the Cypriots, it would be a
fatal mistake to consider th%é:)eace-keepi ng operation
as a goal in itself. He claimed that it was because the
Turkish Cypriot proposals had been so unsatisfactory
that the Secretary-General had found it necessary to
play a more active role in the negotiations within"his
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mandate of good offices, and had thus presented the
parties with his evatuation of the various aspects of
the problem, which the Government of Cyprus had
accepted as a vehicle for advancing the negotiations.
His Government found that to be a constructive and
helpful step, and was committed to helping to find a
solution that would be consistent with the relevant
resolutions of the General Assembly and the Council
and the high-level agreements of 1977 and 1979.3

Mr. Nail Atalay reiterated his objection to the
terminology referring to the Government of Cyprus
contained 1n the resolution just adopted, and once
a%am referred to the need to dter the modus operandi
of UNFICYP. In addition, he asserted that the fifth
yreambular paragraph and paragraph 2 of the resolu-
ion did not accurately reflect the actual basis on
which the taks were continuing, which now included,
in addition to those elements he had mentioned at
the Council’s 2279th meeting in connection with
resolution 486 ( 198 1), the Secretary-General’s recent
evauation paper. The Turkish Cypriot side sup
ported the efforts of the Secretary-General and had
accepted the evaluation paper as the framework and
the basis for the intercommunal negotiations. He
stressed that the Cyprus problem was a matter
between the two communities and that a just and
lasting solution could be found only through inter-
communa talks held on an equa footing. The
Turkish Cypriot side was determined to do dl it
could to keep the process of the intercommunal talks
alive, despite the unconstructive attitude of the other
side. 2

The representative of Turkey declared that, follow-
ing 16 months of uninterrupted talks, the intercom-
munal talks had reached a crucial stage, The Turkish
Government endorsed the view eé,oressed by the
Secretary-General concerning his evaluation paper in
aragraph 56 of his report and fully supported the
urkish Cypriot proposal that the retary-Gener-
a’s evauation paper should congitute the frame-
work for the intercommunal negotiations. He regret-
ted that the resolution lacked any encouragement for
the two communities along the lines of paragraph 56
of the Secretary-General’s report. Commenting on
the reference to the Government of C}/prus contained
in the third preambular paragraph of the resolution
just adopted, the Turkish representative stated that
Turkey did not recoghize that status as belonging to
the leaders of the Greek Cypriot community, who
had placed themselves in the position of usurpers of
that title. The Republic of Cyprus would not have a
lega and legitimate government until, through the
intercommunal  negootiations, the bicommunal es-
sence of the Republic guaranteed by internationa
treaty had been restored, with each community
having its own federated state within a biregiona and
bicommunal framework.

Decision of 15 June 1982 (2378th meeting): resolu-
tion 510 (1982)

In a report? covering the period from 1 December
1981 to 3 1 May 1982, submitted on | June 1982, the
Secretary-General noted that duringthe period under
review the search for a negotiated, just and lasting
settlement of the Cyprus problem had entered a new
phase. Under the auspices of his Special Representa
tive the two interlocutors at the intercommunal talks
had embarked on a systematic review of the man
elements of the congtitutional aspect using the evalu-
ation paper as a framework for the tatks. They had

succeeded in arriving at “points of coincidence” in a
number of cases, which did not mean that the major
substantive elements of the Cyprus problem were
about to be resolved, but that they were being
systematically reconsidered, reformu lated and re-
duced. When this task had been completed it would
dill be necessary to undertake the politicaly chal-
lenging enterprise of devising solutions for major
constitutional and territorial Issues. The Secretary-
General concluded that the continued presence of
UNFICYP remained necessary and recommended to
the Council that it extend the mandate of UNFICYP
for a further period of six months. In an addendum
issued on 14 June 1982¥ the Secretary-General
stated that the parties concerned had agreed to the
proposed extension.

At its 2378th meeting, on 15 June 1982, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-General
in its agenda and invited, at their request, the
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey? to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote. The Council aso invited Mr. Nal Atalay?
under rule 39 of the Council’s provisiona rules of
procedure. The Council considered the report of the
Secretary-General at its 2378th meeting.

At the beginning of the 2378th meeting, the
President put to the vote a draft resolution that had
been prepared in the course of consultations. The
draft resolution received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 510 (I 982).3' It
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Taking mote of the report of the Secretary-Genera on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of | June,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1982,

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) and other
relevant resolutions.

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on |8 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on 15 December 1982;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report On the implementation of the present
resolution by 30 November 1982.

The representative of Cyprus stated that the prob-
lem o was not one of dfferences bewen the
two communities or of religious differences, but
rather a problem of the invasion and occupation of a
small, non-aligned country striving to protect its
independence against the expansionist policy of a
large and power ful neighbouring country. Pointing to
the strategic location of Cyprus and to the number of
years that the problem had been before the General
Assembly and the Council, he stated that the problem
of Cyprus was international in nature, and directly
affected the peace and security of the area and of the
world in general. Despite the provisions of the many
resolutions adopted by the Assembly and the Council
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there had been no withdrawal of the Turkish troops,
no refugees had been permitted to return to their
homes, and the intercommunal talks had failed to
achieve any progress on matters of substance.

He caled upon the Council and countries not
members of the Council to bring pressure to bear
upon Turkey to end its aggression and to withdraw
its troops from Cyprus. He referred to the proposal of
the President of the Republic of Cyprus for the total
disarmament and demilitarization o prus and the
creation of a mixed Greek-Turkish priot police
force under the control of an international United
Nations police force, and cited the positive response
of his President to the proposa of the Prime Minister
of Greece, who had offered to withdraw the Greek
contingent stationed in Cyprus under the 1960
Agreements® provided that the Turkish troops were
also withdrawn and a United Nations police force
was stationed in Cyprus. Pledﬁm his country’s
support for the strengthening of the United Nations,
he declared that if the world community, through the
United Nations, did not choose to give the Organiza
tion the means to carry out its task there would be no
end to the aggressive use of force.?

The representative of Greece stated that free and
meanin gx);ll ngotiatiqns between the Greek Cypriots
and the Turkish Cypriots were inconceivable as long
as a substantial part of the Republic of Cyprus
remained under military occupation. Since both
communities were concerned about their security his
Government had proposed that, aong with the
Greek contingent, the Turkish troops should with-
draw from Cyprus and an enlarged United Nations
peace-keeping force should be established. His Gov-
ernment was willing to assume all the additiona
expenses that such an increase of the Force would
entail. After that step, intercommunal talks should
start with a view to drafting a constitution which
would be based on internationally recognized safe-
guards for the protection of minorities. A demilitari-
zation of the Republic of prus, coupled with
international guarantees, should complement the
settlement in order to meet further security demands
of the parties concerned.™

Mr. Nal Ataday affirmed that, as stated in the
report of the Secretary-General, progress was begin-
ning to be made at the intercommunal talks. How-
ever, the Turkish Cypriot community was concerned
about the future c},the talks as a result of certain
actions of the Greek Cypriot leaders and certain
statements by the Prime Minister of Greece.35

The representative of Turkey noted at the outset
that, in the light of the positive developments that
had taken place since the resumption of the inter-
communal talks and the fact that the search for a
solution in Cyprus was continuing steadily, his
Government would have wished to avoid a discus-
sion that was certain to involve acrimonious ex-
changes, whereas the renewal of the mandate of
UNF%CYP was a formality. He further stated that, in
the view of the Turkish Government, the encourage-
ment of the intercommunal talks was the best way to
arrive at a solution. "1n Typrus, and any action or
initiative that could jeopardize the talks or encourage
those who desired to mtemationalize the problem
should be avoided as it would result in a breakdown
of the talks between the two communities.

Decision of 14 December 1982 (2405th meeting):
resolution 526 (I 982)

On 1 December 1982, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted to the Council a report” on UNFICYP
covering the period from 1 June to 30 November
1982. He indicated that the new phase of his mission
of good offices, which had been initiated at the
intercommunal talks on 7 January 1982, had contin-
ued at a steady pace and in a constructive atmo-
sphere during the reporting period. The interlocutors,
who continued to fellow the evaluation paper sub-
mitted by his Special Representative, had completed
the discussion of almost al of the constitutional
aspects and were about to begin an examination of
the territorial aspect. He hoped that the parties
concerned would demonstrate the political will nec-
essary to undertake the next phase of the negotiations
as soon as possible. The Secretary-General concluded
that the continued presence of UNFICYP remained
necessary, and recommended to the Council that it
extend the mandate of UNFICYP for a further
period of six months. In an addendum issued on 13
December 1 982,% the Secretary-General stated that
the parties concerned had agreed to the extension.

At its 2405th meeting, on 14 December 1982,
following the inclusion of the Secretary-Genera’s
report in the agenda, the Council invited, at their
request, the representatives of Cyprus, Greece and
"l_"urkeyi" to participate in the discussion without the
I’I?ht to vote, and invited Mr. Nail Atalay® under
rule 39 of its provisional rules of procedure. The
Council considered the report of the Secretary-Gen-
era at its 2405th meeting.

The President drew the attention of the Council to
a draft resolution*! prepared in the course of consul-
tations, which he then BUt to the vote. The draft
resolution was adopted 15 votes in favour*? as
Irasolution 526 (1982). The resolution reads as fol-
Ows:

The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in CYPrus of | December 1982,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mcndation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 December 1982,

Reajﬁrming the provisions of its resolution 186 (1964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

1. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on 15 June 1983;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Requeststhe Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good oflices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 31 May 1983.

The representative of Cyfprus declared that the
principle of the non-use of force in international
relations enshrined in Article 2, paragraph 4, of the
Charter of the United Nations was being violated in
Cyprus and stated that if the resolutions and deci-
sions of the United Nations continued to be disre-
%arded the reputation of the Organization would be
urther eroded, as its credibility depended upon its
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living up to its decisions. Rﬁardi ng the intercommu-
na talks, he maintained that, except for identifying
the negotiating positions of both sides, no substan-
tive progress had been achieved since the last renewal
of UNFICYP. He hoped that the Council would
follow developments in Cyprus vigilantly and con-
tinue to recognize its sPecial responsibility towards
Cyprus and Its people. ¥

~ The representative of Greece asserted that the
intercommunal talks had been dedling mainly with
minor issues, creating a totally misleading impression
of progress. He recaled that, in addition to the
proposa for an enlargement of UNFICYP, his
Government had proposed that the situation be re-
examined by a speciad committee of the United
Nations or by an international conference. Since
Turkey had taken a negative stand with regard to
those proposals it might be time for the Council to
exert its influence on Turkey in order that it might
abide by the resolutions of the General Assembly and
the Council.*

Mr. Nail Atalay reaffirmed the Turkish Cypriot
community’s support of the intercommunal talks as
the best means available for the solution of the
problem of Cyprus and stated that interference by
parties not directly involved would only harden the
positions of the parties. He urged that "the Council
encourage negotiations in conditions of equality
between the two national communities and restrain
al interference. His people hoped that the Council
would induce the two communities to resolve their
differences through talks on the basis of the princi-
Pl& and a§1reements they had concluded between
hemsdves. +

The representative of Turkey stated that his Gov-
ernment considered it essential to safeguard the
intercommunal  negotiations, especially at a time
when they were suffering a set-back, and declared
that the problem would not be solved by invoking
unrealistic recommendations that had been reected
by the Turkish community of Cyprus and Turkey.
Rejecting the view that the question of Q{Iprus was a
problem born of military intervention, he asserted
that the Turkish community of Cyprus and Turke
had used the right of self-defence in accordance wit
the Treaty of Guarantee to recreate the state of
affairs provided for in the Cypriot Constitution, but
this time in a sound and durable manner, which
could not be other than as a federation. The Turkish
armed forces would remain on the territory until the
conclusion of a fina agreement betweéen al the
parties because, as experience had unfortunately
shown, international forces had never been able to
ensure the full security of populations.*

Decision of 15 June 1983 (2453rd meeting): resolu-
tion 534 (1983)

In his report dated 1 June 1983, covering the
eriod from 1 December 1982 to 31 May 1983, the
retary-General stated that the intercommunal
talks had continued regularlg/ on the basis of his
evaluation paper, but noted that following the adop
tion on 13 May 1983 of General Assembly resolution
37/253 the leaders of the Turkish Cypriot community
had announced their decision not to attend the
meeting of the talks scheduled for 31 May 1983. He
hoped that the talks could be continued as soon as
possible on the existing, mutualy acceptable basis
and had strengthened his persona” involvement with-
in the framework of his mission of good offices. It

was his intention to follow up on the work done
during the current phase of the talks in order to give
fresh impetus to the talks. He appealed to all
concerned to show restraint. The Secretary-General
concluded that the continued presence of UNFICYP
remained necessary and recommended to the Coun-
cil that it extend the mandate of the Force for
another six months. In an addendum dated 14 June
1983,% the Secretary-Genera stated that the parties
concerned had agreed to the proposed extension.
At its 2453rd meeting, on IS5 June 1983, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-Generd
in its agenda and invited the representatives of
Canada, Cyprus, Greece and Turkey,® a ther
refw&ct, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote. The Council aso invited Mr. Nail
Atalay*® under rule 39 of its provisiona rules of
procedure. The Council considered the item at its
2453rd and 2454th meetings, on 15 June 1983.

At the outset of the 2453rd meeting, the President
put to the vote a draft resolution® prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations. The draft
resolution was unanimously adopted as resolution
534 (1983). The resolution reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of | June 1983,

Noting the concurrence of the parties concerned in the recom-
mendation by the Secretary-General that the Security Council
should extend the stationing of the United Nations Peace-keeping
Force in Cyprus for a further period of six months,

Noting also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
view of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond 15 June 1983,

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (I 964) and other
relevant resolutions,

Reiterating its support of the ten-point agreement for the
resumption of the intercommunal talks which was worked out at
the high-level meeting on 18 and 19 May 1979 at Nicosia under
the auspices of the Secretary-General,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period, ending on |5 December 1983;

2. Notes with satisfaction that the parties have resumed the
intercommunal talks within the framework of the ten-point
agreement and urges them to pursue these talks in a continuing,
sustained and result-oriented manner, avoiding any delay;

3. Reguests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 30 November 1983.

The representative of Cyprus stated that the
United Nations resolutions were as far as ever from
being implemented, and that as a result the problem
of Cyprus continued to pose a grave threat to the
peace of the region and to international peace and
security in general. Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot
leader had embarked on new secessionist steps
directed against the territoria inte%rity and unity of
Cgfrus, and were undermining the intercommunal
talks. He reected the Turkish argument that the
Cypriot Government’s efforts to internationalize the
question of Cyprus while negotiations were going on
were contrary to the spirit of the intercommunal
talks. The talks were held to solve the internal aspects
of the problem, whereas the international aspects
were matters rightly to be considered by the United
Nations. Furthermore, the talks originated from
Council and Genera Assembly resolutions, and since
the Assembly had called for the talks it was appropri-
ate and necessary on the part of his Government to
keep that body informed and to request its further
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assistance in the search for a solution. He expressed
regret that following the adoption by the Assembly of
resolution 37/253, whose operative paragraph 16
welcomed the intended initiative of the Secretary-
General, Turkey had refused to respond to the
Secretary-General’s call for a meeting to discuss his
intended initiative. He reiterated his Government’s
support for negotiations under the auspices of the
Secretary-General and appealed to the Turkish side
to abandon its present policies and to work at the
negotiating table to reach a just and durable solution
based on relevant United Nations resolutions and
high-level agreements.*0

Mr. Nail Atalay stated that the problem of Cyprus
existed because there was no Government by the
consent of the two communities on the island, and he
cited his own presence before the Council as a clear
indication that the Greek Cypriot administration did
not represent the Turkish Cypriot people. The at-
tempt to split the problem into an internal and an
external factor was redly an attempt to prevent
Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots from arresting the
Hellenization of the idand. Decisions of the United
Nations and other international bodies which ig-
nored the rights and status of the Turkish Cypriot
community only made an agreed political settlement
more difficult. He stated categorically that General
Assembly resolution 37/253, which, infer gfja, “cals
upon all States to support and help the Government
of the Republic of Cyprus’-meaning the Greek

priot administration-to  exercise “sovereignty
and control over the entire territory of Cyprus’, was
totally unacceptable to the Turkish Cypriot side. It
was the understanding of the Turkish Cypriots that,
if and when the negotiations started, that resolution
would not be taken into consideration. The Turkish
Cypriot side had decided to reassess its position in
the light of resolution 37/253; he affirmed, however,
that the Turkish Cﬁpriots would continue to co-
operate fully with the Secretary-General and were
determined to continue the negotiating process in a
spirit of good will and with a constructive attitude.
He deplored the fact that some of the States contrib-
uting troops to UNFICYP had departed from their
traditional equidistant Eoswe by voting in favour of
resolution 37/253 and hoped that they would return
to the position of not taking sides in the dispute in
order to retain the impartiait[)(/ that was essentia to
the car?'lng out of peace-keeping operations in
Cyprus.5

_ At the Council's 2454th meeting, the representa-
tive of Canada noted that, as a troop contributor to
UNFICYP, his Government remaned willing to
assst in the peacek |n% process but was anxious to
ensure that there would be tangible evidence that the
complementary process of peace-making was pro-
gressing. The formation and maintenance of
UNFICYP had provided the necessary stable condi-
tions under which the peace-keeping process should
have succeeded long ago. The United Nations had
done all that was possble to create and maintain
those conditions in Cyprus, but UNFICYP of itself
could not bring about an intercommunal settlement.
His Government believed that the falure to achieve
a hegotiated settlement and a return to peaceful
condifions was attributable to a lack of Wllron the
part of the parties to make the necessary difficult
compromises and called upon them to enter into
serious and fruitful discussionsin aSﬁl rit of good will
and compromise. Noting that neither the patience

nor the resources of Canada were without limits, he
reaffirmed Canada' s strong support for the Secretary-
General in his efforts to give fresh impetus to the
negotiating process and expressed the hope that all
interested countries would do likewise.?

Decision_of 18 November 1983 (2500th meeting):
resolution 54 1 (1983)

On |5 November 1983, the representatives of the
United Kingdom,** Cyprus®* and Greece’*® addr
separate letters to the President of the Council calling
for an urgent meeting of the Council to consider the
situation In Cyprus. In requesting the meeting, the
reé)resentative of Cy'&)rus stated that on 15 November
1983 the so-called Assembly of the “Turkish Feder-
ated State of Kibris’ had proclaimed an independent
State in the part of the territory of the Republic of
Cyprus which was under military occupation by
Turkey in an attempt to secede from the Republic of
Cyprus. The purported secession was in clear viola-
tion of specific provisions of Council resolutions and
created an explosive situation that threatened the
independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and
unity of the Republic of Cyprus and jeopardized
international peace and security. His Govemment
requested that the Council take urgent and effective
action to dea with that grave development in
accordance with the relevant provisions of the Char-
ter.

At its 2497th meeting, on 17 November 1983, the
Council included the three letters in its agenda. The
following representatives were invited, at their re-
quest, to participate in the discussion without the
right to vote: at the 2497th meeting, the representa
tives of Australia, Canada, Cyprus, Greece, India,
Romania, Seychelles, Sri Lanka, Turkey and Yugo-
davia a the 2498th meeting, the representatives of
AI%%ia, Cuba and Democratic Yemen; and at the
2500th meeting, the representative of Egypt.’ At the
2498th meeting, the Council invited Mr. Rauf Denk-
tag*’ to participate in the discussion under rule 39 of
its provisiona rules of procedure. The Council
consdered the item at its 2497th to 2500th meetings,
on 17 and 18 November 1983.

At the 2497th meeting, the Secretary-Genera
stated that the matter before the Council concerned
the announcement on 15 November of a Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus and the issuance of a
declaration in which that entity was described as an
independent State. He had been informed of the
announcement by a letter from the leader of the
Turkish Cypriot community, Mr. Denktas, and had
responded with an expression of his deep regret at the
announcement, which he considered contrary to the
resolutions of the Security Council and at variance
with the high-level agreements of 1977 and 1979, and
an appeal to all those involved to exercise the utmost
restraint.

The Secretary-General told the Council that, based
on the suggestion made by Mr. Denktas on 1
October, his' Special Representative had arrived in
Cyprus on 14 November to begin consultations
regarding a high-level meeting between the leaders of
the two communities, which was meant to pave the
way for a resumption of serious intercommunal
nedotiations. Against that background, he felt con-
strained to express once again his deep disappoint-
ment at the action taken on 15 November. However,
Mr. Denktas had informed him that the proposal for
a high-level meeting under the auspices of the
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Secretary-General remained valid and that the good
offices of the Secretary-General and the negotiations
must continue.

The Secretary-General stated that he was deter-
mined to attempt to induce the parties to return to
the search for an agreed, just and negotiated settle-
ment, and to that end he would utilize to the fullest
the presence at the United Nations of high-ranking
representatives of all concerned. Regarding the situa
tion on the idand, he informed the Council that
access to the north of C\éprus had been temporarily
closed prior to the Turkish Cypriot announcement
and had been reopened shortly thereafter. The situa
tion remained calm, and the presence of UNFICYP
provided a measure of assurance that the calm would
not be disturbed.’

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Cyprus de-
clared that his Government considered the declara
tion of the independence of the entity described as
the “Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus’ null and
void, and that all States were duty-bound to recog-
nize no Cypriot State other than the Republic of
Cyprus. He asserted that Turkey was solel(}/ responsi-
ble for the purported declaration of independence,
and that the Denktas régime was a mere puppet
maintained and controlled by Turkey. Those actions
represented a breach of Turkey’'s obligations under
the Treaty of Guarantee and the Treaty of Establish-
ment and constituted a threat to international peace
and security with implications which extended be-
yond the confines of Cyprus. His Government ap-
peded to the Council to discharge its responsibilities
under the Charter by adopting effective measures
which would reverse the situation in the occupied
part of Cyprus. He urged that the Council serioudy
consider taking effective measures to implement its
own mandatory resolutions, in accordance with the
Charter.’

At the 2498th meeting, Mr. Denktag indicated that
he stood ready to resume the negotiations within the
agreed procedure. As the declaration of indepen-
dence had made clear, the Turkish Cypriot side
favoured continued negotiations under "the good
offices of the Secretary-General and believed that the
declaration of statehood would help the negotiating
process because it underlined the equality of the
parties. The Turkish Cypriot side stood by the 1977
and 1979 summit agreements, the 1980 opening
statement of the Secretary-General and the Secretary-
General’s evauation paper, al of which foresaw the
establishment of a bizonal federal republic.

He charged that the problem of Cyprus existed
because the Greek Cypriots sought to destny the

bicommunality of Cyprus and to make of it a Greek
CyaPriot State, rcle_:%atmg the Turkish riots to the
status of a minority within that State. The recogni-

tion by international force of the Greek Cﬁprlot wing
as the legitimate Government of Cyprus had led the
Greek a(Z}/prlots to feel that they had achieved what
they had set out to achieve and had removed any
incentive for re-establishing a bicommunal State. Mr.
Denktas urged that the Council give Cyprus a chance
to establish bizonal, bicommuna federalism. The
Greek Cypriot call for condemnation and non-recog-
nition of the Turkish C%priot move should be
ignored, for it was only when the world started to
recognize them that the Greek Cypriots would feel
the need to come to the negotiating table.’’

The representative of Turkey contended that the
Turkish yrrlot declaration of Tndependence and the
Turkish military presence in Cyprus were in accord-
ance with the international treaties by which the
Republic of Cyprus had been established. The unilat-
eral amendments by the Greek Cypriots to the 1960
Cypriot Consgtitution were in contravention of the
Treaty of Guarantee concluded between the Republic
of Cyprus, the United Kingdom, Greece and Turkey,
and of the Constitutional Order of Cyprus, which
Turkey, as a guaranteeilg Power, was duty-bound to
preserve and restore. On that basis the Turkish
military continued to protect the Turkish Cy priot
community 1n order to prevent union with Greece
and to restore the conditions that the 1960 Constitu-
tion had aimed at establishing, namely, a bicommu-
nal republic within which the two communities,
under the protection of the appropriate safeguards
and guarantees, could live in peace and security.
States that recognized the Greek Cypriot administra-
tion as the Government of Cyprus were endorsing a
flagrant vidlation of “international law. The Cypriot
State had been co-founded by the two communities;
how then could one of them form a Government to
rule over both? The Council had recognized that the
right to self-determination was exercised in Cyprus
jointly by the two communities, since the Council
considered that only the two communities together
were competent to bring about a negotiated solution.

The Greek Cypriots, however, had persisted in
referring to the Turkish Cyaﬁmt community as a
minority or ethnic group, making it clear that they
had no intention of restoring to it its lega and
legitimate position as co-founder of the Republic.
Turkish Cypriot exasperation had findly led to the
declaration of independence. It was not a secession,
however, for the Twrkish C*priots had proclaimed
themselves bound b{ the Treaties of Guarantee,
Establishment and Allaance which had given birth to
the Republic of Cyprus. The representative of Turke
proposed that the Council should, above al, call
upon the two communities to resume intercommunal
negotiations within the framework of the mission of
good offices of the Secretary-General. It should take
mto account the willingness of the Turkish Cypriots
to negotiate and refrain from judgements based on
distortions and prejudices. Unilateral condemnation
of the Turkish community in Cyprus would aggravate
its exasperation but would never deflect it#ém its
aspiration for equality, protected and sustained by
Turkey.?’

The representative of Nicaragua stated that the
decision to declare an independent Turkish Cypriot
State was unacceptable because it destroyed the
unity, independence, soveragn'gl and territorial in-
tegnty of a Member State. It endangered internation-
a peace and security, violated Article 2, paragraph 4,
of the Charter, and violated relevant decisions of the
General Assembly and Council, in particular, Assem-
bly resolutions 3212 (XXI)g and 37/253 and Council
resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975), which formed
the foundation on which the search for a solution
should be based. The two communities in Cyprus
must come to an agreement between themselves
without interference. The Council should promote
the efforts of the Secretary-General to achieve a
negotiated solution, should declare the Turkish Cy-
g{lot action null and void and should cal upon
Member States not to recognize the declaration of
independence.*®
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The representative of Australia, noting that his
Government was a troop contributor to UNFICYP,
called upon al parties to alow the Force to carry out
its mandate unimpeded and stated that if the Force
were placed in jeopardy his Government would have
to review the participation of its contingent.

At the outset of the 2499th meeting, the President
(Malta) brought to the Council’s attention a draft
resolution® submitted by the United Kingdom.®!

At the same meeting, the representative of Paki-
stan asserted that without an appreciation of the
circumstances leading to the decision to proclaim the
independence of a Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus it would be impossible to arrive at a correct
judgement on it. That decision was attributable to
the neglect shown by the internationa communig/1
regarding the interests and concerns of the Turki
Cypriots and to the failure of the Greek Cypriot
leadership to mitigate the misgivings of their Turkish
compatriots. A resolution condemning the Turkish
Cypriot community, whose co-operation was a sine
qua non for the re-establishment of the unity of
Cyprus, would aggravate the situation, and an at-
tempt to isolate the Turkish Cypriot community
would impede the resumption of the intercommunal
negotiations and the resolution of the problem. The
Turkish Cypriot declaration was not an irreversible
act of secession. The Turkish Cypriot community
had expresdly reaffirmed its desire for the resumption
of negotiations and the continuation of the SecretarK-
General’s mission of good offices. Therefore, the
representative of Pakistan urged the Council to
strengthen the hand of the Secretary-General to
continue his good offices in Cyprus.®

At the 2500th meeting, the representative of
Guyana expressed the view that the draft resolution
to be adopted by the Council should have con-
demned the Turkish Cypriot declaration of indepen-
dence as being in defiance of the United Nations, and
in particular of resolutions 365 (1974) and 367
(1975). The Council should have declared that the
United Nations would not accord any recognition to
the so-caled ind%Pendent entity, and an
should have been directed to Member States not to
recognize it. However, his delegation appreciated the
effort made by the authors of the draft resolution and
in a spirit of compromise would vate in favour.®?

The representative of Turkey rejected the first
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution because
of its reference to the Government of the Republic of
Cyprus and, defending the legitimacy of the Turkish
Cypriot community’s right to self-détermination and
its decision in the exercise of that right to create its
own independent State, he further rejected the sec-
ond, third and fourth preambular paragraphs and
operative paragraphs 1, 2 and 7. He expressed
surprise that, “contr to the Council’s normal
practice, the draft resolwtion contained no reference
to the r;?otiations between the two communities,
and stated that the onlﬁ_poss'_bi lity for the Secretary-
General to conduct his mission of good offices
outside the framework of the intercommunal negotia-
tions would be between two independent Cypriot
States and with their prior consent. He concluded
that, as the draft resolution was based on a distortion
of historical events and showed no concern for an
equitable approach to the two communities of Cy-
prus, Turkey would reject it in its entirety.s?

The representative of the United Kingdom stated
that the draft resolution sponsored by his delegation
reflected the views of his Government: it deplored
the action by the Turkish Cypriot community, which
was incompatible with the treaties governing the
establishment of the Republic of Cyprus, and it
recognized only one riot State, under the Gov-
ernment of President Kyprianou. His Government
hoped that the intercommunal negotiations would be
resumed, and that could best be done through the
Secretary-General, whose statement of 17 November
his Government warmly welcomed and whose efforts
it fully supported.t

The representative of Pakistan noted that his
delegation had proposed certain amendments to the
draft’ resolution circulated by the United Kingdom
and regretted that those proposals had not received
the attention they deserved from the Council. The
draft resolution had contained a reference to the
intercommunal negotiations, which Pakistan consid-
ered essential, and whose deletion from the revised
version of the draft resolution rendered that draft
unacceptable.5?

At the same meeting, the draft resolution®® was
adopted by 13 votes in favour to | against, with 1
abstention, as resolution 54 1 (1983). The resolution
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Having heard the statement of the Foreign Minister of the
Government of the Republic of Cyprus,

Concerned at the declaration by the Turkish Cypriot authorities
issued on 15 November 1983 which purports to create an
independent State in northern Cyprus,

Considering that this declaration is incompatible with the 1960
Treaty concerning the establishment of the Republic of Cyprus
and the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee,

Considering, therefore, that the attempt to create a “Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus” is invalid, and will contribute to a
worsening of the situation in Cyprus.

Reaffirming its resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975).

A ware of the need for a solution of the Cyprus problem based on
the mission of good offices undertaken by the Secretary-General.

Affirming its continuing support for the United Nations Peace-
keeping Force in Cyprus,

Taking note of the Secretary-General's statement of 17 Novem-
ber 1983,

. Deplores the declaration of the Turkish Cypriot authorities of
the purported secession of part of the Republic of Cyprus;

2. Considers the declaration referred to above as legally invalid
and calls for its withdrawal;

3. Calls for the urgent and effective implementation of its
resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975);

4. Requests the Secretary-General to pursue his mission of good
oflices. in order to achieve the earliest possible progress towards a
just and lasting settlement in Cyprus;

5. Calls upon the parties to co-operate fully with the Secretary-
General in his mission of good ofTices;

6. Calls upon all States to respect the sovereignty, independence,
territorial  integrity and non-alignment of the Republic of Cyprus;

7. Calls upon all States not to recognize any Cypriot State other
than the Republic of Cyprus;

8. Culls upon all States and the two communities in Cyprus to
refrain from any action which might exacerbate the situation;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council
fully informed.

The representative of the Soviet Union stated that
his delegation had voted in favour of the resolution
in the belief that it adequately met the needs of the
situation and that it had been guided by the fact that
the text was acceptable to the Govemment of Cyprus.
However, he maintained that the Zurich-London
agreements referred to in the preambular part of the
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resolution had been imposed upon Cyprus and
represented a serious curtailment of the sovereignty
ofp the Republic of Cyprus, that the guarantees
envisioned therein were essentially used to serve
interests that were aien to the Cypriot people, and
that they had failed both in the past and in the
current circumstances to prevent armed intervention
and other acts amed at splitting up the State of
Cyprus.®?

Mr. Denktag responded to the adoption of the
resolution by reiterating the position he had ex-
pounded a the Council’s 2498th meeting. He
stressed that, even if the entire world recognized the
present admmistration as the legitimate Government
of Cyprus, his people would never do so. The only
solution was to reestablish the bicommunal, bizonal
federal system with the aid, help and good offices of
the Secrétary-General, for which the Turkish Cypriot
community “remained ready.s?

Decision of 15 December 1983 (2503rd meeting):
resolution 544 ( 1983)

On 1 December 1983, the Secretary-General sub-
mitted a report® on the United Nations operation in
Cyprus covering the period from | June to 30
November 1983. He noted with regret that, despite
intensive efforts on his part in cooperation with the
parties concerned, the search for a settlement of the
problem of Cyprus had suffered a set-back during the
?erlod' under review. In his meetings with the parties
ollowing the action of the Turkish Cypriot commu-
nity of 15 November 1983 he had strongly urged
them to observe al of the provisions of resolution
541 (1983) and had drawn their attention to the call
for their cooperation in his mission of good offices.
He stated that the chances for success In his efforts
would depend on the cooperation of the parties
involved and their willingness to engage in serious
negotiations. The Secretary-General concluded that,
based on the situation on thegrround and political
developments, the presence ofUNFICYP remained
indispensable,. and he recommended a further six-
month extension of its mandate. In an addendum®
dated 15 December 1983, the Secretary-Genera
infformed the Council that the Governments of
Cyprus, Greece and the United Kingdom had agreed
to the proposed extension.

At its 2503rd meeting, on 15 December 1983, the
Council included the report of the Secretary-Genera
in its agenda and invited, at their request, the
representatives of Cyprus, Greece and Turkeyt® to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vote, and aso invited Mr. Nail Atalay®’ under rule 39
of its provisiona rules of procedure. The Council
considered the item at its 2503rd meeting.

The President drew the Council’'s attention to a
draft resolution®® prepared in the course of consulta-
tions, which he then put to the vote. The draft
resolution received 15 votes in favour and was
adopted unanimously as resolution 544 (1983). It
reads as follows:

The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on the United
Nations operation in Cyprus of 1 December 1983,

Noting the recommendation by the Secretary-General that the
Security Council should extend the stationing of the United
Nations ~Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus for a further period of six
months,

.Noling also that the Government of Cyprus has agreed that in
VIEW of the prevailing conditions in the island it is necessary to
keep the Force in Cyprus beyond ]§ December 1983,

Reaffirming the provisions of its resolution 186 (I 964) and other
relevant resolutions,

I. Extends once more the stationing in Cyprus of the United
Nations Peace-keeping Force established under resolution 186
(1964) for a further period. ending on IS June 1984;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his mission of
good offices, to keep the Security Council informed of the progress
made and to submit a report on the implementation of the present
resolution by 31 May 1984;

3. Calls upon all the parties concerned to continue to co-operate
with the Force on the basis of the present mandate.

The representative of Pakistan expressed regret
that the resolution just adopted contained certain
elements that had no direct bearing on the extension
of the mandate of UNFICYP. He cited the third and
fourth preambular paragraphs, which had remained
unchanged despite the objection of the Turkish
Cypriot community, and pomted out that the second
Preambular paragraph had been atered to indicate,
or the first time, that the resolution did not enjoy the
agreement of all the parties concerned. The resolu-
tion retained the reference to “other relevant resolu-
tions’ contained in the fourth preambular Bgr%graph,
despite his delegation’s suggestion that it el eted
because of its implicit incclusion of resolution 541
(1983), which Pakistan and the Turkish Cypriot
community had rejected. It a'so made no reference to
the intercommunal talks and the important agree-
ments that had been reached both within and outside
the United Nations framework. Nevertheless, his
delegation had voted in favour of the draft resolution
in order to underscore the importance it attached to
the United Nations peace-keeping role and the
continued presence of UNFICYP 1n Cyprus.8’

The representative of Cyprus referred to resolution
541 (1983) and stated that mere condemnat