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Chapter IX

Middle East

The search for a peaceful settlement to the con-

flict in the Middle East and its key issue, the

Palestine problem, continued in 1985. The General

Assembly, the Security Council and several other

United Nations bodies considered various aspects

o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  P a l e s t i n e

quest ion—seen as  the core  of  the  confl ic t—

incidents and disputes between individual Arab

States and Israel, the situation in Lebanon and

in the territories occupied by Israel, and Palestine

refugees. The United Nations continued to main-

tain two major peace-keeping operations in the

r e g i o n ,  t h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  D i s e n g a g e m e n t

Observer Force (UNDOF) in the Golan Heights

and the United Nations Interim Force in Leba-

non (UNIFIL).

The Assembly again endorsed the call for an

International Peace Conference on the Middle

East, stressing the need to convene it without delay.

The question of Palestine continued in 1985 to

be a concern of the Assembly and its Committee

on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the

Palestinian People (Committee on Palestinian

rights). The Assembly adopted resolutions asking

for the situation relating to the question to be kept

under review, inviting co-operation with the Com-

mittee and the Secretariat’s Division for Pales-

tinian Rights, and requesting the Department

of Public Information to continue its special in-

formation programme on the question.

The Assembly also again dealt with the status

of Jerusalem.

The Middle East situation, with particular em-

phasis on the Palestine question, was also con-

sidered by the Security Council at four meetings

in October.

In July, a meeting of various United Nations

bodies and funds assessed progress towards a co-

ordinated assistance programme for Palestinians.

Both the Economic and Social Council and the

Assembly requested that  the United Nat ions

system intensify its efforts, in co-operation with

the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), to

provide economic and social assistance.

PLO was accused by some Members of being

involved in several terrorist attacks that took place

during the year. In what it said was a retaliatory

act ion,  Israel  bombed PLO headquarters  in

Tunisia on 1 October, killing and wounding many

persons. The act was condemned by the Security

Council. Palestinians, said to be members of a

PLO faction, on 7 October hijacked the Italian

cruise ship Achille Lauro, during which incident a

passenger was killed and thrown overboard. Coun-

cil members condemned the hijacking and all acts

of terrorism.

Throughout the year, the Secretary-General

c o n t i n u e d  c o n s u l t a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  L e b a n e s e

Government and other parties involved in the

ongoing conflict in Lebanon. Despite those efforts,

the positions of the parties remained far apart. In

January, Israel announced a three-phase plan for

unilateral redeployment and withdrawal of its

forces. During the third phase in May/June, Israel

Defence Forces (IDF) withdrew progressively,

handing their positions over to the “South Leba-

non Army” (SLA), which was supported by IDF,

in an area to be maintained as a “security zone”—a

strip of land north of the international border.

During and af ter  the  wi thdrawal ,  both  the

number and intensity of attacks by Lebanese

resis tance groups against  Israel i  forces and

Lebanese irregulars armed and controlled by them

increased sharply. In part of its area of deploy-

ment, UNIFIL was confronted with many positions

which overlapped those manned by IDF and/or

local Lebanese forces, mainly SLA, in the security

zone. Attacks by Lebanese groups gave rise to

countermeasures by Israeli and associated forces

and led to frequent and dangerous confrontations

between those forces and UNIFIL.

The Security Council considered the situation

in Lebanon in February/March and again in May.

It called for an end to the violence against civilians

and for measures to alleviate their suffering. Dur-

ing the year, the Council extended the mandate

of UNIFIL twice, in April and October, each time

for six months.

The 1981 bombing by Israel i  a i rcraf t  of  a

nuclear research centre near Baghdad, Iraq, was

again taken up in 1985. The Assembly requested

the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

to consider additional measures to ensure that

Israel undertook not to attack or threaten to at-

tack peaceful nuclear facilities, and reaffirmed that

Iraq was entitled to compensation. The IAEA

General Conference, in September, noted that

Israel had committed itself not to attack peaceful

nuclear facilities.

The Assembly, as well as the Commission on

Human Rights, dealt with the situation in the Syrian

Golan Heights since Israel’s December 1981
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decision to impose its laws, jurisdiction and ad-

ministrat ion on that  terr i tory.  The Assembly

again declared that decision to be illegal and that

the decision and Israel’s occupation constituted

a n  a c t  o f  a g g r e s s i o n .  U N D O F  c o n t i n u e d  t o

supervise the observance of the cease-fire be-

tween Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic in the

Golan Heights area. The Security Council twice

i n  1 9 8 5  e x t e n d e d  U N D O F ’ s  m a n d a t e  f o r  s i x

months, in May and November.

The Assembly approved appropriat ions for

UNDOF for operations from 1 June 1985 to 31

May 1986 totalling more than $36 million, and

appropriated some $142 million for UNIFIL’s

operations from 19 April 1985 to 18 April 1986.

It also authorized suspension of certain provi-

sions of the Financial Regulations of the United

Nations that would otherwise have required sur-

render of some funds to States.

The Secretary-General reviewed the rates of

reimbursement  to  t roop-contr ibut ing States .

The Assembly retained the current rates, last

revised in 1980, but asked him to review them at

least every two years.

T h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  T r u c e  S u p e r v i s i o n

Organization continued to assist the two peace-

keeping forces in the Middle East—UNDOF and

UNIFIL—in the performance of their tasks, and

maintained two observation groups of its own in

Beirut, Lebanon, and in Egypt.

The situation in the territories occupied by

Israel as a result of previous armed conflicts was

again considered by the Assembly and its Special

Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Af-

fecting the Human Rights of the Population of

the Occupied Territories (Committee on Israeli

practices). The Committee observed that there

was a continuing deterioration in the respect for

the civil, political, economic, social and cultural

rights of the population of the territories.

The Assembly adopted seven resolutions deal-

ing with specific aspects of the Committee’s

report. It condemned and demanded that Israel

desist from a number of policies and practices,

among them action that would change the legal

status and composition of the Palestinian and

other  Arab terr i tor ies  occupied s ince 1967,

i n c l u d i n g  t h e  S y r i a n  G o l a n  H e i g h t s ,  a n d

demanded that  Israel  comply with the 1949

Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of

Civilian Persons in Time of War, that it release

Ziyad Abu Eain and other Palestinian prisoners,

that  i t  rescind the measures  taken expel l ing

Palestinians and that it ensure the freedom of

educational institutions.

The Security Council considered the situation

in the occupied territories during two meetings

in September,  but  did not  adopt  any formal

decisions.

In March, the Secretary-General organized a

seminar on remedies for the deterioration of the

economic and social conditions of the Pales-

tinians in the territories. Affirming that Israeli

occupation was contradictory to the basic re-

quirements for their development, the Assembly

requested the Secretary-General to organize by

April 1987 a seminar on development projects to

improve their living conditions.

In June 1985, the Secretary-General submitted

a study on Israeli economic practices in the ter-

ritories and a progress report on lifting Israeli

restrictions and on projects to facilitate the ter-

ritories’ economic development. The Assembly

and the Economic and Social Council requested

a report on Israeli financial and trade practices in

the territories, and called for the lifting of Israeli

restrictions and facilitation of the establishment of

a seaport and citrus and cement plants.

The Secretary-General reported that in June

Israel had ceased all work on a planned canal link-

ing the Mediterranean Sea and the Dead Sea. The

Assembly requested that he monitor any new de-

velopment relating to the project.

Emergency operations in Lebanon dominated

relief efforts in 1985 of the United Nations Relief

and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the

Near East (UNRWA). In addition, UNRWA con-

tinued to assist Palestinian refugees in Jordan, the

Syrian Arab Republic, the West Bank and the

Gaza Strip, providing education, health and relief

services.

UNRWA activities and various aspects of the

Palestine refugee problem were addressed by the

Assembly,  which adopted 11 resolut ions on

assistance to Palestine refugees, the Working

Group on the Financing of UNRWA, assistance to

displaced persons, scholarships for higher educa-

tion and training, Palestine refugees in the Gaza

Str ip,  rat ion dis tr ibut ion,  return of  refugees

displaced s ince 1967,  revenues derived from

refugee properties, refugee protection, refugees in

the West Bank, and a proposed University of

Jerusalem for Palestine refugees.

Topics related to this chapter. Disarmament:

Israeli nuclear armament. International peace and

security: review of peace-keeping operations.

Mediterranean: other related questions. Institu-

tional machinery: other institutional questions-

for t ie th anniversary of  the United Nations.

Economic assistance, disasters and emergency

relief: emergency relief and assistance—Lebanon.

Human rights: human rights violations—Middle

East. Human settlements: political, economic and

social issues—human settlements in the territories

occupied by Israel. Women: status of women—

Palestinian women. Legal aspects of international

political relations—prevention of terrorism.
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Middle East situation

The situation in the Middle East continued to

be unstable and the search for a peaceful settle-

ment of the conflict there remained elusive despite

intensive efforts by the United Nations and in-

dividual Member States, the Secretary-General

stated in an October 1985 report.(1) While the

positions of the various parties to the conflict re-

mained far apart, there was wide acceptance of

Security Council resolution 242(1967)(2) which

spelt out two important principles for a settlement:

the withdrawal of Israel’s forces from territories

it occupied, and respect for and acknowledgement

of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political

independence of every State in the area and their

right to live in peace within secure and recognized

boundaries. There was also wide agreement that

there must be a satisfactory resolution of the

Palestine problem based on recognition of the

legitimate rights of the Palestinian people, in-

cluding self-determination.

Various peace proposals made in 1985 and in

previous years contained important elements that

could contribute to the formulation of a common

approach, the Secretary-General stated. There

were also some signs of flexibility with regard to

the negotiating process. He believed that a new

and determined effort should be made to explore

and use United Nations machinery to enhance the

search for a settlement in the Middle East.

The convening of an International Peace Con-

ference on the Middle East was widely seen as one

of these possibilities. The Secretary-General, in
March,(3) reported on Security Council consulta-

tions on the question. The Committee on Pales-

tinian rights, in its annual report to the General

Assembly,(4) expressed the conviction that a con-

ference would provide an opportunity for all the

parties to participate in negotiations which should

lead to a just and lasting solution.

By resolution 40/168 A, the Assembly dealt with

a variety of issues related to the Middle East situa-

tion Reaffirming its conviction that the question

of Palestine was the core of the conflict in the

region, it declared once more that peace in the

Middle East was indivisible and must be based on

a comprehensive, just and lasting solution under

United Nat ions auspices  and on the basis  of

Un i t ed  Na t ions  r e so lu t i ons .  By  r e so lu t i on

40/96 D, it again endorsed the call for the conven-

ing of a peace conference, stressing the need for

addit ional  construct ive efforts  to convene i t

without delay.

Communications. In connection with the Mid-

dle East situation, communications were addressed

during the year to the Presidents of the General

Assembly and of the Security Council and to the

Secretary-General. By letters of 10 January(5) and

2  D e c e m b e r , ( 6 )  I s r a e l  d r e w  t h e  S e c r e t a r y -

General’s attention to what it called some of the

extreme examples of  anti-Semitic rhetoric in

United Nations forums during November and

December 1984, among them statements made

before the Assembly by Iran, Jordan and Saudi

Arabia, and by Bahrain and Iraq in committee.

There was a trend emerging at the United Na-

tions, Israel said, allowing such rhetoric to be prac-

tised with ever-growing impunity, traceable to the

1975 Assembly resolution(7) equating Zionism

with racism. Israel urged the Secretary-General

to  condemn the recurrent  outbreaks of  ant i -

Semitic rhetoric and consider ways of preventing

those breaches of the Charter of the United Na-

tions and of the 1948 Universal Declaration of

Human Rights.(8)

On 6 May,(9) Italy transmitted a declaration on

the Arab-Israeli conflict, adopted by the Ministers

for Foreign Affairs of the 10 member States of the

European Community (EC) at the fifty-seventh

Ministerial Meeting on European Political Co-

operation (Luxembourg, 29 April). The Ministers

stated that they welcomed recent moves towards a

reactivation of the negotiation process in the search

for a solution to the conflict, notably an agreement

reached at Amman on 11 February between Jor-

dan and the Palestinians which contained a com-

mitment to negotiations in accordance with United

Nations resolutions. Such initiatives, in their opinion,

deserved encouragement and a positive response;

no effort should be spared to facilitate a dialogue

between all the parties. The Ten reconfirmed their

willingness to contribute to a comprehensive set-

tlement on the basis of the principles of recogni-

tion of the rights of all States in the region, including

Israel, to existence and security, and the right of

the Palestinians to self-determination.

On 16 May,(10) the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

transmitted to the Security Council President a let-

ter of 15 May from the Secretary of the People’s

Committee of the People’s Bureau for Foreign

Liaison of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. It charged

Israeli deployment of nuclear missiles in the Syrian

Golan and Negev Desert areas. That deployment,

the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya stated, was a serious

threat to peace and security in the region and the

world. It signalled an escalation in aggression

against the Arab nation, laid the groundwork for

occupation operations and posed the threat of at-

tack against Arab cities and vital installations. The

act was a flagrant violation of international treaties

and United Nations resolutions, flouted repeated

appeals to States to accede to the 1968 Treaty on

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,(11)

heightened tension in the region, and placed the

Arab nation in a position obliging it to exercise
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its right of self-defence under the United Nations

Charter, as long as the Security Council did not

take immediate steps to remove the threat of those

missiles. The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya reserved the

right to request the convening of the Council.

On 19 August,(12) Morocco transmitted to the

Secretary-General the Final Communiqué of the

Extraordinary Summit Conference of Arab States

(Casablanca, 7-9 August), which stressed the need

for Arab solidarity and continued collective Arab

commitment to the principles of the 1982 Twelfth

Arab Summit Conference at Fez, Morocco.(13) By

a  l e t t e r  o f  2 8  A u g u s t , ( 1 4 )  t h e  S y r i a n  A r a b

Republic pointed out that the Casablanca Com-

muniqué did not express a unanimous Arab posi-

tion owing to the fact that live Arab States, in-

c lud ing  i t s e l f ,  h ad  no t  pa r t i c i pa t ed  i n  t he

Conference and more than half of the Arab heads

of State had been absent from it.

On 18 September,(15) Madagascar transmitted

a number of resolutions adopted by the Council

of Ministers of the Organization of African Unity

(OAU) at its forty-second ordinary session (Addis

Ababa, Ethiopia, 10-17 July). By one of them,

OAU affirmed total support for the Arab countries,

victims of Israeli aggression; it recommended that

member States renew their firm determination not

to establish or re-establish diplomatic ties with

Israel and urgently appealed to the international

community to exert effective pressure on Israel in

all  fields to coerce it to comply with OAU decisions.

In a communique of the co-ordination meeting

o f  t he  Min i s t e r s  f o r  Fo re ign  Af fa i r s  o f  t he

Organization of the Islamic Conference (New

York, 9 October), Israel’s rejection of United Na-

tions decisions was condemned. The meeting

demanded that the international community take

the necessary measures, including sanctions, to en-

sure that Israel abided by the Charter and inter-

national law. The communiqué was transmitted

by Yemen on 15 October.(16)

Reports of the Secretary-General. In an Oc-

tober report,(1) the Secretary-General said that in

recent contacts with leaders of the parties con-

cerned, he had gained the impression that they

were fully conscious of the dangers a further delay

in finding an agreed settlement of the Middle East

problem could entail for the region and beyond.

While the positions of the various parties to the

conflict remained far apart, the Secretary-General

noted that there was general acceptance of Security

Council resolution 242(1967)(2) and wide agree-

ment that the Palestine problem must be resolved

sa t i s f ac to r i l y ,  ba sed  on  r ecogn i t i on  o f  t he

legitimate rights of the Palestinian people, in-

cluding self-determination.

During recent years, a number of peace pro-

posals had been put forward by Governments.

They included the proposals made in September

1982 by the United States President,(17) by the

USSR,(13) and by the Fez Summit Conference in

its Declaration,(13), as well as the proposals of the

USSR made in July 1984.(18) In addition, there

was the peace initiative of Jordan’s King Hussein

based on an agreement reached in February 1985

with PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat, under which

Jordan and PLO would move together towards a

just and peaceful settlement and towards the ter-

mination of Israeli occupation of Arab territories.

Although those proposals for various reasons were

so far unacceptable to one or another of the par-

ties, they all contained important elements that

could contribute to the formulation of a common

approach.

The Secretary-General also noted signs of flex-

ibility with regard to the negotiating process. To

enable the parties to embark on such a process,

a generally acceptable procedure had to be found,

with the full support of Governments in a posi-

tion to help. He felt that, despite the existing dif-

ficulties, a new and determined effort should be

made to explore the various possibilities of the

United Nations machinery to promote progress in

the Middle East peace process.

In this context, the Secretary-General reported

that he had pursued his contacts with the parties

and others concerned regarding the search for a

peaceful settlement, including the convening of an

international conference as recommended by the

Assembly (see p. 268). In the evolution of a set-

tlement, the Security Council could play a vital

role, but other avenues of the United Nations

could also be explored.

The Secretary-General  annexed to  another

report(19) replies from 13 countries, received by 18

October 1985, on their implementation of three

1984 Assembly resolutions: in two of them,(20) the

Assembly had called on States to adopt a number

of  measures concerning mil i tary,  economic,

diplomatic and cultural relations with Israel; by

the third,(21) it had called again on States that had

transferred their diplomatic missions to Jerusalem

to abide by United Nations resolutions.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, the General Assembly

adopted, by recorded vote, resolution 40/168 A

on the situation in the Middle East.

The General Assembly,

Having discussed the item entitled “The situation in the
Middle East”,

Reaffirming its resolutions 36/226 A and B of 17
December 1981, ES-9/1 of 5 February 1982, 37/123 F
of 20 December 1982, 38/58 A to E of 13 December
1983, 38/180 A to D of 19 December 1983 and 39/146 A
to C of 14 December 1984,

Recalling Security Council resolutions 425(1978) of 19
March 1978, 497(1981) of 17 December 1981, 508(1982)
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of 5 June 1982, 509(1982) of 6 June 1982, 511(1982) of

18 June 1982, 512(1982) of 19 June 1982, 513(1982) of

4 July 1982, 515(1982) of 29 July 1982, 516(1982) of 1

August 1982, 517(1982) of 4 August 1982, 518(1982) of

12 August 1982, 519(1982) of 17 August 1982, 520(1982)

of 17 September 1982, 521(1982) of 19 September 1982

and 555(1984) of 12 October 1984,

Taking note of the reports of the Secretary-General of

11 March 1985,(3) 24 September 1985(19) and 22 Oc-

tober 1985,(1)

Reaffirming the need for continued collective support

for the resolutions adopted by the Twelfth Arab Sum-

mit Conference, held at Fez, Morocco, on 25 November

1981 and from 6 to 9 September 1982, reiterating its

previous resolutions regarding the Palestinian question

and its support for the Palestine Liberation Organiza-

tion as the sole, legitimate representative of the Palestin-

ian people, and considering that the convening of an

International Peace Conference on the Middle East,

under the auspices of the United Nations, in accord-

ance with General Assembly resolution 38/58 C and

other relevant resolutions related to the question of

Palestine, would contribute to the promotion of peace

in the region,

Welcoming all efforts contributing towards the realiza-

tion of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people

through the achievement of a comprehensive, just and

lasting peace in the Middle East, in accordance with

the United Nations resolutions relating to the question

of Palestine and to the situation in the Middle East,

Welcoming  the  world-wide  support  extended  to the just

cause of the Palestinian people and the other Arab coun-

tries in their struggle against Israeli aggression and oc-

cupation in order to achieve a comprehensive, just and

lasting peace in the Middle East and the full exercise

by the Palestinian people of its inalienable national

rights, as affirmed by previous resolutions of the General

Assembly relating to the question of Palestine and to

the situation in the Middle East,

Gravely concerned that the Palestinian and other Arab

territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, still

remain under Israeli occupation, that the relevant

resolutions of the United Nations have not been im-

plemented and that the Palestinian people is still denied

the restoration of its land and the exercise of its in-

alienable national rights in conformity with international

law, as reaffirmed by resolutions of the United Nations,

Reaffirming the applicability of the Geneva Conven-

tion relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in

Time of War, of 12 August 1949, to all the occupied

Pales t in ian  and  o ther  Arab  te r r i to r ies ,  inc lud ing

Jerusalem,

Reaffirming  also  all  relevant  United  Nations resolutions

which stipulate that the acquisition of territory by force

is inadmissible under the Charter of the United Nations

and the principles of international law and that Israel

must withdraw unconditionally from all the Palestinian

and other Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967,

including Jerusalem,

Reaffirming further the imperative necessity of

establishing a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in

the region, based on full respect for the Charter and the

principles of international law,

Gravely concerned also at the continuing Israeli policies

involving the escalation and expansion of the conflict

in the region, which further violate the principles of

international law and endanger international peace and

security,

Stressing once again the great importance of the time

factor in the endeavours to achieve an early comprehen-

sive, just and lasting peace in the Middle East,

1.       Reaffirms its conviction that the question of Palestine

is the core of the conflict in the Middle East and that

no comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the region

will be achieved without the full exercise by the Palestin-

ian people of its inalienable national rights and the im-

mediate, unconditional and total withdrawal of Israel

from all the Palestinian and other occupied Arab ter-

ritories;

2.      Reaffirms  further  that a just  and comprehensive  set-

tlement of the situation in the Middle East cannot be

achieved without the participation on an equal footing

of all the parties to the conflict, including the Palestine

Liberation Organization, the representative of the

Palestinian people;

3.  Declares once more that peace in the Middle East

is indivisible and must be based on a comprehensive,

just and lasting solution of the Middle East problem,

under the auspices and on the basis of the relevant

resolutions of the United Nations, which ensures the

complete and unconditional withdrawal of Israel from

the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied since

1967, including Jerusalem, and which enables the

Palestinian people, under the leadership of the Palestine

Liberation Organization, to exercise its inalienable

rights, including the right to return and the right to self-

determination, national independence and the establish-

ment of its independent sovereign State in Palestine, in

accordance with the resolutions of the United Nations

relevant to the question of Palestine, in particular

General Assembly resolutions ES-7/2 of 29 July 1980,

36/120 A to F of 10 December 1981, 37/86 A to D of

10 December 1982, 37/86 E of 20 December 1982,

38/58 A to E of 13 December 1983 and 39/49 A to D

of 11 December 1984;

4 .  C o n s i d e r s  t h e  A r a b  P e a c e  P l a n  a d o p t e d

unanimously at the Twelfth Arab Summit Conference,

held at Fez, Morocco, on 25 November 1981 and from

6 to 9 September 1982, and reiterated by the Extraor-

dinary Summit Conference of the Arab States held at

Casablanca, Morocco, from 7 to 9 August 1985, as well

as relevant efforts and action to implement the Fez Plan,

as an important contribution towards the realization of

the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people through

the achievement of a comprehensive, just and lasting

peace in the Middle East;

5. Condemns Israel’s continued occupation of the

Pa les t in ian  and  o ther  Arab  te r r i to r ies ,  inc lud ing

Jerusalem, in violation of the Charter of the United Na-

tions, the principles of international law and the rele-

vant resolutions of the United Nations, and demands

the immediate, unconditional and total withdrawal of

Israel from all the territories occupied since 1967;

6.  Rejects all agreements and arrangements which

violate the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people

and contradict the principles of a just and comprehen-

sive solution to the Middle East problem to ensure the

establishment of a just peace in the area;

7.  Deplores Israel’s failure to comply with Security

Council resolutions 476(1980) of 30 June 1980 and

478(1980) of 20 August 1980 and General Assembly

resolutions 35/207 of 16 December 1980 and 36/226 A
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and B of 17 December 1981; determines that Israel’s deci-

sion to annex, Jerusalem and to declare it as its “capital”

as well as the measures to alter its physical character,

demographic composition, institutional structure and

status are null and void and demands that they be
rescinded immediately; and calls upon all Member
States, the specialized agencies and all other interna-
tional organizations to abide by the present resolution
and all other relevant  resolutions  and decisions;

8.    Condemns Israel’s aggression, policies and prac-
tices against the Palestinian people in the occupied
Palestinian territories and outside these territories, in-
cluding expropriation, the establishment of settlements,
annexation and other terrorist, aggressive and repressive
measures, which are in violation of the Charter and the
principles  of  international law and the relevant inter-
national conventions;

9.      Strongly  condemns the imposition by Israel  of  its
laws,  jurisdiction and administration on the occupied
Syrian Golan Heights, its annexationist policies and

practices, the establishment of settlements, the confisca-

tion of lands, the diversion of water resources and the

imposition of Israeli citizenship on Syrian nationals, and

declares that all these measures are null and void and

constitute a violation of the rules and principles of inter-
national law relative to belligerent occupation, in par-
ticular the Geneva Convention relative to the Protec-
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August
1949;

10. Considers that the agreements on strategic co-

operation between the United States of America and
Israel, signed on 30 November 1981, and the continued

supply of modern arms and matériel to Israel, augmented
by substantial economic aid, including the recently con-

cluded Agreement on the Establishment of a Free Trade
Area between the two Governments, have encouraged
Israel to pursue its aggressive and expansionist policies

and practices in the Palestinian and other Arab ter-

ritories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, have

had adverse effects on efforts for the establishment of

a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the Middle

East and threaten the security of the region;

11.      Calls  once  more upon all States to put an end to the
flow to Israel of any military, economic, financial and

technological aid, as well as of human resources, aimed

at encouraging it to pursue its aggressive policies against

the Arab countries and the Palestinian people;

12.  Strongly condemns the continuing and increasing
collaboration between Israel and the racist régime of
South Africa, especially in the economic, military and
nuclear fields, which constitutes a hostile act against the

African and Arab States and enables Israel to enhance

its nuclear capabilities, thus subjecting the States of the

region to nuclear blackmail;

13.     Reaffirms its call for the convening of an Interna-

tional Peace Conference on the Middle East under the

auspices of the United Nations and on the basis of its

relevant resolutions—as specified in paragraph 5 of the

Geneva Declaration on Palestine and endorsed by

General Assembly resolution 38/58 C of 13 December

1983;

14.   Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

Security Council periodically on the development of the

situation and to submit to the General Assembly at its

forty-first session a comprehensive report covering the

developments in the Middle East in all their aspects.

General Assembly resolution 40/168 A

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  9 8 - 1 9 - 3 1  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

24-nation draft (A/40/L.43 & Add.1); agenda item 38.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Cuba, Djibouti, India, Indonesia, Iraq,

Kuwait, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi

Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Viet Nam, Yemen,

Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: plenary 104-107, 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin,

Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China,

Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic

Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia,

German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,

Hungary,  India, Indonesia,  Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s

Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar,

Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozam-

biqui, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland,

Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,

Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United

Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, El Salvador, France,

Germany, Federal Republic of, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg,

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom, United States,

Abstaining: Antigua and Barbuda, Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Burma, Cam-

eroon, Chile, Colombia, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Fiji, Finland, Grenada,

Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Liberia, Malawi,

Panama, Paraguay, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Samoa, Spain,

Swaziland, Sweden, Uruguay, Zaire.

B e f o r e  a d o p t i n g  t h e  t e x t  a s  a  w h o l e ,  t h e

Assembly adopted paragraph 10 by a recorded

vote of 64 to 33, with 41 abstentions.

Reservations on that paragraph were voiced by

several speakers. The United States found it par-

t i c u l a r l y  r e p u g n a n t  a n d  r e g a r d e d  i t  a s  u n w a r -

ranted interference in its internal affairs, totally

outside the Assembly’s jurisdiction; it rejected the

allegation that its co-operation with and assistance

to Israel threatened the security of the region and

had an adverse effect on peace efforts. Turkey

found the reference to the free-trade-area agree-

ment unhelpful and stressed that its positive vote

d i d  n o t  m e a n  t h a t  i t  f u l l y  a g r e e d  w i t h  t h e

paragraph’s contents. Democratic Yemen, on the

other hand, believed that the paragraph merely

mentioned facts; among those facts was that the

strategic co-operation agreements had encouraged

Israel to commit acts of aggression. Democratic

Yemen believed that the free-trade-area agreement

encouraged Israel not to heed the international will

on negotiations.

Strong reservations on paragraph 10, as well as

on paragraph 11, were also voiced by Sweden. Peru

objected to the interpretation that might be given

to those paragraphs and to paragraph 6, none of

which, it said, recognized the relevance of all the

peace efforts initiated. Reservations on the same

three paragraphs were expressed by Argentina.

Mexico reserved its position in particular on

paragraph 6, Greece on paragraph 12. Albania

had reservations on paragraph 13, as well as on

the second and f i f th  preambular  paragraphs.

General reservations on some of the wording and

provisions of the text were voiced by Ecuador and



Middle East 267

the Philippines; the latter added that resolutions

on the Middle East situation should be balanced

and should not prejudice the sovereign rights of

States to conduct their own international affairs

as they saw fit.

Nepal felt that elements in the text ran counter

to the guiding principles for its Middle East policy,

r e f l e c t e d  i n  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l  r e s o l u t i o n s

242(1967)(2) and 338(1973).(22) Austria could not

support elements in the text which, it felt, not only

aggravated the existing situation but impeded the

search for peace.

The Syrian Arab Republic stated that it had not

joined the sponsors because it objected to the men-

tion of the August Summit Conference of the Arab

States in paragraph 4; at the same time, it em-

phasized its full support of the decisions taken at

the 1982 Fez Summit.(13)

The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya stressed its strong

reservations against anything in the text that could

be interpreted as recognition of the Zionist entity

or of a fait accompli imposed by force in the ter-

ritories.

Israel said that, rather than address in the

resolution the real issues and major conflicts of the

Middle East, the sponsors had averted any initia-

tive towards their solution or even discussion and

instead repeated false accusations.

Seeking to place the entire blame on one party

to the Arab-Israeli conflict, said the United States,

tended to widen rather than to reconcile the dif-

ferences among the parties, thus making any peace

process even more difficult.

New Zealand regretted that the text did not

reflect the balance of principles embodied in

Security Council resolutions and the measured ap-

proach essential to secure the co-operation of all

parties.

Speaking on behalf of the 10 members of the

European Economic Community (EEC), as well as

Portugal and Spain, Luxembourg stated their

serious reservations on the text, saying it contained

aspects which were not in accord with their com-

mon stand on the principles for a comprehensive

settlement; they could not accept formulations

levelling criticisms against a permanent Security

Council member for having exercised its rights in

accordance with the United Nations Charter. Ex-

pressing agreement  with that  view,  Greece

declared its attachment to the Charter principle

proscribing the threat or use of force, and to the

Helsinki Final Act.

Peru would have l iked explici t  mention of

Secur i ty  Counci l  resolut ions  242(1967)  and

338(1973), which it considered an acceptable and

just basis for an agreement. Mexico believed that

a general framework for a Middle East solution

might be found in Security Council and Assembly

resolutions. It considered it urgent and necessary

for the parties to take positions promoting accord

on agreements; the possibility of negotiating an

agreement under international auspices would be

progress towards normalizing political relations in

the area.

Brazil warned that the possibilities of achieving

a solution should not be reduced by diplomatic

isolation of one of the parties to the conflict, even

if that party had been acting in a manner incom-

patible with international law; Israel should not

be offered further excuses to act, because of its

isolation, in further disregard for that law.

Singapore said it supported all efforts aimed at

restoring the rights of the Palestinians and a return

to a just and durable peace in the Middle East;

however, it could not support texts that did not

recognize the legitimate rights of Israel, were selec-

tive and unbalanced in their condemnation or im-

pinged on the sovereign right of third countries

having diplomatic relations with Israel.

In Egypt’s view, the text included many prin-

ciples  for  a  set t lement  to  which i t  adhered,

foremost among them the inadmissibility of the

occupation of the territory of others by force, the

applicability of the 1949 Geneva Convention to the

occupied Arab territories and the condemnation

of the establishment of Israeli settlements in those

territories.

Introducing the draft resolution on behalf of the

sponsors, India stated that recent months had

witnessed a deterioration in the Middle East situa-

tion resulting in further acts of aggression and in-

timidation by Israel; it was important to find an

early solution on the basis of internationally

recognized guidelines and principles and to sup-

port the early convening of an international peace

conference under United Nations auspices.

Also on 16 December, the Assembly adopted

under the agenda item on the Middle East resolu-

tion 40/168 B dealing mainly with the Israeli-

occupied Golan Heights. In that resolution, the

Assembly determined once more that Israel’s

policies and actions confirmed that it was not a

peace-loving Member State ,  that  i t  had per-

sistently violated the Charter principles, and that

it had carried out neither its obligations under the

Charter nor its commitments as a United Nations

Member. The Assembly called on all Member

States to refrain from supplying Israel with any

weapons and related equipment and to suspend

any military assistance to it; to refrain from ac-

quir ing weapons or  mil i tary equipment  from

I s r a e l ;  t o  s u s p e n d  e c o n o m i c ,  f i n a n c i a l  a n d

technological assistance to and co-operation with

it; and to cease, individually and collectively, all

dealings with Israel in order totally to isolate it.

It also urged non-member States to act in accord-

ance with the resolution, and made a similar call
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on the specialized agencies and other international

organizations.

In resolution 40/5, the Assembly requested the

Secretary-General to continue to strengthen co-

operation with the General Secretariat of the

League of Arab States for the purpose of im-

plementing United Nations resolutions relating to

the Palestine question and the Middle East situa-

tion, in order to achieve a just, comprehensive and

durable solution.

Proposed  peace conference

In 1985, the General Assembly stressed the

urgent need for constructive efforts by all Govern-

ments for the convening of an International Peace

Conference on the Middle East, as called for by

the 1983 International Conference on the Ques-

t ion of  Palest ine.(23)  The Secretary-General

reported on ongoing consultations concerning the

proposed conference, including the question of

participants, and the Committee on Palestinian

rights expressed the conviction that a conference

provided an opportunity for all the parties con-

cerned to participate in negotiations.

Communica t ion .  On 15  October  1985, (16)

Yemen, as Chairman of the Organization of the

Islamic Conference, transmitted to the Secretary-

General  a  communiqué of  the co-ordinat ion

meeting of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of that

organization (New York, 9 October). Among other

matters, the communiqué condemned Israel’s re-

jection of the Assembly’s decision to hold an Inter-

national Peace Conference on the Middle East,

with the participation of all parties concerned, in-

cluding PLO.

R e p o r t s  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n

March,(3) the Secretary-General reported on his

continued efforts, in consultation with the Security

Council, with regard to the convening of an Inter-

national Peace Conference on the Middle East, as

the General Assembly had requested in 1984.(24)

He stated that in January 1985 he had asked for

the Council’s views. The President had replied that

he had held bilateral talks with all members,

almost all of which were in favour of the principle

of holding such a conference. Many felt that it

should be convened as early as possible; others

considered that the conditions for such a step had

not yet been met. The Secretary-General said he

intended to pursue consultations, as he had been

invited to do by the Council members, and would

inform the Assembly and the Council of any new

developments.

In his October report(1) on the situation in the

Middle East, the Secretary-General stated that he

had pursued his contacts with the parties to the

Middle East conflict and with others concerned

regarding the search for a peaceful settlement, in-

cluding the convening of an international con-

ference. In commenting on the difficulties en-

countered, he had suggested on several occasions

that the machinery of the Security Council be used

to enhance that search. He had been kept in-

formed of efforts made by Jordan’s King Hussein

to bring about negotiations within the framework

of an international conference.

Recommendations of the Committee on Pales-

tinian rights. In its annual report to the

Assembly, 4, the Committee on Palestinian rights

(see p. 273) expressed its conviction that an inter-

national conference would provide a comprehen-

sive opportunity for all the parties concerned to par-

ticipate in negotiations which should lead to a just

and lasting solution of the Palestine question. The

Committee was encouraged by the responses it had

received in the course of its official visits so far to

the capitals of a number of Security Council

members. The Committee recommended that the

Assembly renew the Secretary-General’s mandate

for contacts regarding preparations with a sense

of urgency, and appealed to all countries to exert

their best efforts for a successful outcome.

Also at the seminars and symposia of non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) held under

United Nations aegis (see p. 273), the view was

strongly held that the convening of an interna-

tional conference was a priority which offered the

best and most comprehensive approach to a just

and lasting solution to the Palestine question.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 12 December 1985, under the agenda item

on the question of Palestine, the General Assembly

adopted resolution 40/96 D by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 38/58 C of 13 December 1983
and 39/49 D of 11 December 1984, in which it, inter alia,

endorsed the convening of an International Peace Con-
ference on the Middle East,

Reaffirming its resolution  39/49 D, in which it, inter alia,

requested the Secretary-General, in consultation with
the Security Council, to continue his efforts with a view

to convening the Conference,
Having considered the reply of the President of the

Security Council to the Secretary-General. dated 26
February 1985, in which he, inter alia, stated on the sub-
ject of the Conference:  “In this context, members of the
Council  invite  the Secretary-General to continue con-
sultations on the subject in any manner he deems ap-
propriate in the light of General Assembly resolution
39/49 D.“,

Having  considered  again  the reports of the Secretary-
General of 13 March 1984 and 13 September 1984, in
which he stated, inter alia, that it was clear from the
replies of the Governments of Israel and the United
States of America that they were not prepared to par-
ticipate in the proposed Conference, and regretting the
continued negative response of these two Governments
and the lack of willingness to reconsider their position
towards the Conference,
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Having considered the reports of the Secretary-

General of 11 March 1985 and 22 October 1985, in

which he, inter alia, referred to the difficulties ex-

perienced in his efforts made the previous year with

a view to convening the Conference,

Having heard the constructive statements made by

numerous  representa t ives ,  inc luding  tha t  o f  the

Palestine Liberation Organization,

Taking note of the positive positions of the concerned

parties, including the Palestine Liberation Organiza-

tion, and of other States on the convening of the Con-

ference,

Taking note also of the position of the Palestine

Liberation Organization which condemns all acts of

t e r r o r i s m ,  w h e t h e r  c o m m i t t e d  b y  S t a t e s  o r  i n -

dividuals, including acts of terrorism committed by

Israel against the Palestinian people and the Arab

nation,

Reiterating once again its conviction that the convening
of the Conference would constitute a major contribu-

tion by the United Nations towards the achievement

of a comprehensive, just and lasting solution to the

Arab-Israeli conflict,

1. Takes note with appreciation of the reports of the
Secretary-General;

2. Reaffirms again its endorsement of the call for

convening the International Peace Conference on the

Middle East in conformity with the provisions of its

resolution 38/58 C;

3. Stresses the urgent need for additional construc-

tive efforts by all Governments in order to convene the

Conference without further delay and for the achieve-

ment of its peaceful objectives;

4. Determines that the question of Palestine is the

root-cause of the Arab-Israeli conflict in the Middle

East;

5. Calls upon the Governments of Israel and the
United States of America to reconsider their positions

towards the attainment of peace in the Middle East
through the convening of the Conference;

6. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation

with the Security Council, to continue his efforts with

a view to convening the Conference and to report

thereon to the General Assembly not later than 15

March 1986;
7. Decides to consider at its forty-first session the

report of the Secretary-General on the implementa-

tion of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/96 D

12 December 1985 Meeting 114 107-3-41 (recorded vote)

14-nation draft (A/40/L.41 & Add.1); agenda item 33.
Sponsors: Afghanistan, Cuba, German Democratic Republic, India, Indonesia,

Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mongolia, Pakistan,

Senegal, Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: plenary 98, 100-103, 114.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain,

Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei

Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Cape

Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Comoros, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,

Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt,

Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic

Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia,

Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Leb-

anon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives Mali,

Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,

Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland,

Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan,

Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,

Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,

Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Canada, Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Chile, Colom-

bia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Finland, France, Ger-

many, Federal Republic of, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras,

Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malawi,

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,

Portugal, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Solomon Islands,

Spain, Swaziland, Sweden, United Kingdom, Zaire.

Before  vot ing on the  text  as  a  whole ,  the

Assembly  adop t ed  pa r ag raphs  2  and  5  by

recorded votes of 111 to 6, with 29 abstentions,

and 89 to 22, with 33 abstentions, respectively.

Recorded votes were also taken on the fourth and

eighth preambular paragraphs: the former was

adopted by 84 votes to 22, with 38 abstentions;

the latter, by 79 to 33, with 32 abstentions.

The Uni ted Sta tes  found unacceptable  the

critical references to its opposition to an interna-

t i o n a l  c o n f e r e n c e  a s  b e i n g  a n  i n t r u s i o n  o n

government  pol icy decisions and harmful  to

peace efforts. A conference as envisaged would

neither yield a constructive examination of the

Middle East question nor contribute to a lasting

solution; instead, it would be an ideological and

propagandistic exercise directed against Israel.

The parties to the conflict should resolve the

issues in direct negotiations among themselves.

The United States also categorically rejected the

charge in  the eighth preambular  paragraph

which it said equated Israel with the perpetrators

of the vicious acts of terrorism that marked the

Middle East.

The one sure and tested road to peace, said

Israel, was through direct negotiations, and it

would welcome a genuine expression of support

for that course by the international community;

those who were not genuinely concerned with

peace and who would like to arrange an interna-

tional conference were actually defeating their

own purposes, because they called for a con-

ference with Israel and at the same time con-

demned it as a non-peace-loving State.

In Canada’s view, a renewed appeal in con-

structive terms for a conference could have held

promise of positive impact. The text, however,

c o n t a i n e d  e x t r a n e o u s  a n d  u n a c c e p t a b l e

language; the inclusion of unsubstantiated con-

troversial accusations and intemperate language

would not  contr ibute  to  an atmosphere  pro-

pitious for peace talks.

Finland said it could not support the text as a

whole because it contained new elements and

unacceptable formulations. Similarly, Sweden

believed that elements, particularly in the sixth,

seventh and eighth preambular paragraphs, had

created a bias which limited the constructive role

the text might have played otherwise. In addi-
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tion, Sweden felt that it could not be the inten-

tion of a resolution to force Governments to a con-

ference or to convene one without their agreement.

Austria reiterated its support in principle for con-

vening a conference; however, it had difficulties

with paragrarph 5 and the wording of some pream-

bular paragraphs and objected to the singling out

of countries for criticism.

New Zealand was disappointed that the text

fai led to take cognizance of  recent  posi t ive

developments and did not reflect accurately the

balance of principles in resolution 242(1967)(2) or

provide a basis for the realistic settlement of the

Palestinian problem; although it saw merit in the

idea of a conference, it did not consider it timely

to convene one until the parties demonstrated the

will to resolve the dispute by peaceful means.

Norway said it could support the proposal to

convene a conference if that was acceptable to all

the parties that were supposed to take part in the

negotiations. The text adopted, however, was un-

constructive; paragraph 5 and the fourth pream-

bular paragraph did not reflect the constructive

steps taken by the United States and Israel dur-

ing the preceding months, and the eighth pream-

bular paragraph did not mention some of the most

serious terrorist activities in the Middle East.

Speaking on behalf of the 10 EC member States,

as well as Portugal and Spain, Luxembourg said

that, although they had no objection in principle

to the holding of an international conference, con-

siderable preparatory work remained. Moreover,

the text adopted seemed to lack balance, par-

ticularly because of the weight it placed on the

views of one of the parties to the conflict. The

eighth preambular paragraph was unacceptable as

it did not reflect the balanced position adopted by

al l  United Nations Members on terrorism in

resolution 40/61 (see LEGAL QUESTIONS, Chapter

I I ) ;  t h e  l a n g u a g e  i n  t h e  f o u r t h  p r e a m b u l a r

paragraph and in paragraph 5 would isolate and

criticize two of the proposed conference par-

ticipants and was therefore not productive.

Reservations, especially on those provisions,

were also expressed by Zaire. Malawi regarded the

eighth preambular paragraph as provocative and

the insinuation in paragraph 5 as not construc-

tive. It believed that, as one of the parties to the

dispute was not prepared to participate, another

agreed method should be adopted. Haiti said the

holding of a conference presupposed the co-

operation of all parties, which meant a halt to

rhetoric; the eighth preambular paragraph merely

added grist to the mill of those who believed it was

not currently appropriate to hold a conference.

Reservations on paragraph 5, as well as on the

fourth and eighth preambular paragraphs, were

also voiced by several others, among them Bolivia,

Malawi, Peru and Venezuela. In Peru’s opinion,

they were not conducive to creating; the best possi-

ble conditions to bring about a conference. Argen-

tina felt that certain ideas in the fourth and eighth

preambular paragraphs were not specifically rele-

vant to the substance of the resolution; the former

tended to prejudge the future attitude of two

sovereign States. With regard to the eighth pream-

bular paragraph, Venezuela felt that one particular

State should not be singled out as being solely

responsible for the terrorist activities in the region

and that a more general statement of the prob-

lem was called for. It believed that a conference

could contribute to peace, provided a number of

conditions were met. Uruguay reiterated reserva-

tions previously expressed in connection with the

documents adopted by the 1983 International

Conference on the Question of Palestine.

Singapore suggested mutual  recognit ion of

Israel and PLO and said the international com-

munity should urge them to pursue a course of

compromise.

Albania, which did not participate in the vote,

felt the two super-Powers would try to manipulate

the conference for their own interests, in rivalry

with each other.

Iran took exception to the use of the term

“Government of Israel”.

Senegal, as Chairman of the Committee on

Palestinian rights, introduced the draft resolution

on behalf of the sponsors, stating that the inter-

national community acknowledged. that an inter-

national conference was the best way to achieve

a comprehensive, just and lasting solution to the

Middle East problem and the Palestine question.

In its work, the Committee had given priority to

efforts to bring about the conference, and it was

strongly encouraged by the positive replies from

Governments.

In a statement after the vote, PLO remarked

that Israel’s terrorist acts against the Palestinians

continued. Those who objected to the eighth

preambular paragraph refused to take note of

P L O ' s  posi t ion,  and those who were speaking

about direct negotiations had it very clear in their

minds that the Palestinians did not exist and that

they had no right to self-determination.

Other action. Both the Commission on Human

Rights and its Sub-Commission on Prevention of

Discrimination and Protection of Minorities, in

resolutions on the Israeli-occupied territories

adopted, respectively, on 26 February(25) and 29

August,(26) welcomed the call to convene an inter-

national peace conference under United Nations

auspices with the participation of all parties on an

equal footing and with equal rights.

United Nations Truce Supervision Organization

In his October 1985 report(1) on the Middle

East situation, the Secretary-General provided an
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overview of the three peace-keeping operations in

the Middle East: the two peace-keeping forces—

UNDOF and UNIFIL (see below, under “Incidents

a n d  d i s p u t e s  b e t w e e n  A r a b  c o u n t r i e s  a n d

Israel”)—and one observer mission, the United

N a t i o n s  T r u c e  S u p e r v i s i o n  O r g a n i z a t i o n

(UNTSO). Apart from assisting UNDOF and UNIFIL

in their tasks, UNTSO maintained two observation

groups of its own, the Observer Group in Beirut,

set up in 1982(27) (see p. 297), and the Observer

Group in Egypt, where about 50 observers have

remained since 1979 with the agreement of the

Government. In addition to a liaison office at

Cairo, the Observer Group in Egypt maintained

five observation posts in the Sinai.

Credentials of Israel

By a letter of 15 October 1985 to the General

Assembly President,(28) 50 States conveyed their

reservations on the credentials of Israel, citing in-

stances where, they charged, Israel was continu-

ing its flagrant and persistent violation of the

United Nations Charter and international law, and

its defiance of United Nations resolutions. The

signatories cited the fact that Israel’s credentials

had been issued in  Jerusalem,  a l though the

Assembly had determined that the 1980 proclama-

tion of the city as the capital of Israel, among other

Israeli legislative and administrative actions, was

null and void (see p. 280). The Assembly had

stated in 1982(29) that Israel’s measures and ac-

tions confirmed that it was not a peace-loving State

and that it had fulfilled neither its Charter obliga-

t i o n s  n o r  i t s  c o m m i t m e n t s  u n d e r  t h e  1 9 4 9

Assembly resolution(30) admitting it to United

Nations membership. The Ministers for Foreign

Affairs of the Organization of the Islamic Con-

ference, by a communiqué adopted in New York

on 9 October 1985, had requested all Islamic coun-

tries to sign the letter.(16)

On 18 October,(31) Israel responded that the at-

tack on its credentials—which had been found in

due  fo rm  and  accep t ed  by  t he  Creden t i a l s

Committee—was an attempt to abuse the creden-

tials procedure. By trying to deny acceptance of

Israel’s credentials in the Assembly, the signatories

persisted in efforts to violate the letter and spirit

of the Charter and the Assembly’s rules of pro-

cedure; Israel was pleased that the overwhelming

majority of Member States recognized and re-

jected that irresponsible action.

Before adopting resolution 40/2 A approving

the first report of the Credentials Committee,(32)

the Assembly, by a recorded vote of 80 to 41, with

20 abstentions, decided not to act on an amend-

m e n t  t o  t h a t  r e p o r t  b y  A l g e r i a ,  B a h r a i n ,

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Iraq, Kuwait, Leb-

anon, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritania,

Morocco,  Qatar ,  Saudi  Arabia,  Somalia ,  the

Sudan, the Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, the

United Arab Emirates and Yemen(33) to reject the

credentials of Israel. The motion to take no ac-

tion was tabled by Sweden on behalf also of Den-

mark, Finland, Iceland and Norway (see p. 396).

Voting procedures

Referring to a motion by the United States(34)

in connection with the vote on a 1984 General

Assembly resolution on the Middle East,(35) the

United Arab Emirates, in a letter of 8 January

1985(36) to the Secretary-General, rejected the

United States interpretation of the applicability to

the resolution of Article 18, paragraph 2, of the

United Nations Charter. According to Article

1 8 ( 2 ) ,  A s s e m b l y  d e c i s i o n s  o n  i m p o r t a n t

questions-including those on the maintenance of

internat ional  peace and securi ty-were to be

adopted by a two-thirds majority. On the basis of

the two precedents cited by the Legal Counsel of

the United Nations, the United Arab Emirates

said, the impression might have been created that

the Assembly’s practice on resolutions dealing with

the question of Palestine in all its aspects required

a two-thirds majority, since they fell within the

purview of Article 18(2). However, it said, there

were contrary precedents emphasizing the ap-

plicability of paragraph 3 of Article 18, which

stipulated that decisions on “other questions, in-

cluding the determination of additional categories

of questions to be decided by a two-thirds ma-

jority”, should be made by a simple majority of

Members present and voting. The trend of the

Assembly’s general practice with regard to resolu-

tions on the Palestine question had been adoption

by a simple, rather than two-thirds, majority.

Replying on 11 January,(37) the Secretary-

General recalled that the opinion given by the

Legal Counsel did not contain an explicit or im-

plicit statement to the effect that under Assembly

practice all resolutions dealing with the Palestine

question required a two-thirds majority. The prac-

tice had varied, a note attached to the letter said;

many of the resolutions relating to the Middle East

situation had received a two-thirds majority, so

that the question had not arisen as to whether or

not they had been adopted under Article 18(2). In

other cases, decisions had been taken that in-

dividual resolutions came under that provision.

REFERENCES

(1)A/40/779-S/17581 & Corr.1. (2)YUN 1967, p. 257, SC

res. 242(1967), 22 Nov. 1967. (3)A/40/168-S/17014. (4)A/40/35.

(5)A/40/77. (6)A/40/966-S/17665. (7)YUN 1975, p. 599, GA

res. 3379(XXX), 10 Nov. 1975. (8)YUN 1948-49, p. 535,

GA res. 217 A (III), 10 Dec. 1948. (9)A/40/291-S/17162.

(10)S/17195. (11)YUN 1968, p. 17, GA res. 2373(XXII), annex,

12 June 1968. (12)A/40/564 & Corr.1. (13)YUN 1982, p. 388.

(14)A/40/584. (15)A/40/666. (l6)A/40/758-S/17570. (17)YUN

1982, p. 387. (18)YUN 1984, p. 259. (19)A/40/668 & Add.1.

(20)YUN 1984, pp.  260 & 323, GA res.  39/146 A & B,



272 Political and security questions

14 Dec. 1984. (21)Ibid., p. 273, GA res. 39/146 C, 14

Dec. 1984. (22)YUN 1973, p. 213, SC res. 338(1973), 22

Oct. 1973. (23)YUN 1983, p. 274. (24)YUN 1984, p. 266, GA

res. 39/49 D, 11 Dec. 1984. (25)E/1985/22 (res. 1985/4).

(26)E/CN.4/1986/5 (res. 1985/16). (27)YUN 1982, p. 475,

SC res.  516(1982),  1 Aug. 1982. (28)A/40/752/Rev.1 &

Rev.1/Corr.1.  (29)YUN 1982, p.  515,  GA res.  ES-9/1,  5

Feb. 1982. (30)YUN 1948-49, p. 405, GA res. 273(III), 11

May 1949. (31)A/40/775. (32)A/40/747, (33)A/40/L.3. (34)YUN

1984  p .  261 .  ( 35 ) Ib id . ,  p .  260 ,  GA r e s .  39 /146  A ,  14

Dec. 1984. (36)A/40/73. (37)A/40/85.

Palestine question

The question of Palestine continued in 1985 to

be a concern of the General Assembly and its

Committee on Palestinian rights. The Assembly,

in December, adopted four resolutions on the

question. By the first (resolution 40/96 A), it re-

quested the Committee to keep under review the

situation relating to the Palestine question as well

as the implementation of the Programme of Ac-

tion for the Achievement of Palestinian Rights,

adopted by the 1983 International Conference on

the Question of Palestine.(1) By the second resolu-

tion (40/96 B), the Assembly invited co-operation

with  the  Commit tee  and the  Uni ted Nat ions

Secretariat’s Division for Palestinian Rights. By

the third (40/96 C), it requested the United Na-

tions Department of Public Information (DPI) to

continue its special information programme on the

Palestine question, and by the fourth (40/96 D),

it reaffirmed its endorsement of the call for an

International Peace Conference on the Middle

East (see p. 268). The Assembly, in resolution

40/168 C, again dealt with the status of Jerusalem,

having determined that Israel’s 1980 decision to

impose its laws, jurisdiction and administration on

the Holy City was null and void.

The Middle East situation, with particular em-

phasis on the Palestine question, was also con-

sidered by the Securi ty Counci l  during four

meetings in October.

United Nations bodies continued to examine the

situation in the Israeli-occupied territories (see

p. 326) and to provide and encourage assistance

to Palestinians (see p. 281). To assess progress

towards a co-ordinated assistance programme and

plan future activities in that regard, the Secretary-

General convened in July a meeting of various

United Nations programmes, organizations, agen-

cies, funds and organs. Both the Economic and

Social  Counci l  ( resolut ion 1985/57)  and the

Assembly (resolution 40/170) requested that the

United Nations system intensify its efforts, in co-

operation with PLO, to provide assistance to the

Palestinians, and that the Secretary-General take

all necessary steps to finalize a  co-ordinated pro-

gramme.

PLO was charged with being involved in several

terrorist attacks that took place during the year.

In what it said was in retaliation for the murder

of three Israeli citizens in Cyprus, allegedly car-

ried out by PLO, Israel bombed PLO headquarters

in Tunisia on 1 October, killing and wounding

scores of people. The Security Council, in resolu-

tion 573(1985), condemned the bombing as an act

of aggression and demanded that. Israel refrain

from such acts. Four Palestinians, said to be

members of a PLO faction, hijacked the Italian

cruise ship Achille Lauro on 7 October; during the

incident, an American citizen, Leon Klinghoffer,

was killed and thrown overboard. The members

of the Security Council, by a statement of 9 Oc-

tober, condemned the hijacking and all acts of ter-

rorism.

Communications. Throughout the year, Israel,

in letters to the Secretary-General, accused PLO

of attacks against its citizens. On 26 April,(2) it

said that, on 19 April, an Israeli naval vessel on

patrol had fired warning shots at an unidentified

ship approaching Israel’s coast. When the ship

opened fire and tried to escape, the patrol boat

sank it. One body was recovered and 19 apparently

drowned. The eight crewmen rescued said they

had set out from an Algerian port where they had

received special training. They had been ordered

by a Fatah deputy commander to attack civilian

targets in Israel. The aborted attack was merely

one of several recent PLO attacks, Israel said. With

these acts, it added, PLO continued to espouse ter-

ror as its modus operandi and its raison d’être.

Charging another PLO attempt to attack Israeli

cities from the sea, in a letter of 10 May,(3) Israel

said that on the night of 8/9 May an Israel Defence

Force ( I D F )  patrol  boat  had s ighted a  rubber

dinghy painted in camouflage colours approaching

Israel’s coast from Tyre, Lebanon. Trying to

escape, the boat was fired upon and sank. PLO,

Israel said, had claimed “credit” for this act. Israel

added that it would continue to defend its coast

and citizens.

Two similar incidents, reported to have taken

place during the night of 25/26 August and on 31

A u g u s t ,  w e r e  d e s c r i b e d  b y  I s r a e l  o n  4

September.(4)

On 17 June,(5) Israel brought to the Secretary-

General’s attention a message made public by the

P L O  C h a i r m a n  o n  2 5  A p r i l  a t  B a n d u n g ,  I n -

donesia, in which he had praised two Palestinian

leaders whom Israel described as notorious Nazi

collaborators.

On 20 May,(6) Egypt transmitted a letter of 15

May from PLO, annexed to which was a 16 April

memorandum by 35 Palestinians to the United

States Assistant Secretary of State for Middle

Eastern Affairs, calling for a change in the United

States position with regard to the Palestine ques-



Middle East 273

tion and demanding that all dealings related to

that question be conducted through PLO.

On 20 June,(7) Israel transmitted a summary of

several PLO statements on activities of PLO con-

stituent groups pertaining to attacks on civilian

targets between 31 March and 19 June. The fact

that most of those attacks either failed or were

never launched was irrelevant, Israel said; what

was significant was PLO's boasting of murdering,

bombing and rocketing innocents on buses and in

cars, hospitals, villages and cities.

The Acting Chairman of the Committee on

Palestinian rights, by a letter of 8 August,(8) ex-

pressed concern about reports of reinstated Israeli

policies of detention without trial, censorship, and

new legislation submitted to the Israeli Knesset

which reportedly sought to bar any contacts be-

tween Israeli citizens and PLO, under penalty of

gaol and tine.

On 21 August,(9) Israel drew attention to the

murders of three women and the stabbing of five

children which had taken place between October

1984 and the end of July 1985—acts for which

PLO had boasted of its responsibility, Israel said.

On 9 September(10) and 27 September,(11) Israel

charged further attacks by PLO against Israeli

citizens in and outside Israel. During the previous

45 days, it said in its 27 September letter, there

had been 32  PLO terrorist  at tacks on Israel i

civilians, resulting in the murder of eight persons

and the wounding of 25 women and children. One

of the examples cited was the murder of three

Israelis vacationing aboard a private yacht at Lar-

naca, Cyprus (see p. 285). In its 9 September let-

ter, Israel charged that recently PLO had escalated

its terror campaign by infiltrating terrorists and

smuggling weapons and explosives from Jordan.

Jordan, by a letter of 12 September,(12) refuted

that allegation; Palestinian resistance-carried out

mainly with stones and knives originating in the

occupied territories-was escalating as a natural

reaction to Israel’s occupation practices (see

p. 328). The meaning of Israel’s allegation was to

sow confusion with regard to Jordan’s efforts to

consolidate with all parties concerned its February

agreement with PLO .

On 6 November,(13) under the Assembly’s

agenda item on terrorism, Israel submitted a docu-

ment which it called a record of the PLO terror

campaign since its expulsion from Lebanon (see

L E G A L  Q U E S T I O N S ,  C h a p t e r  I I ) .  O n  5

December,(14) Israel submitted what it titled a

“Calendar of Middle Eastern violence”, listing

bombings, kidnappings, assassinations, execu-

tions, coups, hijackings and border incursions dur-

ing 1985, which Israel said had been taken mostly

from Arab press reports.

Two further examples of what Israel termed

PLO's unrestricted policy of murder were cited in

a 2 December letter,(15) in which Israel also stated

that PLO's admitted aim remained the liquidation

of Israel, all of which it considered occupied ter-

ritory.

On 12 December,(16) Yemen transmitted a  1

December statement by its Ministry of Foreign Af-

fairs, rejecting what it called lies and allegations

in Israeli information media according to which

Palestinians had attacked a number of Yemeni

citizens of Jewish faith.

Support for PLO was expressed by some States

through protests or expressions of regret that PLO

was not invited to address the United Nations for-

tieth anniversary commemorative ceremonies (see

p. 403).

Activities of the Committee on Palestinian

rights. The Committee on Palestinian rights con-

tinued in 1985 to follow developments in the

Israeli-occupied territories and actions by Israel

which the Committee regarded as violations of

international law or of United Nations resolutions.

The Committee brought such actions—including

Israeli settlements in the occupied territories, ex-

ploitation by Israeli authorities of Arab-owned

lands and other matters affecting the rights of the

Palestinians (for details, see below, under “Ter-

ritories occupied by Israel”)—to the attention of

the General Assembly and the Security Council.

In its annual report to the Assembly,(17) the

Committee pointed out that the Palestine question

had reached a critical phase; it urged a renewed,

concentrated and collective effort to end the plight

of the Palestinians and find a just solution under

United Nations auspices on the basis of United

Nations resolutions. It said its 1976 recommenda-

tions,(18) endorsed by the Assembly,(l9) were

d e s i g n e d  t o  a c h i e v e  t h a t  g o a l ,  a s  w e r e  t h e

guidelines adopted by the 1983 Conference on the

question of Palestine.(1) The Committee sup-

ported the convening of an international peace

conference on the Middle East (see p. 268). It

believed that it should continue its efforts to in-

crease  awareness  and unders tanding of  the

Palestine question and of its recommendations,

and was encouraged by the favourable reaction of

n o n - g o v e r n m e n t a l  a n d  o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s

through which public opinion was manifested.

Annexed to the Committee’s report were its

1976 recommendations, as well as the Geneva

Declaration on Palestine and the Programme of

Action for the Achievement of Palestinian Rights

adopted by the 1983 Conference on Palestine.(1)

With the Committee’s participation, the tenth

(Beijing, China, 22-26 April 1985), eleventh

(Georgetown, Guyana, 17-20 June) and twelfth

(New York, 8 and 9 July) United Nations seminars

on the question of Palestine were held. Under the

Committee’s guidance, the Division for Palestinian

Rights organized three regional NGO symposia on
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the  quest ion,—for  NGOs  in Asia (New Delhi ,

India, l-3 May), in North America (New York,

10-12 July) and in Africa (Dakar, Senegal, 5-7

A u g u s t ) — a n d  a n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  N G O  m e e t i n g

(Geneva, 9-12 September). The reports of the

s e m i n a r s  a n d  t h e  d e c l a r a t i o n s  o f  t h e  N G O

meet ings  were  annexed to  the  Commit tee’s

report.

SECURITY COUNCIL CONSIDERATION (October)

During four meetings held on 10 and 11 Oc-

tober, the Security Council considered the situa-

tion in the Middle East, including the Palestinian

question. The Council met in response to a request

from India of 30 September,(20) made in accord-

ance with a decision of the Conference of Foreign

Ministers of Non-Aligned Countries (Luanda,

Angola, 4-8 13 September). Twenty-three speakers

participated in the debate. The Council did not

take formal  act ion on the quest ion at  these

meetings.

Meeting numbers. SC: 2619-2622.

The Council  invi ted Afghanistan,  Algeria ,

Bangladesh, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Democratic

Yemen, the German Democratic Republic, In-

d o n e s i a ,  I s r a e l ,  J o r d a n ,  K u w a i t ,  M o r o c c o ,

P a k i s t a n ,  t h e  S y r i a n  A r a b  R e p u b l i c  a n d

Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate in the

discussion without the right to vote. It also invited

the Permanent Observer of the League of Arab

States, at Kuwait’s request,(21) the Secretary-

General of the Organization of the Islamic Con-

ference, at Egypt’s request,(22) and the Chairman

of the Committee on Palestinian rights, at his re-

quest, to participate, under rule 39
a
 of the Coun-

cil’s provisional rules of procedure.

At Egypt’s request in a letter of 9 October,(23)

the Council (decided, by 10 votes to 1 (United

States), with 4 abstentions (Australia, Denmark,

France, United Kingdom), that an invitation to

part icipate be accorded to P L O .  The Pres ident

stated that Egypt’s proposal was not made pur-

suant to rule 37
b
 or rule 39 of the Council’s pro-

visional rules of procedure, but, if approved, the

invitation would confer on PLO the same rights as

those conferred on Member States when invited

to participate pursuant to rule 37.

Before the vote, the United States reiterated its

consistent position that the only legal basis on

which the Council might grant a hearing to per-

sons speaking on behalf of non-governmental en-

tities was rule 39. It opposed special ad hoc depar-

tures from orderly procedure and consequently

opposed extending to PLO the same rights as if it

represented a Member State. The Council ap-

peared selectively to try to enhance the prestige

of those who wished to speak there, through a

departure from the rules of procedure, a practice

which the United States considered to be without

legal foundation and an abuse of the rules.

Opening the debate, India said the Council

meeting should provide an opportunity for an in-

depth discussion of all aspects of the Palestine

question and the tense situation in the Middle

East, with a view to analysing the major obstacles

to a comprehensive, just and lasting solution, an

essential element of which would be the establish-

ment  of  an independent  Palest inian State  in

Palestine. Israel’s efforts to bring about permanent

geopolitical and demographic changes at the ex-

pense of the Palestinians must be prevented. Israel

should discontinue its settlements policy and

withdraw unconditionally from Lebanon, as well

as from all Arab and Palestinian territories oc-

cupied since 1967. The only viable course to

achieve a comprehensive settlement was the early

convening of an international peace conference in

accordance with well-established guidelines en-

dorsed by the United Nations.

Support for the convening of such a conference

(see p.  268) was also expressed by Algeria,

Bangladesh,  China,  the  German Democrat ic

Republic, Indonesia, Jordan, Morocco, Pakistan,

Peru, the Syrian Arab Republic, ‘Thailand, the

USSR and Yugoslavia.

The United States said the serious situation in

the Middle East was not improving and grew more

violent daily. Terrorism, but one aspect of the

situation, dominated all others and made the quest

for peace even more elusive. The just and lasting

peace in the Middle East that all desired would

not be achieved by terrorists or through their ac-

tions, but only at the negotiating table.

According to Egypt, the United Nations should

support the positions and initiatives taken by King

Hussein of Jordan and the PLO  Chairman, and

continue to encourage any dialogue or negotiation

aimed at reaching a just and lasting settlement.

Peace required the affirmation of the right of all

in the region to live in peace and security, recogni-

tion of the Palestinians’ national rights, including

t h e i r  r i g h t  t o  s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n ,  I s r a e l ’ s

withdrawal  from al l  occupied terr i tor ies ,  and

establishment of normal relations between all par-

ties to the conflict on the basis of equality and

good-neighbourliness.

a
Rule 39 of the Council’s provisional rules of procedure states: “The

Security Council may invite members of the Secretariat or other per-

sons, whom it considers competent for the purpose, to supply it with

information or to give other assistance in examining matters within its

competence.”
b
Rule 37 of the Council’s provisional rules of procedure states: “Any

Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security

Council may be invited, as the result of a decision of the Security Coun-

cil, to participate, without vote, in the discussion of any question brought

before the Security Council when the Security Council considers that

the interests of that Member are specially affected, or when a Member

brings a matter to the attention of the Council in accordance with Ar-

ticle 35(1) of the Charter.”
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The increase in terrorist acts on the one hand

and in legitimate resistance on the other reaffirmed

the seriousness of the absence of a comprehensive,

just peace, Jordan believed, and made time a critical

factor. In its search for the best path to peace, Jor-

dan, in co-operation with its Arab brothers and in

particular the Palestinians, had advocated the political

option to solve the conflict on the basis of the principle

that had become the foundation of international

unanimity-that of territory in return for peace,

an approach also manifested in the resolutions of

the 1982 Fez Summit.(24) The 11 February 1985

Palestinian-Jordanian accord was an appropriate

mechanism for fulfilling the Arab peace aspirations

expressed in those resolutions. It affirmed the wish

of the Palestinians to achieve self-determination,

while maintaining relations of unity; it also dealt

with the way in which the major Powers and the

international community would participate in the

achievement of peace and called for an international

conference to be attended by all parties concerned,

in addition to the Council’s permanent members.

The situation in the region was developing in

an unprecedented manner due to Israel’s per-

sistence in escalating its aggression and terrorism

against the Arab people, the Syrian Arab Republic

charged. Though pretending to advocate peace,

Israel rejected true peace efforts and continued to

expand at the expense of other peoples. Stressing

the need for Arab solidarity and for a just, lasting

and  comprehens ive  peace ,  t he  Sy r i an  Arab

Republic rejected partial solutions, such as the 11

February Jordan-PLO agreement which it felt was

tantamount to eliminating Palestinian rights; the

renunciation of an independent Palestinian State

would make the concept of self-determination

devoid of meaning.

In Australia’s view, a comprehensive settlement

would prove possible only on the basis of a series

of compromises, including Israeli withdrawal from

the occupied territories, recognition by the States

of the region and by PLO of Israel’s right to exist,

t h e i r  a c c e p t a n c e  o f  C o u n c i l  r e s o l u t i o n s

242(1967)(25) and 338(1973),(26) as well as the

acknowledgement of the right of self-determination

for the Palestinians, including their right to in-

dependence and the possibility of their own in-

dependent State.

S imi l a r  cond i t i ons  fo r  a  s e t t l emen t  we re

enumerated by other speakers. Peru considered

it impossible to envisage a solution that did not

take into account the Palestinians’ rights and

Israel’s withdrawal from all occupied territories,

and ensure the right of all States to exist within

secure and internationally recognized borders.

Thailand similarly supported Palestinian rights,

including the right to statehood. Without a set-

tlement, it warned, the cycle of violence would

c o n t i n u e  a n d  m i g h t  w o r s e n .  R e s o l u t i o n

242(1967) remained the agreed basis for achiev-

ing a lasting peace.

Pakistan said demand for the recognition of

Palestinian rights was seen by Israel as a threat

to its expansionist ambitions. Responsibility for

Israel’s intransigence must be shared by its power-

ful allies, it added; failure to persuade Israel to ac-

cept the conditions for a just and durable peace

would intensify the conflict and its attendant

violence.

Whatever pretexts Israel might use to justify its

acts of murder, aggression and invasion, said

Morocco, the logic behind them was to subjugate

the Palestinians and create a “Greater Israel” from

the Nile to the Euphrates. The doors to peace were

still closed because of Israel’s flouting of interna-

tional resolutions and its pursuance of a policy of

fait accompli based on power, displacement and

military occupation.

Pending a just settlement of the Palestinian

issue, and as long as Israel continued its aggres-

sion, expansion and occupation of Arab territories

by relying on the support and connivance of a cer-

tain big Power, there would be no chance for a

comprehensive and durable Middle East settle-

ment, China said.

The circle of the crisis continued to widen

because of essentially centrifugal Israeli violence,

said Algeria; it was a dangerous illusion to believe

that the conflict could be kept within limits accep-

table in the concept of world peace, when each new

Israeli act of aggression was a threatening step

towards the conflict’s globalization.

It was Israel’s incessant aggression against its

neighbours ,  i ts  s tepped-up repression of  the

Palestinians in the occupied territories and its

systematic attempts to destroy PLO , in the vain

hope of extinguishing Palestinian nationalism and

obliterating Palestinian national identity, that had

kept the cauldron of enmity stirring, Indonesia

believed. Terrorist acts against innocent civilians

had grown into a menace of alarming proportions,

it added, impeding the search for a just and com-

prehensive solution.

The Palestinians had been exposed to the most

brutal acts of colonization and even annihilation,

Yugoslavia s tated,  but  the exercise of  their

sovereign will could not be thwarted; the right to

existence could not be secured by force which

denied that same right to others.

In the face of growing international consensus

in favour of the Palestinian cause, said Bangladesh,

Israel had again resorted to force to heighten ten-

sion in the region, with a view to frustrating cur-

rent international efforts to resolve the Middle East

problem peacefully.

Israel’s policy of aggression formed the main

obstacle to a comprehensive settlement, the Ger-

man Democratic Republic stated; in defiance of
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United Nations resolutions, Israel denied the

Palestinians their rights, especially the right to

establish a State of their own, and its policy of

State terrorism against the Palestinians had been

e s c a l a t i n g .  ‘ T h e  U S S R  p r o p o s a l s  o f  J u l y

1984,(27) which coincided with the 1982 Fez

peace plan,(24) were the way to a comprehensive,

just  and durable solut ion to the Palest inian

problem.

Israel was trying to thwart any United Nations

decision to create two States in Palestine and was

attempting forcibly to remove the Palestine ques-

tion from the agenda, the USSR alleged; it had

raised to the level of State policy terror, violence

and the flouting of the rights of other peoples.

Attempts  to  prompt the Arabs to  undertake

separate agreements with the aggressor was a

myopic policy and fraught with the danger of

further complicating the situation. It was essen-

tial that the Palestinians were guaranteed their

rights and that all States in the area, including

Israel, were guaranteed a secure and indepen-

dent existence and development; international

safeguards should be provided for settling the

problem.

The Chairman of the Committee on Palestin-

ian rights believed that the possibility of a just

and last ing Middle East  peace would be in-

creased if the Council adopted measures to im-

p l e m e n t  t h e  C o m m i t t e e ’ s  1 9 7 6  r e c o m m e n -

dations.(18)

In the opinion of the Permanent Observer of

the League of Arab States, the Middle East was

at the boiling-point and every incident in any

part of the Arab world was used by Israel to gloss

over the central issue: the denial of the Palestin-

ians’ right to self-determination. If the Middle

East conflict were resolved within the United

Nations framework, it would no longer feed on

an undermining of relations between the two

super-Powers.

In the view of the Secretary-General of the

Organizat ion of  the Is lamic Conference,  the

cycle of violence was a symptom rather than the

cause of the conflict; the symptoms could not be

removed without touching on the basic cause:

the denial of Palestinian rights, including the

rights to return, to self-determination and to

establish an independent State in Palestine.

Attempts to deny the Palestinians their in-

alienable rights would never lead to the desired

peace, PLO said. PLO’s sincere and constructive

efforts towards achieving peace had met only

with further denial of Palestinian rights and with

more suppression,  murder  and displacement .

Allowing Israel’s occupation to continue and

maintaining the status quo could only worsen the

situation; the right path to peace was the conven-

ing of an international peace conference. The

Palestinian revolution would continue until the

Palestinians-now totalling 5 million—returned

to their homeland.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION (December)

Following consideration of the report of the

Committee on Palestinian rights, the General

Assembly,  in  December  1985,  adopted four

resolutions on the question of Palestine, dealing

with the Committee and its recommendations

(resolution  40/96 A), the Division for Palestin-

ian Rights (40/96 B), public information ac-

tivities (40/96 C) and the convening of an Inter-

national Peace Conference on the Middle East

(40/96 D, see p. 268).

R e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 9 6  A  w a s  a d o p t e d  o n  1 2

December by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 3376(XXX) of 10 November
1975, 31/20 of 24 November 1976, 32/40 of 2
December 1977, 33/28 of 7 December 1978, 34/65 A
and B of 29 November 1979 and 34/65 C and D of 12

December 1979, ES-7/2 of 29 July 1980, 35/69 of 15
December 1980, 36/120 of 10 December 1981, ES-7/4
of 28 April 1982, ES-715 of 26 June 1982, ES-7/9 of
24 September 1982, 37/86 A of 10 December 1982,

38/58 A of 13 December 1983 and 39/49 A of 11

December 1984,

Having considered the report of the Committee on the

Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian

People,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Committee on the

Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian

People for its efforts in performing the tasks assigned

to it by the General Assembly;

2 .  Endorses  the  recommendat ions  conta ined  in

paragraphs 163 to 172 of the report of the Committee
and draws the attention of the Security Council to the
fact that action on the Committee’s recommendations,

as repeatedly endorsed by the General Assembly at its

thirty-first session and subsequently, is still awaited;
3. Requests the Committee to continue to keep

under review the situation relating to the question of
Palestine as well as the implementation of the Pro-

gramme of Action for the Achievement of Palestinian

Rights and to report and make suggestions to the

General Assembly or the Security Council, as ap-

propriate;

4. Authorizes the Committee to continue to exert all

efforts to promote the implementation of its recom-

mendations, including representation at conferences

and meetings and the sending of delegations where
such activities would be considered by it to be ap-

propr ia te ,  and  to  repor t  the reon  to  the  Genera l

Assembly at its forty-first session and thereafter;

5. Requests the Committee to continue to extend its

co-operation to non-governmental organizations in

their contribution towards heightening international

awareness of the facts relating to the question of

Pa les t ine  and  in  c rea t ing  a  more  favourab le  a t -

mosphere for the full implementation of the Commit-

tee’s recommendations, and to take the necessary steps

to expand its contacts with those organizations;
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6. Requests  the United Nations Conciliation Com-

miss ion  for  Pa les t ine ,  es tab l i shed  under  Genera l

Assembly resolution 194(III) of 11 December 1948, as

well as other United Nations bodies associated with the

question of Palestine, to co-operate fully with the Com-

mittee and to make available to it, at its request, the

relevant information and documentation which they

have at their disposal;

7. Decides to circulate the report of the Committee

to all the competent bodies of the United Nations and

urges them to take the necessary action, as appropriate,

in accordance with the Committee’s programme of im-

plementation;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to pro-

vide the Committee with all the necessary facilities for

the performance of its tasks.

General Assembly resolution 40/96 A

12 December 1985 Meeting 114 128-2-22 (recorded vote)

13-nation draft (A/40/L.23 & Add.1); agenda item 33.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Cube, Cyprus, Gambia, India, Indonesia, Leo People’s

Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Pakistan, Senegal, Viet Nam,

Yugoslavia.

Financial implications. ACABQ, A/40/7/Add.18; 5th Committee A/40/1032; S-G,

A/C.5/40/81.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 5th Committee 60; plenary 98, 100-103, 114.

Recorded vote in Assembly  as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argen-

tina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin. Bhutan, Bolivia, Bo-

tswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR,

Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colom-

bia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,

Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,

Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,

Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,

Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius,

Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,

Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland,

Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Samoa,

SaO Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone,

Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab

Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrai-

nian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,

Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe,

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France,

Germany, Federal Republic of, Grenada, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxem-

bourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Solomon Islands,

Sweden, United Kingdom.

Israel said that by its calculation more than $6

million of the United Nations budget was allocated

for services involving the issue of Palestine, while

for the question of apartheid only about $1.5 million

was allocated. Arab oil producers, which had

earned an estimated $100 billion in 1985, had

thereby hijacked United Nations resources that

could otherwise have been channelled to end

hunger, to combat apartheid or to finance a number

of other worthy causes.

The United States opposed the text, saying it en-

dorsed the work of a body which propagated par-

tial, partisan views of the Palestine issue; the United

States had consistently opposed the Committee’s

work because of its inherent and blatant bias.

In Finland’s view, the text failed to represent the

prerequisite balance for a comprehensive, just and

lasting Middle East settlement.

New Zealand deplored that for too long, and

unjustly, the Palestinians had been denied their

legitimate rights, in particular their right to self-

determination and to national independence; at

the same time, it recognized Israel’s right to live

in peace within secure and recognized boundaries.

Security Council resolution 242(1967)(25) es-

tablished the principles for a just and lasting peace

that would be achieved only through discussion,

negotiation and conciliation.

Singapore appealed to both Israel and PLO to

recognize each other’s legitimate rights. It con-

sidered that Council resolutions 242(1967) and

338(1973)(26) established the fundamental basis

for a stable and lasting Middle East peace, a view

shared by Norway, which added that it must be

up to the parties to the conflict themselves to deter-

mine which negot iat ing formula would serve

progress towards such peace. Spain felt that those

resolutions, a sound point of departure in the

search for a solution, should be supplemented with

a formulation expressing clear and unequivocal

recognition of the rights of the Palestinians.

Zaire expressed support for the Palestinians’

struggle to recover their right to independence and

freedom and to have a State, in conformity with

those  two resolut ions  and the  1947 General

A s s e m b l y  r e s o l u t i o n  o n  t h e  p a r t i t i o n  o f

Palestine.(28)

Bolivia believed that in order to achieve the ex-

ercise of Palestinian rights, including the right to

self-determination, it was important that Israel and

the Palest inians pursue s teps towards peace

through negotiation and without resorting to the

use of force.

Uruguay voted in favour in view of its continu-

ing concern for the achievement of a peaceful, just

and lasting solution, but reiterated its reservations

in connection with the Declaration and the Pro-

gramme of Action adopted at the 1983 Conference

on Palestine(1) which, it said, had essentially in-

spired the text .  Such reservat ions were also

reiterated by Peru.

Also on 12 December, the Assembly adopted

resolution 40/96 B by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Having considered the report of the Committee on the

Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People,

Noting the particularly relevant information contained

in paragraphs 135 to 150 of that report,

Recalling its resolutions 32/40 B of 2 December 1977,

33/28 C of 7 December 1978, 34/65 D of 12 December
1979, 35/169 D of 15 December 1980, 36/120 B of 10

December 1981, 37/86 B of 10 December 1982, 38/58 B
of 13 December 1983 and 39/49 B of 11 December 1984,

1. Takes note with appreciation of the action taken by

the Secretary-General in compliance with General

Assembly resolution 39/49 B;



278 Political and security questions

2. Requests the Secretary-General to ensure that the
Division for Palestinian Rights of the Secretariat con-

tinues to discharge the tasks detailed in paragraph 1 of
General Assembly resolution 32/40 B, paragraph  2 (b)

of resolution 34/65 D, paragraph 3 of resolution 36/120 B
and paragraphs 2 and 3 of resolution 38/58 B, in con-
sultation with the Committee on the Exercise of the In-
alienable Rights of the Palestinian People and under its
guidance;

3. Also requests the Secretary-General to provide the
Division for Palestinian Rights with the necessary resources
to accomplish its tasks and to expand its work programme,
particularly through additional meetings for non-
governmental organizations, in order to heighten awareness
of the facts relating to the question of Palestine and to
create a more favourable atmosphere for the full implemen-
tation of the recommendations of the Committee on the

Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People;
4. Further requests the Secretary-General to ensure the

continued co-operation of the Department of Public In-
formation and other units of the Secretariat in enabling
the Division for Palestinian Rights to perform its tasks
and in covering adequately the various aspects of the ques-
tion of Palestine;

5. Invites all Governments and organizations to lend
their co-operation to the Committee on the Exercise of
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People and the
Division for Palestinian Rights in the performance of their

tasks;
6. Takes note with appreciation of the action taken by

Member States to observe annually on 29 November the
International Day of Solidarity with the Palestinian People
and the issuance by them of special postage stamps for
the occasion.

General Assembly resolution 40/96 B

12 December 1985 Meeting 114 129-3-20 (recorded vote)

13-nation draft (A/40/L.24 & Add.1); agenda item 33.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Cuba, Cyprus, Gambia, India, Indonesia, Lao People’s

Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Pakistan, Senegal, Viet Nam,

Yugoslavia.

Financial implications. ACABQ, A/40/7/Add.18; 5th Committee, A/40/1032; S-G,

A/C.5/40/81.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 5th Committee 60; plenary 98, 100-103, 114.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argen-

tina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bo-

tswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR,

Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colom-

bia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,

Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,

Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,

Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,

Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philip-

pines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the

Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles,

Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland,

Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,

Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tan-

zania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zam-

bia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Canada, Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Grenada, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg,

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Solomon Islands, Sweden, United

Kingdom.

The United States said it opposed the work of

the Division because of its inherent and blatant

biases; the text called for activities which in addi-

tion to being costly propagated partial and par-

tisan views of the Palestine issue. Israel objected

to what it felt was a misallocation of resources for

matters relating to the Palestine question.

Speaking on behalf of the 10 EC member States,

Portugal and Spain, Luxembourg said it regret-

ted that the supplementary expenditures were

several times the amounts reflected in the draft

programme budget; given the difficult financial

situation, all efforts should be made not to impose

unnecessary burdens on the budget. In Finland’s

view, the text failed to represent the balance

necessary for a comprehensive, just and lasting set-

tlement. According to New Zealand, it did not

represent the balance of principles in resolution

242(1967) or provide a basis for a realistic settle-

ment of the Palestinian problem.

Uruguay said the text was essentially inspired

by the Declaration and the Programme of Action

adopted by the 1983 Conference, on which it had

reservations.

In resolution 40/25, the Assembly strongly con-

demned the constant and deliberate violations of

the rights of the Palestinians, as well as Israel’s ex-

pansionist  act ivi t ies ,  which i t  considered an

obstacle to the achievement of Palestinian self-

determination and independence and a threat to

peace and stability in the region. The Assembly

cal led for  immediate  implementat ion of  the

dec l a r a t i ons  and  p rog rammes  o f  a c t i on  on

Palestine adopted by international conferences. It

urged States and international organizations to

support the Palestinian people through PLO in

s t r u g g l i n g  t o  r e g a i n  t h e i r  r i g h t  t o  s e l f -

determination and independence.

Other action. The Sub-Commission on Preven-

t i o n  o f  D i s c r i m i n a t i o n  a n d  P r o t e c t i o n  o f

Minorities, in a resolution of 29 August 1985(29)

on the situation in the Israeli-occupied territories

(see ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL QUESTIONS, Chapter

XVIII), affirmed its support for the Declaration

adopted by the 1983 Conference on Palestine(1)

and expressed deep concern that, until a just and

equitable solution to the Palestine problem had

been implemented, the Palestinians would be ex-

posed to grave dangers.

Public information activities

The Committee on Palestinian rights, in its 1985

annual report,(17) examined implementation of a

1984 General Assembly resolution(30) requesting

DPI, in co-operation with the Committee, to con-

tinue and expand information activities relating

to the Palestine question.

The Department’s information programme in-

cluded publications, audio-visual coverage, a fact-

finding mission for journalists, and a series of na-
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tional and regional journalists’ encounters. DPI

coverage of the Palestine question included radio

news programmes broadcast in all the official

United Nations languages, as well as in many

others, and preparations for the production of a

short film on the subject were under way.

A fact-finding mission to the Middle East, com-

prising a team of prominent media persons from

around the world, visited Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan

and the Syrian Arab Republic from 1 to 18 April,

meeting with leading personalities and visiting

refugee camps.

In 1985, DPI again organized two regional jour-

nalists’ encounters, bringing together high-level jour-

nalists and experts on the Palestine question. An

encounter for 15 such journalists from the North

American-Caribbean region was held at Bridgetown,

Barbados, in February, and another for 15 Asian

journalists at Jakarta, Indonesia, in May.

As requested by the Assembly in 1984,(30) DPI

began in 1985 to organize national encounters in

which a team of expert panelists held in-depth

press conferences with national journalists in

various countries. Three African journalists’ en-

counters were held between 24 July and 7 August,

in Egypt, Madagascar and Senegal. European en-

counters were held in the United Kingdom, France

and Czechoslovakia, between 21 and 29 August.

United Nations information centres throughout

the world continued to carry out information ac-

t ivi t ies  in  connect ion with the quest ion and

disseminate United Nations publications; they also

helped organize the world-wide observance of the

International Day of Solidarity with the Palestin-

ian People on 29 November.

DPI’s coverage of policies and practices that

frustrated the attainment and exercise of Palestin-

ian rights, submitted pursuant to another 1984

Assembly resolution,(31) was summarized in a

Secretariat note submitted to the Committee on

Information in Apri1.(32)

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 12 December 1985, the Assembly adopted

resolution 40/96 C by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Having considered the report of the Committee on the
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People,

Noting, in particular, the information contained in
paragraphs 151 to 162 of that report,

Recalling its resolutions 38/58 E of 13 December 1983
and 39/49 C of 11 December 1984,

Convinced that the world-wide dissemination of ac-
curate and comprehensive information and the role of
non-governmental organizations and institutions remain
of vital importance in heightening awareness of and sup-
port for the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people
to self-determination and to the establishment of an in-
dependent sovereign Palestinian State,

1. Takes note with appreciation of the action taken by
the Department of Public Information of the Secretariat
in compliance with General Assembly resolutions

38/58 E and 39/49 C;

2. Requests the Department of Public Information,
in full co-operation and co-ordination with the Com-
mittee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People, to continue its special information
programme on the question of Palestine for the bien-
nium 1986-1987 and, in particular:

(a) To disseminate information on all the activities
of the United Nations system relating to the question
of Palestine;

(b) To continue to update publications on the facts
and developments pertaining to the question of Palestine;

(c) To publish brochures and booklets on the various
aspects of the question of Palestine, including Israeli
violations of the human rights of the Arab inhabitants
of the occupied territories;

(d) To expand its audio-visual material on the ques-
tion of Palestine, including the production of a new film,
special series of radio programmes and television

broadcasts;

(e) To organize fact-finding news missions to the area
for journalists;

(f) To organize regional and national encounters for
journalists.

General Assembly resolution 40/96 C

12 December 1985 Meeting 114 131-3-18 (recorded vote)

13-nation draft (A/40/L.25 & Add.1); agenda item 33.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Cuba, Cyprus, Gambia, India, Indonesia, Lao People’s

Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Pakistan, Senegal, Viet Nam,

Yugoslavia.

Financial implications. ACABQ, A/40/7/Add.18; 5th Committee, A/40/1032; S-G,

A/C.5/40/81.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 5th Committee 60; plenary 98, 100-103, 114,

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argen-

tina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,

Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian

SSR, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Co-

lombia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kam-

puchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El

Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Gambia, German

Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,

Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica,

Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,

Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,

Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,

Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint

Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan,

Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad

and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab

Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Canada, Israel, United States

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Federal Republic

of, Grenada, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Solomon Islands, United Kingdom, Zaire.

In the opinion of the United States, the text

called for activities by DPI which—in addition to

being costly—invariably propagated partial, par-

tisan views of the Palestine issue which did not ad-

vance negotiated solutions.

Israel pointed to what it called the distorted

nature  of  the mater ia l ,  symposia  and forums

recommended in the text, and deplored what it
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felt was a misallocation of resources, including $1

million for public information on the question.

L u x e m b o u r g ,  o n  b e h a l f  o f  t h e  1 0  E C

members, Portugal and Spain, hoped that DPI

would continue to base itself on the principle of

impartiality and would stick to its usual decision-

making process. Luxembourg also objected to

the budgetary implications of the resolution.

Zaire had reservations on paragraph 2 (c).

Ma lawi  s a id  i t  r ea l i zed  the  impor t ance  o f

disseminat ing information on Palest ine,  but

hoped that the information would be as objective

as possible.

Introducing the draft resolution, the Chair-

man of the Committee on Palestinian rights said

it enumerated the activities DPI  had been per-

forming for two years and of which the Commit-

tee, in its annual report, took note with satisfac-

tion. The only new parts of the 1985 and 1984

texts were those regarding the production of new

films and radio and television broadcasts on the

Palestine question.

In resolut ion 40/164 A,  the Assembly re-

quested DPI  to cover adequately those policies

and practices which frustrated the attainment

and exercise of Palestinian rights.

J e r u s a l e m

In an October report(33) on the situation in

the Middle East  (see p.  264) ,  the Secretary-

General informed the General Assembly about

implementation by 13 responding States of its

1984 resolution(34) deploring the transfer by

some States of  their  diplomatic missions to

Jerusalem and calling on them to abide by the

r e l e v a n t  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  r e s o l u t i o n s .  T h e

Assembly, by resolution 40/168 C, again deter-

mined that Israel’s 1980 decision to impose its

laws and administration on the city was illegal

and null and void.

The closing of the Medical Facility Hospice in

the Old City of Jerusalem, which had provided

services to nearly 150,000 Arab patients, was the

subject of several communications (see p. 281).

The Assembly, in resolution 40/161 D, called on

Israel to allow its reopening.

In several  communicat ions,  Israel  charged

P L O  w i t h  a t t a c k s  o n  I s r a e l i  c i v i l i a n s  i n

Jerusalem.

Communications. On 14 May 1985,(35) Israel

brought to the Secretary-General’s attention a

b o m b  e x p l o s i o n  a t  a  h o s p i t a l  b u s  s t o p  i n

Jerusalem on 12 May, adding that another bomb

was left at the entrance to a park and two more

were found that day at bus stops on busy streets

in the town of Beth Shemesh. Two different ter-

r o r i s t  g r o u p s ,  I s r a e l  s a i d ,  h a d  c l a i m e d  r e s p o n -

sibi l i ty.  From whichever fact ion of PLO the

would-be killers were sent, Israel added, their

aim was the same—the deliberate murder of in-

nocent civilians.

On 23 July,(36) Israel reported that on 19 July

a young Arab man from Hebron had stabbed

five children and their day-camp counsellor on

their way to a swimming pool in Jerusalem. Ac-

cording to Israeli police, PLO had said that it

was part of an “entrance examination” for PLO

recruits.

On 27 September,(11) Israel cited a booby-

trapped car in the Mea Sharim neighbourhood

of Jerusalem and a bomb explosion at a bus sta-

tion near Hadassah Hospital, injuring two, as

further examples of PLO terrorist attacks against

innocent Israelis.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December, under the agenda item on

the Middle East, the General Assembly adopted

resolution 40/168 C by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 36/120 E of 10 December
1981, 37/123 C of 16 December 1982, 38/180 C of 19

December 1983 and 39/146 C of 14 December 1984, in

which  i t  de te rmined  tha t  a l l  l eg is la t ive  and  ad-

ministrative measures and actions taken by Israel, the

occupying Power, which had altered or purported to

alter the character and status of the Holy City of

Jerusalem, in particular the so-called “Basic Law” on

Jerusalem and the proclamation of Jerusalem as the

capital of Israel, were null and void and must be

rescinded forthwith,

Recalling Security Council resolution 478(1980) of 20

August 1980, in which the Council, inter alia, decided

not to recognize the “Basic Law” and called upon

those States that had established diplomatic missions

at Jerusalem to withdraw such missions from the Holy

City,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General

of 22 October 1985,

1. Determines that Israel’s decision to impose its

laws, jurisdiction and administration on the Holy City

of Jerusalem is illegal and therefore null and void and

has no validity whatsoever;

2. Deplores the transfer by some States of their

diplomatic missions to Jerusalem in violation of Security

Council resolution 478(1980) and their refusal to com-

ply with the provisions of that resolution;

3. Calls once again upon those States to abide by the

provisions of the relevant United Nations resolutions,

in conformity with the Charter of the United Nations;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/168 C

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 137-2-10 (recorded vote)

32-nation draft (A/40/L.45 & Add.1); agenda item 38.
Sponsors: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Cuba, Democratic Yemen,

Djibouti, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar,
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Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan,  Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, United

Arab Emirates, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: plenary 104-107, 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,

Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile,

China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic

Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic,

Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gam-

bia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,

Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia,

Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,

Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius,

Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines,

Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the

Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore,

Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,

Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR,

USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania,

Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Costa Rica, Israel.

Abstaining: Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, Guatemala, Liberia,

Malawi, Paraguay, Swaziland, United States, Zaire.

In the view of the United States, the status of

Jerusalem could only be determined through

negotiations among the concerned parties in the

framework of an overall peace settlement; repeated

resolutions on the question served no useful

purpose.

L u x e m b o u r g ,  s p e a k i n g  f o r  t h e  1 0  E E C

members, Portugal and Spain, recalled the impor-

tance the attached to the 1980 Security Council

decision(37) not to recognize the “Basic Law”

enacted by Israel that year proclaiming a change

in the character and status of Jerusalem.

N e w  Z e a l a n d  r e a f f i r m e d  t h a t  i t  d i d  n o t

recognize the validity of Israel’s annexation of East

Jerusalem.

Introducing the text, India said that Israel’s total

and unconditional withdrawal from all Arab ter-

ritories occupied since 1967, including the Holy

City of Jerusalem, should be a part of a just and

comprehensive solution to the problems of West

Asia.

Closing of the Hospice hospital

Communications. By a letter of 18 July,(38) the

Acting Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights informed the Secretary-General of news

reports of action taken by the Israeli authorities

to close at the end of the month the Roman

Catholic Medical Facility Hospice in occupied

East Jerusalem-the only government hospital in

the Arab part of Jerusalem caring for the poor.

In the Committee’s view, this was further evidence

of Israel’s failure to provide medical services in a

manner acceptable to the local population.

In a separately adopted paragraph of resolution

40/161 D on the occupied territories, the General

Assembly called on Israel to allow the reopening

of the Hospice so that it could continue to pro-

vide health and medical services to the Arab

population in the city.

Ass i s t ance  t o  Pa l e s t i n i ans

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n  J u n e

1985,(42) the Secretary-General submitted a report

on United Nations assistance to the Palestinians

currently being carried out by United Nations

bodies, as well as planned or proposed activities.

As requested by the General Assembly in

1984,(43)  Uni ted Nat ions  effor ts  to  provide

economic and social assistance to the Palestinians,

in co-operation with PLO and with the consent of

Arab host Governments, had been intensified.

Also as requested, the Secretary-General had

utilized an inter-agency mechanism, the  Con-

The closing of the hospital was cited by the

Committee on Israeli practices(39) (see p. 328) as

an example of Israel’s  policy to de-Arabize

Jerusalem. To protest the closing, all shops in Arab

East Jerusalem were closed on 24 July.

The evacuation of the hospital was also the sub-

ject of a cablegram from the Minister for Foreign

Affairs of Jordan, transmitted to the Secretary-

General on 29 July.(40) The hospital had been car-

ing especially for patients from Jerusalem and the

West Bank of Jordan who for financial reasons had

not been admitted to other hospitals, Jordan said.

Israel had deliberately adopted certain measures

against the hospital, including the withholding of

funds, which had led to a deterioration of services.

Jordan regarded those measures as illegal and

called for immediate action by the international

community.

Israel, on 2 August,(41) categorically rejected

the allegations that the closure of the hospital was

the result of a political decision. The reasons for

its action, it said, was that the medical equipment

was out of date, resulting in inadequate medical

care, and the building structure did not allow room

for a suitable elevator, so that patients had to be

carried to and from the operating room by hand-

held stretchers. The decision was in line with the

Ministry of  Health’s policy of closing small

hospitals and those with one category of patient

(such as women), Israel continued. The assertions

that its closure would deprive the residents of pro-

per medical care was unfounded; they would

receive care at Jerusalem’s other hospitals. At the

Hospice building, a first-aid station would con-

tinue to operate. Moreover, Israel added, increased

medical supervision in Arab schools and municipal

assistance to first-aid stations, along with health

insurance and hospital izat ion,  enabled Arab

residents of Jerusalem to receive medical care on

a par with that of the rest of Israel and far superior

to that found elsewhere in the Middle East.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION
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sultative Committee on Substantive Questions

(Programme Matters) (CCSQ (PROG)) of the Ad-
ministrative Committee on Co-ordination, for

consultations with the organizations of the system

towards developing a co-ordinated assistance pro-

gramme. CCSQ(PROG) considered the question in

April 1985, agreeing to group future activities into

three main categories: development activities;

education and training; and health.

The Secretary-General convened a meeting of

21 United Nations programmes, organizations,

agencies, funds, organs and Secretariat depart-

ments, in which PLO, the Arab host countries and

inter- and non-governmental organizations par-

ticipated (Geneva, 5 and 8 July). The meeting

discussed current, future and proposed activities

of the United Nations system. It noted that some

progress had been made towards a co-ordinated

programme and that  the Secretary-General’s

report represented a modest advance in that direc-

tion, providing fuller information on proposed ac-

tivities in a thematic framework. However, it was

felt that the proposals before the meeting did not

constitute such a programme in its final form as

envisaged by the Assembly; given the complexity

of the issues and circumstances, it was difficult to

provide specific information on all aspects of the

activities, with a detailed assessment of financial

requirements. The meeting concluded that there

was a need to ensure continuing review of the

progress made in implementing the various ac-

tivities and programmes, and that further efforts

w e r e  n e e d e d  t o  f i n a l i z e  t h e  p r o g r a m m e  o f

assistance.

UNDP action. The United Nations Develop-

m e n t  P r o g r a m m e  ( U N D P )  p r o g r a m m e  o f

assistance to the Palestinians became operational

in 1980. In accordance with 1983 Economic and

Social Council(44) and Assembly resolutions,(45)

UNDP set up a special programme to help the

Palestinians improve their social and economic

conditions. The programme was centred in the

West Bank and the Gaza Strip, except for one

project in the Syrian Arab Republic. It was the

only intergovernmental development programme

with large-scale, continuing operations in those

territories. The UNDP Administrator was directly

responsible for the programme.

As of 1 March 1985, UNDP had 20 projects at

various stages of implementation; 8 were already

completed. Projects included development and

strengthening of health institutions, health man-

power development and training, agricultural

training, and community services for youth.

After considering an April 1985 report on UNDP

assistance to the Palestinians,(46) the Governing

Council, in June,(47) reaffirmed UNDP’s commit-

ment to assist the Palestinians in their economic

and social development. Expressing gratitude to

Governments and funds which had made addi-

tional special contributions, the Council noted that

unless further contributions were received it would

not be possible to undertake effectively basic de-

velopment projects for the West Bank and the

Gaza Strip. It authorized an additional $2 million

for assistance to the Palestinians.

UNIDO action. The Industrial Development

Board of the United Nations Industrial Develop-

ment Organization (UNIDO), on 31 May 1985,(48)
took note with appreciation of the 1984 report of

the UNIDO Executive Director on technical

assistance to the Palestinians(49) and of implemen-

tation of technical co-operation projects. The

Board aff i rmed that  Israel’s  occupat ion was

detrimental to the basic requirements for the

economic development of the Palestinians in the

West Bank and Gaza Strip. Additionally, its restric-

tive policies inhibited the development of the

Palestinian industrial sector in those territories.

The Board expressed its rejection of the Israeli set-

tlements there and of the exploitation of Pales-

tinian resources by the occupation authorities. It

called for urgent repeal of the restrictions impeding

the development  of  the Palest inian nat ional

economy, and regretted Israel’s refusal to give

UNIDO staff and experts access to the territories.

The Board requested UNIDO to identify priority

industrial development projects and to intensify

its efforts, in co-operation with PLO, to provide

technical assistance to the Palestinians. A further

progress report on such assistance was requested.

UNICEF act ivi t ies .  The programme of  the

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) to
assist Palestinian children and mothers in Jordan,

Lebanon, the Syrian Arab Republic and the oc-

cupied Arab territories focused on child survival

and development, pre-school services, promotion

of income-generating activities for women, and

water supply and sanitation. A programme co-

ordinator ,  based at  Amman,  Jordan,  was ap-

pointed.

In Jordan, the main thrust of the programme

related to reducing infant and child mortality and

enhancing institutional and non-institutional ap-

proaches to chi ld care.  UN I C E F assisted in
establishing live new kindergartens in various

camps and in  giving refresher  courses  to  20

kindergarten teachers. It also provided furniture

and kni t t ing-  and sewing-machines for  pre-

vocational workshops.

In Lebanon, UNICEF supported the maternal
and child health network run by the Palestinian

Red Crescent Society and UNRWA by providing
vaccines, oral rehydration salts, medical equip-

ment and essential drugs. In co-operation with

UNRWA and the Norwegian People’s Relief
Association, UNICEF had started a field survey to
identify disabled Palestinians in the Beirut area,
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w i t h  a  v i e w  t o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  s m a l l - s c a l e

p h y s i o t h e r a p y  c e n t r e s  a n d  v o c a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g

w o r k s h o p s  and  deve lop ing  educa t i ona l  p ro -

grammes.

A programme for  assis tance to Palest inian

children and mothers in the Syrian Arab Republic,

approved in 1984, supported child health, pre-

school services, non-formal education, and water

supply and sanitation.

be financed by the Federal Republic of Germany

A $1.7 million, three-year project (1984-1987) to

sought to enhance the survival, growth and devel-

opment of Palestinian children, with particular

emphasis on those up to 6 years of age. It concen-

trated on maternal and child health services, oral

r e h y d r a t i o n  t h e r a p y ,  i m m u n i z a t i o n ,  b r e a s t -

feeding, early childhood stimulation, prevention

and treatment  of  chi ldhood disabi l i t ies ,  and

rehabilitation. In addition, UNICEF supported pre-

school activities and teacher training courses in the

occupied territories.

Other activities. The Economic Commission

for Western Asia ( E C W A ) ,  on  24 Apri l  1985,

adopted a resolution(50) calling for the updating

of a study it had commissioned in 1976(51) on the

economic and social situation and potential of the

Palestinians. A regional review concerning im-

plementation of the 1979 Vienna Programme of

Action on Science and Technology for Develop-

ment , (52)  under taken  by  E C W A  in co-operation

w i t h  t h e  S e c r e t a r i a t ’ s  C e n t r e  f o r  S c i e n c e  a n d

Technology for Development (Baghdad, 17-20

February 1985), led to the adoption of recommen-

dations to enhance the ability of the Palestinians

in developing their capacity for the application of

science and technology.

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the

U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  c o n t i n u e d  t o  p r o v i d e  t r a i n i n g

assistance, including an agricultural training cen-

tre project for refugee camps in the Syrian Arab

Republic, and fellowships for specialized training

in agricultural development. The World Health

Organization provided technical advice for the

review of existing environmental health facilities

and programmes in the West Bank; work was also

under way on the first of three planned health cen-

tres in the occupied territories, at Ramallah.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL ACTION

On 25 July, on the recommendation of its Third

(Programme and Co-ordination) Committee, the

Economic and Social Council adopted resolution

1985/57 by roll-call vote.

Assistance to the Palestinian people

The Economic and Social Council.

Recalling General Assembly resolution 39/224 of 18

December 1984,

Recalling also Council resolution 1984/56 of 25 July

1984,

Recalling further the Programme of Action for the
Achievement of Palestinian Rights, adopted by the Inter-

national Conference on the Question of Palestine,

Noting the need to provide economic and social

assistance to the Palestinian people,

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General

on assistance to the Palestinian people;

2. Notes the meeting on assistance to the Palestinian

people which was held at Geneva on 5 and 8 July 1985

in response to General Assembly resolution 39/224;

3. Expresses its thanks to the Secretary-General for con-

vening the meeting on assistance to the Palestinian

people;

4. Regards such a meeting as a valuable opportunity
to assess progress in economic and social assistance to

the Palestinian people and to explore ways and means

of enhancing such assistance;

5. Draws the attention of the international community,

the United Nations system and intergovernmental and

non-governmental organizations to the need to disburse

their aid to the occupied Palestinian territories only for

the benefit of the Palestinian people;

6. Requests the Secretary-General:

(a) To review the progress made in the implementa-

tion of the proposed activities and projects described in
the report of the Secretary-General on assistance to the
Palestinian people;

(b) To take all necessary steps to finalize the pro-

gramme of economic and social assistance to the Pales-

tinian people requested in General Assembly resolution

38/145 of 19 December 1983:
(c) To convene in 1986 a meeting of the relevant pro-

grammes, organizations, agencies, funds and organs of

the United Nations system to consider economic and

social assistance to the Palestinian people;

(d) To provide for the participation in the meeting

of the Palestine Liberation Organization, the Arab host

countries and relevant intergovernmental and non-

governmental organizations;

7. Requests the relevant programmes, organizations,

agencies, funds and organs of the United Nations system

to intensify their efforts, in co-operation with the

Palestine Liberation Organization, to provide economic

and social assistance to the Palestinian people;

8. Also requests that United Nations assistance to the

Palestinians in the Arab host countries should be

rendered in co-operation with the Palestine Liberation

Organization and with the consent of the Arab host
Government concerned;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session, through the

Economic and Social Council, on the progress made in

the implementation of the present resolution.

Economic and Social Council resolution 1985/57

25 July 1985 Meeting 52 44-1 (roll-call vote)

Approved by Third Committee (E/1985/138) by roll-call vote (43-1), 12 July (meeting

10); 14-nation draft (E/1985/C.3/L.2); agenda item 21.

Sponsors: Algeria, Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Malaysia, Morocco, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Syrian Arab

Republic, Yugoslavia.

Roll-call vote in Council as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada,

China, Congo, Ecuador, Finland, France, German Democratic Republic, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Japan, Luxembourg, Malaysia,

Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Rwanda,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Suriname, Sweden,
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Thailand, Turkey, Uganda, USSR, United Kingdom, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire,

Zimbabwe.

Against United States.

If the text’s objective was truly to promote the

in teres ts  and  wel l -be ing  of  the  Pa les t in ians ,  the

United States said, it would also have been necessary

t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  a t t a c k s  c o m m i t t e d — a n d  n o t  b y

Is rae l—agains t  Pa les t in ian  re fugees  in  Lebanon .

It did not believe, however, that such an essentially

political question should be raised in the Council.

The text could not provide a solution to the Pales-

t in ian  problem but  was  in  fac t  par t  o f  i t .

Israel remarked that the text drew attention to

the need for assistance to the Palestinians only; it

should be noted that UNDP had stated in a 1985

report(46) that mobilization of additional funds was

urgent, since the project pipeline approved by all

parties concerned contained some $50 million worth

of potential activities.

Jordan considered the text extremely important;

i t  would  provide  an  occas ion  for  ass i s tance  par -

ticularly to the Palestinians in the Israeli-occupied

ter r i to r ies  whose  au thor i t ies  would  not  o therwise

a l low the  channel l ing  of  any  a id  to  tha t  people .

Canada said it favoured assistance designed to pro-

mote the Palestinians’ economic and social devel-

o p m e n t .

Speaking on behalf of the EEC members, Lux-

embourg  sa id  they  a t tached  grea t  impor tance  to

humanitarian assistance to the Palestinians through

t r ied  and  tes ted  complementary  ins t ruments ,  i . e .

food and emergency supplies as well as co-financing

i n  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  w i t h  N G O S .  T h e  E E C  m e m b e r s

would continue, both directly and through the United

Nations system, to provide the best possible response

to  the  Pales t in ians  emergency needs .

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 17 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Second (Economic and Financial) Committee,

the General Assembly adopted resolution 40/170

by recorded vote .

Assistance to the Palestinian people

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 39/224 of 18 December 1984,

Recalling also Economic and Social Council resolution

1985/57 of 25 July 1985,

Recalling further the Programme of Action for the

Achievement of Palestinian Rights, adopted by the Inter-

national Conference on the Question of Palestine,

Noting the need to provide economic and social

assistance to the Palestinian people,

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General

on assistance to the Palestinian people;

2. Notes the meeting on assistance to the Palestinian

people that was held at Geneva on 5 and 8 July 1985

in response to General Assembly resolution 39/224;

3. Expresses its thanks to the Secretary-General for con-

vening the meeting on assistance to the Palestinian

people;

4. Regards such a meeting as a valuable opportunity

to assess progress in economic and social assistance to

the Palestinian people and to explore ways and means

of enhancing such assistance;

5. Draws the attention of the international community,

the United Nations system and intergovernmental and

non-governmental organizations to the need to disburse

their aid to the occupied Palestinian territories only for

the benefit of the Palestinian people;

6. Requests the Secretary-General:

(a) To review the progress made in the implementa-

tion of the proposed activities and projects described in

his report on assistance to the Palestinian people;

(b) To take all necessary steps to finalize the pro-

gramme of economic and social assistance to the Pales-

tinian people requested in General Assembly resolution

38/145 of 19 December 1983;

(c) To convene in 1986 a meeting of the relevant pro-

grammes, organizations, agencies, funds and organs of

the United Nations system to consider economic and

social assistance to the Palestinian people;

(d) To provide for the participation in the meeting

of the Palestine Liberation Organization, the Arab host

countries and relevant intergovernmental and non-

governmental organizations;

7. Requests the relevant programmes, organizations,

agencies, funds and organs of the United Nations system

to intensify their efforts, in co-operation with the

Palestine Liberation Organization, to provide economic

and social assistance to the Palestinian people;

8. Also requests that United Nations assistance to the

Palestinians in the Arab host countries should be

rendered in co-operation with the Palestine Liberation

Organization and with the consent of the Arab host

Government concerned;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session, through the

Economic and Social Council, on the progress made in

the implementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/170

17 December 1985 Meeting 119 145-2-1 (recorded vote)

Approved by  Second Committee (A/40/1009/Add.1) by recorded vote (131-2). 11

November (meeting 30): 10-nation draft (A/C.2/40/L.17); agenda item 12.

Sponsors: Algeria. Bangladesh, Gambia, Indonesia, Madagascar, Pakistan, Senegal,

Tunisia, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 2nd Committee 22, 30; plenary 119.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follow:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argen-

tina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium,

Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina

Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Cen-

tral African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba,

Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,

Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea,

Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,

Haiti, Honduras Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory

Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Leb-

anon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar,

Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,

Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,

Niger, Nigerian, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,

Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Christopher

and Nevis, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,

Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United

Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,

Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Grenada.
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Before the Committee vote, Israel said the text

w a s  m o t i v a t e d  b y  p o l i t i c a l  r a t h e r  t h a n

humanitarian concerns, was repetitious and was

based on false pretences; it ignored the fact that

Israel was currently promoting the well-being and

socio-economic development of the Palestinian

Arabs whose position, under its administration,

was better than that of the people in most of the

neighbouring countries. The ritual resolutions

submitted each year were an effort to present Israel

as opposing international assistance to the Palestin-

ians. It opposed assistance to PLO, but welcomed

assistance for constructive purposes through the

proper channels, co-operated with UNDP and

other international organizations and made every

effort to assist the Palestinians while the countries

that were most vociferous gave them little or no

aid.

In the opinion of the United States, the text was

not likely to advance the goal of peace or benefit

the people of the area; the improvement in the

quality of life that Israel had brought to the Pales-

t inians should be acknowledged.  The United

States was opposed to channelling assistance

through PLO, which it did not recognize as the

sole legitimate representative of the Palestinians.

Speaking for the EEC members, Luxembourg

said they would continue to provide assistance to

the Palestinians, including food aid and projects

co-financed with NGOs, directly and through

United Nat ions channels .  Though vot ing in

favour, Japan reiterated its general position on aid

to national liberation movements.

Jordan was convinced that the Palestinians had

suffered under Israeli occupation and needed sup-

port to help them recover their legitimate rights;

however, it had reservations on paragraphs 7 and

8, on the grounds that all activities and operations

on Jordanian territory must be undertaken with

Jordan’s approval.

The USSR, speaking also on behalf of Bulgaria,

the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, the Ger-

man Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia,

Poland and the Ukrainian SSR, reiterated their

support for Palestinian rights and stressed that all

parties to the conflict, including PLO, should be

allowed to participate in efforts to find a solution.

R e l a t e d  q u e s t i o n s

Israeli air raid on

PLO headquarters in Tunisia

The murder of three of its citizens in Cyprus,

allegedly carried out by a PLO group, was cited

by Israel as the reason for its bombing of PLO
headquarters in Tunisia on 1 October 1985, kill-

ing or wounding a number of Palestinian refugees

and Tunisians. The Security Council, by resolu-

tion 573(1985) of 4 October, condemned the bomb-

ing as an act of aggression and demanded that

Israel refrain from carrying out or threatening

such acts.

The Council of the International Civil Aviation

Organization, by a resolution of 18 October,(53)

condemned the violation of Tunisian airspace by

Israel  which endangered internat ional  civi l

aviation.

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s .  B y  a  l e t t e r  o f  2 7

September,(11) Israel charged that during the

preceding 45 days PLO had carried out 32 terrorist

attacks, among them a 10-hour siege of three

Israelis vacationing aboard a yacht moored at Lar-

naca, Cyprus, who were then murdered on 25

September. Initial reports, Israel said, indicated

that the act had been carried out by a personal

bodyguard unit of PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat.

On 1 October,(54) Tunisia reported to the Presi-

dent of the Security Council that on that day six

Israeli military aircraft had penetrated Tunisian

airspace and at 10.07 a.m. had bombed the civilian

locality of Borj-Cedria, called Hammam Plage, in

the southern suburbs of Tunis, dropping five 1,000-

pound bombs. The operation, for which it said

Israel had officially claimed responsibility, had

resulted in the loss of many lives and material

damage and destruction on a wide scale. Contrary

to Israel’s claims, Tunisia stated, the target was

situated in an exclusively residential urban area

which traditionally had been home to Tunisian

famil ies  and a small  number of  Palest inian

civilians who had fled from Lebanon following

Israel’s invasion of that country.

Tunisia regarded the raid as a blatant act of ag-

gression against its territorial integrity, sovereignty

and independence, and a flagrant violation of

international law and the principles of the United

Nations Charter .  I t  requested an immediate

meeting of the Security Council, calling on it to

condemn the act in the strongest terms, to require

fair and full compensation for all the damage and

to take measures  to  prevent  such acts  f rom

recurring.

A number of communications sent between 1

October and 20 November to the President of the

Council or to the Secretary-General expressed

solidarity with the Tunisian Government and peo-

ple and condemned the air raid.

According to Democratic Yemen,(55) the attack

confirmed once again Israel’s policy of aggression

and terrorism against the Palestinians in particular

and the Arab people in general.

A special communiqué adopted by a 1 October

Meeting of Ministers and Heads of Delegation of

Non-Aligned Countries to the General Assembly

at its current session, transmitted by India,(56) ex-

pressed grave concern at the act, the target of

which, it said, had been the premises of PLO in

a vain attempt to destroy Palestinian resistance.
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The United Republic of Tanzania(57) charged

that the attack had been premeditated to decimate

the PLO leadership and to intimidate countries like

Tunisia that extended humanitarian assistance and

political solidarity to the Palestinians. It called on

the internat ional  community to  respond im-

mediately to the humanitarian needs of the vic-

tims and demanded that those countries which had

in multiple ways abetted Israel’s policy of aggres-

sion prevail on it to cease such genocidal acts.

Viet Nam(58) said the criminal act challenged

the Arab, African and non-aligned countries and

peace-loving forces throughout the world; with the

connivance of the United States and other reac-

tionary forces., Israel was further intensifying its

terrorism against PLO and its policy of threat and

pressure designed to prevent the Arab countries

from supporting the just struggle of the Palestin-

ians for their national rights.

In Mongolia’s view, (59) the provocative action

proved that the United States and Israel were con-

tinuing to interfere in the internal affairs of the

Arab States, and were attempting to undermine

a political settlement in the Middle East and to

annihilate PLO.

Spain(60) said the brutal attack on a sovereign

S t a t e  s e r v e d  o n l y  t o  a g g r a v a t e  t e n s i o n  a n d

seriously undermine efforts to bring about a Mid-

dle East  peace.  Similar ly,  Brazi l(61)  saw no

justification for such acts, which served only to in-

crease tension and make more distant the day

when all the nations in the Middle East would

coexist peacefully.

A declaration adopted on 1 October by the

Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the 10 EC member

States, and of Spain and Portugal, transmitted by

Luxembourg,(62) characterized the bombing as a

new factor in the cycle of violence and counter-

violence in the Middle East; terrorist acts com-

mitted against Israeli citizens, which they con-

demned, did not justify the action.

Argentina(63) affirmed that solutions to interna-

tional problems must be sought through dialogue

and negotiation and not through force. Yemen(64)

said the international community demanded a halt

to Israel’s actions and the imposition of a boycott

and deterrent sanctions; the attack on PLO head-

quarters, which threatened all Arab territories

designated as targets for Israel’s expansionist in-

tentions, made it essential that the Arab States

stand together. The United Arab Emirates(65) also

believed that the Arab community must confront

the aggression with a decisive and united stand.

In a statement of 1 October, transmitted by

Kuwait,(66) an Extraordinary Ministerial Meeting

of the Arab Group at the United Nations called

on the international community to assist Tunisia

in facing up to the Israeli aggression and its con-

sequences and, supporting Tunisia’s request for a

Council meeting, urged the Council to adopt the

necessary resolutions to condemn and curb that

aggression.

Oman(67) called on the international com-

munity to stand firm against such acts. Peru(68)

transmitted a motion of order of its. Senate dated

2 October, protesting the aggression and placing

on record its agreement that such aggression

should be punished. Burundi(69) called on the

Security Council to take measures to prevent such

behaviour, and reaffirmed the need to find an

equitable solution to the Palestinian problem, in

particular through the establishment of a Palestin-

ian State.

A statement by the Deputy Prime Minister and

Minister for Foreign Affairs of Yemen, on behalf

of the heads of delegation and the Ministers for

Foreign Affairs of the members of the Organiza-

tion of the Islamic Conference participating in the

current session of the General Assembly,(70)

categorically rejected a statement issued by the

United States which, the statement said, justified

the bombing as an act of self-defence, and called

for international support for Tunisia and for its

right to just and equitable compensation.

To Malta,(71) it seemed impossible that the act

was carried out by Israel alone from its own ter-

ritory; everyone should help to apprehend the

perpetrators. Malta wished to ensure that similar

acts of international piracy were not repeated.

The President of Senegal,(72) as current OAU
Chairman, expressed in messages to the Tunisian

President and the PLO Chairman Africa’s support

and solidarity. The Supreme Council of the Gulf

Co-operation Council, in the Final Communiqué

a d o p t e d  a t  i t s  s i x t h  s e s s i o n  ( O m a n ,  3 - 6

November),(73) also affirmed its support and

solidarity with Tunisia and PLO.

In a letter of 16 November, transmitted by

Yemen on 20 November,(74) the Secretary-General

of the Organization of the Islamic Conference

noted that the Conference’s Governing Board, at

its eighth session (Sanaa, 26-28 October), had ap-

p r o v e d  a  t e l e g r a m  t o  t h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s

Secretary-General characterizing Israel’s action as

a criminal act against Tunisia, against justice and

against all mankind. The Board denounced the

crime and condemned the Israeli authorities and

those that had supported them.

In a statement of 24 October, transmitted to the

Secretary-General the next day,(75) the Minister

for Foreign Affairs of Tunisia, on the occasion of

the fortieth anniversary of the United Nations, said

Israel’s aggression was an undeserved blow against

a country which had been the first to advocate

d i a l o g u e  i n  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t  c o n f l i c t ;  t h e

unanimous condemnation of the act by the inter-

national community revived Tunisia‘s hope in the

United Nations as the custodian of international
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law and morality. Israel’s aggression could only

strengthen further Tunisia’s support for the strug-

gle of the Palestinians.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION

The Security Council considered Tunisia’s com-

plaint at four meetings between 2 and 4 October.

Afghanistan, Algeria, Bangladesh, Cuba, the Ger-

man Democratic Republic, Greece, Indonesia,

Iran, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lesotho, the Libyan

Arab Jamahiriya, Malta, Mauritania, Morocco,

Nicaragua,  Nigeria ,  Pakistan,  Saudi  Arabia,

Senegal ,  the Syrian Arab Republic ,  Tunisia ,

Turkey, Viet Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia were in-

vited, at their request, to participate in the discus-

sion without the right to vote. Invitations under

rule 39
c
 of the Council’s provisional rules of pro-

cedure were extended to the Permanent Observer

of  the  League of  Arab States(76)  and to  the

Under-Secretary-General for Political and Inter-

national Affairs of that organization,(77) both at

Kuwait’s request in its ‘capacity as Chairman of

the Arab Group, and to the Secretary-General of

the Organization of the Islamic Conference, at

Egypt’s request.(78)

Also at the request of Egypt,(79) the Council

decided, by 10 votes to 1 (United States), with 4

abstentions (Australia, Denmark, France, United

Kingdom), that an invitation to participate be ac-

corded to PLO. The President stated that Egypt’s

proposal was not made pursuant to rule 37
d
 or rule

39 of the provisional rules of procedure, but, if ap-

proved, the invitation would confer on PLO the same

rights as those conferred on Member States when

invited to participate pursuant to rule 37.

Before the vote on that decision, the United

States reiterated its opposition (see p. 274) to con-

ferring such rights on non-governmental entities.

On 4 October, the Council adopted resolution

573(1985).

The Security Council,

Having considered the letter dated 1 October 1985, in
which Tunisia made a complaint against Israel follow-
ing the act of aggression which the latter committed
against the sovereignty and territorial integrity of
Tunisia,

Having heard the statement by the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Tunisia,

Having noted with concern that the Israeli attack has
caused heavy loss of human life and extensive material
damage,

Considering that, in accordance with Article 2,
paragraph 4, of the Charter of the United Nations, all
States Members shall refrain in their international rela-

tions from the threat or use of force against the territorial

integrity or political independence of any State, or act-
ing in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes

of the United Nations,

Gravely concerned at the threat to peace and security

in the Mediterranean region posed by the air raid

perpetrated on 1 October by Israel in the area of Ham-

mam Plage, situation in the southern suburb of Tunis,

Drawing attention to the serious effect which the ag-

gression carried out by Israel and all acts contrary to

the Charter cannot but have on any initiative designed

to establish an overall, just and lasting peace in the Mid-

dle East,

Considering that the Israeli Government claimed respon-

sibility for the attack as soon as it had been carried out,

1. Condemns vigorously the act of armed aggression

perpetrated by Israel against Tunisian territory in

flagrant violation of the Charter of the United Nations.

international law and norms of conduct;

2. Demands that Israel refrain from perpetrating such
acts of aggression or from threatening to do so;

3. Urges Member States to take measures to dissuade

Israel from resorting to such acts against the sovereignty

and territorial integrity of all States;

4. Considers that Tunisia has the right to appropriate

reparations as a result of the loss of human life and

material damage which it has suffered and for which

Israel has claimed responsibility;

5. Requests the Secretary-Genera1 to report to the

Security Council on the implementation of the present

resolution by 30 November 1985 at the latest;

6. Decides to remain seized of the matter.

Security Council resolution 573(1985)

4 October 1985   Meeting 2615 14-0-1

6-nation draft (S/17535).

Sponsors: Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Madagascar, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago.

Meeting numbers. SC 2610, 2611, 2613, 2615.

Vote in Council as follows:

In favour: Australia, Burkina Faso, China, Denmark, Egypt, France, India,

Madagascar, Peru, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United

Kingdom.

Against: None.

Abstaining: United States.

The real threat all civilized peoples were facing

was terrorism, said the United States in explain-

ing its vote; the failure adequately to address the

subject prevented it from supporting the text,

which placed all the blame for the latest round of

the rising spiral of violence in the Middle East on

only one set of shoulders, while not also holding

at fault those responsible for the terrorist acts

which provoked it. The principle that a State sub-

jected to continuing terrorist attacks might re-

spond with appropriate force to defend itself

against further attacks was an aspect of the in-

herent right of self-defence recognized in the Char-

ter. It was the collective responsibility of sovereign

States to see that terrorism enjoyed no sanctuary

and that those who practised it had no immunity

from the responses their acts warranted; moreover,

it was the responsibility of each State to take ap-

propriate steps to prevent persons or groups within

its sovereign territory from perpetrating such acts.

The incident should be an impetus for renewed

efforts towards successful completion of the peace

process.

c
See footnote a on p. 274.

d
See footnote b on p. 274
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Despite legal reservations that it felt stemmed

from the concept of acts of aggression in the text,

France said it had voted in favour not only because

of its traditional friendly relations with Tunisia but

also because it condemned all acts of violence,

whatever their origin, that would compromise the

search for a comprehensive, just and lasting Mid-

dle East peace.

T h a i l a n d  r e m a r k e d  t h a t  n o  m a t t e r  h o w

deplorable and regrettable the situation in Tunisia,

there was no state of war between the two coun-

tries involved; while the loss suffered by the Tuni-

sian Government and people must be made good

by those who had attacked them, the word “com-

pensat ion” should have been used instead of

“reparations” in paragraph 4.

Speaking before the vote, Israel said the resolu-

tion would propagate the notion that the victim

could not  defend i tself  and that  the terror is t

deserved sanctuary. The Council had been con-

vened to attack a legitimate act of self-defence,

Israel said. The allegation that Israel had engaged

in an aggressive act against another country was

a perversion of the truth. If anything could be

defined as aggression, it was the actions against

Israel; for the past year, PLO headquarters in

Tunisia had organized and launched hundreds of

terrorist attacks against Israel, Israeli targets and

Jews  eve rywhere .  Acco rd ing  t o  i r r e fu t ab l e

evidence,  the butchery at  Larnaca had been

perpetrated by “Force 17”: the personal bodyguard

unit of Yasser Arafat.

Israel’s forces had taken special care to pinpoint

the target-three buildings housing PLO head-

quarters. Any civilian casualties had been inadver-

tent and were the result of PLO's deliberate tactic

of planting its bases among civilians. Israel could

not accept the notion that the headquarters of ter-

rorist killers should enjoy immunity anywhere, any

time, and Tunisia, which knowingly harboured

PLO and allowed it complete freedom of action,

bore considerable responsibility. If the Council

were to adhere to its true purposes, it would con-

vene to find ways to combat international ter-

rorism as the major threat to the international

order.

Tunisia refuted the charge that it had become

a terrorist base; no act of terrorism had been

perpetrated from its territory and no Tunisian had

been implicated in any such act. As for “Force 17”:

its headquarters were not on Tunisian territory.

Contrary to what Israel claimed, Israel had at-

tacked a clearly defined residential urban area,

killing 68 civilians and wounding more than 100.

Any attempt to justify that act could only set the

seal of approval on and encourage aggression. The

crime was particularly reprehensible because it was

aimed at jeopardizing efforts to bring about a

peaceful settlement of the Palestinian problem;

everyone was aware that the hospitality extended

by Tunisia to the Palestinian leadership fell within

that framework. Tunisia called for firm condem-

nation of the illegitimate and unwarranted use of

force by Israel, a clear affirmation of the firm will

of the international community to prevent the

repetition of such terrorist acts, and reparations

for damage caused.

Virtually every speaker in the debate agreed

that Tunisia’s sovereignty and territorial integrity

had been violated and that the attack was against

international law and Charter principles. Israel

had blatantly flouted the most fundamental tenets

of the Charter, Indonesia said, namely, respect for

the territorial integrity and sovereignty of States,

the non-use of force, non-intervention and non-

interference. In the opinion of the USSR, the

events again showed the essence of Israel’s policy

against Arab States and peoples for almost four

decades: a cynical disregard for the fundamental

provisions of the Charter, international law and

United Nations resolutions; a studied undermin-

ing of the recognized bases for inter-State rela-

tions; reliance on terror and naked force; and the

complete absence of respect for elementary human

rights, primarily the right to life. Burkina Faso said

that, by violating the Charter once again, Israel

had made it clear that it would never be prepared

to fulfil its obligations thereunder or abide by

United Nations decisions. Israel’s flagrant viola-

tion of international law and Charter principles

was all the more striking in view of the fact that

it had struck against a country whose peace-loving

nature was universally recognized, Cuba said.

Most speakers did not accept the justification

given by Israel that the attack had been carried

out in self-defence. It could not be justified as a

reprisal raid, Turkey said. The United Kingdom

said it could not accept the reasons put forward

by Israel  for  i ts  act ion.  Under  the Charter ,

Members committed themselves to settle their

international disputes by peaceful means; arbitrary

and disproportionate violence, even in retaliation,

was a clear breach of that obligation. Bangladesh

also rejected Israel’s argument that it had the right

to attack any State at any time on the basis of its

self-conceived self-defence.

According to Australia, even if one were to ac-

cept Israel’s version of the events, two wrongs did

not make a right. It was a new and dispropor-

tionate application of the principle of an eye for

an eye, carried out with arrogant disregard of

others, Peru said. Denmark also did not believe

that  acts  of  terrorism against  Israel i  c i t izens

justified the raid on Tunisia. Madagascar found

it difficult to find a sufficient justification for that

aggression, planned and carried out in cold blood.

The slaying of Israeli nationals in Cyprus could

in no way serve as an excuse for an attack on a
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third country, Greece stressed. There could be no

justification for any country to take the law into

its own hands in such a manner, or for any other

to condone or excuse such aggression, Malta

stated. The attack was illegal on all counts and

could not be legitimized on the basis of any legal

or moral criteria, Pakistan said. Wanton reprisals

against innocent civilians had always been con-

demned by the international community since the

Second World War, Morocco added; if self-defence

consisted of bombing all territories where Palestin-

ians lived, no country would be safe from Israel’s

destructive folly.

Madagascar rejected the argument that since

Tunisia harboured PLO headquarters, it bore a

responsibility for all hostile acts against Israel and

its citizens, even if they were carried out by in-

dividuals and responsibility was not claimed by

PLO; according to that reasoning, Israel could ar-

rogate to itself the right to destroy all PLO offices

wherever they could be found. Even if one were

to entertain Israel’s lame justifications, in the opin-

ion of Indonesia, the magnitude of the action was

wholly disproportionate to the so-called provoca-

tion. Despite one isolated opinion, Viet Nam said,

international opinion unanimously viewed the act

as criminal aggression and terrorism.

Egypt charged that the Israeli raid had been

organized long before the incident in Cyprus. The

Under-Secretary-General for Political and Inter-

national Affairs of the League of Arab States also

considered that the attack had been premeditated

and carefully planned, in full awareness that it

would inflict a heavy toll on innocent Tunisians

and Palestinians. The USSR believed that the facts

set forth by Tunisia demonstrated convincingly

that Israel had carefully planned the action and

executed it in cold blood.

Israel’s crime fell into the category of official State

terrorism, said Kuwait, speaking on behalf of the

Group of Arab States. This view was shared by

several other speakers, among them Afghanistan,

Bangladesh, the German Democratic Republic, In-

donesia, Lesotho, Nicaragua and Yugoslavia.

The attack was seen by many as one more link

in a chain of repeated acts of Israeli aggression

against Arab countries and as part of its expan-

sionist designs. That position was held by the Lib-

yan Arab Jamahiriya, the Syrian Arab Republic,

the  Ukrainian SSR,  Yemen and Yugoslavia ,

among others .  Speaking as  Chairman of  the

Group of African States, Nigeria said the attack

did not set a precedent; Israel had previously

unleashed violence, terror and naked force not

only against the Palestinians but also against its

Arab neighbours under the pretext that they pro-

vided refuge to individuals and groups opposed

to its existence. Malta warned of the dangers of

allowing the conflict to spread to North Africa.

India described the attack as yet another glar-

ing entry in the lengthy catalogue of Israel’s ag-

gressive policies and as one more manifestation of

its desire to eliminate Palestinian resistance. In In-

donesia’s opinion, the assault on PLO headquarters

must be viewed in the context of Israel’s avowed

war of  annihi lat ion against  the Palest inians.

Zionism, which meant desire for expansion and

endless hegemony and the genocide of the Pales-

tinians, had broadened its sphere of aggression,

according to Algeria. Israel’s expansionist designs

could be realized only by destroying the institu-

tions of the Palestinians, said Kuwait, speaking for

the Arab Group.

Many speakers expressed the view that Israel’s

attack was an attempt to sabotage the Middle East

peace process. The underlying motive for Israel’s

attack was undoubtedly to destroy recently im-

proved peace prospects, Pakistan said, timed to

take place when important proposals for negotia-

tions involving the Palestinians were taking shape.

It was not unreasonable to say that Israel’s aggres-

sion was a  preventive act ion against  peace,

Madagascar added.

According to the Secretary-General  of  the

Organization of the Islamic Conference, peace

would foreclose Israel’s expansionist designs and

endanger  the massive assis tance i t  current ly

received; therefore, it systematically rejected and

defeated every effort to promote peace in the Mid-

dle East. In Jordan’s opinion, Israel was trying to

delay a solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict as long

as possible. In the face of growing international

consensus in favour of the Arab and Palestinian

cause, said Bangladesh, Israel had once again

resorted to force to heighten tension and frustrate

current international efforts to resolve the prob-

lems in the Middle East peacefully. Similarly,

Yugoslavia believed that the attack was calculated

to thwart efforts to seek a solution to the Middle

East crisis and the Palestine question. A similar

view was held by Indonesia, Morocco and Saudi

Arabia. Nigeria, speaking for the African Group,

believed that the raid reversed fruitful peace pros-

pects that had just begun to glimmer. Trinidad and

Tobago, holding a similar view, added that the at-

tack could only militate against attempts to secure

a just and lasting peace. By committing such a

crime, PLO said, Israel reaffirmed its insistence on

undermining international peace efforts; by justi-

fying the attack, the United States revealed its lack

of credibility in playing a constructive role in those

endeavours.

Madagascar felt only one conclusion was possi-

ble, namely, that Israel wished to eliminate PLO

physically in order to impose its own peace. The

United States and Israel were attempting to im-

pose on the Arabs their military and political diktat

and to draw them into separate deals, said the
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Ukrainian SSR. Decisive action by the United

States, Israel’s principal ally, to ensure the frui-

tion of current Arab peace initiatives and promote

an international peace conference on the Middle

East (see p. 268) was necessary to dispel the

shadow cast on peace prospects by Israel’s action,

said Pakistan.

France expressed concern at the disastrous con-

sequences the action would inevitably have on cur-

rent efforts to bring about a resumption of the

peace process. The United Kingdom called on

Israel and all the parties concerned to reaffirm

their commitment to seeking a peaceful solution

and to abstain completely from violent and pro-

vocative actions which imperilled that objective.

Sanctions against Israel and measures under the

Charter were called for by many speakers, among

them the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Nicaragua and

the Secretary-General of the Organization of the

Is lamic Conference.  Afghanis tan,  Cuba and

Morocco said the Council should adopt man-

datory sanctions under Chapter VII of the Char-

ter, with a view to restraining Israel. The Syrian

Arab Republic added that such sanctions were

necessary to eliminate the effects of aggression and

punish the aggressor. Viet Nam called on the

Council to adopt the measures at its disposal to

prevent Israel from committing similar crimes in

the future, a position also taken by Bangladesh,

Mauritania and Pakistan. It was for the Council

to make sure that Israel took account of its obliga-

tions under international law and the Charter and

of United Nations resolutions, said Senegal. The

Eastern European States, said the Group’s current

Chairman,  the  Ukrainian SSR,  favoured the

adoption of stern measures in conformity with the

Charter. Saudi Arabia also hoped that the Coun-

cil members would take a firm stand that complied

with the Charter.

M a d a g a s c a r  a n d  B u r k i n a  F a s o  w o n d e r e d

whether the time had not come, in view of Israel’s

repeated use or threat of force and its refusal to

comply with its Charter obligation to accept Coun-

cil decisions, to consider the adoption of measures

provided for in the Charter. In line with the call

by the non-aligned countries for comprehensive

m a n d a t o r y  s a n c t i o n s  u n d e r  C h a p t e r  V I I ,

Yugoslavia said, the Council had to act and bring

about respect for Charter principles and see to it

that Israel’s aggressive acts were met with ade-

quate measures. Israel’s perverted sense of im-

munity from internat ional  accountabi l i ty  was

related to the Council’s inability adequately to en-

force its decisions, Indonesia believed; the Coun-

cil should move beyond mere words to an effec-

tive exercise of its authority under the Charter.

China also called on the Council to adopt strong

measures under the Charter and to see to it that

Tunisia’s demands were met: Israel should be con-

demned, should compensate Tunisia for the losses,

and pledge not to commit any further similar

crimes. It was imperative that Israel be compelled

to give up its policy of aggression and expansion.

Given the Council’s limitations, Pakistan said, the

least to be expected was that it condemn the at-

tack, adopt a decision to prevent recurrence of

such acts and promote the Arab initiatives for

peace, especially those within the United Nations

context. The victims also deserved to be fully com-

pensated.

That Israel must pay compensation to Tunisia

and the Palestinians for the loss of life and for the

damages was a view shared by many, including

Burkina Faso, Cuba and Yemen. Jordan said if the

Council strongly condemned the raid and held

Israel responsible for the losses, its prestige and

credibi l i ty would be restored.  A strong and

unanimous condemnation of Israel, according to

PLO, could convey the message that the interna-

tional community would no longer tolerate its

crimes and acts of aggression. The representative

of the League of Arab States warned that failure

to take the necessary measures would mean fur-

ther  dis integrat ion of  the Organizat ion.  I ran

believed that any political action would remain im-

potent unless all Moslem nations, particularly in

the Arab world, joined in a united Islamic front.

Report of the Secretary-General. As called for

by the Security Council, the Secretary-General

submitted in November, and revised in December,

a  report
( 8 0 )

 on implementat ion of  resolut ion

573(1985). He had transmitted the resolution to

Israel, Tunisia and all United Nations Member

States, drawing particular attention to paragraph

3. As of 30 November, he had received replies from

Israel, Oman and Tunisia, substantive parts of

which were reproduced in an annex to his report.

I s r ae l ,  i n  i t s  r ep ly  o f  21  November ,  had

categorically rejected all allegations that its action

constituted an act of aggression, or that it had been

directed against Tunisia’s territorial integrity or

poli t ical  independence;  i t  had been directed

against PLO. Israel added that the 1970 Declara-

tion on Principles of International Law concern-

ing Friendly Relations and Co-operation among

States  in  accordance with  the  Charter  of  the

United Nations,
(81)

 reaffirmed in the 1974 Defini-

tion of Aggression,
(82)

 clearly spelt out that an act

of aggression occurred when a country failed to

fulfil its duty to refrain from organizing or en-

couraging the organization of irregular forces or

armed bands for incursion into the territory of

another State; they also required that States must

not acquiesce in organized activities within its ter-

ritory directed towards the commission of terrorist

acts. Tunisia directly violated both instruments.

To Israel, the Council resolution was unacceptable

in its entirety, and it rejected in particular the
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improper use of the terms “acts of aggression” and

“act of armed aggression”.

Tunisia, by a reply of 27 November, had sub-

mitted a governmental commission report in-

vestigating the consequences of, and evaluating the

damage caused by, Israel’s aggression, as a basis

for claim for reparations. It stated that the assess-

ment was not complete, either in respect of in-

dividuals or corporate losses or in respect of prop-

erty destroyed. In addition to the material damage,

the effects of the feeling of insecurity engendered

by the attack were bound to make themselves felt,

in particular in the tourism industry and foreign

investment. Tunisia reserved its right to return to

the question when it had sufficient evidence to

claim damages for violation of its sovereignty and

impairment of its economic and social devel-

opment.

Oman, by a reply of 13 November, said it con-

sidered that the Council was required to adopt

more serious resolutions in order to prevent or halt

repeated Israeli acts of aggression against Arab ter-

r i tor ies .  With regard to paragraph 3,  Oman

believed that certain super-Powers with which

Israel had special relationships were the States

most qualified to play a greater role.

Hijacking of the Achille Lauro

On 7 October 1985, the Italian cruise ship Achille

Lauro, with several hundred persons aboard, was

hijacked and one of its passengers, the American

citizen Leon Klinghoffer, was killed and thrown

overboard. The Secretary-General, in a statement

of 8 October, endorsed by the members of the

Security Council the next day, condemned all acts

of terrorism and noted that the hijacking was

another escalation of violence in the Middle East;

he urged those responsible to understand that their

act was criminal and unjustifiable and should be

ended without delay in a manner that would avoid

further suffering by the innocent victims.

Communications. By a letter of 8  October,
( 8 3 )

Italy requested, following the events which led to

the hijacking, that the matter be brought to the

attention of the Security Council, with a view to

condemning firmly such an act and appealing for

prompt liberation of the hostages. On the same

date,
(84)

  Austria appealed to the Council Presi-

dent’ to undertake every effort to contribute to an

early end of the tragedy; Greece, on 9 October,
(85)

also said it hoped that the act might be resolved

as quickly as possible without loss of human life.

Both countries understood that some of their

citizens were aboard. On the same date,
(86)

 Italy

asked the Council President to inform the Coun-

cil members that the hijackers had abandoned the

Achille Lauro and released the hostages; therefore,

no further consideration of the matter appeared

necessary.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION

On 9 October, the Council President made a

statement on behalf of the Council members:
(87)

“The members of the Security Council welcome the
news of the release of the passengers and the crew of
the cruise ship Achille Lauro and deplore the reported

death of a passenger.
“They endorse the Secretary-General’s statement

of 8 October 1985, which condemns all acts of ter-
rorism.

“They resolutely condemn this unjustifiable and
criminal hijacking as well as other acts of terrorism,
including hostage-taking.

“They also condemn terrorism in all its forms,
wherever and by whomever committed.”
Meeting numbers. SC 2618-2620, 2622.

During a Council meeting the following day on

the Middle East situation, including the Palestine

question, Israel gave an account of the killing of

Leon Klinghoffer, saying he had been singled out

from other passengers on the ship because he was

Jewish, there being no Israelis aboard. The facts

showed, Israel said, that the hijacking had been

carried out by the Abul Abbas faction of PLO’s

Palestine Liberation Front (PLF), with the full

prior approval of the PLO Chairman.

It had not been planned originally as a hijack-

ing, Israel believed; the PLF men were to have

travelled on the ship to the Israeli port of Ashdod,

to have staged there a hostage-taking and then

demanded the release of Al Fatah terrorists held

in Israeli jails. However, when the terrorists were

discovered, they hijacked the ship, demanded the

release of 50 Palestinian terrorists and then shot

Klinghoffer. Then, on orders from Arafat, acting

through a lieutenant, the hijackers gave themselves

up to Egyptian authorities, Israel said.

The Secretary-General of the Organization of

the Islamic Conference said the hijacking was an

act of terrorism by individuals, which could not

be condoned. Since then, he added, the aircraft

carrying the four hijackers out of Egypt had been

intercepted by the United States Air Force and

forced to land at a United States military base in

Sicily; they were currently in custody.

PLO contended that there was no proof that

Klinghoffer was murdered. PLO had intervened

in the hijacking, at the request of the Italian

Government, to save the lives of the almost 400

passengers and crew. Its endeavours had helped

put an end to the operation and saved the vessel

and those on board from dire consequences. The

hijackers were on their way to a Palestinian court,

PLO went on; Chairman Arafat, who had ex-

pressed PLO’s condemnation of the operation, had

declared that PLO would interrogate them in co-

o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  E g y p t i a n  a n d  I t a l i a n

authorities. The arrest of the four Palestinians

would not put an end to violence and terrorism
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in the Middle East, because Israel was its primary

source.

take appropriate measures to cope with the situa-

tion and protect the lives of the passengers.

The United States said it felt relief-tinged with

sadness and anger about the murder of Leon

Klinghoffer—that the passengers and crew of the

ship had been released and that the latest act of ter-

rorism and violence had ended, and urged all peoples

and Governments to renounce terrorism as inimical

to the norms of civilization.

Australia considered Klinghoffer yet another in-

nocent victim of the cycle of violence afflicting the

Middle East.

A spokesman for the Secretary-General, in a state-

ment of 25 November, expressed deep sadness at

the heavy loss of innocent life in the hijacking, add-

ing that such tragedies reinforced the necessity for

Governments to make concerted efforts to imple-

ment existing international agreements and con-

sider what further measures could be effectively

devised.

Attack against the offices of the

The hijacking was listed by Israel in its “Calendar

of Middle Eastern violence, 1985”. annexed to a

5 December letter
(14)

 cataloguing press reports of

violence in the area.

American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee

During an attack on 11 October against the of-

fices of the American-Arab Anti-Discrimination

Committee (ADC) at Santa Ana, California, the

west coast Regional Director of ADC, Alex Odeh,

an American of Palestinian origin, was killed and

six Americans were injured. By a letter of 17 Oc-

tober,@@ Kuwait, as Chairman of the Arab Group,

expressed members’ concern over the climate of anti-

Arab hostility in the United States which, it believed,

had encouraged the attack. The Arab Group hoped

that the perpetrators would be identified and brought

to justice. Annexed to the letter was a telegram from

the Secretary-General of the League of Arab States

to the National Chairman of ADC stating that the

murder of Mr. Odeh had shocked the Arab world;

his work in fighting discrimination and his defence

of Palestinian rights in particular had earned him

high esteem. The Arab world hoped that the tragic

episode would only lead A D C to redouble i ts

endeavours.

Attacks at Rome and Vienna airports

On 27 December 1985, terrorist at tacks were car-

ried out in the passenger terminals at the airports

of Rome, Italy and Vienna, Austria; the perpetrators

were said to be Palestinians.

A spokesman for the Secretary-General, in a state-

ment of the same date, expressed shock at the news

of the attacks, which had resulted in the loss of in-

nocent human lives; the Secretary-General hoped

that the unanimous position on terrorism adopted

by the United Nations membership-General

Assembly resolution 40/61 (see LEGAL QUESTIONS,

Chapter II)-would be followed up by determined

efforts by all Governments and authorities concerned,

so that all acts, methods and practices of terrorism

might be brought to an end.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION

The United States, on 18 October,
(89)

 said its

authorities were investigating the incident fully so

that all responsible parties would be brought to

justice. Annexed to its letter was a White House

statement of 12 October deeply deploring the event

and condemning in the strongest possible terms the

criminal use of violence and terrorism to achieve

political ends.

Hijacking of an Egyptian aircraft

Following consultations with the members of the

Security Council, its President, on 30 December,

read out a statement on their behalf,
(91)

 strongly

condemning the attacks at the Rome and Vienna

airports as unjustifiable and criminal; they urged

that those responsible for the killings be brought

to trial and called on all concerned to exercise

restraint and refrain from taking any action incon-

sistent with their obligations under the Charter and

other relevant rules of international law. (For fur-

ther details, see LEGAL QUESTIONS, Chapter II.)

On 23 November 1985, an Egyptian airliner

bound from Athens to Cairo was hijacked to Malta

by four Palestinians; during the incident, 60 peo-

ple died. By a letter of 25 November, transmitted

by Egypt on 27 November,
(90)

 PLO said its Palestine

Central Council, currently meeting at Baghdad,

had issued a statement on 24 November express-

ing strong disapproval of the hijacking and con-

demning the perpetrators and parties behind it. The

Council considered that the act gave the enemies

of the Arab nation an opportunity to slander its

reputation and damage it in the eyes of world public

opinion. PLO announced that it was placing all of

Communication. Commenting in a letter of 31

December
(92)

 on the events which had led to the

Security Council President’s statement of the day

before, Israel said the Palestinian terror, inspired

directly by PLO, constantly prided itself on its

“armed struggle” against Israel and its citizens; in

the most recent atrocities, that terror had resulted

in the ruthless and deliberate killing of women,

children and babies, intentionally during the holidays

in order to maximize civilian casualties. Attacks

on civilian air transportation had become PLO's

trade mark. There was a blatant contradiction be-

tween the stance many countries had adopted

against international terrorism and the permis-

its capacities at Egypt’s disposal so that it might sion some of them gave to the world’s central ter-
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rorist organization to operate “missions” in their

c a p i t a l s ,  I s r a e l  s t a t e d .  T h e  L i b y a n  A r a b

Jamahir iya had become the world centre  of

international terrorism, but criminal gangs also

found shelter and backing in Iraq and the Syrian

Arab Republic, it said. It was imperative that all

countries which opposed acts of international

terrorism united and took decisive action to fight

that cancerous evil.
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Incidents  and disputes

between Arab countr ies  and Israel

Iraq and Israel

Armed incident

involving Iraqi nuclear facilities

The 1981 bombing by Israel i  a i rcraf t  of  a

nuclear research centre near Baghdad
(1)

 was the

subject of a 1985 report by the Secretary-General

and a General  Assembly request  (resolut ion

40/6) that IAEA consider additional measures to

ensure that Israel undertook not to attack or

threaten peaceful nuclear facilities. The IAEA

General Conference, in September, noted that

Israel had committed itself not to attack peaceful

nuclear facilities.

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s .  O n  3  M a y  1 9 8 5 ,
( 2 )

 I r aq

transmitted to the Secretary-General a statement

made by the Israeli Minister of Industry and

Trade, at a press conference at Haifa, Israel, on

26 March, saying that Israel had the right to

strike against any nuclear reactor built by Iraq

which constituted a danger to Israel’s security.

In a letter of 15 May,
(3)

 Israel stated that no

one but  the Prime Minis ter  and the Foreign

Minister and their appointed representatives ex-

pressed authorized government policy on the

issue. It reiterated its position stated in July

1984
(4)

 declaring its support for international ar-

rangements to ensure the status and inviolability

of peaceful nuclear facilities, as restated recently

to IAEA.

I A E A  a c t i o n .  T h e  G e n e r a l  C o n f e r e n c e  o f

IAEA, on 27 September,
( 5 )

 adopted a resolution

taking note of Israel’s declaration that it would

not attack or threaten to attack peaceful nuclear

facilities in Iraq or anywhere else.

Repor t  o f  the  Secre ta ry-Genera l .  In  October

1985,
( 6 )

 the Secretary-General reported to the

Assembly on steps taken with regard to im-

plementation of a 1981 Security Council resolu-

tion(‘) calling on Israel to refrain from attacks

on nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful purposes

and to place its nuclear facilities under IAEA

safeguards. By a note of 7 February 1985, the

Secretary-General had requested Israel to inform

him of act ion i t  had taken or  envisaged in

response to the Council’s demand, reiterated by

t h e  A s s e m b l y  i n  1 9 8 4 .
( 8 )

 I n  r e p l y ,  I s r a e l

transmitted on 24 October a 26 September state-

men t  by  t he  D i r ec to r -Gene ra l  o f  t he  I s r ae l

Atomic Energy Commission, according to which

Israel held that all States must refrain from at-

tacking or threatening to attack peaceful nuclear

facilities, and that the IAEA safeguards system

brought evidence of the peaceful operation of a

facility. Israel reconfirmed that it would not at-

tack or threaten any nuclear facilities devoted to

p e a c e f u l  p u r p o s e s ,  i n  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t  o r

elsewhere, and that it would support action in

competent forums convened to work out binding

agreements protecting such installations from at-

tack and threat of attack.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 1 November 1985, the General Assembly

adopted resolution 40/6 by recorded vote.
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Armed Israeli aggression against the Iraqi nuclear

installations and its grave consequences for

the established international system concerning

the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,

the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons

and international peace and security

The General Assembly,

Having considered the item entitled “Armed Israeli ag-

gression against the Iraqi nuclear installations and its

grave consequences for the established international

system concerning the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,

the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and interna-

tional peace and security”,

Recalling the relevant resolutions of the Security Coun-

cil and the General Assembly,

Taking note of the relevant resolutions of the Interna-

tional Atomic Energy Agency,

Viewing with deep concern Israel’s refusal to comply

with Security Council resolution 487(1981) of 19 June
1981,

Noting with deep concern the threatening statement made

by an Israeli cabinet member on 26 March 1985, in

which he stated, inter alia, “We are prepared to strike

against any nuclear reactor built by Iraq in the future”,

Deeply alarmed by Israel’s failure to state without am-

biguity its acceptance of the internationally recognized

criteria for the definition of a peaceful nuclear facility

and to acknowledge the effectiveness of the safeguards

system of the International Atomic Energy Agency as

a reliable means of verifying the peaceful operation of

nuclear facilities,

Concerned that armed attacks against nuclear facilities

raise fears about the safety of present and future nuclear

installations,

Aware that all States developing nuclear energy for

peaceful purposes need assurances against armed attacks

on nuclear facilities,

1. Strongly condemns all military attacks on all nuclear

installations dedicated to peaceful purposes, including

the military attacks by Israel on the nuclear facilities of Iraq;

2. Considers that Israel has not yet committed itself

not to attack or threaten to attack nuclear facilities in

Iraq or elsewhere, including facilities under Interna-

tional Atomic Energy Agency safeguards;

3. Requests the Security Council to take urgent and

effective measures to ensure that Israel complies without

further delay with the provisions of resolution 487(1981);

4. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency

to consider additional measures effectively to ensure that

Israel undertakes not to attack or threaten to attack

peaceful nuclear facilities in Iraq or elsewhere, in viola-

t ion  of  the  Char te r  o f  the  Uni ted  Nat ions  and  in

disregard of the safeguards system of the International

Atomic Energy Agency;

5. Calls upon Israel urgently to place all its nuclear

facilities under International Atomic Energy Agency

safeguards in accordance with resolution 487(1981)

adopted unanimously by the Security Council;

6. Reaffirms that Iraq is entitled to compensation for

the damage it has suffered as a result of the Israeli armed

attack on 7 June 1981;

7. Urges all Member States to provide necessary

technical assistance to Iraq to restore its peaceful nuclear

programme and to overcome the damage caused by the

Israeli attack;

8. Calls upon all States and organizations that have

not yet done so to discontinue co-operating with and

giving assistance to Israel in the nuclear field;

9. Requests the Conference on Disarmament to con-

tinue negotiations with a view to an immediate conclu-

sion of the agreement on the prohibition of military at-

tacks on nuclear facilities as a contribution to promoting

and ensuring the safe development of nuclear energy

for peaceful purposes;

10. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of

its forty-first session the item entitled “Armed Israeli ag-

gression against the Iraqi nuclear installations and its

grave consequences for the established international

system concerning the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,

the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and interna-

tional peace and security”.

General Assembly resolution 40/6

1 November 1985 Meeting 59 88-13-39 (recorded vote)

26-nation draft (A/40/L.9/Rev.1), amended by Iran (A/40/L.10); agenda item 29.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic

Yemen, Djibouti, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia,

Sudan, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: plenary 58, 59.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin,

Bhutan, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Comoros, Congo,

Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,

Djibouti, Egypt, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-

Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Irac, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,

Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius Mongolia,

Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Peru,

Philippines Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles

Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe,

Against: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Federal Republic of,

Iceland, Israel, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom,

United States.

Abstaining: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Barbados,

Bolivia, Cameroon, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,

Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, France Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Haiti, Ireland, Italy,

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Liberia, Malawi, Mexico, New Zealand, Panama,

Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Portugal, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,

Samoa, Solomon Islands, Spain, Uruguay, Venezue a, Zaire.

The Assembly adopted by a recorded vote of 79

to 2, with 50 abstentions, an amendment by Iran,

a d d i n g  w h a t  b e c a m e  p a r a g r a p h  1 .

The United States said it strongly believed that

the  i ssue  the  tex t  purpor ted  to  address  had  been

d e c i s i v e l y  r e s o l v e d  b y  t h e  I A E A  G e n e r a l  C o n -

ference in September, after four years of difficult

a n d  p a i n s t a k i n g  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ;  t h e  a t t e m p t  t o

reopen the issue flouted the clear intention of the

m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  I A E A  m e m b e r s .

In Canada’s view, the IAEA resolution had fully

responded to  many of  the  poin ts  ra i sed ,  ye t  th i s

text did not take account of that and sought to have

t h e  i s s u e  t a k e n  u p  a g a i n  i n  I A E A .  C a n a d a  a l s o

c o u l d  n o t  s u p p o r t  t h e  r e q u e s t  i n  p a r a g r a p h  3

which ,  i t  sa id ,  impl ied  the  imposi t ion  of  fur ther

res t r ic t ive  measures  aga ins t  I s rae l ,  nor  cou ld  i t

support the call in paragraph 7 which would have

the effect of preventing organizations such as IAEA

from co-opera t ing  wi th  a l l  the i r  member  S ta tes ,

inc lud ing  I s rae l .
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Canada and Sweden supported the call on Israel

t o  p l ace  i t s  nuc l ea r  f ac i l i t i e s  unde r  I A E A

safeguards. Nevertheless, Sweden felt that the

main thrust of paragraphs 3 and 5 and the sixth

preambular paragraph, in particular, was in con-

tradiction of the IAEA resolution.

Though strongly condemning Israel’s 1981 at-

tack, Austria said it did not consider the changes

in the 1985 resolution made in comparison to the

one adopted in 1984
(8)

 to be conducive to achiev-

ing its aims.

Mexico said it regretted that the IAEA resolu-

tion was not properly reflected in the text. In

Australia’s opinion, the text called on IAEA to

become involved in matters outside its area of com-

petence. Ecuador believed that the text should not

have been silent with regard to Israel’s positive

statements, such as the one contained in the

Secretary-General’s report; moreover it would not

appear appropriate to reopen the question in

IAEA, where it had been closed. Bolivia noted cer-

tain technical flaws pertaining to IAEA and no

mention of the Secretary-General’s report. Argen-

tina said the question of safeguards was not

covered to its satisfaction.

Brazil and Peru would have preferred mention

of the Secretary-General’s  report .  Peru also

reserved i ts  posi t ion with respect  to certain

technical concepts which, it believed, were not in

conformity with IAEA resolutions. Brazil doubted

whether anyone could tell what the internationally

recognized criteria mentioned in the sixth pream-

bular paragraph were. Paragraph 4 seemed to

disregard the fact  that  the matter  had been

withdrawn from the IAEA agenda; paragraph 8

deserved some examination in connection with

IAEA decisions; and paragraph 9 was imprecise.

The item under consideration was Israeli ag-

gression against the Iraqi nuclear installations,

Iraq stressed, and what happened in IAEA was a

very small part of that. Israel refused to put its

nuclear installations under the IAEA safeguards

system, while there was never a question about

Iraq’s compliance with the system. If the United

Nations did not make Israel commit itself not to

repeat its act of aggression and perhaps submit its

own facilities to international inspection, it was

driving nails into the coffin of the 1968 Treaty on

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(9)

 and

the safeguards system.

Lebanon situation

Reports of the Secretary-General. As requested

by the Security Council in 1984,
(10)

 the Secretary-

General reported on activities of the United Na-

tions Interim Force in Lebanon from 10 October

1984 to 11 April 1985.
(11)

 He had continued con-

sultations with the Lebanese Government and

other parties involved in the ongoing conflict in

L e b a n o n .  F o l l o w i n g  c o n s u l t a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e

Governments of Lebanon and Israel, their military

representatives met, beginning on 8 November

1984,
(12)

 for a conference which took place at

UNIFIL headquarters at Naqoura. From the outset

of the conference, Lebanon insisted on the full

withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanese ter-

ritory and the subsequent deployment of the

Lebanese army together with UNIFIL down to the

internat ional  boundary,  in  accordance with

Security Council resolution 425(1978) establishing

the Force.
(13)

 Israel took the position that UNIFIL

should be deployed in the ent ire  area to be

evacuated by the Israeli forces, with the position-

ing of the main forces of UNIFIL between the

Zahrani and Awali rivers up to the border between

Lebanon and the Syrian Arab Republic. Israel

would accept a limited UNIFIL presence further

south, but maintained that local forces should be

responsible  for  securi ty  arrangements  in  the

southernmost part of Lebanon. The Secretary-

General said there was little change in those basic

positions and the Naqoura conference, which

lasted into January 1985 and adjourned sine die,

had produced no result.

On 14 January, Israel announced a plan, for-

mally presented to the conference on 22 January,

for a unilateral redeployment of its forces in

southern Lebanon in three phases. During the first

phase, the Israel Defence Forces would evacuate

the Sidon area and deploy in the Litani-Nabatiyah

region in the western sector. In the second phase,

IDF would deploy in the Hasbaiya area in the

eastern sector, and in the third, they would deploy

along the Israel-Lebanon international border

while maintaining a zone where local forces, i.e.

the South Lebanon Army (SLA), would function

with IDF backing. The first phase would be car-

ried out within five weeks of the Israeli Govern-

ment’s decision. The timing of the subsequent

phases, tentatively scheduled to be completed in

the spring and summer of 1985, would be decided

by Israel. Throughout all the phases, efforts to

achieve political arrangements would continue.

On 24 January, at the conference, Lebanon an-

nounced that the Israeli redeployment plan did not

satisfy its demand for a detailed plan and timetable

for complete Israeli withdrawal from Lebanese ter-

ritory.

The Secretary-General observed that, as a result

of increasing confrontation between Israeli forces

and Lebanese resistance groups, the situation in

southern Lebanon deteriorated. Both the number

and the intensity of attacks by resistance groups

against the Israeli forces and Lebanese irregulars

armed and controlled by IDF increased sharply

after IDF started preparing for its evacuation from

t h e  S i d o n  a r e a ,  w h i c h  w a s  c o m p l e t e d  o n
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16 February. IDF carried out frequent cordon-and-

search operations in villages in the UNIFIL area-

assembling the men in a village for interrogation

and searching houses for weapons and ammuni-

tion, sometimes demolishing them if they were

thought  to  serve as  shel ter  for  members  of

resistance groups or if weapons were found in

them. From February on, 32 such operations had

been carried out and the demolition of 33 houses

was recorded. Fourteen bodies were found after

such operations, a number of persons were in-

jured, and more than 700 persons were arrested.

On 18 February, the report continued, IDF had

imposed restrictions on the movement of civilians,

including a curfew, restrictions on the movement

of vehicles, a ban on motorcycles, and prohibition

of parking along major routes. On 4 March, an ex-

plosion in a meeting hall at Ma’rakah (south of the

Litani River near Tyre) had killed 12 Lebanese and

injured more than 30 (see also p. 298). Since then,

villagers had frequently asked UNIFIL to search their

houses for explosives following Israeli cordon-and-

search operations. UNIFIL had reported that the

economy of the area also suffered severely owing

to the spreading violence as well as restrictions af-

fecting the movement of people and goods.

In a statement of 27 February (see below), the

Secretary-General had referred to the new situa-

tion that had developed in southern Lebanon since

early February as the result of the restrictions im-

posed on civilians and the increasing number of

attacks on the Israeli forces by Lebanese resistance

groups, leading to strong countermeasures, in-

c l u d i n g  n e w  c o r d o n - a n d - s e a r c h  o p e r a t i o n s

reported in the UNIFIL area since 6 February.

The Secretary-General noted in his report that

in recent weeks, there had been indications that

the Israel i  withdrawal  programme was being

speeded up. His efforts and those of his colleagues

had been directed to trying to bring together

Israel’s and Lebanon’s positions. The main prob-

lem, he concluded, was to reach a situation in Leb-

a n o n  s o u t h  o f  t h e  L i t a n i  a f t e r  t h e  I s r a e l i

withdrawal in which peace and security could be

assured and normal condit ions progressively

restored. The best means of achieving that, the

Secretary-General believed, would be an orderly

take-over from the Israeli forces, perhaps in the

firs t  instance by U N I F I L  wi th  e lements  of  the

Lebanese army, with the ultimate aim of restor-

ing the complete  authori ty  of  the Lebanese

Government and army. Some form of consultative

mechanism under United Nations auspices would

be essential. If the Naqoura talks or the 1949

Israel-Lebanon General Armistice Agreement
(14)

were not acceptable to the parties, for one reason

or another, he would be prepared to consider con-

voking a new conference of military representatives

of the two Governments.

Lebanon, in a 27 March 1985 letter,
(15)

 stated

its understanding of UNIFIL’s role; the whole of

southern Lebanon should be under the exclusive

authority of the Lebanese army, assisted in its task

solely by UNIFIL, since Lebanon would not assign

any role to any military force which was not a legal

force, nor would it accept buffer zones or security

zones of  any kind.  UN I F I L’s  deployment area

should not become a disengagement zone between

illegal armed forces on Lebanese territory and

UNIFIL posts would be determined by agreement

with the Lebanese Government alone.

Israel had stated, according to the Secretary-

G e n e r a l ’ s  r e p o r t ,  t h a t  i t  h a d  t w o  p r i n c i p a l

objectives-complete withdrawal of its forces from

Lebanon and security for Israel’s northern border.

Those objectives, it believed, could be achieved

either by agreement with the Lebanese authorities

or, failing that, by unilateral security arrangements

made by Israel.

The second phase of redeployment of IDF, car-

ried out gradually during March and April, was

described in the Secretary-General’s report cover-

ing the period from 12 April to 10 October.
(16)

The Israeli forces withdrew from the Nabatiyah

area on 11 March, while the Jezzine area and

north-eastern sector, including the Bekaa valley

and the strategic position at Jebal Baruk, were

evacuated on 14 April. On 29 April, they withdrew

from the Tyre pocket and from positions they had

established in the western sector of the UNIFIL

area. At the end of the second phase, they were

redeployed in a strip of land north of the interna-

tional border extending from the Mediterranean

Sea to the Hasbaiya area with a depth varying be-

tween about 2 and 10 kilometres. In accordance

with the Israeli plan, that strip of land, which ex-

tended into part of the UNIFIL area, was to be

maintained as a “security zone” where SLA and

other local militias armed and controlled by the

Israeli forces were to function after completion of

the third and last phase of Israeli. redeployment.

After the Security Council in April (resolution

561(1985)) asked him to continue consultations,

the Secretary-General initiated new efforts through

his personal representatives and the Commander

of UNIFIL to work out, in consultation with the

Lebanese and Israeli authorities, arrangements

leading to the full withdrawal of the Israeli forces,

the deployment  of  U N I F I L  to  the internat ional

border and the establishment of peace and security

in the area. Those efforts were inconclusive,

however, and IDF proceeded with the third phase

of its redeployment, without change, in May and

early June. During that period, the Israeli forces

withdrew progressively from positions in the

security zone, handing them over to SLA. By 10

June, Israel announced that the third phase had

been completed. It indicated that, while all com-
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bat units had been withdrawn from Lebanese ter-

ritory, some Israeli troops would continue to

operate in the security zone for an unspecified

period of time and act as advisers to SLA. Part of

the security zone overlapped with UNIFIL’s area

o f  d e p l o y m e n t ,  w h i c h  l e d  t o  f r e q u e n t  a n d

dangerous confrontations between the irregulars

and UNIFIL personnel. There were three positions

manned by IDF, 16 by SLA and two jointly (SLA

withdrew from three positions in July following

negotiations with Israel by the UNIFIL Com-

mander). In the remaining part of the security

zone, which included the former enclave and the

Hasbaiya area, Israeli forces had continued to

operate with elements of SLA and other local

forces controlled by them.

The situation in the security zone was very

tense,  the Secretary-General  said.  Lebanese

resistance groups had launched 250 attacks since

May on Israeli troops and the Lebanese irregulars

associated with them throughout that zone, both

within and outside the UNIFIL area of deployment,

as well as a number of suicide bomb attacks. IDF

and SLA elements carried out a number of cordon-

and-search operations against Shiite villages, nine

of  them in  the  U N I F I L  area ,  dur ing which 16

houses were demolished and 73 persons arrested.

On some occasions,  S L A also shelled Shii te

villages; following two June attacks, about 2,000

persons sought temporary refuge near Qana where

the Fijian battalion of UNIFIL was headquartered.

Leaders of Amal—the Shiite organization—and

other Lebanese resistance groups had generally co-

operated with UNIFIL in the area Israeli forces had

evacuated.

The Secretary-General continued his contacts

with Israel and Lebanon concerning security ar-

rangements following completion of the Israeli

withdrawal and to promote a steady return to nor-

mality, pointing out that the security zone manned

by S L A assisted by I D F e lements  contravened

Security Council resolutions and violated Leba-

non’s sovereignty and was certain to give rise to

increasing opposition and a new round of violence.

After the Council renewed UNIFIL’s mandate for

six months in October (resolution 575(1985)), the

Secretary-General held discussions with the par-

ties concerned, including the Lebanese President

and the Prime Minister and Minister of Defence

of Israel. In addition, Jean-Claude Aimé, Direc-

tor in the Office of the Under-Secretaries-General

for Special Political Affairs, undertook a mission

to the area for discussions with those concerned.

In spite of those efforts, the Secretary-General

noted in a December interim report,
(17)

 the posi-

tions of the parties remained far apart. Israel an-

nounced that it would continue to rely on the

security zone to ensure the security of its northern

settlements and that UNIFIL would not be allowed

to deploy to the border. Lebanon was strongly op-

posed to Israel’s continuing presence and the con-

cept of the security zone, and insisted that UNIFIL

should deploy to the border and fully implement

Security Council resolution 425(1978).
( 1 3 )

 The

si tuat ion was not  acceptable,  the Secretary-

General continued, and could well deteriorate; he

noted that the leader of Amal had recently stated

his intention to step up activities against SLA and

Israel if there was no change in the situation by

the end of the year.

The situation in and around Beirut, with par-

ticular emphasis on developments involving Israeli

forces and Palestinians, was monitored by the

Observer Group in Beirut, with observers from

UNTSO, set up in 1982
(18)

 following the first incur-

sion of  Israel i  t roops into West  Beirut .  The

Secretary-General reported in October 1985
( 1 9 )

that, since the withdrawal of the Israeli forces from

the Beirut area in September 1983, the Group’s

strength had been brought down from 50 to 18.

Communica t ions  ( January-March) .  By a let-

ter of 16 January 1985, transmitted by Egypt on

17 January,
(20)

 PLO characterized Israel’s plan to

withdraw from Lebanon as a unilateral decision

that did not take into consideration the 1978

Security Council resolutions on the establishment

of UNIFIL
(21)

 or its 1982 resolutions calling for im-

mediate cessation of all military activities in Leb-

anon
(22)

 and withdrawal of Israeli forces to the in-

t e r n a t i o n a l l y  r e c o g n i z e d  b o u n d a r i e s  o f

Lebanon 
(23)

On 12 February,
( 2 4 )

 Lebanon informed the

Secretary-General that that morning the Israeli

army had at tacked the vi l lage of  Toura,  in

UNIFIL’s area of operation, surrounding it with

more than 90 tanks and military vehicles. Leba-

non feared that a massacre could take place. The

Israeli army had prevented the International Com-

mittee of the Red Cross (ICRC) from entering the

village and was preventing all citizens from leav-

ing it. Lebanon considered it necessary to in-

tervene quickly.

On 21 February, 
(25)

 Lebanon protested Israeli

practices in southern Lebanon, the western Bekaa

and the Rashaya district, which it said included

a series of raids, arrests, killings and repression

that had resulted in many casualties. Recent in-

formation from the area indicated that a great

number of Israeli soldiers in military vehicles and

bulldozers had made their way to the villages of

Deir Kanoun and Tair Dibbah, north-east of Tyre.

Annexed to the letter was a listing entitled “Report

on the abusive practices of Israel in southern Leb-

a n o n :  1 2  t o  2 0  F e b r u a r y  1 9 8 5 ” .  O n  2 5

February,
( 2 6 )

 Lebanon transmitted two further

reports for the periods 21 to 23 February and 23

to 25 February, and, on 26 February,
(27)

 another

covering 25 and 26 February.
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By a letter of 4 March,
(28)

 Lebanon informed

the Secretary-General of what it charged was a

massacre perpetrated by over 800 Israeli soldiers

in the village of Ma’rakah on 4 March. On 2

March, 350 citizens had been locked up in the

village school after being interrogated, Lebanon

said; 17 of them were later taken away to an

unknown destination. Before leaving the village,

the Israeli forces had planted explosives at the

mosque and blew it up when as many as 200

villagers gathered there on 4 March; the number

of victims had not yet been determined. Israeli

forces  had prevented ambulances  and other

emergency vehicles from entering the village; they

surrounded the hospital in Jebel Aamel, the village

closest to Ma’rakah, and prevented the wounded

from being taken inside. Lebanon condemned the

act as criminal and reiterated its call for condem-

nation of Israel’s abusive operations and practices

and for an immediate end to them.

Israel rejected those charges on 6 March,
(29)

stating that it had no involvement in the explo-

sion near the mosque and that there were no IDF

units in the village at the time of the incident. It

appeared that the explosion had taken place when

terrorists mishandled the triggering device and

caused it to detonate. Also, IDF had not prevented

emergency vehicles from entering the hospital; on

the contrary, they had cleared a path and assured

access by dispersing a violent demonstration in

front of it and apprehending some demonstrators

who had fled inside. Israel had acted responsibly

to prevent further terrorism; IDF had uncovered

large caches of weapons and explosives, whose use

would have killed many Lebanese civilians in the

south as well as Israeli forces. Lebanon not only

attacked Israel for defending its own forces as they

were leaving the country, but had fallen into the

habit of blaming Israel for every outbreak of in-

ternal violence, which reflected its inability to en-

force law and order.

On 6 March,
(30)

 India transmitted a communi-

qué adopted that day at an urgent session of the

Co-ordinating Bureau of the Movement of Non-

Aligned Countries regarding the situation in the

Israeli-occupied areas in southern Lebanon, the

western Bekaa and the Rashaya district. The Bureau

condemned Israel’s practices and measures against

the civilian population there as a violation of inter-

national law, in particular the Geneva Convention

relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time

of War (fourth Geneva Convention) of 12 August

1949, and demanded that Israel desist from those

practices and immediately lift all restrictions and

obstacles to the restoration of normal conditions

in the areas under its occupation. The Bureau called

on the Security Council to ensure Israel’s immediate

and unconditional withdrawal to the internationally

recognized borders.

O n  2 3  M a r c h ,
( 3 1 )

 L e b a n o n  i n f o r m e d  t h e

Secretary-General of what it called further inhuman

acts of aggression by Israel against the inhabitants

of southern Lebanon, citing, among other opera-

tions, an incident of 21 March when Israeli forces

bombarded two villages and besieged 10 in the district

of Zahrani. Israeli forces advanced to within 7

kilometres of Sidon, besieging, on their way, three

Lebanese army posts in areas they had previously

evacuated, leaving 22 people killed and several

wounded and causing material damage. In other

towns, they destroyed houses and police posts and

took prisoners. Lebanon emphatically condemned

those acts of aggression, drawing the Security Coun-

cil’s attention to their gravity and inhuman character.

Because the Council was unable to perform its tasks,

Israel was tacitly encouraged to pursue its inhuman

policy towards the population of the Lebanese ter-

ritory it occupied.

In a letter of 28 March,
(32)

 the 10 countries con-

tributing troops to UNIFIL (see p. 305) took note

of Israel’s declaration that it would fully implement

the withdrawal of IDF from Lebanese territory. They

called for strict observance of the fourth Geneva

Convention and deplored all acts of violence in the

area.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION (Februery/March)

Following a request from Lebanon dated 25

February,
(33)

 the Security Council considered the

situation in southern Lebanon at four meetings on

28 February and 7, 11 and 12 March.

Meeting numbers. SC 2568, 2570, 2572, 2573.

In addition to Israel and Lebanon, the Council

invited Afghanistan, Algeria, Bangladesh, Cuba,

Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, the

German Democratic Republic, Indonesia, Iran, Jor-

dan, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Qatar,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, the Sudan, the Syrian Arab

Republic, the United Arab Emirates, Viet Nam and

Yugoslavia, at their request, to participate in the

discussion without the right to vote. The Council

also invited the Permanent Observer of the League

of Arab States, at Qatar’s request,
(34)

 to participate

under rule 39
e
 of its provisional rules of procedure.

At the request of Democratic Yemen,
(35)

 the

Council decided on 11 March, by 10 votes to 1

(United States), with 4 abstentions (Australia, Den-

mark, France, United Kingdom), that an invita-

tion to participate be accorded to PLO. The Presi-

dent stated that the proposal was not made pursuant

to rule 37
f
 or rule 39 of the provisional rules of pro-

cedure, but the invitation would confer on PLO the

same rights as those conferred on Member States

when invited to participate pursuant to rule 37.

e
See footnote a on p. 274.

f
See footnote b on p. 274.
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Before the vote, the United States reiterated its

opposition (see p. 274) to granting such rights to

non-governmental entities.

Denmark said the procedure followed, designed

to grant PLO a status similar to that of a Member

State, did not reflect PLO's true relationship to the

United Nations. In Australia’s view, PLO should

properly be invited to participate on the same basis

as other organizations or bodies which were not

States.

On 12 March, the Council voted on a draft

resolution by Lebanon.
(36)

 The vote was 11 to 1,

with 3 abstentions.

In favour: Burkina Faso, China, Egypt, France,
India, Madagascar, Peru, Thailand, Trinidad and
Tobago, Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

Against: United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Denmark, United Kingdom.

Owing to the negative vote of a permanent

member, the draft was not adopted.

By the draft, the Council would have: (1) con-

demned Israeli practices and measures against the

civi l ian populat ion in  southern Lebanon,  the

western Bekaa and the Rashaya district; (2) reaf-

firmed the urgent need to implement Council

resolutions on Lebanon,
(37)

 which demanded that

Israel withdraw all its military forces uncondi-

tionally to the internationally recognized boun-

daries; (3) reiterated its call for strict respect for

Lebanon’s sovereignty, independence, unity and

territorial integrity; (4) affirmed that the provisions

of the fourth Geneva Convention applied to the

Israeli-occupied territories in southern Lebanon,

the western Bekaa and the Rashaya district, and

that the occupying Power was duty-bound to

respect and uphold those provisions and other

norms of international law; (5) demanded that Israel

as the occupying Power desist from its practices

against the civilian population in those territories

and immediately lift all restrictions and obstacles

to the restoration of normal conditions in the area

under its occupation; (6) requested the Secretary-

General to establish a fact-finding mission to report

to the Council on Israel’s practices and measures

there; and (7) asked him to keep the situation under

review, to consult with the Lebanese Government

and, to report to the Council.

The United States said the text was unbalanced,

applied double standards and did not accord Israel

fair treatment. It would have preferred a consensus

resolution committing the Council to a sincere ef-

fort to deal with Lebanon’s problems while respect-

ing the rights of all United Nations Members; it

was ready to join in a statement reflecting the

Council’s dismay at the escalation of violence in

the country, expressing sympathy to the victims,

urging restraint on all parties, affirming the ap-

plication of the fourth Geneva Convention to the

occupied areas, and reaffirming the commitment

of all Members to full restoration of Lebanon’s

sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and

unity. The United States supported the withdrawal

of all foreign troops from Lebanon and the enjoy-

ment of full sovereignty by Lebanon, but did not

currently believe that a Council resolution was the

best way of achieving the common objective of con-

firming the Lebanese Government’s authority.

Despite the draft’s positive aspects, such as

paragraphs 2 to 4 and 7, the United Kingdom

believed that the text took insufficient account of

the need to dampen the cycle of violence and to

promote the peaceful  diplomatic  solut ion so

urgently needed. In particular, there was no men-

tion of the role of UNIFIL or of the need to assist

the Secretary-General’s efforts in pursuance of

Council resolution 555(1984)
(10)

 and encourage

the immediate return to the Naqoura talks.

Israel said adoption of the text would not stop

it from defending its citizens against terrorist at-

tacks, but would encourage the forces of fanaticism

and extremism in southern Lebanon.

Lebanon said if some Council members had

been true to themselves, they would have con-

demned the arbitrary and inhumane practices of

the occupying army, which were inevitable results

of the Israeli invasion they had condemned. By

failing to meet its obligations, the Council left the

population of Beirut, the Rashaya district and

western Bekaa vict ims of  that  army and en-

couraged Israel to proceed with its brutal policies

and defiance of the Council. However, that stand

would not affect Lebanon’s insistence on liberating

the parts of the country occupied by Israel.

Trinidad and Tobago, noting that Israel had ap-

proved the second phase of its withdrawal, ex-

pressed concern over reports of increased violence

accompanying that withdrawal. It would have liked

to see incorporated in the text an appeal to all par-

ties to exercise restraint and refrain from violence

during the withdrawal, as well as an appeal to

demonstrate some mutual forbearance. It believed

that Israel and Lebanon could usefully engage in

c o n s u l t a t i o n s  a i m e d  a t  e n s u r i n g  a  p e a c e f u l

withdrawal-consultations which might also yield

insights into requirements for maintaining law and

o r d e r  i n  t h e  e v a c u a t e d  a r e a s  a n d  i n d i c a t e

possibilities for an enhanced role for United Na-

tions peace-keeping operations.

Thailand regretted that the text did not refer

to the initiatives of the Secretary-General and his

representative, as well as their good offices to have

the Naqoura talks resumed, and noted with regret

the absence of a reference to UNIFIL. In paragraph

1, all practices and measures against the civilian

population which violated international law and

the fourth Geneva Convention should have been

condemned.
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Peru believed that if there had been a specific

reference to the objective of finding the minimal

mach ine ry  t o  s t ab i l i z e  and  sys t ema t i ze  t he

withdrawal of the occupying forces, the text would

have been less narrow. Also, it felt that condem-

nations should be in keeping with facts that were

suitably corroborated at the international level.

Algeria ,  Democrat ic  Yemen,  India  and the

Syrian Arab Republic fully supported Lebanon’s

demand as outlined in the draft resolution. India

said the Council must act decisively to halt Israeli

aggression and intransigence and to put an end

to the tragedy of Lebanon. Democratic Yemen said

the Council would thereby affirm the credibility

of its resolutions and its responsibility for the

maintenance of international peace and security.

Cyprus  s a id  adop t ion  o f  t he  d r a f t  wou ld

demonstrate a clear determination by the inter-

national community to ensure respect for Leba-

non’s sovereignty, independence, territorial in-

tegrity and unity and profound solidarity with and

sympathy for its much-tormented people.

Saudi Arabia felt that a draft reinforcing the

C o u n c i l ’ s  1 9 8 2  r e s o l u t i o n s  o n  L e b a n o n

represented the minimum the Counci l  could

adopt to keep its credibility. Senegal believed

that the draft contained all elements to restore

peace to Lebanon and enable it to regain its in-

dependence and territorial integrity. Pakistan

said the least the Council could do was to remind

Israel of its demand for immediate and uncondi-

tional withdrawal and strict compliance with the

1949 Geneva Conventions; adoption of the text

w o u l d  s e r v e  t h a t  p u r p o s e  a n d  s e n d  a  c l e a r

message.

Speaking as  Chairman of  the Arab Group,

Qatar said the Council should reaffirm its 1982

resolutions calling for respect for the rights of the

civilian population and an end to acts of violence

against them;
( 3 8 )

 Israel must be compelled to

commit itself to respect the Charter, the Univer-

sal Declaration of Human Rights
( 3 9 )

 and other

international agreements, especially the fourth

Geneva Convention. The Council’s resolution

must include provisions ending Israel’s determina-

tion to disregard Council resolutions.

Iran said the draft contained two very impor-

tant points: condemnation of the Zionist aggressor

for its recent crimes and its illegal occupation of

Lebanese territory; and immediate and uncondi-

tional withdrawal of Israeli forces from all the oc-

cupied territories.

Czechoslovakia and the Syrian Arab Republic

called on the United States not to stand in opposi-

tion to the other Council members and all peace-

loving forces. Obstruction of the draft resolution

would not protect Israel from rising resistance to

its occupation, Pakistan cautioned, but would only

deal a blow to the current peace effort.

Opening the  debate ,  Lebanon charged that

Israel’s military operations and inhuman practices

in the areas under  i ts  occupat ion were dai ly

becoming more severe; if Israel had committed

itself to comply with the Council’s resolutions, the

situation would not have deteriorated to such an

extent. The third stage of redeployment, in accord-

ance with the decision of the Israeli Government,

did not constitute a true withdrawal as long as it

set out a security belt in which Israel arrogated

to itself the right to maintain nominal forces and

re-enter any region from which it had withdrawn.

Lebanon declared it had sincerely attempted to

bring about a successful outcome to the Naqoura

talks; however, despite repeated demands for a

detailed timetable for withdrawal, Israel refused

to present one or to give any role to the legitimate

Lebanese army.

Israel stated that it had agreed to meet at Na-

qoura to negotiate security arrangements which,

among other things, would facilitate its withdrawal,

but Lebanon, under Syrian pressure: refused. After

that last Lebanese abrogation of responsibility, Israel

had chosen to act on its own. It had decided to

withdraw its forces in three phases to the interna-

tional border; now, entering the second phase, it

was seeking the widest co-operation to complete

it in as orderly and peaceful a manner as possible.

The Lebanese Government had not agreed to ar-

range an orderly transfer of authority as a way of

minimizing violence in the areas evacuated by Israel;

after unusual restraint in the face of countless pro-

vocations during its withdrawal, Israel had taken

action necessary to protect its soldiers and prevent

terrorists from attacking them and organizing a safe

haven for future attacks. The withdrawal was ex-

pected to take from six to nine months; specifying

a more exact timetable was not practical, since con-

ditions changed with each phase and terrorist at-

tacks might require modifications in timing and

procedures.

There was almost unanimous agreement among

the countries speaking in the Council that Israel’s

practices and measures against the civilian popula-

tion in Lebanon violated international law, in par-

ticular the fourth Geneva Convention. Like all

States that signed the Convention, France said,

Israel must scrupulously implement its provisions.

Imp lemen ta t i on  o f  Counc i l  r e so lu t i ons  on

Lebanon-espec i a l ly  t hose
( 3 7 )

 men t ioned  in

paragraph 2 of the Lebanese draft, calling for a

cessation of all military activity and demanding

Israel’s unconditional withdrawal to the interna-

tionally recognized boundaries-was seen by most

as necessary and a pre-condition for normaliza-

tion of the situation. Poland and the USSR, for

example, saw in the immediate and unconditional

implementation of the 1982 resolutions the only

reliable key to a solution of the Lebanese problem.
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The United Arab Emirates believed that the

current situation in southern Lebanon was a direct

result of their non-implementation. Others, in-

cluding Algeria, Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia,

Jordan,  Madagascar ,  Nicaragua and Nigeria ,

specifically mentioned in this respect the 1978

resolution
(13)

 establishing UNIFIL, which called for

strict respect for Lebanon’s territorial integrity,

sovereignty and independence.

Egypt regarded as the only option Israel’s com-

plete and unconditional withdrawal, in order to

enable Lebanon to regain true sovereignty over all

its territory, protect its population and restore

security and order. China said that under no

pretext should Israel continue its occupation, pur-

sue its “iron-fist” policy and bully the local in-

habitants. In Yugoslavia’s opinion, any other ap-

proach but Israel’s immediate and unconditional

withdrawal undermined the basis of international

peace and security envisaged in the Charter.

Australia observed that it had consistently called

for withdrawal of all foreign forces, except those

in Lebanon at the Government’s request.

Many other speakers viewed Israel’s practices

as a threat not only to Lebanon but to the Middle

East as a whole, endangering even international

peace and security. Among them were Czechoslo-

vakia and Qatar on behalf of the Arab Group. The

escalation of Israel’s aggression, Cuba said, greatly

increased the danger that another war would break

out in the region. Considering the Lebanese prob-

lem in isolation from the general explosive situa-

tion in the region was impossible, according to

Bangladesh, the German Democratic Republic,

India, Senegal and the Ukrainian SSR. Viet Nam

added that the problems in Lebanon could be

solved only through a comprehensive Middle East

settlement which guaranteed Palestinian rights

and respect for the legitimate interests of all coun-

tries in the region, including an independent State

of Palestine.

The increase in violence in Lebanon made it

necessary to ensure that there was a new move-

ment towards peace, said Senegal, which also

noted recent diplomatic developments that could

make such a movement possible.

The necessity to resume the Naqoura talks was

widely recognized. To find practical ways to im-

plement the second and third stages of Israel’s

withdrawal, the United States urged that both

countries return to Naqoura; the violence accom-

panying the withdrawal and the counter-reaction

to it only worked against Lebanon’s interest.

Burkina Faso said resumption of the talks, under

the Secretary-General’s auspices, had become

necessary. Thailand joined in the appeal for their

resumption as soon as possible, hoping for an

a g r e e m e n t  t o  e n a b l e  I s r a e l  t o  w i t h d r a w

unimpeded, with an expeditious timetable; while

the withdrawal was under way, the civilian popula-

tion and refugees must be spared from repressive

measures. Denmark urged Lebanon and Israel to

show flexibil i ty in establishing securi ty ar-

rangements in southern Lebanon. For Peru, it was

a matter of greatest priority to make use of the

machinery existing for a dialogue between the par-

ties and to work for the speedy resumption of

contacts.

A clearly spelt-out timetable had become ab-

solutely necessary for the success of resumed talks,

the representative of the League of Arab States

said. Israel’s refusal to provide a time-frame for

its withdrawal to the international borders and its

practices against the people in the area were proof

that it wanted them to leave their lands so that it

might usurp those territories, the Syrian Arab

Republic charged. Israel’s actions were genocidal

and an alarming indication that it was planning

to perpetuate its control and create a “buffer

State”, as originally envisaged in its plans for the

1982 invasion of Lebanon, Cuba stated.

Measures to compel Israel to comply with the

Council’s resolutions and completely withdraw

from Lebanon were called for by many speakers.

Among them, the Sudan said it was incumbent

on the Council to live up to its duties enshrined

in the Charter and to put an end to Israel’s per-

sistent aggressive practices. In the search for

suitable measures, Czechoslovakia believed, each

Council member must be guided by the fact that

Israel was an aggressor in the terms of the 1974

Definition of Aggression.
( 4 0 )

 The Syrian Arab

Republic called on the Council to take measures

to eliminate acts of aggression against Lebanese

territory and restore it to its rightful owners.

Communica t ions  (Apr i l /May) .  By a let ter  of

4 April ,
( 4 1 )

 Lebanon informed the Secretary-

General that on 3 April Israel had transferred 1,131

Lebanese and Palestinian prisoners from the Al-

A n s a r  d e t e n t i o n  c a m p  i n  I s r a e l i - o c c u p i e d

Lebanese territory to some prisons inside Israel,

in violation of the fourth Geneva Convention. At

the same time, Israel had released 752 prisoners

to palliate the reaction of international public opin-

ion, which was unanimous in condemning the

transfer. Information from ICRC indicated, it said,

that Israel intended to retransfer the prisoners to

a detention camp within Lebanon’s borders and

inside the security zone. Lebanon vehemently con-

demned Israel’s action, saying that it violated

international law and custom and endangered the

lives and future of the prisoners; it was incumbent

on the international community to bring Israel’s

persistent violations to an immediate halt.

In its reply of 17 April 1985,
(42)

 Israel said Leb-

anon had totally misrepresented the truth concern-

ing the transfer. The 752 detainees had been

released because they no longer represented a
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danger to IDF units currently withdrawing from

south Lebanon. The temporary transfer to Israel

of detainees who still constituted a danger to the

security of IDF had become imperative because of

the particular circumstances in south Lebanon. That

such a temporary transfer violated the fourth Geneva

Convention was equally groundless, since the Con-

vention authorized such measures when for material

reasons it was impossible to avoid such displace-

ment. Keeping the detainees at Ansar would have

complicated and prolonged Israel’s  ongoing

withdrawal; releasing them would have added to

the instability and bloodshed and the likelihood of

attacks against IDF; and building alternative deten-

tion facilities in the area being evacuated had not

been possible in the time-frame of the ongoing

withdrawal. Efforts were being made to establish

a smaller facility at Majidiyah, in south Lebanon,

to hold some of the detainees pending withdrawal

from the area. The detainees temporarily transferred

to Israel were given suitable facilities and medical

care, access to ICRC representatives and entitlement

to petition an Appeals Board. Several had already

been released.

On 12 April
(43)

 and 16 April,
(44)

 the United Arab

Emirates, as Chairman of the Group of Arab States,

transmitted three letters from PLO, dated 10, 11 and

15 April, charging Israeli occupation forces and their

allies with heavy bombing on 10 April of the city

and area of Tyre, including three Palestinian refugee

camps. Israeli tanks and armoured vehicles had sup-

ported what PLO called Fascist isolationist elements

in the assaults; hundreds of civilians, including

Palestinians, had been arrested and taken to Israel.

For the twelfth consecutive day, Israeli occupation

forces and their allies had shelled two Palestinian

refugee camps; four children and three men had

been killed that day and 15 others had been seriously

injured. Daily life in Tyre had been brought to a

standstill by an endless artillery barrage. PLO

believed the objective was to impose a military siege

by land and sea against the Palestinian refugee camps

at Sidon and Tyre to uproot the Palestinians as a

pre-condition for the success of Israel’s plan to

establish a so-called safe-border zone-the fulfil-

ment of its aspiration to establish a sectarian, Fascist

mini-State in south Lebanon. On 11 April, PLO

said, Israeli troops in south Lebanon and their allies

had resumed heavy artillery bombardment of Pales-

tinian refugee camps in the Sidon area. On 15 April,

it said that, for the past few days, Israeli occupa-

tion forces in the Tyre area had besieged four

Palestinian refugee camps and had conducted house-

to-house searches, arresting 270 Palestinian civilians

and taking them to unknown destinations. PLO

deemed it clear that the Israeli occupation forces

were hoping through terror and panic to facilitate

the mass exodus of Palestinians from the Tyre area,

as they had attempted in the Sidon area. Israel’s

strategy aimed at emptying southern Lebanon of

all Palestinian presence. PLO reiterated its call on

the United Nations for adequate measures to end

Israel’s crimes immediately and provide protection

for the Palestinians in southern Lebanon.

On 3 May,
(45)

 Italy transmitted a declaration

adopted on 29 April by the Ministers for Foreign

Affairs of the 10 EC member States, stating that they

continued to view with concern the deterioration

of the situation in Lebanon, in particular the con-

sequences for the civilians in the south subjected

to unjustifiable acts of violence. They looked for

the early, orderly and complete withdrawal of Israeli

and other forces which were not in Lebanon at the

Government’s request. They considered it impor-

tant that appropriate security arrangements be

reached between Israel and Lebanon, and appealed

to all the parties to facilitate the restoration of Leb-

anon’s sovereignty, unity, territorial integrity and

independence. They expressed deep concern for the

suffering of the Lebanese and the kidnapping of

foreign nationals, and called on all parties to co-

operate fully with UNIFIL.

On 8 May,
( 4 6 )

 the Secretary-General submit-

ted to the Security Council a 7 May letter by

Pope John Paul II warning that the ever more

tragic events in Lebanon could become fatal for

the survival of the country, and that a widening

g a p  b e t w e e n  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  c o m m u n i t i e s -

Christians and Moslems-could lead to a disap-

pearance of all national identity. The Pope was

confident  that  the  United Nat ions would do

everything in its power to co-ordinate the initia-

tives that such a complex crisis demanded; it was

a particularly suitable forum for appealing to all

nations not to abandon Lebanon and to help its

people lay the foundations of a dialogue aimed

at building a renewed country.

On 14 May,
( 4 7 )

 Austral ia  t ransmit ted an 8

May statement by its Prime Minister expressing

concern at the continued violence in Lebanon,

particularly in Beirut, and at the recent events in

the southern part of the country where as many

as  20,000 Chris t ians  were  repor ted to  have

sought refuge in Jezzine and other towns in the

area. The Prime Minister lamented that Leba-

non should have become the battleground on

which foreign forces  conducted their  bat t les

openly or by proxy. Australia called for max-

imum restraint by all parties and for an end to

all external interference in the country’s affairs;

agreement among the warring factions was the

only basis on which Lebanon’s independence

and sovereignty would be respected.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION (May)

On 24 May, after consultations with the Coun-

cil members, the Security Council President issued

the following statement on their behalf:
(48)
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“The members of the Security Council express their

serious concern at the heightened violence in certain

parts of Lebanon in the past few days.

“They take note of and-fully support the statement

issued on 22 May 1985 by the Secretary-General.
which also refers to the situation in and around the

Palestinian refugee camps, and his appeal to all con-
cerned to make every possible effort to put an end to
violence involving the civilian population.

“They reaffirm that the sovereignty, independence
and territorial integrity of Lebanon must be respected.

“In response to their humanitarian concern, they
strongly appeal for restraint, in order to alleviate the
sufferings of civilians in Lebanon.”

Following Egypt’s request of 30 May,
(49)

 the

Council met on 31 May to consider the situation

created by the continued escalation of violence in-

volving the civilian population in and around

Beirut, affecting the safety and security of the

Palestinians in the refugee camps.

The Council invited Lebanon, Malta and the

Syrian Arab Republic, at their request, to par-

ticipate in the discussion without the right to vote.

It also decided, by 10 votes to 1 (United States),

with 4 abstentions (Australia, Denmark, France,

United Kingdom), that an invitation should be ac-

corded to PLO.

The President stated that an Egyptian proposal

to invite PLO
(50)

 was not made pursuant to rule

37
g
 or rule 39

h
 of the Council’s provisional rules

of procedure, but the invitation would confer on

P L O  t h e  s a m e  r i g h t s  a s  t h o s e  c o n f e r r e d  o n

Member States when invited to participate pur-

suant to rule 37.

Before the vote, the United States reiterated its

position of principle (see p. 274) opposing grant-

ing such rights to non-governmental entities.

On 31 May, without prior debate, the Council

unanimously adopted r e so lu t ion  564(1985) .

The Security Council,

Recalling the statement made by the President on 24
May 1985 on behalf of the members of the Council on

the heightened violence in certain parts of Lebanon,

Alarmed at the continued escalation of violence involv-

ing the civilian population, including Palestinians in

refugee camps, resulting in grievous casualties and
material destruction on all sides,

1. Expresser anew its deepest concern at the heavy costs

in human lives and material destruction affecting the
civilian population in Lebanon, and calls on all con-

cerned to end acts of violence against the civilian popula-

tion in Lebanon and, in particular, in and around
Palestinian refugee camps;

2. Reiterates its calls for respect for the sovereignty,

independence and territorial integrity of Lebanon;

3. Calls upon all parties to take necessary measures

to alleviate the suffering resulting from acts of violence,

in particular by facilitating the work of United Nations

agencies, especially the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, and

non-governmental organizations, including the Inter-

national Committee of the Red Cross, in providing

humanitarian assistance to all those affected and em-

phasizes the need to ensure the safety of all the person-

nel of these organizations;

4. Appeals to all interested parties to co-operate with

the Lebanese Government and the Secretary-General

with a view to ensuring the implementation of this

resolution, and requests the Secretary-General to report

to the Security Council thereon;

5. Reaffirms its intention to continue to follow the

situation closely.

Security Council resolution 564(1985)

31 May 1985 Meeting 2582 Adopted unanimously

Draft prepared in consultations among Council members (S/17232).

Egypt said the United Nations bore a clear

historical responsibility for the safety and welfare

of the Palestinians; there was a need to look for

p r a c t i c a l  m e a n s  t o  e n s u r e  t h e i r  p r o t e c t i o n ,

security, tranquillity and welfare in the context of

full sovereignty of Lebanon. The unanimous adop-

tion of the resolution was evidence of the continued

United Nations commitment to the search for a

comprehensive and just Middle East settlement,

in all its political and humanitarian aspects.

L e b a n o n  o p p o s e d  t h e  C o u n c i l ’ s  m e e t i n g

without its consent and on what it considered in-

terference in its internal affairs; the Palestinian

camps were on its territory and it could not agree

to give up its sovereignty over a single inch. The

convening of the Council was a dangerous prece-

dent that could at any time affect any State in

whose territory conflicts between local groups took

place; the Council’s mandate was confined to

situations threatening international peace and

security and it was not useful for it to consider in-

ternal situations that were dealt with on both the

regional and internal levels.

Though expressing understanding of Lebanon’s

concerns,  France said the internat ional  com-

munity had, for humanitarian reasons, a par-

ticular responsibility in the light of the human

tragedies stemming from the conflict; the victims

were again piling up inside and around the Sabra

and Shatila camps in Beirut which had been the

scene of massacres in 1982.
(51)

 The resolution at-

tested to the determination of the Council and its

concern fully to assume its responsibilities.

Proceeding from humanitarian concerns, the

USSR stated that it regretted that Lebanon’s posi-

tion was not taken into account by the initiators

of the meeting. The situation in Lebanon was an

integral part and a direct result of Israeli occupa-

tion and the continuing Middle East conflict.

Events in Lebanon once again confirmed the

urgent need to attain a just and comprehensive

Middle East settlement in the context of which the

g
See footnote b on p. 274.

h
See footnote a on p. 274.
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Palestinians would be able to exercise their right

to self-determination and establish their own State.

In the opinion of the Syrian Arab Republic, the

resolution would not help Lebanon. Instead of

maintaining its sovereignty and independence, it

would do exactly the opposite and might even lead

to an escalation of the fighting in the camps. The

Council’s consideration of an internal Lebanese

question was interference in its affairs and, in the

light of Lebanon’s objection, in direct contraven-

tion of the Charter. Egypt’s move to interna-

tionalize an internal problem was aimed at thwart-

ing Syrian-Lebanese efforts to restore peace and

security and was motivated by a desire to divert

attention from surrender agreements imposed by

Washington, from Israeli practices in the occupied

territories and from the fact that Israel was trying

to perpetuate its occupation.

Malta appealed to all to desist from further

f ight ing and hoped that  reconci l iat ion would

follow. It pledged to assist in any humanitarian way

and to continue working to convince all concerned

that an overdue solution could be delayed only at

the expense of the chances for a lasting Middle

East peace.

T h e  u r g e n c y  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  B e i r u t

demanded no less of the Council than unanimous

adoption of the resolution, the United States said;

it hoped the Council’s humanitarian calls would

be heeded as well as its call to honour Lebanon’s

sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity.

What was happening in Beirut was not strictly

a domestic issue, but affected the fate of Palestin-

ian refugees whose safety and welfare were a

historic responsibility of the United Nations, PLO

said. The vindictive bombardment had the clear

aim of eliminating the Palestinian presence in the

Beirut area and probably the rest of Lebanon. Ex-

pressing appreciation at the adoption of the resolu-

tion, PLO added that the immediate task was to

rebuild the destroyed houses and buildings; it ap-

pealed to the Council members to authorize im-

mediate action to provide shelter for the refugees.

The Lebanese Government and PLO could reach

an agreement, as they had in the past; the cur-

rent main concern was the security and safety of

the inhabitants, including those in the camps.

Australia believed that the meeting was an ap-

propriate response to the sombre situation in Leb-

anon which had caused widespread loss of life and

property. It hoped that the Council resolution

would be respected and adhered to and would con-

tribute to strengthening Lebanon’s hand in deal-

ing with its difficulties.

Communica t ions  ( ‘ June-December) .  By a let-

ter of 1 July,
(52)

 Israel again rejected the assertion

that the transfer of detainees from southern Leb-

anon to Israel in April (see p. 301) violated the

fourth Geneva Convention; their detention as well

as their displacement, which had been necessary

because they had participated in acts of violence

against IDF, were permitted under the Conven-

tion’s articles 78 and 49, respectively. Since the

transfer ,  several  hundred detainees  had been

released and those remaining would be released

as soon as the conditions in southern Lebanon

enabled IDF to do so.

On 5 July ,
( 5 3 )

 Lebanon t ransmit ted to  the

Secretary-General a government note concerning

a United States announcement on 2 July that it

had decided to take measures to isolate Beirut

International Airport, to call on foreign airlines

to suspend their flights to Beirut, to prevent

Lebanese aircraft from using American airports

and to urge other States to take similar measures;

the United States Government had justified this

action on grounds that it represented a response

to the recent hijacking of a Trans ‘World Airlines

(TWA) aircraft. Lebanon regretted that course of

action as a step that would have negative conse-

quences for both countries and that might further

complicate matters. The following should be taken

into consideration, Lebanon said: the hijacking

was only another manifestation of ongoing con-

flicts in Lebanese territory; for more than 10 years,

the Lebanese had been subjected to suffering and

hardship which in ferocity and impact went far

beyond the seizure of an aircraft or the kidnap-

p i n g  o f  p a s s e n g e r s .  T h o u g h  c o n d e m n i n g

interference with civil aircraft and the kidnap-

ping of innocent people, Lebanon nevertheless

considered that the TWA hijacking had political

roots and underpinnings and was not merely a

criminal or terrorist act. The most successful way

of confronting such acts lay in understanding those

roots and dealing with them on that basis. The

hijackers’ demands stemmed from positions which

were part of Lebanese and Middle East political

real i ty;  the demand for  release of  Lebanese

civilians detained by Israel without legal cause was

a legi t imate demand.  Isolat ing Lebanon and

preventing its national airlines from operating nor-

mally was not proportionate to the damage caused

and punished not the perpetrators but a Govern-

ment that had condemned the hijacking and a peo-

ple arid companies that had not been involved; the

kidnapping and the introduction of weapons into

the aircraft had not taken place at Beirut airport,

and the aircraft landed there in spite of the op-

position of the Lebanese authorities. Lebanon

stated that it was making efforts to control the

security at the airport and was prepared to take

part in any international initiative aimed at com-

bating acts contrary to international law. It also

considered violation of that law by States to be

more serious than by irregular groups. It requested

the international community to bolster Lebanon’s

sovereignty and not to support decisions adverse
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to it. It reserved the right, if necessary, to call for

a Security Council meeting.

In a letter of 24 July,
(54)

 the United States said

Lebanon’s note revealed a serious misunderstand-

ing of United States policies and goals. The aim

in bringing the problem to the attention of the

world community was not to punish Lebanon.

Beirut International Airport had become a haven

for hijackers. In 1985 alone, there had been six hi-

jackings involving that airport; in the past 15 years,

36. Nowhere else had air pirates enjoyed such a

permissive atmosphere, moving with total freedom

to and from hijacked aircraft that landed there.

Though encouraged by act ions  recent ly  an-

nounced by Lebanon to meet those deficiencies,

the necessary measures went beyond those an-

nounced to date. Although Lebanon was party to

international conventions setting standards of

b e h a v i o u r  t o w a r d s  h i j a c k i n g s ,  i t  h a d  n o t

demonstrated that  i t  could enforce i ts  com-

mitments. The United States initiative should be

understood as a first step in the corrective process.

The Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights, by a letter of 31 July,
(55)

 brought to the

Secretary-General’s attention newspaper reports

that tanks had been delivered that might affect the

rights and lives of the Palestinian refugees living

in Lebanon and amplify tension in the area. Leb-

anon, on 9 August,
( 5 6 )

 stated that the subject

dealt with in the Chairman’s letter was entirely

outside the Committee’s competence.

On 5 December,
(57)

 Lebanon transmitted what

it said was a list of Israeli acts of aggression against

Lebanese territory since the withdrawal of Israeli

forces from Sidon to south of the Litani River, as

well as supplementary information on such acts

in southern Lebanon between 28 November and

4 December. Lebanon said Israel’s expansionist

policy and continual arbitrary practices were con-

tributing to the worsening of the situation in

southern Lebanon in particular, were hampering

peace efforts and were the cause of an explosion

of violence which threatened peace and security

regionally and internationally.

Israel, on 26 December,
(58)

 characterized Leb-

anon’s letter as yet another attempt to divert at-

tention from its inability to enforce law and order.

It appeared that the fate of the country-which was

controlled by the Syrian Arab Republic-was of

concern to the Lebanese Government only when

southern Lebanon was involved. Israel’s activity

along the border was carried out entirely in self-

defence, it said; its only aim was to guarantee the

safety and welfare of its citizens living in northern

Israel and it would continue to defend its people.

Since June 1985, 790 attacks and attempted attacks

had been carried out by terrorist elements in Leb-

anon against targets in southern Lebanon and Israel.

One day’s violence in the streets of Beirut or Tripoli

accounted for a considerably higher number of

casualties than the total casualties from incidents

in the border area since then. Unlike the civilians

in Beirut or Tripoli, the people of southern Leba-

non lived under normal conditions, free from the

endless cycle of violence that was destroying the rest

of the country. Israel had consistently attempted

to guarantee peace and security to its citizens through

mutual arrangements with Lebanon. In November

1985, another attempt had been made to renew con-

tacts through a special emissary of the Secretary-

General; Lebanon, initially showing interest, had

retracted again under Syrian pressure. Israel con-

tinued to be willing to negotiate with any Lebanese

element that could guarantee suitable security ar-

rangements for northern Israel.

By a letter of 26 December,
(59)

 the Syrian Arab

Republic stated that overflight of Lebanese territory

by Israeli fighter aircraft was not only a violation

of the sovereignty of a fraternal United Nations

Member but also a direct threat to the Syrian forces

in Lebanon at its request and in accordance with

a decision of the League of Arab States. Any threat

to the security of the Syrian forces in Lebanon also

constituted a threat to the security of the Syrian

Arab Republic (see also p. 313).

Other action. Both the Commission on Human

Rights and the Economic and Social Council asked

the Secretary-General to monitor the human rights

situation in southern Lebanon (see ECONOMIC AND

SOCIAL QUESTIONS, Chapter XVIII).

Peace-keeping operation

In 1985, the Security Council twice extended the

mandate of UNIFIL, on 17 April and 17 October,

each time for six months. The Force, which was

deployed in southern Lebanon, was established by

the Council in 1978.
(13)

 Its terms of reference were

to confirm the withdrawal of the Israeli forces as

called for by the Council, to restore international

peace and security, and to assist the Lebanese

Government in ensuring the return of its effective

authority in the area.

The authorized strength of UNIFIL was 7,000,

but because of its reduced activities it had in Oc-

tober 1985 some 5,700 troops, provided by Fiji,

Finland, France, Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Nepal, the

Netherlands, Norway and Sweden. A group of

UNTSO observers assisted the Force in the perfor-

mance of its tasks.

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s .  B y  a  l e t t e r  o f  2 7  M a r c h

1985
(60)

 Lebanon requested the Security Council

to extend UNIFIL’s mandate, due to expire on 19

April, for another six months, without a change

of its mandate as laid down by Council resolutions.

In  Lebanon’s  unders tanding,  U N I F I L’s  area of

deployment  extended from the Litani  River

southward to the internationally recognized boun-

daries of Lebanon; that area should be under the
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exclusive authority of the Lebanese army, assisted

solely by UNIIFIL. In no circumstance would Leb-

anon accept “buffer zones” or “security cordons”

of any kind inside its territory; the area of deploy-

ment of UNIFIL should not become a disengage-

ment zone between illegal armed forces within

Lebanese territory, and the posts which the United

Nations forces were to occupy would be deter-

mined by agreement with the Lebanese Govern-

ment alone. In spite of the difficult conditions in

s o u t h  L e b a n o n ,  L e b a n o n  a d d e d ,  U N I F I L ' s

presence continued to be a necessary and impor-

tant factor of stability and an international com-

mitment to upholding Lebanon’s independence,

sovereignty and territorial integrity.

O n  2 9  M a r c h ,
( 3 2 )

 t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l

transmitted to the Security Council President a let-

t e r  o f  t h e  p r e v i o u s  d a y  f r o m  t h e  1 0  t r o o p -

contributing countries, expressing deep concern

at the recent events in southern Lebanon which,

they said, not only had made it more difficult for

UNIFIL to fulfil its mandate but also posed serious

security risks to its members. For more than two

years, they added, NIFIL had carried out interim

tasks entrusted to it following the 1982 Israeli in-

vasion of Lebanon,
(61)

 when the Force had been

unable to carry out its original mandate. In spite

of the difficulties under which UNIFIL operated,

the troop contributors were convinced that it had

had a stabilizing effect on the situation in southern

Lebanon and had played a useful humanitarian

role.

Recalling the Force’s original mandate, ap-

proved by the Council in 1978,
(62)

 which spoke of

three essential condition
(63)

 that must be met for

UNIFIL to be effective, the troop contributors con-

sidered it incumbent on the Council to insist that

all parties respect the Force’s integrity, and stressed

that UNIFIL could hope to fulfil its mandate only

on the basis of an understanding between the par-

ties on the role of the Force in an area that formed

an uninterrupted whole up to the international

boundary.

The troop-contributing countries urgently called

on Israel and Lebanon to meet the requirements

necessary to ensure security in the area in the wake

of a full Israeli withdrawal and continued to sup-

port the Secretary-General’s efforts to that end.

They indicated their willingness to continue to

support UNIFIL on the basis of their expectation

that events in the near future would allow UNIFIL

to play its originally envisaged role.

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l  ( A p r i l ) .  O n

11 April,
(11)

 the Secretary-General reported on the

activities of UNIFIL since 10 October 1984 (see also

p. 295). During that period, it had continued to

operate check-points and conduct patrols with a

view to  maintaining order  and ensuring the

security of the local population. The deteriorating

situation in Lebanon was reflected also in the

UNIFIL area of deployment, where attacks were

carried out almost daily against IDF fixed posi-

tions. Roadside bombs and car-bomb attacks had

inflicted heavy casualties on IDF. The activities by

the Lebanese resistance against the Israeli forces

and Israeli countermeasures had created a difficult

situation for UNIFIL.

UNIFIL closely monitored the movements of IDF

within its area, the Secretary-General reported.

During the cordon-and-search operations carried

out by IDF in villages in the UNIFIL area, it was

present  to  prevent ,  within i ts  means,  acts  of

violence against the population and the destruc-

tion of property. The Force also continued its ef-

forts to contain the activities of Lebanese irregulars

armed and controlled by IDF. There had been a

number of incidents in which such irregulars fired

close to UN IFIL positions, and in a. few cases fire

was returned; there had also been a. few incidents,

protested to the Israeli authorities, in which Israeli

troops fired close to UNIFIL personnel.

During the  per iod under  review,  U N I F I L  had

maintained contact with the Lebanese Govern-

ment, Lebanese regional authorities and Israeli

authori t ies .  I t  co-operated with the Lebanese

authorities, UNRWA, UNICEF and ICRC in assisting

the local  populat ion.  A number of  Lebanese

civilians were treated in UNIFIL medical centres.

In a statement of 27 February on the role of the

Force, the Secretary-General had said that, owing

to the restrictions imposed on the civilians in

southern Lebanon by the Israeli occupation, the

increasing number of attacks on Israeli forces and

strong Israeli countermeasures, UNIFIL's position

was becoming increasingly difficult. For obvious

reasons, UNIFIL had no right to impede Lebanese

acts of resistance, nor did it have the mandate or

means to prevent countermeasure:;. To withdraw

UNIFIL would not be in the interest of Lebanon,

while to involve it actively in the current violence

would further complicate an already difficult situa-

tion. It seemed that the only course for UNIFIL was

to maintain its presence and continue within its

limited means to carry out its functions, while ef-

forts continued to put an end to the current dif-

ficulties.

Following Israel’s announcement in January

that it intended to withdraw from Lebanon in

three phases, the report continued, the Secretary-

General’s  representat ives had held extensive

discussions with the Lebanese Government ,

which, however, had not agreed to any role for

UNIFIL in the Israeli withdrawal process north of

t h e  L i t a n i  R i v e r .  B r i a n  U r q u h a r t ,  U n d e r -

Secretary-General for Special Political Affairs,

visited the area and discussed matters relating to

U N I F I L 's  future;  he a lso vis i ted Lebanon and

Is rae l  i n  Apr i l ,  a s  we l l  a s  the  Syr i an  Arab
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Republic. During the consultations, he stressed the

importance of securing a speedy, orderly and com-

plete withdrawal of Israeli forces, of the establish-

ment of peace and security in southern Lebanon,

and of a proper context and basis for the future

functioning of UNIFIL. The best means of achiev-

ing such conditions after Israel’s withdrawal would

be, in the Secretary-General’s opinion, an orderly

take-over from the Israeli forces, perhaps in the

first instance by UNIFIL with elements of the

Lebanese army, with the ultimate aim of restor-

ing the complete  authori ty  of  the Lebanese

Government and army.

It was essential to establish, under the authority

of the Security Council, conditions in which

UNIFIL could function effectively in co-operation

with the Lebanese authorities and army. There

had to be a clear understanding that no armed

military or paramilitary personnel of any kind

could be allowed to operate in the area, other than

the Lebanese army and UNIFIL, and that all par-

t ies  and elements publicly declare their  co-

operat ion with the Lebanese authori t ies  and

UNIFIL.

The  Sec re t a ry -Gene ra l  be l i eved  t ha t  t he

presence of UNIFIL was essential in the current cir-

cumstances and recommended an extension tak-

ing into account Lebanon’s request;
(60)

 he stressed

again that it was essential to secure at least the

minimum conditions for the Force’s effective future

work.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION (April)

The Security Council met on 17 April to con-

sider  Lebanon’s  request  and the Secretary-

General’s report. The Council invited Israel and

Lebanon, at their request, to participate in the

discussion without the right to vote.

On the same date, the Council adopted resolu-

t i o n  5 6 1 ( 1 9 8 5 ) .

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425(1978), 426(1978),
501(1982), 508(1982), 509(1982) 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 11 April
1985, and taking note of the observations expressed
therein.

Taking note of the letter of the Permanent Represen-
tative of Lebanon addressed to the Secretary-General
of 27 March 1985,

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 October
1985;

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial in-
tegrity, sovereignty and independence of Lebanon within
its internationally 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 implemen-
tation 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 con-

sultations with the Government of Lebanon and other

parties directly concerned on the implementation of the

present resolution and to report to the Council thereon.

Security Council resolution 561(1985)

17 April 1985 Meeting 2575 13-0-2

Draft prepared in consultations among Council members (S/17100).

Vote in Council as follows:

In favour: Australia. Burkina Faso, China, Denmark, Egypt, France, India.

Madagascar, Peru, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom, United

s t a t e s

Against: None

Abstaining: Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

The USSR emphasized that it was the Coun-

cil’s duty to ensure respect for UNIFIL; it would

be desirable for the Secretary-General to continue

his practice of informing the Council of any in-

stances when the forces could not perform their

functions. Though not objecting to the renewal of

UNIFIL’s mandate, in the light of Lebanon’s re-

quest, the USSR reiterated its fundamental posi-

tion with regard to the Force, including the method

of its financing.

Australia declared itself to be a strong supporter

of  the United Nations peace-keeping role.  I t

recognized the dangers and difficulties under

which UNIFIL operated, and hoped that the par-

ties involved could create the conditions necessary

for the Force’s effective operation. Australia would

support new consultations between the two par-

t ies  to consider  N I F I L’s  future  role  as  Israel

withdrew from southern Lebanon, and hoped that

they would agree to such discussions.

D e n m a r k  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  U N I F I L  s h o u l d  b e

assigned important tasks during the take-over from

the Israeli forces, with the ultimate aim of restor-

ing the Lebanese Government’s and army’s com-

plete authority, taking into account the security

interests of all parties, and thus finally allowing

the Force to play the role originally envisaged for

it. UNIFIL had demonstrated its ability to reduce

considerably the violence in its area of operation,

and even to bring about complete quiet when all

parties supported and co-operated with it.

The United Kingdom agreed that  the  best

means of achieving peace and security in the area

and restoring Lebanon’s authority and sovereignty

up to the international border was an orderly take-

over  from the withdrawing Israel i  forces by

UNIFIL, with units of the Lebanese army. All con-

cerned,  part icularly the Lebanese and Israel i

authorities and the population of the area, had a
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duty to support and co-operate with UNIFIL to en-

sure its effective operation. No armed military or

paramilitary personnel other than UNIFIL or the

Lebanese army should be allowed to operate in

UNIFIL’s area. The United Kingdom believed that

the Council should be prepared during the next

six months to give further thought to UNIFIL’s

mandate; for the time being, the Force could con-

tinue to play a helpful role in the area while a way

was sought for it to fulfil its original mandate.

role to UNIFIL,  must  abide by the Counci l ’s

resolutions to allow UNIFIL to carry out its man-

dated tasks.

France also agreed that despite the difficulties

it had encountered, UNIFIL had been able to limit

the scope of incidents; however, it must as soon

as possible be put in a position fully to carry out

i t s  manda t e .  F r ance  w i shed  by  i t s  vo t e  t o

demonstrate again its commitment to Lebanon’s

unity, territorial integrity and independence; it

hoped that the Secretary-General would continue

to study and foster all necessary measures to en-

sure the full discharge of that mandate.

Israel said it welcomed the Secretary-General’s

call to reconvene a forum of consultations. With

regard to a suggestion that UNIFIL fulfil the police

function of stopping cross-border attacks that the

Lebanese army was not equipped to do, Israel

pointed out that the task of policing a. border strip

was not merely a peace-keeping function but a

peace-enforcing function, which an international

force by its very nature and inherent structure was

not organized to carry out. Israel did not expect

others to take upon them the security of northern

Israel and the prevention of terrorist attacks; that

function would be assumed by IDF.

The United States believed that UNIFIL could

help create stable conditions in southern Lebanon

if all the parties agreed to co-operate. It strongly

supported the Secretary-General’s suggestion that

a consultative mechanism be created under United

Nations auspices-such as perhaps renewal of the

Naqoura talks--to effect the needed co-operation

of the parties. As UNIFIL’s current restricted role

was both inappropriate  and unsat isfactory,  a

clarification of that role, agreed upon by the par-

ties concerned, must be achieved soon to adapt to

the situation after Israel’s withdrawal. The United

States urged all parties to redouble efforts during

the coming mandate period to achieve an agreed

role for UNIFIL which utilized its potential and

assigned to it an important task in the continuing

i n t e r n a t i o n a l  e f f o r t  t o  r e s t o r e  L e b a n o n ’ s

sovereignty and peaceful conditions in the south.

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  ( A p r i l - O c t o b e r ) .  I n  a

declaration on Lebanon (see p. 302), adopted on

29 Apri l  and t ransmit ted on 3 May,
( 4 5 )

  t he

Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the 10 EC member

States reaffirmed their support for UNIFIL and

called on all parties to the conflict in Lebanon to

respect the Force’s role, avoiding all incidents, co-

operating fully with it and ensuring the safety of

its personnel.

The 10 troop-contributing States, by a letter of

10 June to the Secretary-General,
(64)

 expressed

de e pe s t  c onc e r n  a t  r e c e n t  de ve l opm e n t s  i n

southern Lebanon, in particular the taking as

prisoner of members of the Force. They supported

the use of the Secretary-General’s good offices to

arrange their immediate release, and appealed to

Governments to exert their influence so that the

prisoners would be released without delay and

unharmed.

Trinidad and Tobago f irmly bel ieved that

UNIFIL’s presence could be an essential factor of

s t ab i l i t y  i n  t he  r eg ion ,  con t r i bu t i ng  t o  t he

m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  L e b a n o n ’ s  s o v e r e i g n t y  a n d

political independence and the return of effective

State authority. However, to attain the objectives

of UNIFIL’s original mandate, full implementation

of resolution 425(1978)
(13)

 was necessary. Israel’s

withdrawal to the international borders, currently

under way, Was an essential prerequisite to peace.

In addition, the security of the peace-keeping

forces and all United Nations personnel in the area

must be safeguarded, all parties had to co-operate

and acts of violence had to cease.

On 3 October,
(65)

 Lebanon requested that the

Security Council extend UNIFIL’s mandate, due

to expire on 19 October, for another six months.

Despite the current circumstances in the southern

part of the country, UNIFIL continued to be an im-

portant factor in providing stability, Lebanon said;

at the same time, increased efforts were needed

to allow it fully to implement its mandate.

Lebanon reiterated its position on UNIFIL, as

expressed in its 27 March letter (see P. 305). It

was convinced that the Force’s presence was an

essential and basic factor for stability in southern

Lebanon and that a minimum degree of security

for UNIFIL’s work was also basic and necessary.

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l  ( O c t o b e r ) .

On 10 October,
(16)

 the Secretary-General reported

on the activities of UNIFIL since 12 April (see also

p. 296). He stated that the greater part of the

UNIFIL area had been relatively quiet since its

evacuation by the Israeli forces. UNIFIL had con-

tinued to maintain liaison with the local leaders

of Amal and other Lebanese groups,, which had

generally co-operated with the Force. The leaders,

however, had made it clear that the Lebanese

resistance would continue to attack the Israeli

forces and associated Lebanese irregulars in the

security zone where the situation had been very

t e n s e .  I D F  a n d  S L A  c a r r i e d  o u t  a  n u m b e r  o f

cordon-and-search operat ions against  Shii te

Israel, which had consistently refused to assign any vil lages in the U N I F I L  area.  UN I F I L  monitored
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them closely with a view to preventing acts of

v i o l e n c e  a n d  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  p r o p e r t y ,  a n d

dispensed humanitar ian assis tance,  providing

emergency food, supplies and bedding to displaced

persons and later facilitating their return. UNIFIL

strongly protested demolitions, arrests and other

incidents as well as the indiscriminate shelling of

population centres.

The activities of SLA and other irregulars armed

and controlled by IDF were limited essentially to

the security zone. Where that zone extended into

the UNIFIL area of deployment, the Force continued

its efforts to contain those activities, which led to

frequent and dangerous confrontations. Most of

the incidents related to firing at or near UNIFIL posi-

tions and attempts to break through UNIFIL check-

points, at times using tanks and armoured personnel

carriers. At check-points controlling entry to the

security zone, SLA and other irregulars from time

to time imposed on UNIFIL personnel restrictions

of movement, which were usually of short dura-

tion and lifted after negotiations. The increasing

number of attacks by Lebanese resistance groups

on those check-points led to their frequent closure

to all traffic, including that of UNIFIL, and in-

discriminate firing at approaching vehicles, including

ambulances. On 1 October, a French officer had

been shot and wounded at an SLA check-point. A

number of confrontations occurred when UNIFIL

d e n i e d  p a s s a g e  t h r o u g h  i t s  c h e c k - p o i n t s  t o

unauthorized armed personnel.

On 7 June, following the defection of 11 SLA

personnel, 23 members of the Finnish battalion

were detained by SLA. After lengthy negotiations

between the Force Commander and the Secretary-

General on one side and Israel on the other, they

were released unharmed on 15 June.

Following Israel’s withdrawal and establishment

of a security zone, UNIFIL had not been able to

extend its deployment to the border. In the part

of its area that overlapped with the zone, it was

confronted with 21 positions manned by IDF or

SLA or both. After completion of Israel’s redeploy-

ment in June, the UNIFIL Commander continued

negotiations with the Israeli authorities, only

partly successful, to get IDF and SLA to evacuate

those positions.

During the period under review, the UNIFIL

Commander and staff maintained contact with the

G o v e r n m e n t  o f  L e b a n o n  a n d  t h e  L e b a n e s e

regional  authori t ies ,  as  well  as  with Israel i

authorities on matters pertaining to the function-

ing  o f  t he  Fo rce .  Unde r -Sec re t a ry -Gene ra l

Urquhart held discussions with government of-

ficials in the region in June and October.

UNIFIL continued to treat Lebanese civilians in

UNIFIL medical centres and to co-operate with the

Lebanese authorities, UNRWA, UNICEF and ICRC

The Secretary-General believed that the level of

violence in southern Lebanon had been limited to

s o m e  e x t e n t  b e c a u s e  o f  U N I F I L ’ s  p r e s e n c e .

However, the current situation was not only un-

satisfactory but dangerous, as UNIFIL found itself

once again between host i le  forces  and was

precluded from deploying right up to the interna-

tional border in accordance with its mandate. Also,

Israel’s continued presence in the security zone

could lead to escalating and spreading violence.

Such a situation could well develop into a new and

serious international crisis, he warned.

The Secretary-General hoped that the Israeli

authorities would conclude that, of all the options

available, the effective implementation of UNIFIL’s

mandate would in the long run be the least haz-

ardous for all concerned. In the light especially of

Lebanon’s request, he recommended a further ex-

tension of UNIFIL’s mandate. However, extending

the mandate must not be understood to mean that

UNIFIL would be allowed to become an open-

ended commitment for the troop-contributing

countr ies  and for  the  Uni ted Nat ions  i f  the

requisite conditions for its effective operation

continued to be absent.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION (October)

The Security Council met on 17 October to con-

sider the Secretary-General’s report. I t  invited

Israel and Lebanon, at their request, to participate

in the discussion without the right to vote.

On the same date, the Council adopted resolu-

tion 575(1985).

The Security Council,

Recalling its resolutions 425(1978), 426(1978),
501(1982), 508(1982), 509(1982) 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 10 Oc-
tober 1985 and taking note of the observations expressed
therein,

Taking note of the letter of the Permanent Represen-
tative of Lebanon addressed to the Secretary-General
of 3 October 1985,

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 1986;

2. Reiterates its strong support for the territorial in-

tegrity. sovereignty and independence of Lebanon within
its internationally 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 implemen-
tation of its mandate;

4. Reiterates that the Force should fully implement
its mandate as defined in resolutions 425(1978),

in assisting the local population. 426(1978) and all other relevant resolutions;
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5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue con-
sultations with the Government of Lebanon and other

parties directly concerned on the implementation of the
present resolution and to report to the Council thereon.

Security Council resolution 575(1985)

17 October 1985 Meeting 2623 13-0-2

Draft prepared in consultations among Council members (S/17567).

Vote in Council as follows:

In favour: Australia, Burkina Faso, China. Denmark, Egypt, France, India,

Madagascar, Peru, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom, United

S t a t e s

Against: None.

Abstaining: Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

The USSR said that if Israel would withdraw

and cease its interference in Lebanon’s affairs, that

would create conditions in which UNIFIL could

carry out its mandate; with that in mind and tak-

ing into consideration Lebanon’s request and the

Secretary-General’s recommendations, the USSR

said it did not object to extending the Force’s man-

date for a further interim period.

China said it hoped that in the coming six

months UNIFIL’s situation would be fundamen-

tally improved. The elimination of the aftermath

of the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, including the

dismantling of the security zone and the total

withdrawal of Israeli troops from Lebanese ter-

ritory, was a prerequisite for the normal function-

ing of  the Force,  the recovery of  Lebanese

sovereignty and the restorat ion of  peace and

security. China shared the Secretary-General’s

position that UNIFIL’s extension should not be

allowed to become an open-ended commitment,

a view also shared by France, which insisted on

comprehensive application as soon as possible of

resolutions 425(1978)
(13)

 and 427(1978)
(66)

 through

negotiations with the parties.

The United Kingdom also agreed with the

Secretary-General that the balance of advantage

lay in renewing the mandate, but that the current

situation was both unsatisfactory and dangerous;

by maintaining a security zone and preventing

UNIFIL from carrying out its mandate, Israel’s

policy damaged. the chances of restoring stable and

peaceful conditions in southern Lebanon.

Denmark pointed out that the so-called security

zone was contrary to Council resolutions and

meant that UNIFIL found itself in the midst of

mutually hostile forces. It hoped Israel would con-

clude that the effective implementation of UNIFIL’s

mandate would in the long run be the least haz-

ardous for all. The Force should be allowed to

carry out its mandate.

Lebanon believed that UNIFIL was an important

expression of the Council’s commitment to help-

ing i t  cope with continuing violat ions of  i ts

sovereignty and restore its authority over all its ter-

ritory.

In Israel’s view, the purpose of UNIFIL was to

ensure that there was no cross-border violence and

no continuous problem involving international

peace and security, namely, the problem of ter-

rorist attacks continuously launched against Israel.

UNIFIL could not stop terrorism, because it could

only serve as a buffer between two Governments

and there was no sufficiently strong Government

on one side.

Report of the Secretary-General (December).

In an interim report of 16 December on UNIFIL
(17)

(see also p. 297) the Secretary-General stated that

the situation in the UNIFIL area of deployment had

remained basically the same since October. The

part that the Israeli forces had evacuated in the

spring had remained quiet and the Shiite organiza-

tion, Amal, and other Lebanese resistance groups

had generally co-operated with the Force. But the

other part, the security zone, had been very tense.

That zone overlapped UNIFIL’S area and included

the whole Norwegian battalion sector in the east,

areas adjacent to the border and the Christian

enclave around Marjayoun. In those areas, UNIFIL

had only isolated positions and was restricted in’

its freedom of movement. Access to the zone was

controlled by fortified positions, road-blocks and

check-points, manned by IDF and local Lebanese

forces it armed and controlled, mainly SLA.

During the previous two months, the Secretary-

General continued, Lebanese resistance groups

had launched almost daily attacks, usually at

night, against Israeli troops and associated local

forces in the security zone. The attacks had been

particularly frequent in the southern parts of the

Nepalese and Irish battalion. On the night of 14/15

November, a building billeting UNIFIL personnel

was ser iously damaged by an errant  rocket .

Military observer teams of UNTSO also received

evidence of attacks in the border area south of the

UNIFIL deployment area.

IDF and associated local forces carried out a

number of search operations in the overlapping

security zone. The most important ones took place

on 22 and 25 November at Chebaa, where five per-

sons were arrested, and on 28 November, when

an IDF unit sealed off and searched Yatar and its

vicinity, following reports that two rockets had im-

pacted on Israeli territory.

UNIFIL continued its efforts to contain the ac-

tivities of SLA and other irregulars in its area,

which led to frequent confrontations. The ir-

regulars often attempted to break through UNIFIL

check-points. From time to time, SLA and other

irregulars restricted the movement of UNIFIL per-

sonnel, affecting in particular the Norwegian bat-

talion. Incidents of firing close to UNIFIL positions

continued, although their number decreased and

a l l  i nc iden t s  we re  p ro t e s t ed  t o  t he  I s r ae l i

authorities.

Since May 1985, the Secretary-General and his

colleagues had been trying to promote agreement
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on security arrangements in southern Lebanon

which would be in line with UNIFIL's mandate and

take into account Lebanon’s and Israel’s concerns.

However, the positions of the parties remained far

apart: Israel announced that it would continue to

rely on the security zone to safeguard its northern

settlements and that UNIFIL would not be allowed

to deploy to the border; Lebanon insisted that the

Force should deploy to the border and fully im-

plement its mandate.

Despite UNIFIL'S  stabilizing presence, the cur-

rent situation was not acceptable and could well

deteriorate. In the case of further escalation of

violence, UNIFIL would find itself in a difficult

position. The Secretary-General shared the con-

cern of the troop-contributing countries at prob-

able developments if conditions were allowed to

persist.

The most effective means to minimize risks and

preserve the Force’s credibility would be a change

in Israel’s position. Were UNIFIL withdrawn, the

Secretary-General had no doubt that there would

be a disastrous increase in violence in southern

Lebanon and that the concept of United Nations

peace-keeping would be weakened. On the other

hand ,  i f  t he  Fo rce  r ema ined  i n  p l ace  i n  a

deteriorating situation, it would become increas-

ingly difficult for it to limit violence, assist and pro-

tect the civilians and establish peace and security

in the area.

T h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l  d i d  n o t  m a k e  a n y

recommendations to the Council for future action,

but expressed the hope that the Council members

would ponder on what action they might take, in-

dividually or collectively, to implement resolutions

on UNIFIL and bring about peace and normality

in southern Lebanon.

Palestinian refugees in Lebanon

While much of the violence in Lebanon affected

Palestinians and Lebanese citizens indiscrim-

inately,  in  many instances Palest inians were

the  spec i f i c  t a rge t ,  a cco rd ing  t o  t he  U N R W A

Commissioner-General in reports covering the

periods 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985
(67)

 and 1 July

1985 to 30 June 1986.
(68)

The lives of Palestinian refugees continued to

be threatened everywhere in Lebanon. In the year

preceding 30 June 1985, the UNRWA field office in

Lebanon reported over 800 violent deaths, over

2,500 woundings, 500 arrests, 27 kidnappings and

nine disappearances.

Until February 1985, all Palestinian refugee

camps in the southern part of the country were

subject to searches as the Israeli army reacted to

at tacks from local  groups.  After  the Israel i

withdrawal from Saida on 16 February to the

Litani River, the frequency and severity of the

searches intensif ied in  the Tyre area.  Many

r e f u g e e s  l e f t  t h e  c a m p s  a n d  s o u g h t  r e f u g e

elsewhere.

Fighting erupted on 18 March, during which

the Ein el-Hilweh and Mieh Mieh camps suffered

extensive damage from shelling by militias in the

surrounding hills; 60 refugees were killed, 314 were

wounded and some 40,000 people were displaced.

During fighting in April, almost all shelters at

Mieh Mieh camp were destroyed or damaged, as

well as many at Ein el-Hilweh.

Fierce fighting in and around Beirut camps

rapidly escalated from 19 May. Violent clashes be-

tween Amal militiamen and Palestine refugees

resulted in heavy loss of life, as did sporadic Israeli

air raids. In the Saida area, at Tripoli and at

Beirut, the refugee camps of Shatila and Burj el-

Barajneh were the targets of repeated attacks, with

an estimated toll of 635 dead and 2,500 wounded.

As a result of fighting around and in the Beirut

camps in June, some 18,000 refugees fled to other

parts of Lebanon. In spite of intensive efforts spon-

sored by the Lebanese Government, including the

formation of a special force to take charge of

security in West Beirut, fighting continued in and

around the two main Beirut  camps.  In  mid-

September, fierce fighting broke out at Tripoli and

lasted three weeks. In spite of these difficulties,

UNRWA continued to function in Lebanon.

The situation of Palestine refugees in Lebanon

was also dealt with in a report of the Secretary-

General on refugee protection (see p. 358).

Communications. By a letter of 16 January,

transmit ted by Egypt  the next  day,
( 2 0 )

  PLO

reiterated its view that, in view of Israel’s planned

withdrawal, the United Nations was fully respon-

sible for providing adequate protection and safety

to  the  Pales t in ians  in  southern Lebanon and

specifically in the refugee camps.

By a letter of 6 February, transmitted by Qatar

as Chairman of the Arab Group,
(69)

 PLO charged

that Israeli occupation troops had opened fire on

Palestinians near the Burj Ash-Shamali refugee

camp on 5 February, wounding several, sealing the

camp off, cutting off electricity, imposing a curfew

and carrying out mass arrests. On 6 February,

PLO alleged, Israeli troops in an armoured vehi-

cle passing through the Tyre area opened fire and

seriously wounded six Palestinian civilians in a car.

The situation in and around the camps in southern

Lebanon was extremely tense,  P L O  said,  with

mounting anxiety that it was Israel’s aim to liq-

uidate or terrify into flight the remaining Pales-

tinian civilians there. PLO insisted that the United

Nations do everything in its power to guarantee

their safety and security.

The Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights, by a letter of 12 February,
(70)

 called atten-

tion to those and other incidents and expressed ut-

most concern at the mounting tension in the
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refugee camps in southern Lebanon and the West

Bank (see also p. 327).

By letters of 1 and 3 April, transmitted by the

United Arab Emirates as Chairman of the Arab

Group,(71)  PLO gave an account of shelling by

Israeli artillery and Lebanese elements, begin-

ning on 29 March, of the camps of Ein el-Hilweh

a n d  M i e h  M i e h ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a  n u m b e r  o f

casualties, and forcing 75,000 Palestinians (25,000

of them from the camps), most of them women

and children, to leave the area. Meanwhile, thé

Israeli navy had imposed a sea blockade on Sidon

and Beirut and abducted six Palestinians from a

Lebanese ship. PLO called again on the United

Nations and specifically the Security Council to

take the necessary measures to put an end to such

criminal acts.

Heavy artillery bombardment of Palestinian

refugee camps in Lebanon was reported in two

other letters from PLO, dated 10 and 11 April, also

transmitted by the United Arab Emirates.
(43)

 In

bombarding three camps in the Tyre area on 9 and

10 April, several houses were destroyed and hun-

dreds of civilians, including Palestinians, were ar-

rested and taken to Israel (see p. 302). For the

twelfth consecutive day, Israeli forces and their

allies had shelled Ein el-Hilweh and Mieh Mieh;

on 10 April, seven persons were killed and 15 in-

jured. On 11 April, bombardment of and search-

and-arrest operations in camps in the Sidon area

were carried out. The aim, PLO believed, was to

uproot the Palestinian presence in south Lebanon

to establish a so-called “safe border zone” and a

sectarian, Fascist mini-State in south Lebanon.

The United Arab Emirates, again for the Arab

Group, transmitted another PLO letter, dated 15

April,
(44)

 informing the Secretary-General that for

the past few days Israeli occupation forces in the

Tyre area had besieged four camps and arrested

270 Palestinian civilians, taking them to unknown

destinations. PLO said it was clear that the Israeli

forces were attempting to break the will of the

Palestinians, create an atmosphere of terror and

panic, and facilitate their mass exodus. PLO called

again on the United Nations to take adequate

measures to end Israel’s crimes and protect the

Palestinians.

The Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights, on 23 May
(72)

 expressed profound concern

at the tragic developments in and around the

camps of Sabra, Shatila and Burj el-Barajneh in

Beirut, the object of armed attacks. He urged the

Secretary-General to do all in his power to put an

end to the violence against the camps and promote

a durable solution of the Palestinian question.

O n  3 1  J u l y ,
( 5 5 )

 t h e  C o m m i t t e e  C h a i r m a n

brought  to  the Secretary-General’s  a t tent ion

newspaper reports‘ that tanks had been delivered

that might affect the rights and lives of the Palestin-

ian refugees living in Lebanon and that amplified

tension in the area. Lebanon, on 9 August,
( 5 6 )

stated that the subject was outside the Commit-

tee’s competence, having nothing to do with the

Palestinians’ exercise of their inalienable rights.

UNRWA activities

Emergency operations

F o r  m o s t  o f  1 9 8 5 ,  e m e r g e n c y  o p e r a t i o n s

launched in the aftermath of the 1982 invasion

of Lebanon
( 6 1 )

 cont inued to predominate in

U N R W A ’ s  r e l i e f  e f f o r t s .  T h e  y e a r  b r o u g h t

widespread hardship for tens of thousands of

refugee families in Lebanon, the Commissioner-

General stated.
(67)

 Due to the fighting that per-

sisted almost without interruption in one part of

Lebanon or another, thousands of refugees were

displaced and lost their homes and possessions;

many were killed or injured. The programme of

reconstruction, begun in previous years, had to be

postponed because of continuing hostilities.

Despite the difficulties, the Agency continued

to function, distributing food, water, medical sup-

plies and other benefits. Normal education, health

and welfare programmes were carried out to the

extent that circumstances permitted.

Following the fighting around and in the Beirut

camps  in  June  1985,  U N R W A  provided food,

blankets  and household i tems to  the  18,000
refugees who had fled the camps and to those who

remained, numbering some 25,000 altogether.

Later in the year, the Agency gave some $1,406,233

in direct cash aid to the residents oft hose camps

to help them repair their shelters.

Due to prevailing security conditions, supplies

could be transported from Beirut to south Leba-

non only with great difficulty and after much

negotiation, despite an agreement that had been

reached between UNRWA and Israel.

The chaotic situation in Beirut had an increas-

ingly serious impact on UNRWA’s ability to super-

vise certain operations from its field office. In an

effort to ease that problem, the Commissioner-

General decided to open a small sub-office at Lar-

naca, Cyprus, with two international and 12 area

staff, to improve the carrying out of basic ad-

ministrative and financial services for refugees in

Lebanon.

Relief measures

Like its emergency measures, UNRWA’S  relief

operations in Lebanon continued with great dif-

ficulty. Discontinuation of emergency food rations

in  March  1984
( 7 3 )

 s t i l l  caused consternat ion

among the refugees, many of whom were unable

to find steady work and were cut off from other

sources of income. In Tyre, refugees refused to ac-

cept special-hardship-case assistance in support of
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their contention that all refugees should be S O

classified; they began to accept assistance again

in May 1985 after withdrawal of the Israeli forces.

Similar protests had been made in the Saida area

and part of the Bekaa sub-area in January and

February, so rations were issued only in the Beirut

and Tripoli areas.

Rations to special  hardship famil ies  were

disrupted in the Beirut camps when fierce fighting

broke out on 19 May and continued for three

weeks; supplies were finally allowed into the camps

t h e  s e c o n d  w e e k  o f  J u n e .  U N R W A as s i s t ed

thousands of refugees to obtain or renew travel

documents  issued by the host  Governments

through close co-operation between its staff and

government offices.

Economic problems, particularly loss of employ-

ment, continued to have particularly severe im-

pact on the refugees, though the economic situa-

tion in the south improved marginally after the

Israeli withdrawals, which allowed for a precarious

restoration of the agricultural economy. UNRWA

continued its co-operative efforts with the Young

Men’s Christian Association and UNESCO to

alleviate the unemployment situation.

Restoration of regular services

The difficulty of travel in Lebanon compelled

U N R W A to  change  some  o f  i t s  hosp i t a l  a r -

rangements, referring to the Syrian Arab Republic

some patients who normally would have been

referred to the American University Hospital in

Beirut, and subsidizing private hospitals in south

Lebanon that treated patients who could not be

referred out of that area. The Agency and the

Norwegian Refugee Council agreed to continue

operating jointly a rehabilitation centre in Tyre

when the situation permitted.

Agreements effective 1 January 1985 were con-

cluded with the Hammoud Hospital (25 beds) in

Saida and the al-Sahel Hospital (20 beds) in Beirut

for the hospitalization of refugees, and two with

Sidon hospitals were cancelled in February; one

centre in Saida became inaccessible after April.

As health services inside the camps were often

paralysed by the heavy fighting in March/April in

Saida and in May/June in Beirut, UNRWA launched

emergency medical services and established mobile

medical teams. Due to local clashes, the UNRWA

polyclinic at Beirut was closed on 29 April and the

staff were relocated to the Mar Elias camp. An agree-

ment between UNRWA and the International Rescue

Committee, which had a health care unit in Saida,

was extended to the end of June. Two dental units

were installed at Ein el-Hilweh. Some 20 refugee

patients were receiving haemodialysis in local

hospitals at UNRWA expense.

UNRWA schools were able to operate for much

of the 1984/85 school year, although their reopen-

ing was delayed in the north and in Beirut. Schools

in the Sabra Quarter and Mar Elias and three

schools in the Shatila camp remained inoperative

for long periods and were unable to complete their

curriculum until well into the following school

year. From July to November 1985, Agency schools

at Beirut were inoperative, seven of them occupied

by displaced refugee families. Elsewhere in the

country, interruptions in school operations dur-

ing the second half of 1985 were mainly due to

local strikes.

Food and other benefits were distributed to

special hardship cases, damaged Agency buildings

were repaired, roads relaid, water supply installa-

tions repaired or replaced and electricity supplies

restored.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION

The Security Council met on 31 May to con-

sider the escalation of violence in and around

Beirut, affecting also the safety and security of the

Palestinians in the refugee camps (see p. 303). By

resolution 564(1985), the Council called for an

end to acts of violence against the civilian popula-

tion in Lebanon, in particular in and around

Palestinian refugee camps. It also called on all par-

ties to facilitate the work of United Nations agen-

cies, in particular UNRWA.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

In resolution 40/165 I on the protection of

Palestine refugees, the General Assembly urged

the Commissioner-General to provide housing, in

consultation with the Lebanese Government, to

those refugees whose houses had been demolished

or razed by the Israeli forces. It called again on

Israel to compensate UNRWA for the damage to its

property and facilities resulting from Israel’s in-

vasion of Lebanon, without prejudice to its respon-

sibility for all damages resulting from that in-

vasion.

Israel  and the Syrian Arab Republic

In 1985, the General Assembly and the Com-

mission on Human Rights dealt with the situa-

tion in the Syrian Golan Heights in the light of

Israel’s 1981 decision
( 7 4 )

 to impose its laws,

jurisdiction and administration on the Israeli-

occupied territory (see p. 340).

The United Nations Disengagement Observer

Force, with some 1,300 troops in October 1985,

provided by Austria, Canada, Finland and Poland,

was deployed between the Israeli and Syrian forces

on the Golan Heights in accordance with the

Agreement on Disengagement of Forces between

Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic, concluded

between the two countries in 1974.
(75)

 A group of

observers from UNTSO assisted UNDOF in its tasks.
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The main functions of UNDOF continued to be to

supervise the observance of the cease-fire between

Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic in the Golan

Heights  area  and ensure  that  there  were  no

military forces in the area of separation. The

Secu r i t y  Counc i l  ex t ended  U N D O F ' s  m a n d a t e

twice during the year, in May and November, by

resolutions 563(1985) and 576(1985). The Force’s

headquarters was at Damascus.

In a September report
(76)

 on the Middle East

s i tuat ion (see p.  264) ,  the Secretary-General

transmitted replies from 13 States regarding their

implementation of the General Assembly’s 1984

resolution
( 7 7 )

 on Israeli policies in the Golan

Heights, by which Member States were called on

to refrain from supplying Israel with weapons, to

refrain from acquiring weapons from Israel, to sus-

pend economic, financial and technological co-

operation with Israel and to sever diplomatic, trade

and cultural relations with it.

Communications. In a letter of 6 November

1985 to the Secretary-General,
( 7 8 )

 Israel stated

that a reporter for a magazine published in the

Federal Republic of Germany had interviewed and

photographed a Nazi war criminal, Alois Brun-

ne r ,  who ,  I s r ae l  cha rged ,  t he  Sy r i an  Arab

Republic had sheltered for 30 years. When asked

on 30 October to explain Syria’s action, a Syrian

representative to the Assembly’s Third (Social,

Humani tar ian and Cul tural )  Commit tee  had

claimed no such person lived in Syria, Israel said.

Despite being a party to the 1948 Convention on

the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of

Genocide,
(79)

 the Syrian Arab Republic refused to

try or extradite Brunner; if it continued to do so,

Israel said, the international community should

demand that he be handed over to an impartial

international tribunal.

On 20 November,
(80)

 the Syrian Arab Republic

charged that on the previous day two Israeli fighter

aircraft had violated Syrian airspace. They clashed

with Syrian aircraft before withdrawing. That pro-

vocative act, it stated, was one further element in

a series of acts of aggression in which Israel per-

sisted in violating international law with serious

consequences for international peace and security.

On 26 December,
(59)

 the Syrian Arab Republic

stated that it regarded overflight of Lebanese ter-

ritory by Israeli fighters as a flagrant violation of

the sovereignty of a fraternal United Nations

Member and a deliberate threat to the Syrian

forces in Lebanon at that country’s request and

in accordance with a decision of the League of

Arab States; any threat to the security of the

Syrian forces in. Lebanon also constituted a threat

to the securi ty of  the Syrian Arab Republic .

Israel’s threats were designed to sabotage Syrian

efforts to contribute to national reconciliation and

restoration of normal life in Lebanon. The Syrian

Arab Republic reaffirmed its determination to ex-

ercise its legitimate right to defend its security and

protect its armed forces. The international com-

munity must adopt a firmer position in the face

of Israel’s provocations.

Peace-keeping operation

UNDOF activities

Reports of the Secretary-General. Prior to the

expiration of the six-month extensions of the man-

date of UNDOF, on 31 May and 30 November

1985, the Secretary-General submitted reports on

the activities of the Force for the periods from 17

November 1984 to 13 May 1985
(81)

  and from 14

May to 13 November 1985.
(82)

In both reports, the Secretary-General stated

that UNDOF had continued to fulfil its tasks, with

the co-operation of the parties and facilitated by

the close contact maintained by the Force Com-

mander and his staff with the military liaison staffs

of Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic. The cease-

fire had been maintained and no complaints con-

cerning the UNDOF area of operation had been

lodged by either party.

Supervision of the area of separation was car-

ried out through static positions and observation

posts manned 24 hours a day, patrols operating at

irregular intervals on predetermined routes, and

temporary outposts. Under a Syrian programme,

civilians had been returning to the area of separation.

UNDOF continued fortnightly inspections of ar-

mament  and forces  in  the area of  l imitat ion,

assisted by liaison officers from the parties. It

received the co-operation of both parties, although

restricted in movement and inspection in certain

areas by both sides.

Because mines posed a threat to the Force and

the growing population, UNDOF continued its ef-

forts, in consultation with the parties, to make the

area mine-free.  Intensif ied patrol l ing and a

security fence had helped prevent or reduce in-

cidents involving Syrian shepherds. UNDOF also

assisted ICRC with facilities for handing over mail

and pr isoners  of  war  and for  the passage of

students across the area.

Despite the quiet in the sector, the Secretary-

General stated, the situation in the Middle East

as a whole continued to be potentially dangerous.

He hoped that determined efforts would be made

to tackle the problem in all its aspects, with a view

to arriving at a just and durable peace settlement,

as called for by the Security Council in 1973.
(83)

In the circumstances, he considered the con-

t inued presence of  U N D O F  to  be essent ial  and

recommended-the Syrian Arab Republic having

given i ts  assent  and Israel  having expressed

agreement-in each report that the Council ex-

tend its mandate for a further six months.
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SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION

On 21 May 1985, without debate, the Security

C o u n c i l  u n a n i m o u s l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n

5 6 3 ( 1 9 8 5 ) ,  e x t e n d i n g  U N D O F s  m a n d a t e  u n t i l

30 November.

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General

on  the  Uni ted  Nat ions  Disengagement  Observer

Force,

Decides:

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to imple-

m e n t  i m m e d i a t e l y  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l  r e s o l u t i o n

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 1985:

(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).

Security Council resolution 563(1985)

21 May 1985 Meeting 2581 Adopted unanimously

Draft prepared in consultations among Council members (S/17202).

On 21 November, again without debate, the

C o u n c i l  u n a n i m o u s l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n

576(1985) ,  ex tending U N D O F ’ s  mandate  unt i l

31 May 1986.

The Security Council,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General

on  the  Uni ted  Nat ions  Disengagement  Observer

Force,

Decides:

(a) To call upon the parties concerned to imple-

m e n t  i m m e d i a t e l y  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l  r e s o l u i i o n

33811973):

(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations

Disengagement Observer Force for another period of

six months, that is, until 31 May 1986;

(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).

Security Council resolution 576(1985)

2 1  N o v e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  2 6 3 0  A d o p t e d  u n a n i m o u s l y

Draft prepared in consultations among Council members (S/17642)

After adoption of each resolution, the Presi-

dent. made the following statement on behalf of

the Council:
(84)

“As is known, the report of the Secretary-General

on the United Nations Disengagement ‘Observer

Force states. in paragraph 26 (25 in the November

report]: ‘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.’ That statement of the

Secretary-General reflects the view of the Security

Council.”

Composition

As  a t  13  November  1985 ,  the  compos i t ion  of

U N D O F was  as  fo l lows:

Austria 533

Canada 226

Finland 411

Poland 153

United Nations military observers

(detailed from UNTSO) 8

Total 1,311

In addition, UNTSO observers assigned to the

Israel-Syria Mixed Armistice Commission assisted

U N D O F  a s  r e q u i r e d .

Change of  Commander

In Apri1,
( 8 5 )

 the Secretary-General informed

the Securi ty  Counci l  that  the  Commander  of

U N D O F ,  M a j o r - G e n e r a l  C a r l - G u s t a v  S t a h l

(Sweden), was resigning and that he intended,

subject to consultations, to appoint Major-General

Gustav Hägglund (Finland) as Commander, ef-

fective 1 June. Major-General Stahl had assumed

command of the Force in June 1982.
(86)

The President of the Council responded on 3

May.
( 8 7 )

“I wish to inform you that your letter dated 29

April 1985 concerning your intention to appoint

Major-General Gustav Hägglund of Finland to the

post of Commander of the United Nations Disengage-

ment Observer Force has been brought to the atten-

tion of the members of the Security Council. They

considered the matter in informal consultations on 1

May and agreed with the proposal contained in your

letter.”

M a j o r - G e n e r a l  H ä g g l u n d  a s s u m e d  c o m m a n d

of the Force on 1 June.
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Financing of peace-keeping forces

United Nations peace-keeping operations in the

Midd le  Eas t  compr i s ed  two  peace -keep ing

forces—UNDOF and UNIFIL—and one  observer

m i s s i o n ,  U N T S O .

The General Assembly, following the recom-

mendations of the Advisory Committee on Ad-

ministrative and Budgetary Questions (ACABQ)

and the Fifth (Administrative and Budgetary)

Committee, approved appropriations for UNDOF

for operations from 1 June 1985 to 31 May 1986

total l ing more than $36 mil l ion (resolut ion

4 0 / 5 9  A),  and for  U N I F I L’s  opera t ions  f rom 19

April 1985 to 18 April 1986, some $142 million

(40/246 A).

In each case, the Assembly apportioned the ex-

penses for the Forces among all Member States

in accordance with a special scale used for this pur-

pose
( 1 )

 since the establishment of the second

United Nations Emergency Force ( U N E F I I )  in

1973. According to that arrangement, the perma-

n e n t  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l  w e r e

assessed more than they would have been under

the scale of assessments for the United Nations

regular budget, while most developing countries

were assessed 80 per  cent  less  and the least

developed countries 90 per cent less than under

the regular scale.

In view of the difficult financial situation of the

two Forces, the Assembly authorized suspension

of certain provisions of the Financial Regulations

o f  t h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  t o  e n a b l e  U N D O F  a n d

U N I F I L  to  r e t a in  a  “ su rp lus  ba lance”  o f  abou t  $3

million and $9 million, respectively (40/59 B and

40/246 B).

Although the last revision of standard rates of

reimbursement to countries which contributed

troops to the Forces had taken place in 1980. the

Assembly decided to retain the current rates of

reimbursement (40/247).

UNDOF f inancing

Report of the Secretary-General. In an Oc-

tober 1985 report on the financing of UNDOF,
(2)

t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l  n o t e d  t h a t ,  a s  a t  3 0

September, $665.1 million in contributions for

U N D O F toge ther  wi th  UNEF I I  had  been rece ived

since the latter’s inception in 1973 to 30 November

1985.  The unpaid  balance due f rom Member

States was $73 million, of which $30.8 million

represented amounts apportioned among Member

States which had stated that they did not intend

to pay, and $36 million in contributions due from

China which had been transferred to a special

account in accordance with a 1981 Assembly

resolution.
(3)

According to the Secretary-General, there was

a shortfall of approximately $7.2 million in the

U N D O F  S p e c i a l  A c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  p e r i o d  f r o m  2 5

October 1979 to 30 November 1985. The short-

fall for periods prior to 24 October 1979 together

with UNEF II until its liquidation in 1980 was some

$59.6 million. In the circumstances, troop con-

tributors had not been paid on time, nor had they

been reimbursed fully in accordance with the rates

agreed upon; they had again conveyed to the

Secretary-General their serious concern over the

situation which, they said, placed a heavy burden

on them.

For the operation of UNDOF from 1 December

1 9 8 5  o n ,  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l  e s t i m a t e d

monthly costs of $3,047,000 gross ($2,989,083

net). For the period 1 June to 30 November 1985,
a n  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  o f  $ 1 7 , 8 5 2 , 4 9 6  g r o s s

($17,592,000 net) would be required.

A C A B Q  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .  A C A B Q ,  i n

N o v e m b e r  1 9 8 5 ,
( 4 )

 r e c o m m e n d e d  t h a t  t h e

Secretary-General’s estimates be approved and

that he be permitted the usual flexibility to transfer

credits between items of expenditure, should it be

necessary for good management and efficiency.

ACABQ also recommended acceptance of the

Secretary-General’s proposal to establish one new

Field Service post for property and inventory con-

trol which would bring the total UNDOF posts to

155 (8 at the Professional level and above, 10

General Service, 31 Field Service and 106 local

level). The Committee noted his statement that

the Force continued to explore the possibility of

r e loca t ing  U N D O F  h e a d q u a r t e r s  t o  j u s t  o u t s i d e

Damascus ;  should  addi t iona l  funds  be  requ i red ,

the matter would be brought to the Committee’s

attention for action.

ACABQ  also noted information that the 1984-

1985 inter im accounts  indicated a  “surplus”

balance of $3,250,131 in the Special Account for
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representing an excess of income over expenditure

due to interest and miscellaneous credits which had

accrued. However, “income” included “assessed

contributions” irrespective of collectability. In con-

sequence of the withholding of contributions by cer-

tain Member States, the “surplus” had in effect

been drawn upon to its full extent.

Introducing ACABQ 's report in the Fifth Com-

mittee, the Chairman of ACABQ added that it also

approved UNDOF costs from 1 December 1983 to

30 November 1985, as detailed by the Secretary-

General.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

In December 1985, the General Assembly, act-

ing on the recommendation of the Fifth Commit-

tee, adopted two resolutions—40/59 A and B-

dealing with the financing of UNDOF.

On 2 December, it adopted resolution 40/59 A

by recorded vote.

The General Assembly.

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General
on the financing of the United Nations Disenegagement

Observer Force as well as the related report of the Ad-

visory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary

Questions,

Bearing in mind Security Council resolutions 350(1974)
of 31 May 1974, 363(1974) of 29 November 1974,

369(1975) of 28 May 1975, 381(1975) of 30 November

1975, 390(1976) of 28 May 1976, 398(1976) of 30

November 1976, 408(1977) of 26 May 1977, 420(1977)

of 30 November 1977, 429(1978) of 31 May 1978.

441(1978) of 30 November 1978, 449( 1979) of 30 May

1979, 456(1979) of 30 November 1979, 470(1980) of 30

May 1980, 481(1980) of 26 November 1980, 485(1981)
of 22 May 1981, 493(1981) of 23 November 1981,
506(1982) of 26 May 1982, 524(1982) of 29 November
1982, 531(1983) of 26 May 1983, 543(1983) of 29
November 1983, 551(1984) of 30 May 1984, 557(1984)

of 28 November 1984, 563(1985) of 21 May 1985 and

576(1985) of 21 November 1985,

Reca l l ing  i t s  r eso lu t ions  3101(XXVII I )  o f  11

December 1973, 3211 B (XXIX) of 29 November 1974,

3374 C (XXX) of 2 December 1975, 31/5 D of 22

December 1976, 32/4 C of 2 December 1977, 33/13 D

of 8 December 1978, 34/7 C of 3 December 1979, 35/44

of 1 December 1980, 35/45 A of 1 December 1980,

36/66 A of 30 November 1981, 37/38 A of 30 November

1982, 38/35 A of 1 December 1983 and 39/28 A of 30

November 1984,

Reaffirming its previous decisions regarding the fact

that, in order to meet the expenditures caused by such

operations, a different procedure is required from that

applied to meet expenditures of the regular budget of

the United Nations,

Taking into account the fact that the economically more

developed countries are in a position to make relatively

larger contributions and that the economically less

developed countries have a relatively limited capacity

to contribute towards peace-keeping operations involv-

ing heavy expenditures,

Bearing in mind the special responsibilities of the States

permanent members of the Security Council in the

financing of such operations, as indicated in General

Assembly resolution 1874(S-IV) of 27 June 1963 and

other resolutions of the Assembly,

I

Decides to appropriate to the Special Account
referred to in section II,  paragraph’ 1, of General

Assembly resolution 3211 B (XXIX) the amount of

$17,852,496 gross ($17,592,000 net) authorised and ap-

portioned by section III of Assembly resolution 39/28 A

for the operation of the United Nations Disengagement

Observer Force for the period from 1 June to 30

November 1985, inclusive;

I I

1. Decides to appropriate to the Special Account
an amount of $18,282,000 for the operation of the

United Nations Disengagement Observer Force for

the period from 1 December 1985 to 31 May 1986,

inclusive;

2. Decides further, as an ad hoc arrangement, without

prejudice to the positions of principle that may be taken
by Member States in any consideration by the General

Assembly of arrangements for the financing of peace-

keeping  opera t ions ,  to  appor t ion  the  amount  of

$18,282,000 among Member States in accordance with

t h e  s c h e m e  s e t  o u t  i n  A s s e m b l y  r e s o l u t i o n

3101(XXVIII )  and  the  provis ions  of  sec t ion  I I .

paragraphs 2 (b) and 2 (c),and section V, paragraph

1, of resolution 3374 C (XXX), section V, paragraph

1, of resolution 31/5 D, section V, paragraph 1, of

resolution 32/4 C, section V, paragraph 1, of resolu-

tion 33/13 D, section V, paragraph 1, of resolution

34/7 C, section V, paragraph 1, of resolution 35/45 A,

section V, paragraph 1, of resolution 36/66 A, section

V, paragraph 1, of resolution 37/38 A and section V,

paragraphs 1 and 2. of resolution 39/28 A: the scale of

assessments for the years 1983, 1984 and 1985 shall be

applied against a portion thereof, that is $3,047,000,

being the amount pertaining on a pro rata basis to the

month of December 1985, and the scale of assessments

for the years 1986, 1987 and 1988 shall be applied
against the balance, that is $15,235,000, for the period

thereafter;

3. Decides that there shall be set off against the ap-

portionment among Member States, as provided in

paragraph  2  above ,  the i r  respec t ive  share  in  the

estimated income of $10,000 other than staff assessment

income approved for the period from 1 December 1985

to 31 May 1986, inclusive;

4. Decides that, in accordance with the provisions

of its resolution 973(X) of 15 December 1955, there shall

be set off against the apportionment among Member

States, as provided for in paragraph 2 above, their

respective share in the Tax Equalization Fund of the

estimated staff assessment income of $337,500 approved

for the period from 1 December 1985 to 31 May 1986,

inclusive;

III

Authorises the Secretary-General to enter into com-

mitments  for  the  Uni ted  Nat ions  Disengagement

Observer Force at a rate not to exceed $3,047,000 gross

($2,989,083 net) per month for the period from 1 June

to 30 November 1986, inclusive, should the Security

Council decide to continue the Force beyond the period

of six months authorized under its resolution 576(1985),
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the said amount to be apportioned among Member

States in accordance with the scheme set out in the

present resolution;

I V

1. Stresses the need for voluntary contributions to the

United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, both

in cash and in the form of services and supplies accep-

table to the Secretary-General;

2 .  Reques t s  the  Secre ta ry-Genera l  to  t ake  a l l

necessary action to ensure that the United Nations

Disengagement Observer Force is conducted with a

maximum of efficiency and economy.

General Assembly resolution 40/59 A

2  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  9 9  9 6 - 2 - 1 3  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by Fifth Committee (A/40/957) by recorded vote (78-2-18). 2 December

(meeting 51): 9-nation draft (A/C.5/40/L.4, part Al: agenda item 126 (a).

Sponsors: Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, New Zealand,

Norway, Sweden.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 5th Committee 50, 51; plenary 99.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,

Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Cam-

eroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo,

Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia,

Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Guyana, Honduras,

Iceland, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,

Kuwait, Madagascar, Malaysia Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Nepal,

Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,

Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,

Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,

Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand,

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates,

United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
a
 Zaire, Zam-

bia, Zimbabwe.

Against; Albania, Syrian Arab Republic.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Benin, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba,

Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Iraq, Morocco, USSR,

Yemen.
a
Later advised the Secretariat it had intended to abstain.

I raq  and  Yemen sa id  the  aggressor  a lone ,  no t

M e m b e r  S t a t e s ,  s h o u l d  p a y  f o r  U N D O F ' s  o p e r a -

t i o n s .  I r a n  d i d  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  v o t e  f o r

similar reasons. Maldives also announced its non-

participation. ‘The United Arab Emirates, express-

ing a similar view, said it  cast a positive vote out

of solidarity with the international community and

support for international peace and security. Jor-

dan emphasized that its vote in favour did not

mean that it condoned Israel’s continuing occupa-

tion of Arab territories; peace-keeping operations

should play a temporary role only and the United

Nations should go beyond that and bring about

a lasting peace in the Middle East. Albania said

its negative vote was cast not out of financial

considerations but out of respect for certain prin-

ciples.

Since Israel’s aggression had been identified

clearly in United Nations resolutions, Israel, not

Member States, should finance UNDOF;  funding

should at best be voluntary, Algeria believed.

Since UNDOF had proved incapable of halting the

Zionist aggression, a more appropriate solution

was required.

The USSR said it could not understand why the

costs of peace-keeping forces in the Middle East

were so high, and agreed with ACABQ on the need

to economize and make expenditures more cost-

effective.

Peace-keeping operations could not be a substitute

for peaceful settlement, Israel said. The prolongation

of such operations in the Middle East reflected the

complexity of the problems there.

Introducing the text, Canada said the success

of peace-keeping operations was linked to respect

for the principle of collective responsibility for their

financing, and the permanent members of the

Security Council had a special responsibility in that

connection.

The Controller, in response to an inquiry by

Canada on the approaching end of the authorized

expenditure period for UNDOF,  said that even if,

according to the regulations, financing for UNDOF

should cease on 30 November, steps could be taken

to ensure uninterrupted financing until the following

week.

Also on 2 December, the Assembly adopted

resolution 40/59 B by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Having regard to the financial position of the Special

Account for the United Nations Emergency Force and

the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, as

set forth in the report of the Secretary-General, and refer-

ring to paragraph 5 of the report of the Advisory Com-

mittee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions,

Mindful of the fact that it is essential to provide the

United Nations Disengagement Observer Force with the

necessary financial resources to enable it to fulfil its respon-

sibilities under the relevant resolutions of the Security

Council,

Concerned that the Secretary-General is continuing to

face growing difficulties in meeting the obligations of the

Forces on a current basis, particularly those due to the

Governments of troop-contributing States,

Recalling its resolutions 33/13 E of 14 December 1978,

34/7 D of 17 December 1979, 35/45 B of 1 December

1980, 36/66 B of 30 November 1981, 37/38 B of 30

November 1982,38/35 B of 1 December 1983 and 39/28 B

of 30 November 1984,

Recognising that, in consequence of the withholding of

contributions by certain Member States, the surplus

balances in the Special Account for the United Nations

Emergency Force and the United Nations Disengage-

ment Observer Force have, in effect, been drawn upon

to the full extent to supplement the income received from

contributions for meeting expenses of 1 he Forces,

Concerned that the application of the provisions of regula-

tions 5.2 (b), 5.2 (d), 4.3 and 4.4 of the Financial Regula-

tions of the United Nations would aggravate the already

difficult financial situation of the Forces,

Decides that the provisions of regulations 5.2 (b), 5.2

(d), 4.3 and 4.4 of the Financial Regulations of the United

Nations shall be suspended in respect of the amount of

43,250,131, which otherwise would have to be surrendered

pursuant to those provisions, this amount to be entered

into the account referred to in the operative part of General

Assembly resolution 33/13 E and held in suspense until

a further decision is taken by the Assembly.
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General Assembly resolution 40/59 B

2  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  9 9  9 3 - 1 0 - 6  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by Fifth Committee (A/40/957) by recorded vote (75-11-8), 2 December

(meeting 51); S-nation draft (A/C.5/40/L.4, part B); agenda item 126 (a).

Sponsors: Australia, Austria. Canada, Denmark. Finland, Ireland, New Zealand.

Norway, Sweden.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 5th Committee 50, 51; plenary 99.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,

Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Cam-

eroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo,

Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia,

Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Guyana, Honduras,

Iceland, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,

Kuwait, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Nepal,

Member State

Assessment

in 1985

Afghanistan

Albania

Algeria

Angola

Antigua end Barbuda

Argentine

Australia

Austria

Bahamas

Bahrain

Bangladesh

Barbados

Belgium

Belize

Benin

Bhutan

Bolivia

Botswana

Brazil

Brunei Darussalam

Bulgaria

Burkina Faso

Burma

Burundi

Byelorussian SSR

Cameroon

Canada

Cape Verde

Central African Republic

Chad

Chile

China

Colombia

Comoros

Congo

Costa Rica

Cuba

Cyprus

Czechoslovakia

Democratic Kampuchea

Democratic Yemen

Denmark

Djibouti

Dominica

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador

Equatorial Guinea

Ethiopia

Fiji

Finland

France

176

352

4,572

176

176

24,971

276,084

131,887

352

352

528

352

225,088

176

176

176

352

176

48,885

1,055

6,331

176

352

176

63,306

352

541,617

176

352

176

2,462

188,278

3,869

176

352

703

3,165

352

133,646

352

176

131,887

176

176

1,055

703

2,462

352

352

176

352

84,408

1,392,832

Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,

Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Saint

Lucia, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,

Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United States,

Uruguay, Venezuela, Zaire, Zambia. Zimbabwe.

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorssian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,

German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Syrian Arab Republic, USSR.

Abstaining: Algeria, Benin. Iraq, Morocco, Romania, Yemen

Explaining its vote, the USSR said it could not

countenance any violation of the Financial Regula-

tions which provided that the balance of unutilized

funds should be returned to Member States.

C O N T R I B U T I O N S  T O  U N D O F

(as at 31 December 1985; in US dollars)

Total

Paid in contribution

1985 outstanding’

-
-
-
-
-

39,592

581,595

263,770

704

704

528

1,044

450,684
-

-

352
-

176

257,570

2,322

65,177

176

698
-

233,657

1,050

1,083,216

5,870

298

10,806

4,926

376,543

3,672

-

352
-

396,298

-

263,770
-

-

-

1,347

4,926
-

-

1,355

352

168,813

1,392.735

3,879

22,346

65,098

2,293

1,360

49,963
-

-

-

528

6
-

352

10,982
-

14,378

176

97,813

73,270

3,177

352

10,982

652,986
-

352

21,823

176

-

-

3,869

7,581

22,346

351

24,365
-

717,081

22,346

6,062
-

2,037

2,747

13,719

440
-

7,679

16,113
-

352
-

Member State

Gabon

Gambia

German Democratic Republic

Germany, Federal Republic of

Ghana

Greece

Grenada

Guatemala

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Guyana

Haiti

Honduras

Hungary

Iceland

India

Indonesia

Iran

Iraq

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Ivory coast

Jamaica

Japan

Jordan

Kenya

Kuwait

Lao People’s Democratic Republic

Lebanon

Lesotho

Liberia

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Luxembourg

Madagascar

Malawi

Malaysia

Maldives

Mali

Malta

Mauritania

Mauritius

Mexico

Mongolia

Morocco

Mozambique

Nepal

Netherlands

New Zealand

Nicaragua

Niger

1,392,832 Nigeria

Assessment

in 1985

703

352

244,430

1,501,757

703

14,068

176

703

176

176

352

176

352

8,089

5,276

12,661

4,572

20,399

4,220

31,653

8,089

657,677

1,055

703

1,814,768

352

352

8,792

176

703

176

352

9,144

10,551

352

176

3,165

176

176

352

352

352

30,949

352

1,758

176

176

313,012

45,721

352

176

6,682

Total

Paid in contributions

1985 outstanding’

-
352

729,045

3,003,464

1,407

28,148
-

-

176
-

-

-

-

60,000

10,552

25,333

4,576

-

-

63,305

16,735

1,303,928

4,183

1,470

3,598,006

1,050

352

17,592
-

21,103

-

-

-

21,102

474

175

3,165
-

698

-

-

92,337

704
-

-

176

313,001

91,441
-

-

11,377

-

1,395,170
-

-

-

1,196

3,470

315

868

1,050

10,318

352

91,392

-

-

4,572

253,210

116,904

-

32

657,677

-

1,814,768
-

698
-

2,830

1,407

352

15,200

242,205
-

2,538

176
-

1,173

499

352

12,613

1,000

8,441

13,881

9,127

176

313,012
-

2,390

1,656

27,208
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Member State

Assessment

in 1985

Total Total

Paid in contribution Assessment Paid in contribution

1985 outstanding* Member State in 1985 1985 outstanding*

Norway 89,683

Oman 352

Pakistan 2,110

Panama 703

Papua New Guinea 176

Paraguay 352

Peru 2,462

Philippines 3,165

Poland 126,612

Portugal 6,331

Qatar 1,055

Romania 6,682

Rwanda 176

Saint Christopher and Nevis 176

Saint Lucia 176

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 176

Samoa 176

Sao Tome and Principe 176

Saudi Arabia 30,245

Senegal 176

Seychelles 176

Sierra Leone 352

Singapore 3,165

Solomon Islands 176

Somalia 176

South Africa 72,098

Spain 67,877

Sri Lanka 352

178,808

704

4,222

680

176

-

6,418

253,220

6,336
-

-

176

176

606

173

1,482
-

29,720
-

6,333
-

270,529

704

555

346
-

21,099

176

22,346

36,840

6,092
-

12,291

10,615

123,679

349

530

176

352

525

2,112

60,517

176

698

13,308
-

2,577

1,355

3,145,478

-

-

Sudan 176

Suriname 176

Swaziland 352

Sweden 232,122

Syrian Arab Republic 1,055

Thailand 2,814

Togo 352

Trinidad and Tobago 1,055

Tunisia 1,055

Turkey 11,254

Uganda 176

Ukrainian SSR 232,122

USSR 2,255,062

United Arab Emirates 5,627

United Kingdom 999,159

United Republic of Tanzania 176

United States 5,424,976

Uruguay 1,407

Vanuatu 176

Venezuela 19,343

Viet Nam 703

Yemen 176

Yugoslavia 16,178

Zaire 352

Zambia 352

Zimbabwe 352

Total 17,668,157

-
1,260

464,237
-

5,630
-

1,056

2,112

26,328

856,744

8,320,833

1,998,249

-

10,841,910

9,048
-

141,471

-

-

15,625
-

352

686
- -

38,476,036

687

176

22,346

-

33,361
-

2,378

1,055

1,035

456

8,056

2,436,645

21,744,460

27,754
-

8,186

7,666

2,397

1,187

20,233

10,582

79,561

5,801

704

36,168,735

‘Includes contributions due for UNDOF from its inception on 31 May 1974 through 30 November 1985, as at 31 December 1985, and those due for UNEF II

(1973-1979); between 1974 and 1979 there was a single account for the two Forces.

SOURCE: ST/ADMl/SER.B/283.

UNIFIL f inancing

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n  a

November  1985 repor t
( 5 )

 on the  f inancing of

UNIFIL,  the Secretary-General stated that, as at

30 September, he had received $833.6 million for

the operation of UNIFIL, out of $1,084.8 million

apportioned among Member States for the periods

from the inception of the Force in March 1978 to

18 October  1985.  The  ba lance  due—$251.2

million-included $204.4 million that Members

said they did not intend to pay and $19.6 million

due from China, transferred to a special account

in accordance with a 1981 General Assembly

resolution.
(3)

 Only $27.2 million of the unpaid

balance was considered collectable, leaving a

shortfall of $224 million.

This situation posed a serious problem for the

financial management of the Force, the Secretary-

General said. Obligations could not be met on a

current basis, particularly those due to troop-

contributing countries, payments to which had

never been made in full in accordance with agreed

rates. Voluntary contributions to a Suspense Ac-

count established in 1979
(6)

 to alleviate the finan-

cial burden on the troop contributors amounted

to only $18,356.

For U N I F I L operat ions from 19 Apri l  to  18

O c t o b e r  1 9 8 5 ,  c o m m i t m e n t s  a m o u n t e d  t o

$ 7 0 , 4 4 6 , 0 0 0  g r o s s  ( $ 6 9 , 4 4 5 , 9 9 8  n e t ) ,  a s

authorized in 1984;
(7)

 the costs for the period 19

October 1985 to 18 April 1986 were estimated at

$71,745,000 gross ($70,575,000 net), based on an

average Force strength of 5,860. The Secretary-

General requested ACABQ  concurrence for com-

mitments of $23,482,000 gross ($23,148,666 net)

for the period 19 October to 18 December 1985.

From 19 April to 18 December 1986, should the

Securi ty  Counci l  renew U N I F I L ' s  mandate ,  ap-

propriations of $11,957,500 gross ($11,762,500

net) a month would be required.

Expressing extreme concern about the shortfall

burden on t roop-contr ibut ing countr ies ,  par-

ticularly on the less wealthy ones, and which might

jeopardize UNIFIL's  functioning, the Secretary-

General appealed in the strongest terms to all

Member States to pay their assessments without

delay; he also appealed for voluntary contributions

to the UNIFIL Suspense Account.

A C A B Q  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .  A C A B Q ,  a l so  in

November 1985,
(8)

 recommended approval of com-

mitments entered into from 19 April to 18 October

1985. It also recommended appropriations of the

amount of the commitments for 19 October to 18

December, and of $48,263,000 gross ($47,426,334

net) for the remaining four months of the mandate,

19 December 1985 to 18 April 1986, with the

Secretary-General having the usual flexibility to

revise apportionments between objects of expen-

diture.

ACABQ  also recommended that, for the period

from 19 April to 18 December 1986, the Secretary-

General be authorized to enter into commitments
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a t  a  r a t e  n o t  t o  e x c e e d  $ 1 1 , 9 5 7 , 5 0 0  g r o s s

($11,762,500 net) per month.

The Committee said it had been informed that,

as a consequence of the increase in estimated average

Force strength (5,550 in April 1985; 5,860 for April

1986), with no increase in the authorized commit-

ment, it would be necessary to allocate increased

resources for such items as reimbursement to troop

contributors, daily allowance to troops and rota-

tion costs, while at the same time, in order to re-

main within the limits set by the Assembly in

1984,
(7)

 to reduce and defer expenditures in other

areas, particularly construction, adaptation of

premises and purchase of transportation equipment.

Bearing this in mind, and noting that the estimate

for the October 1985-April 1986 period was 1.6

per cent more than that for each of the two previous

mandates, ACABQ had no objection to the estimate.

ACABQ said it had been informed that the in-

t e r i m  a c c o u n t s  f o r  1 9 8 4 - 9 8 5  i n d i c a t e d  a

“surplus” balance of $8,868,174 for the UNIFIL

S p e c i a l  A c c o u n t  a s  a t  3 1  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 4 ,

representing excess of income over expenditure

due to interest and miscellaneous credits. “In-

come” included assessed contributions irrespec-

tive of collectability. In consequence of States’

withholding contributions, the “surplus” had, in

effect, been drawn upon to its full extent.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

In December 1985,  the General  Assembly

adopted two resolutions—40/246 A and B-on the

financing of UNIFIL.

O n  1 8  D e c e m b e r ,  i t  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n

40/246 A by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General

on the financing of the United Nations Interim Force

in Lebanon and the related report of the Advisory Com-

mittee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions,

Bearing in mind Security Council resolutions 425(1978)

and 426(1978) of 19 March 1978, 427(1978) of 3 May

1978, 434(1978) of 18 September 1978, 444(1979) of

19 January 1979, 450(1979) of 14 June 1979, 459(1979)

of 19 December 1979. 474(1980) of 17 June 1980.

483(1980) of 17 December 1980, 488(1981) of 19 June

1981. 498(1981) of 18 December 1981. 501(1982) of 25

February l982, 511(1982) of 18 June 1982: 519(1982)

of 17 August 1982, 523(1982) of 18 October 1982,

529(1983) of 18 January 1983, 536(1983) of 18 July

1983, 538(1983) of 18 October 1983, 549(1984) of 19

April 1984, 555(1984) of 12 October 1984, 561(1985)

of 17 April 1985 and 575(1985) of 17 October 1985,

Recalling its resolutions S-812 of 21 April 1978, 33/14

of 3 November 1978, 34/9 B of 17 December 1979,

35/44 of 1 December 1980, 35/115 A of 10 December

1980, 36/138 A of 16 December 1981, 26/138 C of 19

March 1982, 37/127 A of 17 December 1982, 38/38 A

of 5 December 1983 and 39/71 A of 13 December 1984,

Reaffirming its previous decisions regarding the fact

that, in order to meet the expenditures caused by such

operations, a different procedure from the one applied

to meet expenditures of the regular budget of the United

Nations is required,

Taking into account the fact that the economically more

developed countries are in a position to make relatively

larger contributions and that the economically less

developed countries have a relatively limited capacity

to contribute towards peace-keeping operations involv-

ing heavy expenditures,

Bearing in mind the special responsibilities of the States

permanent members of the Security Council in the

financing of peace-keeping operations decided upon in

accordance with the Charter of the United Nations,

I

Decides to appropriate to the Special Account re-

ferred to in section I, paragraph 1, of General Assembly

resolution S-812 an amount of $70,446,000 gross

($69,446,000 net). being the amount authorized with

the prior concurrence of the Advisory Committee on

Administrative and Budgetary Questions and appor-

tioned under the provisions of section IV of Assembly

resolution 39/71 A for the operation of the United Na-

tions Interim Force in Lebanon from 19 April to 18 Oc-

tober 1985, inclusive;

II

Decides to appropriate to the Special Account an

amount of $23,482,000 gross ($23,148,666 net), being

the amount authorized with the prior concurrence of

the  Advisory  Commit tee  on  Adminis t ra t ive  and

Budgetary Questions and apportioned under the pro-

visions of section IV of Assembly resolution 39/71 A

for the operation of the United Nations Interim Force

in Lebanon from 19 October to 18 December 1985, in-

clusive;

III

1. Decides to appropriate to the Special Account an

amount of $48,263,000 for the operation of the United

Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the period from

19 December 1985 to 18 April 1986, inclusive;

2. Decides further, as an ad hoc arrangement, without

prejudice to the positions of principle that may be taken

by Member States in any consideration by the General

Assembly of arrangements for the financing of peace-

keeping  opera t ions ,  to  appor t ion  the  amount  of

$48,263,000 among Member States in accordance with
the scheme set out in Assembly resolution 33/14 and

the provisions of section V, paragraph 1, of resolution

34/9 B, section VI, paragraph 1, of resolution 35/115 A,

section VI, paragraph 1, of resolution 36/138 A, sec-

tion IX, paragraph 1, of resolution 37/127 A and sec-

tion VII, paragraphs 1 and 2, of resolution 39/71 A;

the scale of assessments for the years 1983, 1984 and

1985 shall be applied against a portion thereof. that is

$5,185,281, being the amount pertaining on a pro rata

basis to the period from 19 to 31 December 1985, in-

clusive, and the scale of assessments for the years 1986,

1987 and 1988 shall be applied against the balance, that
is $43,077,719, for the period thereafter;

3. Decides that there shall be set off against the ap-

portionment among Member States, as provided for in
paragraph  2  above ,  the i r  respec t ive  share  in  the

estimated income of $13,333 other than staff assessment

income approved for the period from 19 December 1985

to 18 April 1986, inclusive;

4. Decides that, in accordance with the provisions
of its resolution 973(X) of 15 December 1955, there shall
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be set off against the apportionment among Member
States, as provided for in paragraph 2 above, their
respective share in the Tax Equalization Fund of the
estimated staff assessment income of $823,333 approved
for the period from 19 December 1985 to 18 April 1986,
inclusive;

IV

Authorizes the Secretary-General to enter into com-
mitments for the operation of the United Nations In-

terim Force in Lebanon at a rate not to exceed
$11,957,500 gross ($11,762,500 net) per month for the
period from 19 April to 18 December 1986, inclusive,
should the Security Council decide to continue the Force
beyond the period of six months authorized under its
resolution 575(1985), subject to obtaining the prior con-
currence of the Advisory Committee on Administrative
and Budgetary Questions for the actual level of com-
mitments to be entered into for each mandate period
that may be approved subsequent to 19 April 1986, the
said amount to be apportioned among Member States
in accordance with the scale of assessments for the years
1986, 1987 and 1988;

V

1. Renews its invitation to Member States to make
voluntary contributions to the United Nations Interim
Force in Lebanon both in cash and in the form of ser-

vices and supplies acceptable to the Secretary-General;
2. Invites Member States to make voluntary con-

tributions in cash to the Suspense Account established
in accordance with its resolution 34/9 D of 17 December

1979;
VI

Requests the Secretary-General to take all necessary
action to ensure that the United Nations Interim Force
in Lebanon shall be administered with a maximum of
efficiency and economy.

General Assembly resolution 40/246 A

18 December 1985 Meeting 121 124-15-4 (recorded vote)

Approved by Fifth Committee (A/40/1037) by recorded vote (97-12-4),12 December

(meeting 60): 21-nation draft (A/C.5/40/L.5. part A): agenda item 126 (b).

Sponsors: Austria, Canada, Denmark, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Federal

Republic of, Ghana, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Lebanon, Nepal, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Norway, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Sweden, Thailand.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bo-

tswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon,

Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia,

Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti,

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia,

Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana,

Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia,

Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Leb-

anon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Malta,

Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New

Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint

Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,

Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United

Republic of Tanzania, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire,

Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czecho-

Slovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Leo People’s Democratic

Republic, Mongolia, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Wet

Nam.

Abstaining: Democratic Yemen, Iraq, Maldives, Yemen,

Introducing the text ,  I reland cal led on al l

Member States to look to their responsibilities for

maintaining peace and to  support  the peace-

keeping efforts. No operation could be expected

to function efficiently if it was deprived of nearly

a quarter of its revenue, regarded as uncollectable.

The extent to which the troop-contributing coun-

tries could continue to absorb an unacceptable

p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  c o s t  o f  U N I F I L  w a s  n o t

unlimited; the responsibility for funding rested on

al l  Member States  and any shortfal l  must  be

shared by all.

Lebanon said it had always regarded as incon-

trovertible the principle of collective financial

responsibility; the withholding of contributions

was particularly unfair, both to those developing

countries which contributed and to the countries

which supplied troops and assumed the financial

burden of  U N I F I L as  wel l .  The Member States

which had participated in the vote on Assembly

resolution 181 A (II) in 1947,
(9)

 to which the cur-

rent tragedy in Lebanon could largely be ascribed,

bore a heavy responsibility. UNIFIL’s mission was

the most urgent and challenging: its function was

not  merely to observe,  but  also to assis t  the

Lebanese Government in ensuring the return of

its effective authority.

The USSR explained that it did not participate

in the financing of UNIFIL because of its position

of principle that the consequences of the armed

aggression against Lebanon should be borne by

the aggressor. The view that the aggressor should

bear the financial burden was shared by several

others, including Democratic Yemen, Iraq and the

Syrian Arab Republic.

Iran did not participate in the vote because it

said it believed that the cost of United Nations ac-

tivities in the Middle East should be borne by the

Zionist entity and its supporters. Benin voted in

favour for essentially humanitarian reasons, but

c o n s i d e r e d  t h a t  U N I F I L  o u g h t  i n  f a c t  t o  b e

financed by those responsible for the situation.

Among those which did not take part in the vote

for similar reasons were Algeria and the Libyan

Arab Jamahiriya. Algeria added that it hoped that

the financial arrangements for all peace-keeping

operations could be reviewed in the near future since

it had serious doubts as to their usefulness and the

propriety of financing them from the regular budget.

Jordan stressed that its vote in favour should not

be interpreted as condoning or accepting the con-

tinued Israeli occupation of Lebanon.

Also on 18 December, the Assembly adopted

resolution 40/246 B by recorded vote.

The General Assembly.

Having regard to the financial position of the Special
Account for the United Nations Interim Force in Leb-
anon, as set forth in the report of the Secretary-General,
and referring to paragraph 7 of the report of the Advisory
Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions,
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Mindful of the fact that it is essential to provide the

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon with the

necessary financial resources to enable it to fulfil its

responsibilities under the relevant resolutions of the

Security Council,

Concerned that the Secretary-General is continuing to

face growing difficulties in meeting the obligations of

the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon on a cur-

rent basis, particularly those due to the Governments

of troop-contributing States,

Recalling its resolutions 34/9 E of 17 December 1979,

35/115 B of 10 December 1980, 36/138 B of 16

December 1981, 37/127 B of 17 December 1982,

38/38 B of 5 December 1983 and 39/71 B of 13

December 1984,

Recognizing that, in consequence of the withholding of

contributions by certain Member States, the surplus

balances in the Special Account for the United Nations

Interim Force in Lebanon have, in effect, been drawn

upon to the full extent to supplement the income received

from contributions for meeting expenses of the Force,

Concerned that the application of the provisions of

regulations 5.2 (b), 5.2 (d), 4.3 and 4.4 of the Financial

Regulations of the United Nations would aggravate the

already difficult financial situation of the United Na-

tions Interim Force in Lebanon,

Decides that the provisions of regulations 5.2 (b), 5.2

(d), 4.3 and 4.4 of the Financial Regulations of the

United Nations shall be suspended in respect of the

amount of $8,868,174, which otherwise would have to

be  sur rendered  pursuant  to  those  provis ions ,  th i s

amount to be entered in the account referred to in the

operative part of General Assembly resolution 34/9 E

and held in suspense until a further decision is taken

by the Assembly.

General Assembly resolution 40/246 B

1 8  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 2 1 122-1 4-5 (recorded vote)

Approved by Fifth Committee (A/40/1037) by recorded vote (97-12-51, 12 December

(meeting 60); 21-nation draft (A/C.5/40/L.5, part B); agenda item 126 (b).

Sponsors: Austria, Canada. Denmark, Fiji, Finland. France. Germany. Federal

Republic of, Ghana, Iceland. Ireland, Italy, Lebanon, Nepal, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Norway, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Sweden. Thailand.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Austria. Bahamas,

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados. Belgium, Belize, Bhutan. Bolivia, Botswana,

Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi. Cameroon, Canada,

Cape Verde. Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo,

Costa Rica, Cyprus, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican

Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador. Equatorial Guinea. Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland.

France. dabon, Gambia, Germany. Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada,

Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Iceland. India, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy.

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,

Luxembourg, Madagascar. Malawi, Malaysia. Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mex-

ico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Nor-

way. Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland,’

Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda. Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands. Somalia.

Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden. Thailand. Togo,

Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia. Turkey. Uganda, United Arab Emirates. United

Kingdom. United Republic of Tanzania, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela,

Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czecho-

slovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary. Lao People’s Democratic

Republic, Mongolia, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Viet Nam.

Abstaining: Democratic Yemen, Iraq, Maldives, Romania, Yemen.

a
Later advised the Secretariat it had intended to vote against.

Algeria emphasized that, out of solidarity with

Lebanon ,  i t  had  re f ra ined  f rom par t ic ipa t ing  in

t h e  v o t e  i n s t e a d  o f  v o t i n g  a g a i n s t  t h e  t e x t ;  i t

reiterated its reservations regarding the usefulness

of  U N I F I L .

C u b a  a l s o  d o u b t e d  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  U N I F I L

which, it said, was not respected by Israel and its

suppor ters ;  the  cos t  of  the  opera t ions  should  be

borne  by  the  aggressor .

Jordan reiterated that its vote in favour should

not  be  in te rpre ted  as  condoning  or  accept ing  the

cont inued  I s rae l i  occupa t ion  of  Lebanon.

C O N T R I B U T I O N S  T O  U N I F I L

(as at 31 December 1985; in US dollars)

Member State

Afghanistan

Albania

Algeria

Angola

Antigua and Barbuda

Argentina

Australia

Austria

Bahamas

Bahrain

Bangladesh

Barbados

Belgium

Belize

Benin

Bhutan

Bolivia

Botswana

Brazil

Brunei Darussalam

Bulgaria

Burkina Faso

Assessment

in 1985

680

1,385

18,012

680

680

98,372

1,090,302

520,845

1,385

1,385

2,040

1,385

888,909

680

680

680

1,385

680

192,586

4,156

24,940

680

Total

Paid in contribution

1985 outstanding*

-
-
-
-
-

8,921

2,260,925

1,041,533

2,774

4,164
-

4,164

1,777,551

-

1,375
-

1,375

910,117

7,827

-

695

9,440

21,620

258,703

9,562

6,002

475,490

-

-

-

6,210

3,293

-

2,243

10,428

21,620

695

585,660
-

353,296

9,733

Member State

Assessment

in 1985

Burma 1,385

Burundi 680

Byelorussian SSR 250,006

Cameroon 1,385

Canada 2,138,937

Cape Verde 680

Central African Republic 1,385

Chad 680

Chile 9,698

China 743,122

Colombia 15,241

Comoros 680

Congo 1,385

Costa Rica 2,771

Cuba 12,469

Cyprus 1,385

Czechoslovakia

Democratic Kampuchea

527,790

1,385

Democratic Yemen 680

Denmark 520,845

Djibouti 680

Dominica 680

Total

Paid in contribution

1985 outstanding’

1,389

-

4,756

4,277,231

4,746
-

9,748

19,421

1,486,288

46,128

-

-

-

-

2,774

-

1,341,533

-

1,385

10,428

4,139,925

5,051
-

1,375

17,907

680

-

-

390

10,428

21,620

34,673

221,570

-

8,713,530

21,620

10,428
-

7,892

10,720
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Assessment

Member State

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

Egypt
El Salvador

Equatorial Guinea

Ethiopia

Fiji

Finland

France

Gabon

Gambia

German Democratic Republic

Germany, Federal Republic of

Ghana

Greece

Grenada

Guatemala

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Guyana

Haiti

Honduras

Hungary

Iceland

India

Indonesia

Iran

Iraq

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Ivory Coast

Jamaica

Japan

Jordan

Kenya

Kuwait

Lao People’s Democratic Republic

Lebanon

Lesotho

Liberia

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Luxembourg

Madagascar

Malawi

Malaysia

Maldives

Mali

Malta

Mauritania

Mauritius

Mexico

Mongolia

Morocco

Mozambique

Nepal

Netherlands

New Zealand

Nicaragua

in 1985

4,156

2,771

9,698

1,385

1,385

680

1,385

333,341

5,497,410

2,771

1,385

965,299

5,930,688

2,771

55,421

680

2,771

680

680

1,385

680

1,385

31.867

20,834

49,880

18,012

80,360

16,627

125,003

31,867

2,597,280

4,156

2,771

7,166,827

1,385

1,385

34,638

680

2,771

680

1,385

36,025

41,668

1,385

680

12,469

680

680

1,385

1,385

1,385

121,925

1,385

6,927

680

680

1,236,139

180,560

1,385

Total

Paid in contribution Assessment

1985 outstanding’ Member State in 1985

680

26,325

354,175

1,385

8,313

2,771

680

1,385

9,698

12,469

500,011

24,940

4,156

26,325

680

680

680

680

680

680

119,154

680

680

1,385

12,469

680

680

284,729

267,402

1,385

680

680

1,385

916,687

4,156

11,084

1,385

4,156

4.156

44,337

680

916,687

8,900,569

22,169

3,943,611

680

21,409,288

5,542

680

76,203

2,771

680

63,734

1,385

1,385

1,360

-
4,585

9,723
-

8,549
-

666,581

5,497,742
-

-

-

11,859,592

5,549

110,981
-

-

-

-

-

-

41,660

99,884

36,124
-

-

125,003

63,158

6,795,300

36,518

3,970

14,335,624

2,774

1,385

69,363
-

-

-

-

-

83,323

2,005
-

24,970
-

1,389
-

-

488,745
-

-

-

1,153

2,471,905

361,066
-

46,096

2,249

9,698

20,593

21,620
-

2,774
-

5,497,410

35,670

21,620

14,898,566
-

-

5,113

12,319

4,713

7,814

2,774

10,428

7,543

632,268

-

-

18,012

1,194,863

241,742

656
-

-

2,771

7,166,827

10,600
-

10,428

5,171

1,375

21,620

490,637
-

14,302

1,375
-

4,294

4,496

1,385

21,620

4,825
-

21,620

75,138

12,493

680

Niger

Nigeria

Norway

Oman

Pakistan

Panama

Papua New Guinea

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Poland

Portugal

Qatar

Romania

Rwanda

Saint Christopher and Nevis

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines

Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe

Saudi Arabia

Senegal

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

Singapore

Solomon Islands

Somalia

South Africa

Spain

Sri Lanka

Sudan

Suriname

Swaziland

Sweden

Syrian Arab Republic

Thailand

Togo

Trinidad and Tobago

Tunisia

Turkey

Uganda

Ukrainian SSR

USSR

United Arab Emirates

United Kingdom

United Republic of Tanzania

United States

Uruguay

Vanuatu

Venezuela

Viet Nam

Yemen

Yugoslavia

Zaire

Zambia

Zimbabwe

10,249 Total 69,743,881

Total

Faid in contribution

1985 outstanding*

-
-

708,243

2,774

17,147

3,563

2,070
-

-

10,541

-

74,958
-

-

-

695

4,463
-

-

1,651
-

-

24,970
-

-

-

834,961

2,774

-

2,373

-

1,833,097
-

22,196

2,622

4,167

10,155

84,300
-

-

7,086,123
-

42,795,836
-

-

625,537

-

27,877
-

2,693

3,231

8,321

117,039

-

-

-

32,188
-

21,620

131,417

55,442

11,630,215

12,031

425,229

3,049

2,657

8,294

1,375

2,070

8,961

358,123

6,733

2,915

21,424
-

10,719

6,125

4,501,264
-

3,472

695

21,620
-

60,438
-

10,300

4,156

4,.156

34,404

9,647

15,374,955

142,711,130

98,561

4,113,777

10,428

23,848

38,280

6,002

56,742

10,428

376,144

27,098
-

6,523

- -  -
110,313,073 225,960,079

*Covers the period from the inception of UNIFIL 119 March 1978) to 18 October 1985, as at 31 December 1985

SOURCE: ST/ADM/SER.B/283.

R e v i e w  o f  r e i m b u r s e m e n t  r a t e s

t o  t r o o p  c o n t r i b u t o r s

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n  a

November 1985 report,
(10)

 the Secretary-General

reviewed the rates of reimbursement to troop-

contributing States, as requested by the General

Assembly in 1984.
( 1 1 )

 Standard rates had been

first established in 1974
( 1 2 )

 and were revised

twice in 1977
(13)

 and 1980.
(14)

The two main factors that could change the level

of compensation based on the reimbursement rates

effective December 1980 were inflation and cur-

rency exchange-rate fluctuations. At the end of

1984, the value of the United States dollar-the

currency of reimbursement-in relation to the na-

tional currencies of the 13 troop contributors had

increased by an overall average of 50.4 per cent.

With regard to troop costs, the Secretary-General

for various reasons considered it not possible to

determine their escalation.

Concluding, the Secretary-General stated that

the changes in the currency exchange rates had



Middle East 3 2 5

been such tha t  in  most  cases  they  had of fse t  the

adverse  e f fec ts  of  in f la t ion ;  i t  appeared  tha t  the

current standard rates continued to provide a fair

a n d  r e a s o n a b l e  c o m p e n s a t i o n  t o  t r o o p  c o n -

tributors for troop costs and that a basis did not

exist to warrant for the time being an adjustment

to  the  ra tes  of  re imbursement .

At the time of the initial establishment of stan-

dard  ra tes ,  i t  was  recognized  tha t  ce r ta in  S ta tes

would not be fully reimbursed for their entire ex-

penses of providing troops; all troop contributors,

however, should receive at least that portion paid

t o  t h e i r  t r o o p s  a s  a c t u a l  o v e r s e a s  a l l o w a n c e s .

Based on the data provided by the 11 troop con-

tributors included in the review, 10 were currently

absorbing between 11.7 and 72.2 per cent,  for an

average  of  34 .3  per  cen t ,  in  respec t  o f  pay  and

al lowances .

The  Secre ta ry-Genera l  p roposed  tha t  a  rev iew

of  the  ra tes  be  under taken  as  and  when changes

in  the  cur rency  exchange  and/or  in f la t ion  ra tes

drastically affected compensation for troop costs.

ACABQ consideration. In its November 1985

r e p o r t
( 8 )

 o n  U N I F I L  ( s e e  p .  3 2 0 ) ,  A C A B Q  n o t e d

the  Secre ta ry-Genera l ’ s  conc lus ion  tha t  i t  would

appear  tha t  the  cur ren t  s t andard  ra tes  were  fa i r

and reasonable and that currently no basis existed

to warrant an adjustment. It  also noted his state-

ment proposing a review of the rates as and when

changes  d ic ta ted .

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

O n  1 8  D e c e m b e r ,  t h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y

adopted  resolut ion 40 /247  by  recorded  vo te .

Review of the rates of reimbursement to the
Governments of troop-contributing States

The General Assembly,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General

on the review of the rates of reimbursement to the

Governments of troop-contributing States, submitted

pursuant to General Assembly resolution 39/70 of 13

December 1984, as well as the related report of the Ad-

visory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary

Questions,

Recalling its decision of 29 November 1974, taken at

its twenty-ninth session, by which it established, as from

25 October 1973, standard rates of reimbursement to

the Governments of troop-contributing States for pay

and allowances of their troops serving in the United Na-

t i o n s  E m e r g e n c y  F o r c e  a n d  t h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s

Disengagement Observer Force, and its decision 32/416

of 2 December 1977, by which it revised those rates of

reimbursement as from 25 October 1977,

Recalling also its resolution S-8/2 of 21 April 1978, by

which it applied the same standard rates of reimburse-

ment in effect for the United Nations Emergency Force

and the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force

to those Governments of States contributing troops to

the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon,

Recalling further its resolution 35/44 of 1 December

1980, by which it established new standard rates of reim-

bursement to the Governments of troop-contributing

States of $950 per person per month for all ranks, plus

$280 per person per month for a limited number of

specialists (up to 25 per cent of logistics contingents and

up to 10 per cent of other contingents), with effect from

1 December 1980 in the case of the United Nations

Disengagement Observer Force and from 19 December

1980 in the case of the United Nations Interim Force

in Lebanon,

Recalling further its decision of 15 December 1975,

taken at its thirtieth session, by which it approved the

principle of reimbursing the troop-contributing States

for the usage factor for personal clothing, gear and

equipment and personal weaponry, including ammuni-

tion, issued by Governments to their troops for service

in the United Nations peace-keeping forces and in which

it requested the Secretary-General to negotiate a set-

tlement thereof, pursuant to which a reimbursement rate

of $70 per person per month was agreed upon,

Recognizing that, in consequence of the shortfall of

financial contributions, troop-contributing States are not

being reimbursed to the full extent of the established

rates and are thus bearing considerably larger portions

of the costs for their troops serving in the United Na-

tions peace-keeping forces than those indicated by the

Secretary-General in his report,

1. Takes note of the conclusions and recommenda-

tions of the Secretary-General as outlined in paragraphs

12 to 15 of his report;

2. Decides to retain the current rates of reimburse-

ment of $950 per person per month for all ranks, plus

the specialists’ allowance of $280 per person per month

for 25 per cent of logistics contingents and 10 per cent

of other contingents, as well as $65 per person per month

for the usage factor for personal clothing, gear and

equipment and $5 per person per month for personal

weaponry, including ammunition;

3. Also decides that the rates of reimbursement to the

Governments of troop-contributing States shall be

reviewed by the Secretary-General, in consultation with

t h e  t r o o p - c o n t r i b u t i n g  S t a t e s ,  a n d  r e q u e s t s  t h e

Secretary-General to report thereon to the General

Assembly, at least once every two years, if, in the light

of inflation and currency-exchange fluctuations or other

factors brought to the attention of the Secretary-General,

these rates appreciably affect the absorption factor of

two or more of the troop-contributing States.

General Assembly resolution 40/247

18 December 1985 Meeting 121 120-14-7 (recorded vote)

Approved by Fifth Committee A/40/1037) by recorded vote (97-11-7), 12 December

(meeting 60); 18-nation draft (A/C.5/40/L.6); agenda item 126 (c).

Sponsors: Austria, Canada, Denmark, Fiji, Finland, France, Ghana, Iceland, Ireland,

Italy, Lebanon, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Papua New Guinea,

Samoa, Sweden.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,

Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada,

Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rice,

Cyprus, Democratic Kampuchea, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic,

Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France,

Gabon, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada,

Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Iceland, India Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy,

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,

Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mex-

ico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Nor-

way, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland,

Portugal, Qatar, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Somalia,
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Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo,

Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United

Republic of Tanzania, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire,

Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czecho-

slovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Lao People’s Democratic

Republic, Mongolia, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Viet Nam,

Abstaining: Algeria, Benin, Democratic Yemen, Iraq, Maldives, Romania,

Yemen.

Explaining its vote, the USSR said it considered

that the position in regard to the expenses borne

by the United Nations for peace-keeping troops

and reimbursement was not clear-cut; there was

a considerable element of increase in those expen-

ditures.

I n t r o d u c i n g  t h e  t e x t ,  S w e d e n  s a i d  t h e

established standard rates of reimbursement con-

sisted of average figures, per person per month

for all ranks, used as factors to determine the troop

costs, which constituted approximately half of the

budgets for UNDOF and UNIFIL.  They were also

meant to correspond to certain portions of the

troop-contributing countries’ national costs for

maintaining their troops in the service of the

United Nations. Since 1980, those costs had in-

creased significantly, in some cases by more than

40 per cent.
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Territories occupied by Israel

During 1985, the situation in the territories oc-

cupied by Israel as a result of previous armed con-

flicts in the Middle East was again considered by

the General Assembly and its Special Committee

to Invest igate Israel i  Pract ices Affect ing the

Human Rights of the Population of the Occupied

Territories (Committee on Israeli practices). The

Committee observed that there was a continuing

deterioration in the respect for the human-civil

and political, as well as economic, social and

cultural-rights of the civilian population of the

territories, which comprised the West Bank of the

Jordan River  ( including East  Jerusalem),  the

Golan Heights and the Gaza Strip.

The Assembly, in December, adopted seven

resolutions dealing with specific aspects of the

Committee’s report: it demanded that Israel desist

from certain policies and practices in the territories

(40/161 D); that it comply with the 1949 Geneva

Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian

Persons in Time of War (fourth Geneva Conven-

tion) (40/161 B); that it desist from any action

which would change the legal status and composi-

tion of the Palestinian and other Arab territories

occupied since 1967 (40/161 C), including the

Syrian Golan Heights (40/161 F) that it release

Ziyad Abu Eain and other Palestinian prisoners

(40/161 A); that it rescind the expulsion of Pales-

tinians, some of whom had been in public office

(40/161 E); and that it ensure the freedom of

educational institutions (40/161 G).

The Security Council considered the situation

in the occupied territories at two meetings on 12

and 13 September. It voted on a draft resolution

in which it would have called on Israel to stop

repressive measures against the civilian Palestinian

population and abide by the fourth Geneva Con-

vention. The draft was not adopted owing to the

negative vote of a permanent member of the

Council.

In March, the Secretary-General organized a

seminar on remedies for the deterioration of the

economic and social conditions of the Palestinians

in the occupied territories. Affirming that Israeli

occupation was contradictory to the basic re-

quirements for the social and economic develop-

ment of the Palestinians, the Assembly, by resolu-

tion 40/201, requested the Secretary-General to

organize by April 1987 a seminar on priority de-

velopment projects to improve their living con-

ditions.

In June 1985, the Secretary-General submitted

a study on Israeli economic practices in the territories

and a report on progress made in the lifting of Israeli

restrictions on their economy and on projects to

facilitate their economic development. The Assembly

(decision 40/432), as earlier the Economic and Social

Council had done (decision 1985/177), asked him

to report on Israeli financial and trade practices

in the territories. The Council (resolution 1985/58)

and the Assembly (resolution 40/169) called for the

urgent lifting of Israeli restrictions on the territories’

economy, and called on all concerned to facilitate

the establishment of a seaport and a citrus plant

in the Gaza Strip, as well as of a cement plant in

the West Bank.

The Secretary-General reported that in June

Israel had given instructions to cease all work

related to a planned canal linking the Mediterra-

nean and the Dead Sea. The Assembly, by resolu-

tion 40/167, requested him to monitor any new

development relating to the project.

Communications. By a letter of 5 February,
(1)

the Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights brought to the Secretary-General’s atten-

tion what he termed another instance of inten-

sification of the planned policy of annexation of
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the occupied territories of the West Bank by Israel.

According to December 1984 reports in Israeli

papers, a plan for the establishment of a national

road grid for the entire West Bank had been pro-

mulgated, greatly increasing the integration of the

West Bank road system into that of Israel. Ac-

cording to a recent study, the road system would

serve none of the 20 major Palestinian towns and

cities in the West Bank. About 78 million square

metres of private Palestinian land would have to

be expropriated. The Chairman expressed utmost

concern at the plan which, in the Committee’s

view, had ominous implications for the future of

the territories and international peace efforts.

On 12 February, 
(2)

 the Chairman expressed the

Committee’s concern at the growing tension in and

around Palestinian refugee camps in southern

Lebanon (see above, under “Lebanon situation”)

and in the West Bank. It was reported that at

Dheisheh, near Bethlehem, all roads into the camp

had been blocked, affecting the provision of ser-

vices to the camp and aggravating the atmosphere

of living under siege caused by almost daily in-

cidents of provocation and harassment against the

camp residents by Israeli settlers. On 1 February,

the police, reinforced by military troops, had ar-

rested scores of residents in the camp and villages

in the vicinity.

B y  a  l e t t e r  o f  6  M a r c h ,  t r a n s m i t t e d  b y

Democrat ic  Yemen,
( 3 )

 PLO charged that  on 5

March Israeli troops had surrounded the Palestin-

ian town of Saeer in the Al-Khalil (Hebron) area,

breaking into several Palestinian homes, razing

two of them, and injuring about 30 persons. Those

injured could not be transferred to hospitals as a

curfew was imposed and the area declared an

Israeli military zone. The troops also arrested a

number of Palestinians and took them away for

interrogation. A request by the Red Cross to visit

the area was denied. PLO called on the United

Nations to assume its full responsibility, spelt out

in General Assembly resolutions calling for ade-

quate protection of Palestinians living under Israeli

military occupation and for a guarantee of their

safety and security and their human and legal

rights.

Renewed acts  of  Israel i  repression against

Palestinians in the West Bank were charged by the

Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian rights

in a letter of 19 March;
( 4 )

 the Committee ex-

pressed profound concern at  news reports  of

measures against Bir Zeit University, the treat-

ment  of  s tudent  deta inees  and the  cont inued

establishment of Israeli settlements in the occupied

territories (for details, see p. 338).

By a letter of 11 April, transmitted by the United

Arab  Emi ra t e s ,
( 5 )

 P L O  a ccused  I s r ae l  o f  im-

plementing exceptional military measures, among

them curfews, collective punishments, and attacks

on students and refugee camps. The PLO Chair-

man called for international condemnation of the

continued Zionist aggression, to deter Israel from

further crimes against the Palestinians.

The Acting Chairman of the Committee on

Palestinian rights, on 2 May,
(6)

 brought to the

Secretary-General’s attention further incidents in

the territories which, in his view, indicated a con-

tinuing pattern of repression by Israel aimed at

stifling Palestinian opposition. Demonstrations

and strikes between 30 March and 21 April had

been met by hundreds of arrests, the forcible

reopening of shops, heavy censorship of Arabic

language newspapers, the closing of schools, and

the shooting of demonstrators. As long as the .

Palestinians were prevented from exercising their

rights and their territory remained illegally oc-

cupied, tension and violence would continue, the

Acting Chairman stated; the Committee remained

convinced that a peaceful solution under United

Nations auspices was possible and continued to call

on all concerned to co-operate.

On 12 July,
(7)

 the Acting Chairman called at-

tention to press reports that Israeli forces had

demolished on 18 June seven villages in the

Hebron area, displacing some 200 families, in

order to convert their land into a military train-

ing zone. The press also had reported proposed

new laws to allow for rapid deportation of Pales-

tinians who took part in “anti-Israeli activity” and

for imprisonment without trial or charges for an

unlimited period. Such proposed action, the Act-

ing Chairman stated, directly contravened basic

human rights principles and could not but ag-

gravate tension; positive action by the Security

Council on the Committee’s 1976 recommenda-

tions(s) and on the proposed international peace

conference on the Middle East (see p. 268) would

advance peace prospects and help preclude such

inequities.

O n  8  A u g u s t ,
( 9 )

 h e  q u o t e d  f u r t h e r  p r e s s

reports, according to which the Israeli Cabinet on

4 August had decided to reinstate its policies of

“administrative detention” (see p. 336) and depor-

tation of those considered security risks, and to au-

thorize the closing down of newspapers which

violated censorship regulations or were considered

to have incited terrorist attacks. New legislation

was also reported to have been submitted to the

Knesset to bar contacts between Israeli citizens

and PLO, under penalty of gaol and a fine. The

Acting Chairman also reported the recent tem-

porary closing of Al-Najah University at Nablus,

repeated closings of a theatre in East Jerusalem,

and a decision to dismiss all Arab employees of

the town of  Kiryat  and accord preference to

businesses employing Jews only. Those measures,

he said, were designed to stifle political, economic

and cultural activity, and to pressure the Pales-



328 Political and security questions

tinians into emigrating with a view to annexation

of their land.

Qatar, as Chairman of the Arab Group,
transmitted letters of 6, 9 and 10 September from

PLO.
( 1 0 )

 PLO reported the arrest of Palestinians

under the reimposed administrative detention law

and other repressive measures by Israeli forces

which, it was charged, had blown up several

Palestinian homes at Al-Khalil (Hebron), placed

the town under  curfew,  declared the  area  a

military zone, and fired on Palestinians, injuring

several. In the opinion of PLO, such acts and the

continued deportation of Palestinians only exacer-

bated an already explosive situation, and required

a n  i m m e d i a t e  p r a c t i c a l  r e s p o n s e  f r o m  t h e

Secretary-General  and the Securi ty Council .

Alleging that Israeli repression had intensified in

recent days and that additional military forces had

been deployed throughout the territories, PLO also

charged that Israeli officials had threatened to take

military action against PLO offices at Amman and

elsewhere if Palestinians continued to challenge the

Israeli occupation. Israeli paratroopers, employed

instead of the regular border guards who had been

withdrawn,  had rampaged through Jenin  and

Nablus, indiscriminately beating up Palestinian

men, women and children. At Al-Khalil, they had

shot and wounded four children.

The Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights, by a letter of 11 September,
(11)

 charged

that  Israel ,  according to press  reports ,  had

engaged in a massive campaign of detention of

Palestinians, holding over 50 in the West Bank

and several others in Gaza. Curfews were imposed

in a number of towns and refugee camps. At least

three Palestinians were threatened with deporta-

tion from the West Bank. Those and other actions,

the Chairman said, were taking place in an at-

mosphere of growing provocation by Jewish set-

tlers in the territories, clearly aimed at pressur-

ing the local population to emigrate.

On 12 September,
(12)

 Jordan refuted an allega-

t ion made by Israel  on 9 September
( 1 3 )

 (see

p. 273) that PLO had recently escalated its cam-

paign of terror on innocent civilians by infiltrating

terrorists and smuggling weapons and explosives

from Jordan. That accusation, Jordan said, was

contrary to the truth, as the resistance arose from

within the territories and was escalating as a

natural reaction to Israeli practices, involving op-

pression,  injust ice,  suppression of  freedoms,

detention of innocent people, expulsion and depor-

tation, confiscation of land and property, the

establishment of settlements and the bringing in

of immigrants.

I n  a  2 3  S e p t e m b e r  l e t t e r ,  t r a n s m i t t e d  b y

Qatar,
( 1 4 )

 PLO  reported that Israeli occupation

authorities had deported 29 Palestinians, had

closed the Palestinian newspaper Al-Darb and had

issued a three-day closure notice for another, Al

Sha’b. Israeli demonstrators outside the Jerusalem

offices of Al-Fajr had demanded that the paper be

immediately closed, and threats had been made

against the newspaper’s employees.

I n  a  2 4  O c t o b e r  l e t t e r ,  t r a n s m i t t e d  b y

Kuwait,
(15)

 PLO reported an attack on 13 Pales-

tinians by Israeli settlers, increased detentions,

destruction of houses, expropriation of land, and

closure of the Palestinian weekly Al-Bayader Al-

S iyass iya .  The  P L O  C h a i r m a n  c a l l e d  o n  t h e

Secretary-General to use his good offices to take

immediate measures to end the intolerable and in-

human situation in the territories.

Kuwait transmitted a 30 October letter from

PLO,
( 1 6 )

 apprising the Secretary-General of the

arrest on 28 October and probable deportation of

four Palestinians. The alarming number of Pales-

t inians being deported,  PLO said,  raised the

possibility that Israel intended to eliminate forcibly

all Palestinian presence from the territories, and

required an immediate practical response by the

Secretary-General and the Security Council.

On 13 November ,
( 1 7 )

 the  Chairman of  the

Committee on Palestinian rights quoted press

reports that on 25 October Israeli forces had

placed the town of Yatta under a 60-hour curfew,

conducted searches, destroyed two houses and ar-

rested several people. Also in October, there had

been reports of a two-week ban on the distribu-

tion of Al-Bayader, the closure of’ the Al-Manar

press office and the newspaper Al-Darb and the ad-

ministrative detention or town arrest of eight jour-

nalists. In the Committee’s view, such measures

were in violation of human rights instruments and

United Nations resolutions, and posed a serious

obstacle to international efforts to achieve a just

and lasting solution to the Palestinian question.

Other charges made in the letter related to the

detention of Palestinians (see p. 336).

Referring to reports of PLO’s alleged intention

to limit terrorist attacks to the occupied territories,

Israel  said in a  let ter  of  2 December
( 1 8 )

 tha t

nothing justified terrorism, and that PLO’s defini-

tion of “occupied territory” meant all of Israel,

the liquidation of which remained PLO’s admit-

ted aim.

Several communications dealt with the closing

of the Medical Facility Hospice in East Jerusalem,

which served the Arab population of the city and

the West Bank (see p. 281).

Action by the Commission on Human Rights

and its Sub-Commission. Violations of human

rights in the occupied territories were the subject

of four resolutions
(19)

 adopted by the Commission

on Human Rights in February 1985. By the first,

it condemned a number of specific practices; by

the second,  i t  condemned Israel’s  fai lure  to

acknowledge the applicability the fourth Geneva
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Convention; by the third, it called on Israel to rescind

its decision to impose its laws and administration

on the Syrian Golan Heights and to cease its acts

of terrorism against Syrian citizens; and by the

fourth, it condemned Israel’s occupation of the

Palestinian and other Arab territories, and reaf-

firmed Palestinian rights.

T h e  S u b - C o m m i s s i o n  o n  P r e v e n t i o n  o f

Discrimination and Protection of Minorities, by

a resolut ion of  29 August ,
( 2 0 )

 also rei terated

elements that it considered Palestinian rights should

include, and strongly affirmed that the perpetua-

tion of the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian and

other Arab territories, including Jerusalem, could

only be a source of increasing human rights violations

and increasing tension. It also recommended that

the Commission adopt a resolution condemning

Israel for its continued occupation of the Pales-

tinian and other Arab territories, for its persistence

in colonizing them and for its policies against the

inhabitants, and calling for immediate withdrawal

from those territories. (For details, see ECONOMIC

AND SOCIAL QUESTIONS, Chapter XVIII.)

Report of the Committee on Israeli practices.

In its annual report to the General Assembly,
(21)

approved on 30 August 1985, the Committee on

Israeli practices, established in 1968,
(22)

 presented

information on Israeli policy in the occupied ter-

ritories and on various aspects of the situation there,

including information on annexation and set-

tlements, treatment of civilians and detainees, prison

conditions, and judicial remedies sought by the

population.

To examine information on the situation since

adoption of  i ts  previous report  in  September

1984 ,
( 2 3 )

 the Committee held three ser ies  of

meetings: from 21 to 25 January at Geneva to review

its mandate, examine communications and decide

on its organization of work; between 13 and 31 May

at Geneva, Damascus, Amman and Cairo to under-

take hearings for recording information or evidence;

and from 22 to 30 August at Geneva to examine

information on the situation in the territories be-

tween May and August.

The Committee had before it a number of com-

munications addressed to it by Governments,

organizat ions and individuals;  i t  a lso heard

testimony from persons living in the West Bank,

t he  Gaza  S t r i p  and  t he  Go lan  He igh t s .  A t

Damascus, the Committee was presented with an

updated report on the human rights situation in

occupied Syrian territory by an official of the

Syrian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. At Amman,

it was presented with ministry reports on the situa-

tion in the occupied territories, discussed various

aspects of its mandate, and met with PLO Chair-

man Yasser Arafat. In the Syrian Arab Republic,

the Committee observed the occupied village of

Majdal Shams and met with a number of persons

from the Golan Heights. At Cairo, it met with

PLO officials and the Chairman of the Palestine

Red Crescent Society.

On the basis of the information and evidence

before it, the Committee concluded that Israel

continued to follow the same policy in the ter-

ritories as in previous years, based on the concept

that the territories constituted a part of Israel.

Measures affecting the security of person and

property and, in general, every aspect of life

continued to be taken. New settlements continued

to be established and planned, and considerable

funds allocated for that purpose. The conditions

for some 3,000 Palestinians in overcrowded Israeli

prisons gave rise to much suffering.

The Committee observed that there was a con-

tinuing deterioration in respect for the human-

civil and political, as well as economic, social and

cultural-rights of the civilian population. The

relevant provisions of the fourth Geneva Conven-

tion continued to be disregarded and all sectors

of l i fe  were constantly pervaded by Israel’s

relentless annexation and settlements policy. At

the same time, hundreds of thousands of Pales-

tinians outside the territories were denied the right

to return and their property was taken over for

the establishment of Israeli settlements.

Confirming the view that the cycle of violence

was bound to continue and that the grave situa-

t ion would remain explosive,  the Committee

stated that the international community must

adopt measures to reverse the deterioration. The

parties must change their attitude in regard to the

overall political aspects of the problem and give

priority to safeguarding fundamental rights.

Report of the Secretary-General. In August

1985,
(24)

 the Secretary-General reported to the

General Assembly on the implementation of its

1984 requests
(25)

 that he provide the Committee

on Israeli practices with necessary facilities and

staff, and ensure widest circulation of its reports

and of information on its activities and findings.

The Secretary-General stated that, as in previous

years, he had provided the facilities and additional

staff required by the Committee. Its report was

given coverage in various United Nations publica-

tions, press releases and radio and television pro-

grammes and disseminated through United Na-

tions information centres, whose Geneva and

Cairo offices provided press coverage and other

assistance during the Committee meetings there.

SECURITY COUNCIL ACTION (September)

The Security Council held meetings on 12 and

13 September 1985 to consider the situation in the

occupied territories, as requested by Qatar on

behalf of the Group of Arab States at the United

Nations.
( 2 6 )

Meeting numbers. SC 2604, 2605.
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The Council invited Iran, Israel, Jordan, Qatar

and the Syrian Arab Republic, at their request,

to participate in the discussion without the right

to vote. Also invited to participate, under rule 39
i

of the Council’s provisional rules of procedure,

were the Chairman of the Committee on Pales-

tinian rights, at his request, and the Permanent

Observer of the League of Arab States, at Qatar’s

request on behalf of the Arab Group.
(27)

Also at Qatar’s request in a letter of 12

September,
(28)

 the Council decided, by 10 votes

to 1 (United States), with 4 abstentions (Australia,

Denmark, France, United Kingdom), that an in-

vitation to participate be accorded to a represen-

tative of PLO. The invitation, though not made

pursuant to rule 37
j
 or rule 39 of the rules of pro-

cedure, conferred on PLO the same rights as those

conferred on Member States when invited to par-

ticipate pursuant to rule 37.

Before the vote, the United States restated its

position in opposition to the granting of hearings

t o  p e r s o n s  s p e a k i n g  o n  b e h a l f  o f  n o n -

governmental entities, except on the basis of rule

39 (see p. 274).

On 13 September, the Council voted on a draft

resolution,
(29)

 submitted by Burkina Faso, Egypt,

I n d i a ,  M a d a g a s c a r ,  P e r u ,  a n d  T r i n i d a d  a n d

Tobago, by which it would have: (1) deplored

Israel’s repressive measures since 4 August 1985

aga in s t  t he  c iv i l i an  Pa l e s t i n i an  popu la t i on ,

especially in the West Bank and Gaza, and ex-

pressed concern that persistence in applying such

measures would lead to further deterioration of the

si tuat ion;  (2)  cal led on Israel  to  s top those

measures, release all detainees and refrain from

further deportations; and (3) abide scrupulously

by the provisions of the fourth Geneva Conven-

tion. The voting was as follows:

In favour: Burkina Faso, China, Egypt, India,
Madagascar, Peru, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR.

Against:: United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Denmark, France, United

Kingdom.

Owing to the negative vote of a permanent Coun-

cil member., the draft was not adopted.

The United States said it could not support a

text which singled out for condemnation Israeli

policies in the West Bank and Gaza without equally

condemning and calling for a halt to the terrorist

acts against Israeli civilians and officials there which

had provoked those policies. One-sided resolutions

encouraged the spiral of violence by hardening at-

titudes; the draft undercut the Council’s ability to

play a positive role in resolving the problems by

exacerbating an already volatile situation.

Australia would have preferred recognition in

the draft of the regrettable escalation of violence

in the territories rather than a focus solely on the

actions of one party. The draft also contained un-

balanced and in some cases less than fully accurate

reflections of the situation in its relation to the fourth

Geneva Convention.

Denmark feared that the draft might hamper

moves towards negotiations on the Arab-Israeli con-

flict; in its view, it did not take adequately into ac-

count that a continuation of the cycle of violence

and countermeasures could only undermine the

necessary basis of dialogue and trust essential for

constructive negotiations.

The United Kingdom indicated that, although

it was unhappy about certain aspects of Israel’s con-

duct, it was not satisfied that paragraph 2 conformed

with the occupying Power’s legal obligations and

would have welcomed a balanced reference call-

ing for an end to violence by all parties. Only if

calm was restored to the West Bank would it be

possible to move the peace process forward; however,

suggestions on those lines, it said, were not taken up.

France deplored the constraints  which the

revived special legislation dating from the time of

the British Mandate imposed on the population

of the territories; nevertheless, only a cessation of

violence, from whatever source, would make it

possible to restore the climate of confidence in-

dispensable to dialogue. France also remarked

that, according to information at its disposal, some

of the recent Israeli measures were not in keep-

ing with the fourth Geneva Convention; the draft,

however, suggested that all those measures were

contrary to the Convention.

The USSR rejected any attempt to equate the

occupiers with the inhabitants of the territories

who were resisting occupation; any talk of a cycle

of violence was out of place. It was Israel that had

established conditions of terror, opening fire on

defenceless Palestinians, carrying out mass arrests,

imposing curfews and threatening deportation. It

was high time that the Council took the strictest

measures to put an end to such activities.

Although the draft had failed of adoption, stated

Qatar for the Arab Group, it had given support

to the Palestinians in the territories and would en-

courage them.

The Syrian Arab Republic stressed that the

right to struggle for liberation was legitimate and

enshrined in the Charter; all countries under oc-

cupation were obliged to use that right. The draft

resolution was not commensurate with the gravity

of the situation; it should have explicitly con-

demned Israel for its acts of individual terrorism,

mass punishment and killing of innocent people.

The measures called for in the draft were the

least  the Council  could expect  of  any State ,

1
See footnote a on p. 274.

j
See footnote b on p. 274.
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Burkina Faso and Jordan believed. Adoption of

the text should be a reflection of the Council’s con-

cern over the worsening of security in the area,

Peru said.

PLO  said the occupied terr i tories  had been

witnessing a marked escalation of Israel’s “iron

list” policy, designed to suppress Palestinian mass

resistance since 4 August, when Israel had adopted

a set of oppressive laws and procedures. The depor-

tation law gave the military governor absolute

authority to deport whomever he wanted and for

any reason he deemed fit. Although additions to

those laws granted appeal rights before the military

courts, they were not binding on the military gover-

nor, and invoking them so far had failed to have

rescinded any expulsion decisions. Since 28 August,

administrative detention had been imposed on

dozens of Palestinians, especially trade unionists

and university students. Most of the territories were

subjected to a curfew and armed settlers intensified

their aggression against Palestinians, destroying

their homes and property. At Al-Khalil (Hebron)

and Gaza, groups of Palestinians had been fired

on and large numbers attacked, beaten and arrested.

That escalation was preceded by Israeli statements

threatening PLO headquarters and offices, including

those at Amman and in Tunisia. The occupation

authorities also closed down a press office in

Jerusalem, and on 12 September the Israeli Supreme

Court expelled freedom fighters. A legislative bill

was soon introduced to execute Palestinian freedom

fighters. Israel’s recent oppressive practices called

not only for condemnation and denunciation by

the Council but for measures to end them and redress

their consequences.

In Israel’s view, the Council had been convened

not merely for an absolutely preposterous and ir-

relevant reason, but with a distortion, because

those very people who had been engaged in mass

killings and attacks, in deliberate and systematic

murder, were usurping its meaning and purpose.

It was not a mighty Israel attacking defenceless

Palestinians, but it was defenceless Israeli civilians

who were being remorselessly attacked by PLO

terrorists, Israel responded. In the past year, PLO

murderers had attempted dozens of times to blow

up, shoot, stab and mutilate Israeli citizens. Israel

had made it clear that it would not tolerate the

establishment of new terror bases on its borders;

it had taken steps to apprehend the killers and

their collaborators and to prevent them from com-

mitting further atrocities. The steps included the

detention of suspected terrorists and, in a few

cases, selective deportation; contrary to the allega-

tions, those actions were fully legal under the

fourth Geneva Convention.

Opening the Council debate, Qatar, for the

A r a b  G r o u p ,  c h a r g e d  t h a t  I s r a e l ’ s  r e c e n t

practices- which Israel justified as a response to

Palestinian resistance-were but one link in a

chain of crimes against the Palestinians, aimed at

emptying their territories in order to create a

Jewish State on Palestinian soil.

Several speakers, among them Egypt, India,

M a d a g a s c a r ,  Q a t a r  f o r  t h e  A r a b  G r o u p ,

Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, and the Ukrai-

nian SSR, believed that Israel’s “iron list” policy

was responsible for the worsening situation in the

territories and that it was not in accordance with

international law, in particular the fourth Geneva

Convention. They called for Council action to end

that policy which, they believed, threatened inter-

national peace and security. Persistence in that

p o l i c y ,  E g y p t ,  J o r d a n  a n d  o t h e r s  w a r n e d ,

obstructed peace efforts under way and would lead

to even more tension and turmoil.

India said the situation could assume tragic pro-

port ions unless  the internat ional  community

restrained Israel and made it discharge its obliga-

tions under international conventions that dictated

civilized behaviour for occupying Powers towards

the people of occupied territories.

Rather than implement its avowed intention to

respond to the activities of Israeli extremists,

Egypt said, Israel expelled, arrested, oppressed

and persecuted the peaceful inhabitants of the ter-

ritories. Israel must punish the settlers for their

actions and remove them from the territories. One

of the basic conditions for a settlement of the prob-

lem was a feeling of trust among the Palestinians;

unfor tunately ,  the  conduct  of  the  occupying

authorities failed to provide the framework for

such a settlement.

Recent Israeli actions could frustrate the attain-

ment  of  a  set t lement ,  Trinidad and Tobago

feared; if those actions were considered within the

context of expropriation of land and the establish-

ment of settlements, that would seem to indicate

that the Israeli authorities were instituting a pro-

gramme to change the very character of the ter-

ritories and further frustrate the just aspirations

of the Palestinians.

Israel’s decision to carry out administrative

detentions and deportations was in violation of the

fourth Geneva Convention and should be repealed

immediately, said China. Israel must stop its

repression and intimidation against the Pales-

tinians and other Arab peoples and ensure them

their right to existence, and the Council should

support them in that regard.

The Syrian Arab Republic called on the Coun-

cil to reaffirm that, under the fourth Geneva Con-

vention, expulsion and deportation, whether in-

dividual or collective, were war crimes, as was,

under the Convention and its Additional Protocol

I, the transfer of foreign settlers to the occupied

territories.
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With its repressive measures in the territories

and threats of military action against countries

harbouring PLO offices, Burkina Faso said, Israel

was seeking totally to destroy the will of the

population to resist.

The escalating provocation against the Pales-

tinians had reached such a level that groups of

Israeli fanatics, led by a member of the Knesset,

had called publicly for the expulsion of all Pales-

tinians from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip,

Jordan stated; the only solution to their suffering

was an end to occupation and the establishment

of a just and comprehensive peace.

Madagascar said the Israeli authorities, rather

than confining themselves to police measures to

keep peace and maintain order, chose-faithful to

the i r  po l i c i e s  o f  e sca l a t i on  and  expans ion -

mili tary or  paramili tary operat ions.  No im-

pe ra t ives  o f  s ecu r i t y  o r  pub l i c  o rde r  cou ld

legitimize Israel’s practices, since the incidents in-

voked to justify those practices derived from

Israel’s persistence in intensifying its settlements

policy; Palestinian opposition to military occupa-

tion could not be described as terrorism except by

the occupying Power itself.

Peru urged an end to the measures against the

civilian population and called on the occupying

forces strictly to observe the fourth Geneva Con-

vention.

In Thailand’s opinion, the burden of proof

should not rest on the territories’ population, but

on the occupying authorities; Israel had to prove

beyond doubt that no measure prohibited by the

fourth Geneva Convention had been taken against

the Palestinians. The prolonged occupation was

responsible for the actions cited by Israel as the

cause for its repressive measures.

Of the adult population in Palestinian refugee

camps, 87 per cent had been subject to arrest or

detention, the Ukrainian SSR charged; the most

recent wave of repression was aimed at creating

an atmosphere of terror among the Palestinians,

forcing them to leave their ancestral homes to

create so-called living space for the Israeli settlers.

Iran called for a united Islamic front to defeat

the Zionist enemy.

The Permanent Observer of the League of Arab

States said the prospects for a just and comprehen-

sive peace in the area were undermined if there

was a certain level of permissiveness for one single

settler. Inherent in the situation were incalculable

dangers, with crisis-management becoming more

and more difficult and ultimately impossible, and

with polarization reaching acute dimensions which

could threaten not only peace in the region, but

the basic rights of peoples everywhere.

Israel’s measures were taken in an atmosphere

of growing provocation by Jewish settlers, prov-

ocation that had even been denounced by some

of the occupying authorities and was clearly aimed

at forcing the local population to emigrate, said

the Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights. Violence would only increase and the situa-

tion would continue to deteriorate until the rights

of the Palestinians had been fully recognized. The

United Nations had the responsibility to ensure

the fulfilment of those rights, a:; well as the

physical protection of the Palestinians and other

peoples of the region. It was up to the Council to

give effect to the Committee’s 1976 recommen-

dations(s) and the recommendations adopted at

the 1983 International Conference on the Ques-

tion of Palestine.
(30)

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

Assembly adopted, by recorded vote, resolution

40/161 D on the report of the Committee on

Israeli practices.

The General Assembly,

Guided by the purposes and principles of the Charter

of the United Nations and by the principles and provi-

sions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Conven-

tion relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in

Time of War, of 12 August 1949, as well as of other

relevant conventions and regulations,

Recalling ail its resolutions on the subject, in particular;

resolutions 32/91 B and C of 13 December 1977,

33 /113  C  o f  18  December  1978 ,  34 /90  A  o f  12

December 1979, 35/122 C of 11 December 1980,

36/147 C of 16 December 1981, 37/88 C of 10

December 1982, 38/79 D of 15 December 1983 and

39/95 D of 14 December 1984,

Recalling also the relevant resolutions adopted by the

Secur i ty  Counci l ,  by  the  Commiss ion  on  Human

Rights,  in particular i ts resolutions 1983/1 of 15

February 1983. 1984/1 of 20 February 1984. 1985/1 A

and B of 19 February 1985, and 1985/2 of 19 February

1985, and by other United Nations organs concerned

and by the specialized agencies,

Having considered the report of the Special Committee
to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human

Rights of the Population of the Occupied Territories,

which contains, inter alia, self-incriminating public

statements made by officials of Israel the occupying

Power,

Taking note of the letter dated 29 July 1985 from the

Permanent Representative of Jordan addressed to the

Secretary-General, concerning the closing down of the

Roman Catholic Medical Facility Hospice at Jerusalem,

1. Commends the Special Committee to Investigate

Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the

Population of the Occupied Territories for its efforts in

performing the tasks assigned to it by the General

Assembly and for its thoroughness and impartiality;

2. Deplores the continued refusal by Israel to allow

the Special Committee access to the occupied territories;

3. Demands that Israel allow the Special Commit-

tee access to the occupied territories;
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4. Reaffirms the fact that occupation itself constitutes

a grave violation of the human rights of the civilian

population of the occupied Arab territories;

5. Condemns the continued and persistent violation

by Israel of the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-

tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August

1949, and other applicable international instruments,

and condemns in particular those violations which the

Convention designates as “grave breaches” thereof;

6. Declares once more that Israel’s grave breaches of

that Convention are war crimes and an affront to

humanity;

7. Reaffirms, in accordance with the Convention,

that the Israeli military occupation of the Palestinian

and other Arab territories is of a temporary nature, thus

giving no right whatsoever to the occupying Power over

the territorial integrity of the occupied territories;

8. Strongly condemns the following Israeli policies and

practices:

(a) Annexation of parts of the occupied territories,

including Jerusalem;

(b) Imposition of Israeli laws, jurisdiction and ad-

ministration on the Syrian Golan Heights, which has

resulted in the effective annexation of the Syrian Golan

Heights;

( c )  I l l e g a l  i m p o s i t i o n  a n d  l e v y  o f  h e a v y  a n d

disproportionate taxes and dues;

(d) Establishment of new Israeli settlements and ex-

pansion of the existing settlements on private and public

Arab lands, and transfer of an alien population thereto;

(e) Eviction, deportation, expulsion, displacement

and transfer of Arab inhabitants of the occupied ter-

ritories and denial of their right to return;

(f) Confiscation and expropriation of private and

public Arab property in the occupied territories and all

other transactions for the acquisition of land involving

the Israeli authorities, institutions or nationals on the

one hand and the inhabitants or institutions of the oc-

cupied territories on the other;

(g) Excavation and transformation of the landscape

and the historical, cultural and religious sites, especially

at Jerusalem;

(h) Pillaging of archaeological and cultural property;

(i) Destruction and demolition of Arab houses;

( j )  C o l l e c t i v e  p u n i s h m e n t ,  m a s s  a r r e s t s ,  a d -

ministrative detention and ill-treatment of the Arab

population;

(k)  I l l - t rea tment  and  to r ture  of  persons  under

detention;

(l) Interference with religious freedoms and prac-

tices as well as family rights and customs;

(m) Interference with the system of education and

with the social and economic and health development

of the population in the occupied Palestinian and other

Arab territories;

(n) Interference with the freedom of movement of

individuals within the occupied Palestinian and other

Arab territories;

(o )  I l l ega l  exp lo i ta t ion  of  the  na tura l  wea l th ,

resources and population of the occupied territories;

9. Condemns also the Israeli repression against and

closing of the educational institutions in the occupied

Syrian Golan Heights, particularly the prohibition of

Syr ian  tex tbooks ,  Syr ian  educa t iona l  sys tem,  the

deprivation of Syrian students from pursuing their

higher education in Syrian universities, the denial of

the right to return to Syrian students receiving their

higher education in the Syrian Arab Republic, the for-

cing of Hebrew on Syrian students, the imposition of

courses that promote hatred, prejudice and religious in-

tolerance and the dismissal of teachers, all in clear viola-

tion of the Geneva Convention;

10. Strongly condemns the arming of Israeli settlers in

the occupied territories to commit acts of violence

against Arab civilians and the perpetration of acts of

violence by these armed settlers against individuals,

causing injury and death and wide-scale damage to Arab

property;

11. Reaffirms that all measures taken by Israel to

change the physical character, demographic composi-

tion, institutional structure or legal status of the occupied

territories, or any part thereof, including Jerusalem, are

null and void, and that Israel’s policy of settling parts

of its population and new immigrants in the occupied

territories constitutes a flagrant violation of the Geneva

Convention and of the relevant resolutions of the United

Nations;

12. Demands that Israel desist forthwith from the

policies and practices referred to in paragraphs 8, 9 and

10 above;

13. Calls upon Israel, the occupying Power, to take

immediate steps for the return of all displaced Arab and

Palestinian inhabitants to their homes or former places

of residence in the territories occupied by Israel since

1967, in implementation of Security Council resolution

237(1967) of 14 June 1967;

14. Urges international organizations, including the

specialized agencies, in particular the International

Labour Organisation, to examine the conditions of Arab

workers in the occupied Palestinian and other Arab ter-

ritories, including Jerusalem;

15. Reiterates its call upon all States, in particular

those States parties to the Geneva Convention, in

accordance with article 1 of that Convention, and upon

international organizations, including the specialized

agencies, not to recognize any changes carried out by

Israel in the occupied territories and to avoid actions,

including those in the field of aid, which might be used

by Israel in its pursuit of the policies of annexation and

colonization or any of the other policies and practices

referred to in the present resolution;

16. Requests the Special Committee, pending early

termination of Israeli occupation, to continue to in-

vestigate Israeli policies and practices in the Arab ter-

ritories occupied by Israel since 1967, to consult, as

appropriate, with the International Committee of the

Red Cross in order to ensure the safeguarding of the

welfare and human rights of the population of the oc-

cupied  te r r i to r ies  and  to  repor t  to  the  Secre ta ry-

General as soon as possible and whenever the need

arises thereafter;

17. Requests the Special Committee to continue to

investigate the treatment of civilians in detention in the

Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967;

18. Condemns Israel’s refusal to permit persons from

the occupied territories to appear as witnesses before

the Special Committee and to participate in conferences

and meetings held outside the occupied territories;

19. Requests the Secretary-General:

(a) To provide all necessary facilities to the Special

Committee, including those required for its visits to the

occupied territories, with a view to investigating the
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Israeli policies and practices referred to in the present
resolution;

(b) To continue to make available additional staff
as may be necessary to assist the Special Committee
in the performance of its tasks;

(c) To ensure the widest circulation of the reports
of the Special Committee and of information regard-
ing its activities and findings, by all means available

through the Department of Public Information of the
Secretariat and, where necessary, to reprint those
reports of the Special Committee that are no longer
available;

(d) To report to the General Assembly at its forty-
first session on the tasks entrusted to him in the
present paragraph;

20. Requests the Security Council to ensure Israel’s
respect for and compliance with all the provisions of

the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,
in the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied

s ince  1967 ,  inc lud ing  Je rusa lem,  and  to  in i t i a te

measures to halt Israeli policies and practices in those
territories;

21. Calls upon Israel,  the occupying Power, to

allow the reopening of the Roman Catholic Medical
Facility Hospice at Jerusalem in order to continue to

provide needed health and medical services to the
Arab population in the city;

22. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of
its forty-first session the item entitled “Report of the

Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Af-
fecting the Human Rights of the Population of the
Occupied Territories”.

General Assembly resolution 40/161 D

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 0 9 - 2 - 3 4  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/890) by recorded vote (90-3-27), 8 November (meeting

27); draft by Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Kuwait

for the Arab Group, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Qatar,

Senegal (A/SPC/40/L.11); agenda item 75.

Financial implications. 5th Committee, A/40/972; S-G, A/C.5/40/46,

A/SPC/40/L.15.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 16-23, 27: 5th Committee 51; plenary

118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei

Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape

Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Congo, Cuba,

Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,

Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ger-

men Democratic Republic, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,

Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,

Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua,

Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,

Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,

Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of

Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zam-

bia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel. United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Cameroon, Canada,

Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominica, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Fiji,

Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,‘ Grenada, Iceland, Ireland,

Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,

Swaziland, Sweden, United Kingdom, Zaire.

Paragraphs 6 and 21 were adopted by separate

recorded votes both in plenary meeting and in

Committee. The Assembly adopted paragraph 6

by 85 votes  to  19,  wi th  37 abstent ions ,  and

paragraph 21 by 136 to 1, with 7 abstentions; the

respective Committee votes were 79 to 18, with

23 abstentions, and 117 to 1, with 3 abstentions.

Israel said the charges in the text were un-

founded and in certain cases mere figments of

imagination. Paragraph 9, for example, gave a

who l ly  d i s t o r t ed  p i c tu r e  o f  t he  educa t i ona l

system in the Golan Heights. The most shocking

a s p e c t  o f  t h e  w h o l e  t e x t  w a s  p a r a g r a p h  6 ;

breaches that were war crimes and an affront to

humanity  might  be the proper  terms for  P L O

crimes but to use them against the Israeli people

was an abominable offence.

The United States considered that such un-

balanced texts served only to widen differences

and inf lame an already embit tered s i tuat ion.

The United States also objected to the expense

imposed on the budget as an unwise diversion of

scarce resources. Paragraph 21, on. which it had

abstained, lacked due regard for the fact that the

Hosp i ce  was  t he  p rope r ty  o f  t he  Aus t r i an

Catholic Church, whose wish to return it to its

original function as a pilgrims’ hostel had been

one of the factors in the decision to close it.

Austria supported particularly paragraph 21,

but could not accept certain formulations in the

text  overal l ,  though i t  agreed with i ts  basic

thrust.

Sweden believed that the text went beyond the

Assembly’s  competence,  and i t  was not  con-

vinced that all the formulations in paragraph 8

were fully justified by proven facts.

Since Israel had challenged what had been

stated in the Special Committee’s report, Mex-

ico believed it would be a good idea for it to

gran t  the  Commit tee  a l l  the  fac i l i t i es  necessary

to discharge its duties in an impartial and objec-

tive way, and permit it to visit the territories.

F o u r t h  G e n e v a  C o n v e n t i o n

The General Assembly and the Commission

on Human Rights reaffirmed in 1985 that the

Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of

Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August

1949 ( four th  Geneva Convent ion) ,  was  ap-

plicable to the Israeli-occupied territories.

A c t i o n  b y  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n  o n  H u m a n

Rights .  In  a  19 February 1985 resolut ion on

human r ights  violat ions in  the occupied ter-

ritories,
( 3 1 )

 the Commission on Human Rights

condemned Israel’s failure to acknowledge the

applicability of the Convention to the occupied

ter r i to r ies ,  inc luding  Jerusa lem,  expressed  deep

concern at the consequences and urged all States

par t ies  to  ensure  I s rae l ’ s  compl iance .
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December, on the recommendation of the

S p e c i a l  P o l i t i c a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  t h e  G e n e r a l

Assembly  adopted ,  by  recorded vote ,  resolution

4 0 / 1 6 1  B  o n  t h e  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  o n

Israeli practices.

The General Assembly,

Recalling Security Council resolution 465(1980) of 1

March 1980, in which, inter alia, the Council affirmed

that the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection

of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,

is applicable to the Arab territories occupied by Israel

since 1967, including Jerusalem,

Recalling also its resolutions 3092 A (XXVIII) of 7

December 1973, 3240 B (XXIX) of 29 November 1974,

3525 B (XXX) of 15 December 1975, 31/106 B of 16

December 1976, 32/91 A of 13 December 1977, 33/113 A

of 18 December 1978, 34/90 B of 12 December 1979,

35/122 A of 11 December 1980, 36/147 A of 16 December

1981, 37/88 A of 10 December 1982, 38/79 B of 15

December 1983 and 39/95 B of 14 December 1984,

Considering that the promotion of respect for the obliga-

tions arising from the Charter of the United Nations

and other instruments and rules of international law is

among the basic purposes and principles of the United

Nations,

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Con-

vention,

Noting that Israel and the Arab States whose territories

have been occupied by Israel since June 1967 are par-

ties to that Convention,

Taking into account that States parties to the Conven-

tion undertake, in accordance with article 1 thereof, not

only to respect but also to ensure respect for the Con-

vention in all circumstances,

1. Reaffirms that the Geneva Convention relative to

the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of

12 August 1949, is applicable to the Palestinian and other

Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including

Jerusalem;

2. Condemns once again the failure of Israel, the oc-

cuping Power, to acknowledge the applicability of that

Convention to the territories it has occupied since 1967,

including Jerusalem;

3. Strongly demands that Israel acknowledge and com-

ply with the provisions of that Convention in the Pales-

tinian and other Arab territories it has occupied since

1967, including Jerusalem;

4. Urgently calls upon all States parties to that Con-

vention to exert all efforts in order to ensure respect for

and compliance with its provisions in the Palestinian and

other Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, in-

cluding Jerusalem;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/161 B

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 3 7 - 1 - 6  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/890) by recorded vote (114-1-5), 8 November (meeting 27);

draft by Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Kuwait for

the Arab Group, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Qatar, Senegal

(A/SPC/40/L.9); agenda item 75.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 16-23, 27; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,

Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad,

Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rice, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,

Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica,

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia,

Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,

Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,

Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,

Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,

Panama, Peru, Philippines, bland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Vin-

cent and the Grenadines Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel.

Abstaining: Cameroon, Ivory Coast, Liberia, Malawi, United States, Zaire.

P a r a g r a p h  1  w a s  a d o p t e d  s e p a r a t e l y  i n  t h e

p l e n a r y  A s s e m b l y  a n d  i n  C o m m i t t e e ,  b y  a

recorded vote of 139 to 1, with 4 abstentions, and

of 117 to 1, with 2 abstentions, respectively.

T h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s a i d  i t  h a d  r e q u e s t e d  a

separa te  vo te  to  re i te ra te  i t s  v iew tha t  the  Con-

ven t ion ,  a  l andmark  in  amel io ra t ing  fo r  c iv i l i an

p o p u l a t i o n s  s o m e  o f  t h e  r i g o u r s  o f  w a r  a n d

m i l i t a r y  o c c u p a t i o n ,  a p p l i e d  t o  t h e  I s r a e l i -

occupied  te r r i tor ies ;  the  Convent ion’s  provis ions

must  be  fa i r ly  and  cons is ten t ly  appl ied ,  wi thout

regard to the nature and causes of the underlying

conflict that had resulted in the occupation. With

regard to the text as a whole, however, the United

States believed it to be another instance where con-

demnation of Israel retarded rather than promoted

a  so lu t ion ;  in  addi t ion ,  i t  cons idered  the  phrase

“Pa les t in ian  and  o ther  Arab  te r r i to r ies  occupied

by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem”, which

appeared also in the other texts under the agenda

i t e m ,  a s  b e i n g  m e r e l y  d e m o g r a p h i c a l l y  a n d

geographica l ly  descr ip t ive ,  and  not  ind ica t ive  of

sovereignty.

I s r a e l  s a i d  i t s  p o s i t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  a p -

plicability of the Convention had been made clear;

i t  ab ided  by  i t s  humani ta r ian  prov is ions  and  by

t h e  H a g u e  R e g u l a t i o n s  a n n e x e d  t o  t h e  H a g u e

C o n v e n t i o n  o f  1 9 0 7  r e s p e c t i n g  t h e  l a w s  a n d

cus toms of  war  on  land .

Sweden expressed  the  f i rm convic t ion  tha t  the

fourth Geneva Convention was fully applicable to

all Israeli-occupied territories.

I r a n  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  t e x t  c o n t a i n e d  c e r t a i n

phrases  implying  recogni t ion  of  the  Zionis t  base

occupying Palestine which were inconsistent with

its official position.

Pa l e s t i n i an  de t a inee s

Communications. In a letter of 16 January 1985

mainly dealing with Israel’s plan to withdraw from

Lebanon  ( see  p .  297) ,  t ransmi t ted  by  Egypt ,
( 3 2 )
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PLO expressed grave concern for the future of the

detainees at  the Al-Ansar detention camp in

southern Lebanon, where Israeli occupation forces

were detaining more than 300 Palestinians.

In a letter of 19 March
(33)

 charging Israel with

acts of repression against Palestinians in the oc-

cupied territories, the Chairman of the Commit-

tee on Palestinian rights expressed concern at

reports of the continued detention and treatment

of 35 youths arrested on 31 January during a raid

on the Dheisheh refugee camp in the West Bank.

In addition, some 300 Palestinians from the West

Bank had been detained at Fara’s prison since

January.

By a letter of 1 April
(34)

 dealing mainly with at-

tacks on the Palestinian. refugee camps Ein el-

Hilweh and Mieh Mieh in Lebanon (see p. 312),

transmitted by the United Arab Emirates, PLO

charged that on 30 March six Palestinians on

board a Lebanese ship had been abducted and

taken to Israel.

By a letter of 4 April,
(35)

 Lebanon condemned

the recent transfer of more than 1,000 Lebanese

and Palestinian prisoners from the Al-Ansar deten-

t ion camp to some prisons inside Israel  (see

p. 301). Concern about the transfer was also ex-

pressed by PLO in a letter of 3 April, transmitted

by the United Arab Emirates.
(36)

 The PLO Chair-

man stated that he would appreciate hearing from

the Secretary-General about the fate of the six

Palestinians abducted from the Lebanese vessel.

By a letter of 8 August,
(9)

 the Acting Chairman

of the Committee on Palestinian rights expressed

utmost concern at recent Israeli policies affecting

the rights of the Palestinians. According to press

reports, the Israeli Cabinet had voted on 4 August

to reinstate administrative detention without trial

and deportation of persons considered “security

risks”. The Cabinet also had decided to expand

prisons in the occupied territories.

Q a t a r ,  a s  C h a i r m a n  o f  t h e  A r a b  G r o u p ,

transmitted letters of 3, 6 and 10 September from

PLO,
(37)

 charging that since 28 August Israel had

been carrying out a massive campaign of arrests

against Palestinians from all areas of the territories.

Three of the 56 arrested as of 3 September-two

trade unionists and a student leader-had been

served with deportation notices. By 6 September,

the number of Palestinians arrested under the

reimposed detention law was well beyond 100,

among them 50 trade unionists, with 15 facing

detention, PLO said. On 9 September, 20 more

had been detained. If 15 others who had been

served with deportation notices were deported, it

would be in flagrant violation of the 1948 Univer-

sal Declaration of Human Rights,
( 3 8 )

 the 1949

Geneva Conventions and United Nations resolu-

tions. It was all part of Israel’s 4 August decision

to reintroduce administrative detention without

trial and deportations to maximize repression of

the Palestinians. Such laws were in contravention

of international law and civilized behaviour, PLO

said.

By a letter of 11 September,
(11)

 the Chairman of

the Committee on Palestinian rights stated that,

according to recent  press  reports ,  Israel  had

engaged in a massive detention campaign, holding

over 50 persons in the West Bank and several in

the Gaza Strip. At least three were threatened with

deportation. Four Arab youths had been shot and

wounded by Israeli soldiers at Hebron. Curfews

had been imposed in a number of towns and

refugee camps. Those developments, the Chair-

man stated, could not but further exacerbate ten-

sions and obstruct international efforts to achieve

a comprehensive, just and lasting solution to the

Palestine question.

Qatar for the Arab Group transmitted a PLO

letter of 23 September
(39)

 listing 29 Palestinians

deported by Israel; 11 of them had appealed to the

Supreme Court which, however, had upheld a

decision of the military governor. ‘The 18 others

were deported without recourse.

Further cases of administrative detention of and

deportation orders for Palestinians were reported

by the Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights on 13 November.
(17)

 He said an estimated

104 people were being detained without charge.

Protesting such detention, all Palestinian ad-

ministrative detainees had gone on hunger strike

on 14 October, according to press reports, and on

25 October their relatives had held sit-in protests

at three Red Cross offices in various towns, ex-

pressing concern over  pr ison condi t ions and

demanding that the orders be cancelled; those

complaints  were supported by four  Knesset

members.

Kuwait transmitted letters of 24 October
( 1 5 )

and 30 October
(16)

 from PLO, reporting that cur-

rently there were 186 Palestinians in various Israeli

prisons, that Israel had carried out wide-scale ar-

rests in the Bethlehem area and that four more

Palestinians had received deportation orders.

Action by the Commission on Human Rights.

The Commiss ion on Human Rights ,  in  a  19

February resolution on human rights violations in

the occupied territories,
(40)

 strongly condemned

Israeli practices such as annexation, mass arrests,

e s t a b l i s h i n g  n e w  s e t t l e m e n t s ,  c o l l e c t i v e

punishments, administrative detention, deporta-

tion, expropriation, torture under detention and

the inhuman conditions in prisons. It called on

Israel to release all Arabs detained. as a result of

their struggle for liberation of their territories and,

pending their release, to accord them protection

under international instruments concerning treat-

ment of prisoners of war, and to cease torture and

ill-treatment of Arab detainees and prisoners.
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Condemning Is rae l  for  i t s  cont inued  de tent ion  of

Ziyad Abu Eain, the Commission called on Israel

to implement fully an agreement concluded in

1983 between ICRC and Israel for the exchange of

prisoners between PLO and Israel, and to release

Ziyad Abu Eain and others it continued to detain

at Al-Ansar camp, which must be closed under the

1983 agreement.

Report of the Secretary-General. In a

September 1985 report on Ziyad Abu Eain and

o t h e r  P a l e s t i n i a n s  d e t a i n e d  b y  I s r a e l ,
( 4 1 )

 t h e

Secretary-General said that on 29 March he had

requested information from Israel concerning im-

plementation of a 1984 General Assembly resolu-

t ion
( 4 2 )

 demanding  tha t  pr i soners  reg is te red  wi th

ICRC be freed immediately. On 1 July, Israel had

replied that in the light of recent developments,

i t  cons idered  any  re fe rence  to  tha t  reso lu t ion  as

not being pertinent to the Special Political Com-

mittee’s work.

As reported by the international press, the

Secretary-General added, Abu Eain was released

on 20 May 1985. According to further reports, he

was taken into custody on 31 July and issued with

an order of administrative detention.

Report of the Committee on Israeli practices.

The annual report
(21)

 of the Committee on Israeli

practices also contained information relating to the

treatment of detainees, including information on

prison conditions and individual prisoners. As an

illustration of detention conditions over the entire

period of Israeli occupation, the Committee cited

the case of Abdul Aziz Shahin from the Gaza Strip

who had  spen t  15  years  in  I s rae l i  p r i sons ;  upon

completion of his sentence, he was released but put

under house arrest and eventually expelled while

proceedings  were  s t i l l  under  way in  an  ef for t  to

protect his right to live in his homeland.

The Committee also examined the situation

resulting from the release of 1,150 prisoners in May

1985, a large number of which were Palestinians

held in Israeli prisons. Some 600 of those released

remained  in  the  occupied  te r r i to r ies ,  which  pro-

voked a concentrated campaign of violence and

harassment by Israeli settlers.

Following a series of attacks on Jewish civilians

in  I s r a e l  a n d  i n  t h e  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  t h e  A t t o r n e y

General was asked on 25 July to consider ways of

imposing harsher penalties on persons responsi-

ble for terrorist acts against civilians. Among the

measures considered were increased patrols and

road-blocks, searches of suspects’ homes and

special actions by security services, police and civil

defence units. On 29 July, the Israeli Cabinet set

up a ministerial team headed by the Defence

Minister to examine legal aspects of the possibility

of  imposing the death penal ty on terroris t -

murderers, deporting inciters and resorting again
to administrative arrests.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of  the  Spec ia l  Po l i t i ca l  Commit tee ,  the  Genera l

Assembly adopted resolution 40/161 A on the

report of the Committee on Israeli practices, by

recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 38/79 A of 15 December 1983

and 39/95 A of 14 December 1984,

Taking note of the report of the International Commit-

tee of the Red Cross of 13 December 1983,

Taking note also of the report of the Secretary-General

of 30 September 1985,

Taking note further of the report of the Special Com-
mittee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the

Human Rights of the Population of the Occupied Ter-

ritories,

1. Calls upon Israel to release all Arabs arbitrarily de-

tained and/or imprisoned as a result of their struggle

for self-determination and for the liberation of their ter-

ritories;

2. Notes the initial release of Ziyad Abu Eain, among

others, from prison on 20 May 1985;

3. Deplores the Israeli subsequent arbitrary detention

of Ziyad Abu Eain and others;

4. Demands that the Government of Israel, the oc-

cupying Power, rescind its action against Ziyad Abu Eain

and others and release them immediately;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly as soon as possible and not later than

the beginning of its forty-first session on the implemen-

tation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/161 A

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 95-2-37 (recorded vote)

Approved by SPC (A/40/890) by recorded vote (77-2-29), 8 November (meeting

27); 28-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.8); agenda item 75.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Cuba, Democratic Yemen,

Djibouti, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Kuwait, Lebanon, Madagascar, Malaysia,

Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen.

Meeting numbers, GA 40th session: SPC 16-23, 27; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin,

Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China,

Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic

Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia,

Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,

Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic

Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,

Maldives Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,

Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Poland,

Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic,

Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates,

United Republic of Tanzania, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,

Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against; Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Cam-

eroon, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominica, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Greece, Grenada, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica,

Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malawi, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor-

way, Portugal, Saint Lucia, Samoa, Spain, Swaziland, Sweden, United Kingdom,

Zaire.

Israel said the text deserved nothing but rejec-

tion. Abu Eain was a convicted murderer who,

after his release on 20 May within the framework

of the 1983 agreement between PLO and ICRC,
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had been placed under administrative detention

for plotting to commit new criminal acts. Further-

more, under paragraph 1, convicted criminals,

even murderers, should be released if they claimed

to have fought for self-determination.

Austria also expressed reservations on the word-

ing of paragraph 1, as did Canada and Sweden.

The United States felt that the text appeared

implicitly to condone violence; though opposing

practices such as administrative detention, it could

not support the effort made in the text to excuse

acts of terrorism.

Greece and Spain believed that the wording of

paragraphs 1 and 4 was vague and could lead to

misinterpretation incompatible with international

law.

Iran remarked that certain paragraphs con-

tained phrases which implied recognition of the

Zionist philosophy on recognition of Israel and,

therefore, was inconsistent with its position.

The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya had reservations

about any reference that could be interpreted as

implying a willingness to recognize Israel or its oc-

cupation of the territories.

A r g e n t i n a  e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n  t h a t  s o m e

references could give rise to erroneous interpreta-

t ions.  Mexico also bel ieved some paragraphs

might have been better worded.

Introducing the text, the Sudan said the in-

creased number of detainees, a large number of

whom were held in  custody for  long periods

without charge or arraignment in court, and the

circumstances under which they lived made it im-

perative that the international community attach

due importance to the issue.

Israeli  set t lements policy

Israel’s policy of establishing settlements in the

occupied territories and incidents involving Israeli

settlers were the subject of several communica-

tions. According to information before the Com-

mittee on Israeli practices, Israelis continued to

establish settlements, expropriate Palestinian prop-

erty and encourage direct ly or  indirect ly the

Palestinian population to leave the territories. A

number of speakers during the Security Council’s

consideration in September of the situation in the

occupied territories (see p. 329) held the set-

tlements policy, among other Israeli practices, to

a large degree responsible for the escalation of

violence.

Communications. On 15 January 1985,
(43)

 the

Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian rights

brought  to  the Secretary-General’s  a t tent ion

reports of action taken by Israel aimed at annex-

ing the occupied territories of the West Bank. On

10 January, Israel had approved sites for six new

Jewish settlements, each said to cost $1 million,

in the northern part of the West Bank, the Hebron

area, the Jordan Valley and the Jerusalem area.

As on previous occasions, the Committee noted,

there had been public and parliamentary question-

ing of the decision within Israel itself. In December

1984, the Deputy Prime Minister and Foreign

Minister of Israel reportedly had requested the

establishment of 20 others. During the previous

six years, the Committee noted, some 100 new set-

tlements had been established in the territories

notwithstanding their illegality and the censure of

numerous United Nations resolutions.

By a letter of 15 March,
(44)

 Jordan informed

the Secretary-General of Israeli settlement activity,

including confiscation of Arab lands, in the oc-

cupied territories during the last three months of

1984. Jordan reported such activity from January

to May 1985 in a 9 July letter;
(45)

 during that

period, nine settlements were established in the

West Bank and the Gaza Strip and some 40.3

million square metres of land were confiscated. Ac-

cording to published information, settlers in the

West Bank amounted to 42,600 by the end of 1984,

distributed over 114 settlements.

By a letter of 19 March charging Israel with

renewed acts of repression against Palestinians,
(4)

the Chairman of the Committee on Palestinian

rights also expressed grave concern at the con-

tinued establishment of Israeli settlements in the

occupied territories. According to a press report,

the Israeli Housing Ministry had begun the con-

struction of three permanent settlements: Azmona,

on the Gaza shore; Kaddim, in the northern West

Bank; and Na’an, in the Jordan Rift Valley. Set-

tlers were already living in all three.

By a letter of 29 March,
( 4 6 )

 the Committee

Chairman drew attention to statements by Israeli

officials concerning settlements in the West Bank

and Gaza, as reported in the Israeli press. On 21

March, the Defence Minister had assured Jewish

settlers in the Katif area in the Gaza Strip that the

area must remain an inseparable part of Israel,

having been always part of the biblical Land of

Israel. A similar statement with regard to the Jor-

dan Valley was attributed to the Israeli Prime

Minister. Such statements, the Committee said,

were yet a further confirmation of Israel’s annex-

ation policy which violated its Charter obligations

and the fourth Geneva Convention, endangered

peace and security, and undermined international

peace efforts.

Kuwait transmitted a letter of 24 October from

PLO,
(15)

 charging that Israeli settlers on 22 Oc-

tober had attacked 13 Palestinian motorists be-

tween the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. In the

Gaza Strip, 16 Palestinian homes were destroyed

under the pretext of having been built without

planning permission and 20 acres of agricultural

land belonging to Palest inians had been ex-
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propriated in Khan Younis to establish a new set-

tlement; a government decision disclosed plans to

do the same with lands from the village of Bidya

in the West Bank.

Report of the Committee on Israeli practices.

Israel’s settlements policy and the activities of its

settlers in the occupied territories were also dealt

with by the Committee on Israeli practices.
(21)

 Ac-

cording to information before the Committee,

measures continued to be taken to establish set-

tlements, expropriate Palestinian property and en-

courage directly or indirectly the Palestinian popula-

tion to leave the territories. Among those actions,

the Committee cited the occupation during August

1985 by Israeli government members of a Palestin-

ian house at Hebron, with the express purpose of

asserting the pretended Israeli right to settle and

take over the occupied territory. Considerable

amounts continued to be allocated: in May, the

Finance Committee of the Knesset set aside approx-

imately $146 million for the creation of two new

settlements in the West Bank and about $375 million

to strengthen the infrastructure of existing ones in

the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. The Israeli trade

union, Histadrut, up to May, had invested $100

million for construction and infrastructure in West

Bank settlements. It had been reported that, by April

1985, Israeli authorities had gained control over 52

per cent of the land in the West Bank.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December, on the recommendation of the

S p e c i a l  P o l i t i c a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  t h e  G e n e r a l

Assembly adopted, by recorded vote, resolution

40/161 C on the report of the Committee on

Israeli practices.

The General Assembly,

Recalling Security Council resolution 465(1980) of 1

March 1980,
Recalling also its resolutions 32/5 of 28 October 1977,

33/113 B of 18 December 1978, 34/90 C of 12 December
1979, 35/122 B of 11 December 1980, 36/147 B of 16
December 1981, 37/88 B of 10 December 1982, 38/79 C
of 15 December 1983 and 39/95 C of 14 December 1984,

Expressing grave anxiety and concern at the present serious

situation in the occupied Palestinian and other Arab ter-

ritories, including Jerusalem, as a result of the continued

Israeli occupation and the measures and actions taken

by Israel, the occupying Power, designed to change the

legal status, geographical nature and demographic com-

position of those territories,

Confirming that the Geneva Convention relative to the

Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12

August 1949, is applicable to all Arab territories occupied

since June 1967, including Jerusalem,

1. Determines that all such measures and actions taken

by Israel in the Palestinian and other Arab territories

occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, are in viola-

tion of the relevant provisions of the Geneva Conven-

tion relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War, of 12 August 1949, and constitute a serious

obstacle to the efforts to achieve a comprehensive, just

and lasting peace in the Middle East and therefore have

no legal validity;

2. Strongly deplores the persistence of Israel in carry-

ing out such measures, in particular the establishment

of settlements in the Palestinian and other occupied Arab

territories, including Jerusalem;

3. Demands that Israel comply strictly with its inter-

national obligations in accordance with the principles

of international law and the provisions of the Geneva

Convention;

4. Demands once more that Israel, the occupying Power,

desist forthwith from taking any action which would

result in changing the legal status, geographical nature

or demographic composition of the Palestinian and other

Arab  te r r i to r ies  occupied  s ince  1967 ,  inc lud ing

Jerusalem;

5. Urgently calls upon all States parties to the Geneva

Convention to respect and to exert all efforts in order

to ensure respect for and compliance with its provisions

in all Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, in-

cluding Jerusalem;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/161 C

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 138-1-6 (recorded vote)

Approved by SPC (A/40/890) by recorded vote (118-1-2), 8 November (meeting 27);

draft by Afghanistan, Bangladesh. Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia. Kuwait for

the Arab Group, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Qatar, Senegal

(A/SPC/40/L.10); agenda item 75.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 16-23, 27: plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,

Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African

Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,

Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica,

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia,

Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,

Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan,

Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,

Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,

Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Vin-

cent and the Grenadines Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against; Israel.

Abstaining: Costa Rica, Grenada, Ivory Coast, Malawi, Saint Lucia, United

States

In Israel’s view, it was fully entitled to enhance

the security of the territories through the establish-

ment of agricultural and urban centres; there was

no legal justification for prohobiting Jews from liv-

ing in the territories of the former British Man-

date or in other areas.

The United States believed that the text diverted

at ten t ion  f rom the  bas ic  ques t ion  of  whether  the

settlements advanced or hindered a just and lasting

peace.

Sweden believed that Israel could improve peace

prospects by dismantling the settlements.
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Iran had reservations about certain phrases in

the text, which, it felt, implied recognition of Israel.

Golan Heights

In 1985, developments in the Golan Heights-a

part of the Syrian Arab Republic occupied by Israel

since 1967—brought action by the General Assembly

and the Commission on Human Rights.

Action by the Commission on Human Rights.

By a resolution of 19 February 1985,
(47)

 the Com-

mission on Human Rights declared that Israel’s

1981 decision
(48)

 to impose its laws, jurisdiction and

administration on the occupied Golan Heights, which

had resulted in effective annexation, was null and

void and gravely violated international law and the

United Nations Charter, and called on Israel to re-

scind it. The Commission strongly deplored the

negative vote and pro-Israeli position of a perma-

nent Security Council member which had prevented

the Council from adopting appropriate measures

against Israel. It deplored the practices against Syrian

citizens in the Golan Heights and called on Israel

to cease its acts of terrorism against them in order

to impose Israeli citizenship on them and force them

to carry Israeli identity cards. The Commission reaf-

firmed its request to Member States not to recognize

any jurisdiction, laws or measures by Israel in respect

of occupied Syrian and other Arab territories. It

emphasized the necessity of total and unconditional

Israeli withdrawal from all Palestinian and Syrian

territories as an essential prerequisite for the estab-

lishment of a Middle East peace.

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n

September,
(49)

 the Secretary-General reported on

action taken pursuant to a 1984 Assembly resolu-

tion
(50)

 calling on Israel to desist from repressive

measures against the population of the Syrian Arab

Golan Heights. In a 1 July reply to a note verbale

he had sent on 29 March asking Israel what steps

it had taken or envisaged to implement the resolution,

Israel referred to its stated position as set out in

a letter of 29 December 1981.
(51)

 In addition, replies

to a note verbale of 9 April 1985 to other Member

States asking for information on measures they might

have taken in implementation of the 1984 resolu-

tion, received from Czechoslovakia, Gabon, Poland,

the Ukrainian SSR and the USSR, were annexed

to the Secretary-General’s report.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December, on the recommendation of the

Special Political Committee, the General Assembly

adopted, by recorded vote, resolution 40/161 F on

the report of the Committee on Israeli practices.

The General Assembly,

Deeply concerned that the Arab territories occupied since

1967 have been under continued Israeli military oc-

cupation,

Recalling Security Council resolution 497(1981) of 17

December 1981,

Recalling also its resolutions 36/226 B of 17 December

1981, ES-9/1 of 5 February 1982, 37/88 E of 10

December 1982, 38/79 F of 15 December 1983 and

39/95 F of 14 December 1984,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General

of 18 September 1985,

Recalling its previous resolutions, in particular resolu-

tions 3414(XXX) of 5 December 1975, 31/61 of 9
December 1976, 32/20 of 25 November 1977, 33/28 and

33/29 of 7 December 1978, 34/70 of 6 December 1979

and 35/122 E of 11 December 1980, in which it, infer alia,

called upon Israel to put an end to its occupation of the

Arab territories and to withdraw from all those ter-

ritories,

Reaffirming once more the illegality of Israel’s decision

of 14 December 1981 to impose its laws, jurisdiction and

administration on the Syrian Golan Heights, which has

resulted in the effective annexation of that territory,

Reaffirming that the acquisition of territory by force

is inadmissible under the Charter of the United Nations

and that all territories thus occupied by Israel must be

returned,

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-

tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August

1949,

1. Strongly condemns Israel, the occupying Power, for

its refusal to comply with the relevant resolutions of the

General Assembly and the Security Council, particularly

Council resolution 497(1981). in which the Council. inter

alia, decided that the Israeli decision to impose its laws,

jurisdiction and administration on the occupied Syrian

“Golan Heights was null and void and without interna-

tional legal effect and demanded that Israel, the occu-

pying Power, should rescind forthwith its decision;

2. Condemns the persistence of Israel in changing the

physical character, demographic composition, institu-

tional structure and legal status of the occupied Syrian

Arab Golan Heights;

3. Determines that all legislative and administrative

measures and actions taken or to be taken by Israel, the

occupying Power, that purport to alter the character and

legal status of the Syrian Golan Heights are null and

void and constitute a flagrant violation of international

law and of the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-

tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August

1949, and have no legal effect;

4. Strongly condemns Israel for its attempts and

measures to impose forcibly Israeli citizenship and Israeli

identity cards on the Syrian citizens in the occupied

Syrian Arab Golan Heights and calls upon it to desist

from its repressive measures against the population of

the Syrian Arab Golan Heights;

5. Calls once again upon Member States not to

recognize any of the legislative or administrative

measures and actions referred to above;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session a report on

the implementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/161 F

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 136-1-10 (recorded vote)

Approved by SPC (A/40/890) by recorded vote (114-1-6), 8 November (meeting 27);

draft by Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Kuwait for

the Arab Group, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Qatar, Senegal

(A/SPC/40/L.13); agenda item 75.
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Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 16-23, 27: plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follow:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bo-

tswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,

Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia; Democratic Kampuchea,

Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,

Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia,

German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala,

Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq,

Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao people’s Democratic

Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar,

Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,

Mozambique Nepal, Netherlands New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,

Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, bland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,

Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri

Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad

and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates,

United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela,

Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel.

Abstaining: Cameroon, Come Rica, Grenada, Ivory Coast, Liberia, Malawi, Saint

Lucia, Swaziland, United States, Zaire.

Israel found the text unacceptable, adding that

under  Syr ian  admin i s t ra t ion  the  Golan  a rea  had

been a peripheral region with no local judicial system;

the application of Israeli laws endowed the area with

normal legal guarantees and due process, thus favour-

ing  i t s  development .

The United States felt that the text went beyond

the 1981 Security Council resolution,
(52)

 which was

the authoritative United Nations action on Israel’s

dec is ion  to  impose  i t s  laws ,  ju r i sd ic t ion  and  ad-

minis t ra t ion  in  the  Golan  Heights .

Sweden pointed out that its support of the text

did not alter its negative stand on the 1982 Assembly

resolution on the Golan Heights and other Israeli-

occupied  te r r i tor ies .
( 5 3 )

Also on 16 December, under the agenda item on

the  Middle  Eas t ,  the  Genera l  Assembly  adopted

resolution 40/168 B by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Having discussed the item entitled “The situation in the

Middle East”,

Eking note of the report of the Secretary-General of

22 October 1985.

Recalling Security Council resolution 497(1981) of 17

December 1981,

Reaffirming its resolutions 36/226 B of 17 December

1981, ES-9/1 of 5 February 1982, 37/123 A of 16 December

1982, 38/180 A of 19 December 1983 and 39/146 B of 14

December 1984,

Recalling its resolution 3314(XXIX) of 14 December

1974, in which it defined an act of aggression, inter alia,

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 at-

tack, or any annexation by the use of force of the ter-

ritory of another State or part thereof’ and provided that

“no consideration of whatever nature, whether political,

economic, military or otherwise, may serve as a justification

for aggression”,

Reaffirming the fundamental principle of the inad-

missibility of the acquisition of territory by force,

Reaffirming once more the applicability of the Geneva

Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Per-

sons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, to the occupied

Pales t in ian  and  o ther  Arab  te r r i to r ies ,  inc lud ing

Jerusalem,

Noting that Israel’s record, policies and actions

establish conclusively that it is not a peace-loving

Member State and that it has not carried out its obliga-

tions under the Charter of the United Nations,

Noting further that Israel has refused, in violation of

Article 25 of the Charter, to accept and carry out the

numerous relevant decisions of the Security Council,

in particular resolution 497(1981), thus failing to carry

out its obligations under the Charter,

1. Strongly condemns Israel for its failure to comply

with Security Council resolution 497(1981) and General

Assembly resolutions 36/226 B, ES-9/1, 37/123 A,

38/180 A and 39/146 B;

2. Declares once more that Israel’s continued occupa-

tion of the Golan Heights and its decision of 14

December 1981 to impose its laws, jurisdiction and ad-

ministration on the occupied Syrian Golan Heights con-

stitute an act of aggression under the provisions of Ar-

ticle 39 of the Charter of the United Nations and

General Assembly resolution 3314(XXIX);

3. Declares once more that Israel’s decision to impose

its laws, jurisdiction and administration on the occupied

Syrian Golan Heights is illegal and therefore null and

void and has no validity whatsoever;

4. Declares all Israeli policies and practices of, or

aimed at, annexation of the occupied Palestinian and

other Arab territories, including Jerusalem, to be illegal

and in violation of international law and of the relevant

United Nations resolutions;

5. Determines once more that all actions taken by Israel

to give effect to its decision relating to the occupied

Syrian Golan Heights are illegal and invalid and shall

not be recognized;

6. Reaffirms its determination that all relevant provi-

sions of the Regulations annexed to the Hague Con-

vention IV of 1907, and the Geneva Convention relative

to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War,

of 12 August 1949, continue to apply to the Syrian ter-

ritory occupied by Israel since 1967, and calls upon the

parties thereto to respect and ensure respect for their

obligations under these instruments in all circumstances;

7. Determines once more that the continued occupation

of the Syrian Golan Heights since 1967 and their an-

nexation by Israel on 14 December 1981, following

Israel’s decision to impose its laws, jurisdiction and ad-

ministration on that territory, constitute a continuing

threat to international peace and security;

8. Strongly deplores the negative vote by a permanent

member of the Security Council which prevented the

Council from adopting against Israel, under Chapter

VII of the Charter, the “appropriate measures” re-

ferred to in resolution 497(1981) unanimously adopted

by the Council;

9. Further deplores any political, economic, financial,

military and technological support to Israel that en-

courages Israel to commit acts of aggression and to con-

solidate and perpetuate its occupation and annexation

of occupied Arab territories;

10. Firmly emphasizes once more its demand that Israel,

the occupying Power, rescind forthwith its illegal deci-

sion of 14 December 1981 to impose its laws, jurisdic-
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tion and administration on the Syrian Golan Heights,

which resulted in the effective annexation of that ter-

ritory;

11. Reaffirms once more the overriding necessity of

the total and unconditional withdrawal by Israel from

all the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied

since 1967, including Jerusalem, which is an essential

prerequisite for the establishment of a comprehensive

and just peace in the Middle East;

12. Determines once more that Israel’s record, policies

and  ac t ions  conf i rm tha t  i t  i s  no t  a  peace- loving

Member State, that it  has persistently violated the

principles contained in the Charter and that it has car-

ried out neither its obligations under the Charter nor

its commitment under General Assembly resolution

273(III) of 11 May 1949;

13. Calls once more upon all Member States to apply

the following measures:

(a )  To  re f ra in  f rom supply ing  I s rae l  wi th  any

weapons and related equipment and to suspend any

military assistance that Israel receives from them;

(b)  To  re f ra in  f rom acqui r ing  any  weapons  or

military equipment from Israel;

( c )  T o  s u s p e n d  e c o n o m i c ,  f i n a n c i a l  a n d
technological assistance to and co-operation with

Israel;

(d) To sever diplomatic, trade and cultural rela-

tions with Israel;

14. Reiterates its call to all Member States to cease

forthwith, individually and collectively, all dealings

with Israel in order totally to isolate it in all fields;

15. Urges non-member States to act in accordance

with the provisions of the present resolution;

16. Calls upon the specialized agencies and other

international organizations to conform their relations

with Israel to the terms of the present resolution;

17. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/168 B

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  8 6 - 2 3 - 3 7  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

30-nation draft (A/40/L.44 & Add.1); agenda item 38.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Cuba, Democratic Yemen,

Djibouti, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar,

Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab

Emirates, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: plenary 104-107, 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follow?.:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh,

Barbados,
a
 Benin, Bhutan, Botswana, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina

Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Chad, China, Comoros, Congo,

Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,

Djibouti, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,

Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq,

Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho,

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta,

Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger,

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, bland, Qatar, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic,

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR,

United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yemen,

Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, El Salvador,

Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Haiti, Iceland, Ireland, Israel,

Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal,

Sweden, United Kingdom, United States

Abstaining: Antigua and Barbuda, Austria, Bahamas, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma,

Cameroon,- Colombia, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,

Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Grenada, Guatemala, Honduras Ivory Coast, Jamaica,

Liberia, Malawi, Nepal Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saint Lucia, Saint

Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain,

Swaziland, Thailand, Uruguay, Venezuela, Zaire.

a
Later advised the Secretariat it had intended to abstain.

I n  t h e  o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  t h e

d e c l a r a t i o n  t h a t  I s r a e l  w a s  n o t  a  p e a c e - l o v i n g

Member State and accusing it of an act of ag-

gression was another polemic which did not ad-

vance peace and was not consistent with Security

C o u n c i l  r e s o l u t i o n s  2 4 2 ( 1 9 6 7 )
( 5 4 )

 a n d

338(1973);
(55)

 the charges purported to engage

the Assembly in matters which under the Char-

ter were expressly reserved to the Council.

Sweden had strong objections in particular to

p a r a g r a p h s  1 2  t o  1 6 ,  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e i r

substantive content as well as to the fact that they

could not  be reconciled with the division of

responsibilities between the Assembly and the

Council. New Zealand regretted the absence in

the text of the balance of principles embodied in

Council resolutions and of a measured approach

essential for securing the co-operation of all

parties.

Nepal believed that the diplomatic isolation

and economic boycott of Israel, as called for in

paragraph 13, could be counter-productive. The

Philippines and Singapore said they were unable

to support a text that was unbalanced in its con-

demnation or impinged on the sovereign right of

third countries to conduct their own interna-

tional affairs as they saw lit. In Ecuador’s opin-

ion, certain paragraphs affected the principle of

the universality of the United Nations and deci-

sions flowing from State sovereignty, which in no

circumstances should be subordinated to any

decision or urgings of third countries or interna-

tional organizations.

Bolivia did not agree with certain provisions

which, it felt, did not contribute to a Middle East

solut ion.  Egypt  also found certain elements

which it could not approve. The measures pro-

posed in the text, Peru believed, were not liable

to prejudice efforts  for  achieving a solut ion

w i t h i n  t h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  f r a m e w o r k .  I m p l i c i t

in the text was the danger of infringing some of

the principles of international law and of an in-

creasing erosion of the Organization’s authority

and effectiveness. Brazil and Austria did not

believe that measures aimed at breaking rela-

t ions with Israel  and leading to i ts  isolat ion

would bring a solution any closer. Brazil added

that Israel should not be offered excuses because

of i t s  i so la t ion  to  d i s regard  fur ther  the  ru les  of

international law.

T u r k e y  f o u n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e c o n c i l e

paragraphs 13 and 14 with efforts under way to

initiate a long-overdue negotiating process aimed

at working out a solution. Argentina and Mexico

had serious reservations on paragraphs 12 to 14;

p a r a g r a p h  9  a n d  t h e  e i g h t h  p r e a m b u l a r

paragraph as  well ,  Argentina said,  were not
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compatible with its foreign policy or with the ob-

jective of a comprehensive negotiated solution.

Greece, although voting in favour, dissociated itself

from paragraphs 8, 13(c), 13(d) and 14.

In resolution 40/161 D, the Assembly con-

demned Israeli repression against and closing of

the educational institutions in the Golan Heights,

particularly the prohibition of Syrian textbooks,

Syrian educational system, the deprivation of

Syrian students from pursuing their higher educa-

tion in Syrian universities, the denial of the right

to return to Syrian students receiving their higher

education in the Syrian Arab Republic, the forc-

ing of Hebrew on Syrian students, the imposition

of  courses  promoting hatred,  prejudice and

religious intolerance, and the dismissal of teachers.

Palest inian officials

Expuls ion  of  Pa les t in ian  leaders

In 1985, the General Assembly and the Com-

mission on Human Rights again called on Israel

to allow the return of three West Bank officials so

that they could resume their functions. Israel had

deported the three Palestinian officials in 1980,
(56)

on the ground that  they had systematical ly

engaged in inciting the local Arab population to

acts of violence and subversion, abusing their

public offices.

Re

1985
(57)

 the Secretary-General reported on im-

port of the Secretary-General. In August

plementation of a 1984 Assembly resolution
(58)

demanding that Israel rescind the expulsion of and

release from imprisonment the Mayors of Hebron

and Halhul, rescind the expulsion of the Sharia

Judge of Hebron and facilitate their immediate

return.

In its 1 July reply to his note verbale of 29

March 1985, the Secretary-General stated, Israel

had reiterated its previously stated position.
(59)

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee and in connec-

tion with the report of the Committee on Israeli

practices, the General Assembly adopted resolu-

tion 40/161 E by recorded vote.

The General Assembly,

Recalling Security Council resolutions 468(1980) of 8

May 1980, 469(1980) of 20 May 1980 and 484(1980) of
19 December 1980,

Recalling also its resolutions 36/147 D of 16 December
1981, 37/88 D of 10 December 1982, 38/79 E of 15
December 1983 and 39/95 E of 14 December 1984,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General of
14 August 1985,

Deeply concerned at the expulsion by the Israeli military
occupation authorities of the Mayor of Halhul, the

Mayor of Hebron who has since died, the Sharia Judge

of Hebron and, in 1985, other Palestinians,

Alarmed by the decision of the Israeli military occupa-

tion authorities on 26 October 1985 to expel four Pales-

tinian leaders,

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-

tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August

1949, in particular article 1 and the first paragraph of

article 49, which read as follows:

“Article 1

“The  High  Cont rac t ing  Par t i e s  under take  to

respect and to ensure respect for the present Conven-

tion in all circumstances.”

‘Article 49

“Individual or mass forcible transfers, as well as

deportations of protected persons from occupied ter-

ritory to the territory of the occupying Power or to

that of any other country, occupied or not, are pro-

hibited, regardless of their motive . . . ”,

Reaffirming the applicability of the Geneva Conven-

tion to the Palestinian and other Arab territories oc-

cupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem,

1. Strongly condemns Israel, the occupying Power, for

its persistent refusal to comply with the relevant resolu-

tions of the Security Council and the General Assembly;

2. Demands that the Government of Israel, the oc-

cupying Power, rescind the illegal measures taken by the

Israeli military occupation authorities in expelling the

Mayor of Halhul, the Sharia Judge of Hebron and, in

1985, other Palestinians and that it facilitate the im-

mediate return of the expelled Palestinians so that they

can, inter alia, resume the functions for which they were

elected and appointed;

3. Calls upon Israel, the occupying Power, to rescind

its illegal decision taken on 26 October 1985 and refrain

from deporting the four Palestinian leaders;

4. Further calls upon Israel, the occupying Power, to

cease forthwith the expulsion of Palestinians and to abide

scrupulously by the provisions of the Geneva Conven-

tion relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in

Time of War, of 12 August 1949;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly as soon as possible and not later than

the beginning of its forty-first session on the implemen-
tation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/161 E

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 2 6 - 1 - 1 9  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/890) by recorded vote (106-1-14), 8 November (meeting

27); draft by Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia. Kuwait

for the Arab Group, Madagascar, Malaysia. Mali, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Qatar,

Senegal (A/SPC/40/L.12/Rev.1); agenda item 75.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 16-23, 27; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly es follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bo-

tswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi,

Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,

Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,

El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia,

German Democratic Republic, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,

Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jor-

dan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, lib-

yan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, New Zealand,

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, bland,

Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa,

Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles Sierra Leone,

Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
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Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR,

USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu,

Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel,

Abstaining: Belgium, Cameroon, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Grenada, Iceland, Ivory Coast, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malawi,

Netherlands, Norway, Saint Lucia, Swaziland, United Kingdom, United States,

Zaire.

Before  vot ing  on  the  text  as  a  whole ,  the

Assembly and the Committee adopted paragraph

1, by recorded votes of 110 to 2, with 33 absten-

tions, and 98 to 2, with 22 abstentions, respec-

tively.

In Israel’s view, the text was unjustified and

unacceptable. The authority for expulsion orders

flowed from the Defence (Emergency) Regulations

of 1945, which had been in force under the British

and Jordanian administrations. The expulsions

had taken place to protect public order and safety.

The United States faulted the text for not con-

taining a reference to the factors that had con-

tributed to the deportation of the individuals in

question; however, it believed that the deportations

were contrary to the 1949 fourth Geneva Conven-

tion and the deportees should be allowed to return.

Canada said it could not support the language

used in paragraph 1.

Prosecution in assassination attempts

In  August  1985,
( 6 0 )

 the Secretary-General

reported to the General Assembly on implemen-

tation of a 1984 Assembly demand
(61)

 that Israel

inform him of the results of the investigations and

prosecution relative to the 1980 assassination at-

tempts against the Mayors of Nablus, Ramallah

and Al Bireh.
(62)

In reply to the Secretary-General’s request of

29 March 1985 for relevant information, Israel

stated on 1 July that its position concerning the

attempts on the lives of the three officials had been

f u l l y  s e t  o u t  i n  v a r i o u s  s t a t e m e n t s ;  r e c e n t

developments had made any further consideration

of the subject inappropriate. On 22 August, Israel

had transmitted a summary of an Israeli press

bulletin dated 22 July noting that, on 10 July, 15

men had been convicted of terrorism and that the

sentences were handed down on 22 July; of those

15 men, 10 were charged with activities leading

to the attacks against the mayors. Of the 10, one

received life imprisonment and nine received terms

from 3 to 10 years, the varying lengths due to

charges of additional violations.

Living condit ions of  the Palest inians

In June 1985,
(63)

 the Secretary-General reported

on a seminar on remedies for the deterioration of

the economic and social conditions of the Pales-

tinian people in the occupied territories (Vienna,

25-29  March) ,  which  he  had  o rgan ized  pursuan t

to a 1984 General Assembly request.
( 6 4 )

 The

seminar examined, among other topics, agriculture,

industry, trade, the monetary situation, fiscal policies,

housing and basic facilities, higher education and

welfare. Among the participants were 12 experts,

and representatives of PLO, United Nations bodies

and the World Health Organization (WHO).

The Economic and Social Council, by decision

1985/174 of 25 July, took note of the Secretary-

General’s report.

ECWA act ion.  On 24 Apri l ,  the Economic

Commission for Western Asia (ECWA) adopted a

resolution
(65)

 on the economic and social condi-

tions of the Palestinian people under occupation,

calling on the Executive Secretary to ensure that

all available data on the occupied territories were

inc luded  in  a l l  E C W A  s tud i e s  and  s t a t i s t i c a l

abstracts. It also called on him to include studies

on economic and social conditions in the territories

in the 1986-1987 work programme, and to prepare

studies on the population situation, on Israel’s set-

tlements policy and on support for the industrial

sector, particularly existing industries and the solu-

tion of problems from which they suffered, such

as those of marketing, finance, manpower and raw

materials. ECWA appealed to international and

Arab organizations to assist in their preparation

and execution.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 17 December, on the recommendation of the

Second  Commi t t ee ,  t he  Gene ra l  Assembly

adopted resolution 40/201 by recorded vote.

Living conditions of the Palestinian people
in the occupied Palestinian territories

The General Assembly,

Recalling the Vancouver Declaration on Human Set-

tlements, 1976, and the relevant recommendations for

national action adopted by Habitat: United Nations

Conference on Human Settlements,

Recalling also its resolution 39/169 of 17 December 1984,

Taking note of Commission on Human Settlements
resolution 8/3 of 10 May 1985,

Gravely alarmed by the continuation of the Israeli set-

tlement policies, which have been declared null and void

and a major obstacle to peace,

Recognizing the need to identify priority development

projects needed for improving the living conditions of

the Palestinian people in the occupied Palestinian ter-

ritories,

1. Takes note with concern of the report of the Secretary-

General on the living conditions of the Palestinian peo-

ple in the occupied Palestinian territories;

2. Takes note also of the statement made on 25 Oc-

tober 1985 by the observer of the Palestine Liberation

Organization;

3. Rejects the Israeli plans and actions intended to

change the demographic composition- of the occupied

Palestinian territories, particularly the increase and ex-

pansion of the Israeli settlements, and other plans and

actions creating conditions leading to the displacement
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and exodus of Palestinians from the occupied Palestin-

ian territories;

4. Expresses its alarm at the deterioration, as a result

of the Israeli occupation, in the living conditions of the

Palestinian people in the Palestinian territories occupied

since 1967;

5. Affirms that the Israeli occupation is contradic-

tory  to  the  bas ic  requi rements  for  the  soc ia l  and

economic development of the Palestinian people in the

occupied Palestinian territories;

6. Requests the Secretary-General:

(a) To organize, by April 1987, a seminar on priority

development projects needed for improving the living

conditions of the Palestinian people in the occupied

Palestinian territories, including a comprehensive

general housing programme, as recommended in resolu-

tion 8/3 of the Commission on Human Settlements;

(b)  To  make  the  necessary  prepara t ions  for  the

seminar, providing for the participation of the Palestine

Liberation Organization;

(c) To invite experts to present papers to the seminar;

(d) To invite also relevant intergovernmental and

non-governmental organizations;

(e) To report to the General Assembly at its forty-

first session, through the Economic and Social Coun-

cil, on the preparations for the seminar;

(f) To report to the General Assembly at its forty-

second session, through the Economic and Social Coun-

cil, on the seminar.

General Assembly resolution 40/201

1 7  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 9  1 5 3 - 2 - 1  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by Second Committee (A/40/989/Add.7) by recorded vote (133-2), 11

November (meeting 30); 5-nation draft (A/C.2/40/L.13), orally amended by Vice-

Chairman based on informal consultations end by Luxembourg, for EEC; agenda

item 84(g).

Sponsors: Bangladesh, Democratic Yemen, Madagascar, Morocco, Tunisia.

Financial implications. 5th Committee, A/40/973; S-G, A/C.2/40/L.26, A/C.5/40/47

& Add.1.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 2nd Committee 17, 22, 30: 5th Committee

51; plenary 119.

Recorded vote in Assembly es follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argen-

tina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium,

Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria,

Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape

Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo,

Costa Rica, Cube, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic

Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El

Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, Ger-

man Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,

Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland,

India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan,

Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,

Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,

Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman,

Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Por-

tugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Christopher and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint

Vincent end the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Grenada.

The United States believed that the text would

p e r p e t u a t e  u n p r o d u c t i v e ,  i f  n o t  c o u n t e r -

produc t ive ,  ac t iv i t i es  which would in  no way

resolve the problems or improve the well-being of

the Palestinians. It also felt the Secretary-General’s

report was slanted. Further, the United States ex-

pressed concern about the financial implications

of the text which, it felt, would be better spent on

helping the Palestinians directly.

Australia also had some misgivings concerning

the f inancial  implicat ions;  i t  hoped that  the

seminar would be held at a time when conference-

servicing costs could be kept to a minimum.

Speaking for the EEC member States, Luxem-

bourg said that the budget implications should

have been more specific and, as far as possible, the

funds should be drawn from existing resources; ini-

tiatives to hold seminars should be carefully co-

ordinated in order to avoid multiplication and ef-

forts must be made to have United Nations bodies

meet at their headquarters.

The USSR, in explanation of vote also on behalf

of Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslo-

v a k i a ,  t h e  G e r m a n  D e m o c r a t i c  R e p u b l i c ,

Hungary, Mongolia, Poland and the Ukrainian

SSR, said they strongly condemned any Israeli ac-

tion which hindered the attainment of Palestinian

rights. Those who gave the Israelis protection were

also obstructing peace. All parties to the conflict,

including PLO, should be allowed to participate in

e f f o r t s  t o  f i n d  a  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t

problem.

Iraq stated that the United Nations had been

responsible for the partitioning of Palestine; as a

result, the Palestinians were living under alien oc-

cupation and were threatened with genocide.

Introducing the draft, Democratic Yemen said

the living conditions of the Palestinians continued

to deteriorate because Israel had been changing

the demographic composition of the territories,

thus increasing Palest inian emigrat ion.  The

Palestinians not only lacked full control over land

and water, but were subject to constraints on self-

generating development.

If Israel was indeed helping the Palestinians and

living conditions had improved, PLO remarked, it

was not clear why Palestinians were demonstrating

and being killed. Progress and development would

not be possible until Palestine had been liberated.

PLO said the Secretary-General’s report was

based partly on Israeli statistics that did not show

the real level of deterioration of the Palestinians’

living conditions. The occupying authorities had

been destroying the Palestinian national economy

and making it dependent on Israel. Despite a high

birth rate, the population in the West Bank and

the Gaza Strip had declined. Expulsion, imprison-

ment, the suppression of human rights and the

denial of permits for the reunification of families,

against  a  background of  economic decl ine,

prompted the young and educated to leave.

Israel had appropriated more than 60 per cent

of the land and monopolized 90 per cent of the
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water resources. Restrictions on Palestinian farm-

ing, the dumping of subsidized Israeli agricultural

products on the Palestinian market, restrictions on

imports and the blocking of several industrial de-

velopment projects had caused further damage to

both the agricultural and industrial sectors. In-

dustrial employment opportunities were quite

limited and many Palestinians had to seek employ-

ment in the Israeli economy or emigrate.

External  t rade was also subject  to Israel i

domination. The territories were a captive market,

with 92 per cent of their imports originating in

Israel. Israel refused to allow the establishment of

Palestinian financial institutions. Inflation had

diminished the real value of earnings, discouraged

investment and increased unemployment. Taxes

imposed by Israel amounted to approximately 33

per cent of the territories’ income, and external

aid was restricted or prevented, PLO said.

The Secretary-General’s report, Israel said, had

been prepared in implementation of a resolution

referring to the deterioration of the economic and

social conditions of the Palestinians, which was

tantamount to condemning Israel in advance of

any investigation. It was based on the wilful sup-

pression and misuse of statistical data, presenting

Israel’s policy of socio-economic promotion as

cruel oppression. The statistics that it purported

to quote revealed that, unlike the rest of the Mid-

dle  East ,  the areas  under  considerat ion had

undergone unparalleled economic and social de-

velopment.

I s r a e l ’ s  c o m m e n t s  r e f u t i n g  a  n u m b e r  o f

statements in the report were reproduced in the

a n n e x  t o  a  5  N o v e m b e r  1 9 8 5  l e t t e r  t o  t h e

Secretary-General.
( 6 6 )

I s rae l i  economic  prac t ices

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n  J u n e

1985,
(67)

 the Secretary-General submitted a com-

parative study on Israeli economic practices in the

occupied territories and its obligations under inter-

n a t i o n a l  l a w ,  a s  r e q u e s t e d  b y  t h e  G e n e r a l

Assembly in 1984,
(68)

 when it had asked him to

elaborate on a 1983 report by a legal expert.
(69)

 In

particular, he had been asked to cover in detail the

resources exploited by the Israeli settlements and

the Israeli- imposed regulat ions and policies

hampering the territories’ economic development,

including a comparison between Israel’s practices

and its obligations under international law. As it

had not been possible to send a fact-finding mis-

sion to the territories, the report had to rely on

information from other United Nations reports

and available sources. The report covered in par-

ticular the land and water resources exploited by

Israeli settlements.

With regard to land resources, up to January

1984 Israel had appropriated 40 per cent of the

land in the West Bank and 31 per cent of that of

the Gaza Strip; 26 per cent of the West Bank area

had been used for Israeli settlements. International

law would seem to require that Israel as the occu-

pying Power should not hinder the right of the local

population to use freely, control and dispose of

their land resources. Israel was also prohibited

from taking any lands in the terr i tor ies  for

establishing Israeli settlements.

Similar rules applied to water resources, the

report stated. Water supply and water resources

management in the territories had been under the

direct control of the Israeli Water Commission

through its Department of Water Allocation and

Certification. Israel’s policy included measures

based on claims of national security requirements,

restr ict ive measures aimed at  control l ing the

search for, and the development and use of, water

by the Arab population, and practices resulting in

quantitative reduction of and qualitative damage

to the water made available to that population.

Drilling new artesian wells or deepening existing

ones was forbidden without special permits; on no

account were Arab inhabitants permitted to drill

wells near Israel’s borders. In many areas of the

West Bank, Arab wells had run dry because Israeli

wells had been dug too close to them; similar prob-

lems had occurred in the Golan Heights and the

Gaza Strip.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL ACTION

In July 1985, the Economic and Social Council

adopted decision 1985/177 by roll-call vote.

Israeli economic practices in the occupied

Palestinian and other Arab territories

At its 52nd plenary meeting, on 25 July 1985, the
Council:

(a) Took note, with concern, of the report of the
Secretary-General prepared in pursuance of General
Assembly decision 39/442 of 18 December 1984;

(b) Requested the Secretary-General to prepare a
report on the financial and trade practices of the Israeli
occupation authorities in the occupied Palestinian and
other Arab territories;

(c) Invited the Secretary-General to, utilize the ser-
vices of competent United Nations bodies in preparing
the report requested in paragraph (b) above;

(d) Requested the Secretary-General to submit the
report to the General Assembly at its forty-first session,
through the Economic and Social Council.

Economic and Social Council decision 1985/177

49-1 (roll-call vote)

10-nation draft (E/1985/L.50); agenda item 6.

Sponsors: Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia.

Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syrian Arab Republic, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. ESC 43-45, 52.

Roll-call vote in Council as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria. Canada,

China, Colombia. Congo, Ecuador, Finland, France, German Democratic Republic,

Germany, Federal Republic of, Guinea, Haiti, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Japan,

Lebanon, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco. Netherlands, New Zealand,

Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone. Somalia,
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Spain, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Uganda, USSR, United

Kingdom, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zimbabwe.

Against: United States.

The United States would have liked to have

had a balanced and impartial report, submitted

to the competent authority, on the financial and

t r a d e  p r a c t i c e s  o f  t h e  I s r a e l i  o c c u p a t i o n

authorities. Unfortunately, the mandate given to

the Secretary-General in the decision would not

allow him to prepare such a report.

Jordan considered that the practices of the oc-

cupying Power called for the study requested;

there were abundant instances in which that

Power sought to choke off all economic activity

in the territories.

The reason for the decision, said Saudi Arabia

in introducing it, was the lack of information in

the Secretary-General’s report on Israel’s finan-

cial and trade practices in the territories.

Israel wondered whether it was useful to ask

for another report which could be as repetitive as

the preceding ones. With regard to its obliga-

tions under international law, it stated that the

only principle recognized and binding in the cir-

cumstances was set out in article 55 of the Hague

Regulations annexed to the Hague Convention

of 1907 respecting the laws and customs of war

on land, under which the occupying State would

be regarded as usufructuary of the properties

situated in the occupied country.

PLO said that article 55 of the Hague Regula-

tions expressly stated that the occupying State

should be regarded only as administrator of the

occupied territories, and article 53 of the fourth

Geneva Convention prohibited the occupying

Power from destroying real or personal property

belonging to private persons in the territories.

Under no circumstances did international law

authorize the occupying Power to arrogate to

itself the right to dispose as it pleased of those

territories.

UNCTAD report. In July 1985, the Special

Economic Uni t  of  the  Uni ted Nat ions  Con-

ference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD),

set up in 1983,
(70)

 submitted to the Trade and

Development Board a report
( 7 1 )

 reviewing the

economic conditions of the Palestinians in the oc-

cupied territories and the effects of policies by

the occupying authori t ies  which appeared to

hinder their economic development. The report

gave an overview of population movements in the

terr i tor ies ,  water  resources,  agricul ture,  in-

dustr ia l  development ,  the labour  market  and

tourism since 1967.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

In December 1985, on the recommendation of

the Second Committee, the Assembly adopted

decision 40/432 by recorded vote.

Israeli economic practices in the occupied

Palestinian and other Arab territories

At its 119th plenary meeting, on 17 December 1985,

the General Assembly, on the recommendation of the

Second Committee:

(a) Took note, with concern, of the report of the

Secretary-General prepared in pursuance of Assembly

decision 39/442;

(b) Requested the Secretary-General to prepare a

report on the financial and trade practices of the

Israeli occupation authorities in the occupied Pales-

tinian and other Arab territories;

(c) Invited the Secretary-General to utilize the ser-

vices of competent United Nations bodies in preparing

the report;

(d) Requested the Secretary-General to submit the

report to the General Assembly at its forty-first ses-

sion, through the Economic and Social Council.

General Assembly decision 40/432

147-2-2 (recorded vote)

Approved by Second Committee (A/40/1009/Add.1) by recorded vote (126-2), 11

November (meeting 30): 11-nation draft (A/C.2/40/L.14); agenda item 12.

Sponsors: Bangladesh, Gambia, Indonesia, Madagascar, Malaysia, Pakistan,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia. Yemen.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 2nd Committee 22, 30; plenary 119.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,

Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,

Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam,

Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, ‘Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon,

Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia,

Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic

Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican

Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji,

Finland, France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal

Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,

Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy,

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic

Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg,

Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius,

Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New

Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,

Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome

and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,

Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR,

USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania.

Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Grenada, Saint Christopher and Nevis.

Israel said it was evident that the motives

behind the text were political and that the main

purpose was to advance the cause of the so-called

PLO rather than improve the well-being of the

Palestinians.

Iraq stated that it was fitting that the United

Nations, which had created the Palestinian prob-

lem by deciding to partition the land without the

right to do so, should be responsible for taking

care of the Palestinians.

Introducing the text, Pakistan explained that

a fact-finding mission had not been able to make

an in-depth analysis because of Israel’s attitude.

Israel had systematically tried to dismantle any

indigenous economic institutions; it had closed

Palestinian banking institutions, forcing Pales-

t inians and other  Arab residents  to  conduct
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business exclusively through Israeli banks and in

Hebrew. A report such as the one requested, com-

bined with the information already available,

would provide a true picture of Israeli policies.

Economic  development  pro jec ts

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n  J u n e

1 9 8 5
( 7 2 )

 t he  Sec re t a ry -Gene ra l  r epo r t ed  on

progress  made in  implementing the General

Assembly’s 1984 resolution
( 7 3 )

 calling for the

urgent lifting of Israeli restrictions on the economy

of the occupied territories and for the carrying out

of projects to facilitate economic development

there. In reply to his note verbale of 2 May 1985

requesting information from Israel, Israel had

stated by a letter of 24 May (annexed to the

Secretary-General’s report) that it considered the

resolution biased and politically motivated, falsely

accusing Israel of imposing arbitrary restrictions

and  de l ibe ra t e ly  d i s r ega rd ing  the  improved

economic and social welfare of the inhabitants of

the territories, as well as Israel’s actions to foster

economic growth there. The ports of Ashdod and

Haifa were fully open to the inhabitants of the ter-

ritories and products from there thus had free ac-

cess to external markets. All development projects,

Israel added, were considered solely on the basis

of their economic merit.

The Secretary-General also drew attention to

information on projects carried out by UNIDO,

contained in his report
( 7 4 )

 on assistance to the

Palestinians (see p. 281). UNIDO was carrying out

for the Palestinians a project to identify problems

of the plastics industry and make recommenda-

tions with particular emphasis on capacity utiliza-

tion, and a feasibility study on a canning plant for

citrus fruits.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL ACTION

On 26 July 1985, by decision 1985/187, the

Economic and Social Council took note of the

Secretary-General’s report.

On 25 July, on the recommendation of its Third

Committee,  the Counci l  adopted resolut ion

1985/58 by roll-call vote.

Economic development projects in the

occupied Palestinian territories

The Economic and Social Council,

Aware of the Israeli restrictions imposed on the foreign

trade of the occupied Palestinian territories,

Aware also of the imposed domination of the Pales-

tinian market by Israel,

Taking into account the need to give Palestinian firms

and products direct access to external markets without

Israeli interference,

Noting the lack of progress in the implementation of

General Assembly resolution 39/223 of 18 December

1984, as reflected in the report of the Secretary-General

on economic development projects in the occupied

Palestinian territories,

1. Calls for the urgent lifting of the Israeli restric-

tions imposed on the economy of the occupied Pales-

tinian territories;

2. Recognizes the Palestinian interest in establishing

a seaport in the occupied Gaza Strip to give Palestinian
firms and products direct access to external markets;

3. Calls upon all concerned to facilitate the establish-

ment of a seaport in the occupied Gaza Strip;

4. Also calls upon all concerned to facilitate the

establishment of a cement plant in the occupied West

Bank and a citrus plant in the occupied Gaza Strip;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his ef-

forts to facilitate the establishment of the above-

ment ioned  pro jec t s  and  to  repor t  to  the  Genera l

Assembly at its forty-first session, through the Economic

and Social Council, on the progress made in the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

Economic and Social Council resolution 1985/58

25 July 1985 Meeting 52 41-1-4 (roll-call vote)

Approved by Third Committee (E/1985/138) by roll-call vote (40-1-4), July (meeting

10): 10-nation draft (E/1985/C.3/L.3), orally revised: agenda item 21.

Sponsors: Algeria, Bangladesh, Djibouti, India, Morocco, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia,

Somalia, Syrian Arab Republic, Yugoslavia.

Roll-call vote in Council as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, China,

Congo, Ecuador France, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal

Republic of, Haiti, India, Indonesia. Japan, Luxembourg, Malaysia. Mexico,

Morocco, Netherlands New Zealand, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi

Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Suriname, Thailand, Turkey,

Uganda, USSR, United Kingdom, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zimbabwe.

Against: United States

Abstaining: Canada, Finland, Iceland, Sweden.

In the view of the United States, the text could

not provide a solution to the Palestinian problem

b u t  w a s  p a r t  o f  i t .  T h e  C o u n c i l  h a d  b e e n

established to discuss questions of international co-

operation and promote economic and social de-

velopment, not to lose time in making political

statements.

Canada considered that the Council was not an

appropriate place to discuss such projects; it would

have been sufficient to indicate to the competent

organizations that emphasis should be placed on

the economic and social  development  of  the

Palestinians.

Luxembourg, speaking also for France, the

Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands

and the United Kingdom, said their positive votes

implied no commitment on their part; economic

development projects should be economically and

technically viable so that they could contribute to

the region’s economic prosperity, in the interest

of all.

Israel said the text was based on false premises,

particularly in regard to the call for a seaport in

the Gaza Strip. Trade in the occupied territories

was being restricted not by Israel but by its Arab

neighbours .  The  Di rec tor -Genera l  o f  the  In te rna-

tional Labour Organisation (ILO), reporting on

his mission to the territories, had stated that the

situation in the Gaza Strip, where 40 per cent of

agricultural production consisted of citrus fruits,

faced permanent difficulties because of the closures
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of the Egyptian markets and intermittent closures

of Jordanian markets. The establishment of a

citrus plant had in fact been approved, and a ce-

ment  p lan t  in  the  West  Bank depended  on  fue l -

supply security, which would be no problem if the

Arab States lifted the oil boycott imposed on the

territory.

PLO remarked that the Israeli authorities had

stated that the citrus plant could be established on

condition that it was obtained from Israel, that the

produce was not marketed in Israel and that

Israel’s  produce should have access to Arab

markets. Consultants from the Federal Republic

of Germany had undertaken a feasibility study on

the cement plant and had concluded that it was

viab le .  Wi th  regard  to  por t  ou t le t s ,  I s rae l  con-

trolled 90 per cent of the occupied territories’

foreign trade; world public opinion had reiterated

that Palestinian trade should be completely free

from Israel i  restr ict ions.  Since 1 9 7 9 ,  U N D P —

which could provide only what Israel allowed-

had spent less than $4 million there, PLO added.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 17 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Second Committee, the General Assembly

adopted resolution 40/169 by recorded vote.

Economic development projects in the

occupied Palestinian territories

The General Assembly,

Aware of the Israeli restrictions imposed on the foreign

trade of the occupied Palestinian territories,

Aware also of the imposed domination of the Pales-

tinian market by Israel,

Taking into account the need to give Palestinian firms
and products direct access to external markets without

Israeli interference,

Noting with regret the lack of progress in the implemen-

tation of General Assembly resolution 39/223 of 18

December 1984, as reflected in the report of the

Secretary-General on economic development projects in

the occupied Palestinian territories,

1. Calls for the urgent lifting of the Israeli restric-

tions imposed on the economy of the occupied Pales-

tinian territories;

2. Recognizes the Palestinian interest in establishing

a seaport in the occupied Gaza Strip to give Palestinian

firms and products direct access to external markets;

3. Calls upon all concerned to facilitate the establish-

ment of a seaport in the occupied Gaza Strip;

4. Also calls upon all concerned to facilitate the

establishment of a cement plant in the occupied West

Bank and a citrus plant in the occupied Gaza Strip;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to continue his ef-

forts to facilitate the establishment of the above-

ment ioned  pro jec t s  and  to  repor t  to  the  Genera l

Assembly at its forty-first session, through the Economic

and Social Council, on the progress made in the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/169

17 December 1985 Meeting 119 138-2-7 (recorded vote)

Approved by Second Committee (A/40/1009/Add.1) by recorded vote (125-2-6), 11

November (meeting 30): IO-nation draft (A/C.2/40/L.15); agenda item 12.

Sponsors: Bangladesh, Gambia, Lebanon, Madagascar, Malaysia, Pakistan, Somalia,

Sudan, Tunisia, Yemen.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 2nd Committee 22, 30; plenary 119.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argen-

tina, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,

Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,

Chad. Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,

Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica,

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt. El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea. Ethiopia,

Fiji. France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany. Federal Republic

of. Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea. Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary,

India. Indonesia. Iran. Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan,

Kuwait. Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan

Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg. Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,

Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal.

Netherlands New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,

Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,

Rwanda, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore. Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,

Sudan. Suriname. Swaziland. Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand. Togo, Trinidad

and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab

Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania. Uruguay, Venezuela.

Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia.

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Canada, Finland, Grenada, Iceland, Norway. Sweden.

Israel said the ports of Ashdod and Haifa were

entirely at  the disposal  of  the inhabitants  of

Judaea, Samaria and the Gaza district. Products

originat ing there had free access  to  external

marke t s ,  and development  projects  were con-

sidered solely on their merits.

Though agreeing on the desirability of ensur-

ing the terr i tor ies’  economic development ,

Sweden, speaking also on behalf of Finland,

Iceland and Norway, said the text implied that the

Assembly would have to pronounce itself in favour

of specific proposals which had not been discussed

or scrutinized by any relevant United Nations

body and had no assurance of their technical and

financial viability. The same reasons were cited by

Australia and Canada for their abstentions.

Speaking for the EC members, Luxembourg

reiterated their positions on the need for projects

to be economically and technically sound, and

observed that their positive votes implied no

specific commitment.

Introducing the draft, Bangladesh said it had

the full support of the Group of 77 and sought to

ensure that the necessary facilities and oppor-

tunities were made available for development

projects; in view of the overwhelming support the

resolution had received in the Economic and Social

Council, it hoped that the Committee would adopt

it by consensus.

Israeli measures against
educational institutions

Communications. By a letter of 5 March 1985,

transmitted by Democratic Yemen as Chairman

of  t he  Arab  Group ,
( 7 5 )

 P L O  b r o u g h t  t o  t h e

Secretary-General’s attention charges that on 1

March several students were badly injured when
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units from the occupation army and border guards

stormed both campuses of Bir Zeit University in

the West Bank to stop the opening of a Palestinian

cultural exhibit. Israel then declared the Univer-

sity a military zone, suspended classes, stormed

student houses and arrested scores of students and

facul ty  members .  On 3 March,  Israel i  re in-

forcements were sent to the University to crush

a s tudent  protest  demanding their  immediate

release; it remained closed and under siege. Also

in the West Bank, Al-Najah University was sur-

rounded by Israeli army units on 2 March. PLO

called on the United Nations to end such Fascist

and inhuman acts.

Grave concern at the raids on Bir Zeit Univer-

sity was also expressed by the Chairman of the

Committee on Palestinian rights in a letter of 19

March.
(4)

 According to press reports, he said, 53

students and their guests had been detained and

further detentions were expected.

UNESCO action. The Executive Board of the

U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  E d u c a t i o n a l ,  S c i e n t i f i c  a n d

Cultural Organization ( UNESCO ) ,  at its May/June

1985 session,
(76)

 noting with grave apprehension

that Israel continued to obstruct the functioning

of educational, cultural and training institutions,

deplored any obstruction and harassment of such

institutions in the occupied territories, which, it

said. could imperil their existence. It called on the

occupying authority to comply with the 1949

fourth Geneva Convention and the 1954 Hague

Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property

in the Event of Armed Conflict by rescinding all

measures and military orders against educational

and cultural institutions, and to safeguard their

a c a d e m i c  f r e e d o m s .  T h e  B o a r d  i n v i t e d  t h e

UNESCO Director-General to appoint a mission of

academics to s tudy the condit ions in which

academic freedoms were guaranteed and exercised

in the territories.

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  I n  A u g u s t

1985,
(77)

 the Secretary-General reported on Israeli

policies and practices against Palestinian students

and faculties in schools, universities and other

educational institutions in the territories. He stated

that, by a note verbale of 29 March, he had re-

quested Israel to inform him of any steps taken

or envisaged to implement the Assembly’s 1984

resolution
(78)

 demanding that Israel rescind all ac-

t i o n s  a n d  m e a s u r e s  a g a i n s t  e d u c a t i o n a l  i n -

stitutions.

By a note verbale of 1 July 1985, annexed to the

report, Israel had categorically rejected the accusa-

tions made against it in the 1984 resolution. The

school system in the occupied territories had grown

considerably during the years of Israeli administra-

tion, it stated; in Judaea and Samaria, the number

of pupils and classes in 1984/85 had doubled since

1967/68, and in the Gaza district it had increased

by over 209 per cent. With regard to higher educa-

tion, there had been no university in Judaea and

Samaria in June 1967; the Israeli administration

had enabled the establishment of five universities.

Teachers’ seminars, agricultural, technical and

paramedical institutions, mostly operating since

1967, also provided higher education and their

students had increased to 4,680 in 1984/85 from

2,599 in 1980/81.

Academic activity on the campuses was con-

ducted without its interference, Israel went on.

The curricula were, in Judaea and Samaria, those

of the Jordanian educational system and, in the

Gaza district, those of the Egyptian educational

system. Academic freedom, however, did not sub-

sume disruption of public order by incitement,

threats or violence, Israel added.

The March 1985 seminar
(63)

 on the living con-

ditions of the Palestinians (see p. 344) also ex-

amined the question of higher education in the ter-

r i tor ies .  In i ts  view, the establ ishment  of  a

Palestinian system of higher education, which in-

cluded six universities serving more than 10,000

students, was a singular achievement in a society

under occupation, all the more remarkable in that

it was an indigenous effort that had received no

encouragement from the occupying authorities.

However, owing to military occupation and the

practices of the occupying Power, the further de-

velopment of the Palestinian system of higher

education was severely hindered and suffered from

t h r e e  s e r i o u s  p r o b l e m s :  c o n s t r a i n t s  o n  t h e

autonomy and freedom of academic institutions;

absence of an effective local Palestinian authority

to plan, co-ordinate and support higher education;

and scarcity of resources.

The seminar’s working group on the topic pro-

posed that all measures of collective punishment

imposed on academic institutions should cease,

as should those curtailing their autonomy and

restricting their academic functions and freedoms.

Restrictions imposed on the work of the Council

for Higher Education should be removed and it

should be recognized as the local Palestinian

authority. Israeli restrictions on the entry of funds

to Palestinian higher education should be lifted;

universities and higher-education bodies abroad

should be encouraged to establish links with

Palestinian institutions. International assistance

was of the utmost importance for further progress

in higher education in the territories. Various

United Nations organizations and bodies as well

as  other  internat ional  and non-governmental

organizations could provide such assistance and

co-operation.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General
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A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 1  G ,  o n  t h e

repor t  o f  the  Commit tee  on  I s rae l i  p rac t ices ,  by

recorded vote .

The General Assembly,

Bearing in mind the Geneva Convention relative to the

Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12

August 1949,

Deeply concerned at the continued harassment by Israel,

the occupying Power, against educational institutions in

the occupied Palestinian territories,

Recalling its resolutions 38/79 G of 15 December 1983

and 39/95 G of 14 December 1984,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General of

14 August 1985,

Taking note of the relevant decisions adopted by the

Executive Board of the United Nations Educational,

Scientific and Cultural Organization concerning the

educational and cultural situation in the occupied ter-

ritories,

1. Reaffirm the applicability of the Geneva Conven-

tion relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in

Time of War, of 12 August 1949, to the Palestinian and

other Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, in-

cluding Jerusalem;

2. Condemns Israeli policies and practices against

Palestinian students and faculties in schools, universities

and other educational institutions in the occupied

Palestinian territories, especially the policy of opening

fire on defenceless students, causing many casualties;

3. Condemns the systematic Israeli campaign of

repression against and closing of universities and other

educational and vocational institutions in the occupied

Palestinian territories, restricting and impeding the

academic activities of Palestinian universities by subject-

ing the selection of courses, textbooks and educational

programmes, the admission of students and the appoint-

ment of faculty members to the control and supervision

of the military occupation authorities, in clear contraven-

tion of the Geneva Convention;

4. Demands that Israel, the occupying Power, com-

ply with the provisions of that Convention, rescind all

actions and measures against all educational institutions,

ensure the freedom of those institutions and refrain

forthwith from hindering the effective operation of the

universities and other educational institutions;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly as soon as possible and not later than

the beginning of its forty-first session on the implemen-

tation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/161 G

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 1 2 - 2 - 3 2  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/890) by recorded vote (92-2-26), 8 November (meeting

271: draft by Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Kuwait

for the Arab Group, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua. Pakistan, Qatar,

Senegal (A/SPC/40/L.14); agenda item 75.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 16-23, 27; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Austria, Bahamas Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,

Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape

Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,

Czechoslovakia, Demo&tic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon,

Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,

Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao Peo-

ple's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,

Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman,

Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tome

end Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,

Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,

Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR,

USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu;

Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Den-

mark, Dominica, El Salvador, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,

Grenada, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Liberia, Luxem-

bourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Portugal, Saint

Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Swaziland, United Kingdom, Zaire.

B e f o r e  v o t i n g  o n  t h e  t e x t  a s  a  w h o l e ,  t h e

Assembly  and  the  Commit tee  adopted  paragraph

2 by recorded vote, by 96 to 2, with 45 abstentions,

and 84 to 2, with 34 abstentions, respectively.

Israel said although it did not subscribe to many

o f  t h e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  i n  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l ’ s

r e p o r t  o n  t h e  V i e n n a  s e m i n a r ,  t h e  p i c t u r e

presented there was totally different from that por-

t r a y e d  b y  t h e  r e s o l u t i o n ,  w h i c h  s p o k e  o f  a

systematic Israeli campaign of repression against

and closing of universities; the truth was that the

s ix  Pa les t in ian  univers i t i es  func t ioned  normal ly

and satisfactorily as long as foreign elements did

not  s t i r  up  the  s tudent  body  to  d i s turbance  and

violence.

T h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s a i d  i t  s t r o n g l y  d e f e n d e d

academic freedom and had made its views known

when Is rae l i  p rac t ices  towards  academic  ins t i tu -

tions were open to criticism, but it could not sup-

p o r t  b r o a d  c o n d e m n a t o r y  a n d  i n f l a m m a t o r y

l a n g u a g e  s e e k i n g  t o  c o n d e m n  i n d i s c r i m i n a t e l y

wi thout  regard  to  the  fac t s  o r  ac tua l  po l ic ies .

T h o u g h  s u p p o r t i n g  t h e  t e x t  a s  a  w h o l e  w i t h

some hes i ta t ion ,  Sweden  abs ta ined  on  paragraph

2 because of what it felt were very categorical and

sweeping formulations not totally borne out by the

facts.

Mediterranean-Dead Sea canal project

Israel’s 1981 plan
( 7 9 )

 to build a 67-mile canal

l ink ing  the  Medi te r ranean  Sea  to  the  Dead  Sea

for electric power generation was the subject of a

1985 General Assembly resolution (40/167) and a

decision of the United Nations Environment Pro-

gramme ( U N E P ) .  The  Secre ta ry-Genera l  repor ted

that, in June, Israel had given instruction to cease

all work on the project.

U N E P  C o u n c i l  a c t i o n .  O n  2 3  M a y ,
( 8 0 )

 t h e

U N E P  Govern ing  Counci l  deplored  I s rae l ’ s  non-

compliance with Assembly resolutions on the sub-

jec t  and  reques ted  the  U N E P  Execut ive  Direc tor

t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l ’ s  w o r k  i n

moni tor ing  and  assess ing  a l l  aspec ts ,  espec ia l ly

ecological ones, of the adverse effects on Jordan

and on  the  occupied  te r r i to r ies  a r i s ing  f rom the

i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  I s r a e l i  d e c i s i o n ,  a n d  t o

repor t  on  the  ma t t e r  in  1987 .

Repor t  o f  the  Secre ta ry-Genera l .  Pursuant  to

a  1 9 8 4  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y  r e q u e s t ,
( 8 1 )

 t h e
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Secretary -General submitted in November 1985 a

report
( 8 2 )

 on the adverse-including juridical ,

po l i t i ca l ,  e conomic ,  eco log ica l  and  demo-

graphic-effects of Israel’s decision to construct

a canal linking the Mediterranean and Dead Seas.

By letters of 10 May, the Under-Secretary-General

for Technical Co-operation for Development had

requested Israel and Jordan to make available rele-

vant information, give a small team of experts ac-

cess to sites and arrange contacts with officials con-

cerned.

Jordan replied on 21 May that it would be glad

to receive the experts, facilitate their work and for-

ward any information available. Israel, on 29 May,

stated that it believed that the canal project would

benefit the population of the entire area and had

repeatedly sought to discuss and co-ordinate the

matter with Jordan. Jordan had not responded to

those offers. As the report to be prepared was on

the “adverse” effects of the canal project, the

report’s outcome would thus be predetermined

and Israel believed that no useful purpose would

be served by an additional visit of experts. On 1

July, Israel informed the Secretary-General that

on 11 June its Minister of Energy and Industry

had instructed the Mediterranean-Dead Sea Cor-

poration to cease all work related to the canal.

A United Nations mission visited Jordan from

19 to 25 September 1985; its report annexed to the

Secretary-General’s report, assessed effects of a

canal on agricultural development, mineral pro-

duction, tourism and recreation, and the environ-

ment, along the lines of the 1984 report.
(83)

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

Assembly adopted resolution 40/167 by recorded

vote:

Israel’s decision to build a canal linking

the Mediterranean Sea to the Dead Sea

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 36/150 of 16 December 1981,
37/122 of 16 December 1982, 38/85 of 15 December 1983
and 39/101 of 14 December 1984,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,
1. Requests the Secretary-General to monitor on a

continuing basis any new development relating to the
proposed canal linking the Mediterranean Sea to the
Dead Sea and to report all findings in this regard to the

General Assembly;

2. Decides to resume consideration of this item in case

activities by Israel relating to the said canal are resumed.

General Assembly resolution 40/167

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 5 0 - 1  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/1025) by recorded vote (118-1), 6 December (meeting 46);

Z-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.31); agenda item 81.

Sponsors: Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Iraq, Jor-

dan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman,

Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia,

United Arab Emirates Yemen.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 45, 46: plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,

Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile,

China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic

Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican

Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland,

France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal

Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,

Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland;

Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s

Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Lux-

embourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay,

Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint

Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan,

Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad

and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab

Emirates United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, United States Uruguay,

Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel.

Israel saw no valid reason for the United Na-

tions to take a stand on a plan which was still at

the stage of feasibility studies. Israel had stopped

all work related to the canal in June; it had not

been resumed. In addition to maligning Israel and

distorting the nature of a bona fide development

blueprint, the text dealt with an irrelevant inquiry

after all work had been terminated and asked the

Secretary-General to monitor hypothetical future

activities, putting a purposeless strain on person-

nel and finances. Israel also considered that its ter-

ritory and operations should not be subject to any

United Nations surveillance and objected to such

monitoring as a matter of principle.

The United States regarded the text as a positive

step towards solving a difficult problem, but did

not alter its opposition to previous resolutions on

the subject.

Introducing the text, Jordan emphasized that

work on the canal could be resumed when the

reasons which had led Israel to suspend that work

no longer existed.
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Palestine refugees

UN Agency for Palestine refugees

In 1985, the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East

continued to assist 2,093,545 refugees in Jordan,

Lebanon (see p. 311), the Syrian Arab Republic

and the Israeli-occupied territories of the West

Bank  and  t he  Gaza  S t r i p ,  p rov id ing  quas i -

governmental education, health and relief services

to refugees living in and outside camps. Less than

a third of the refugees were registered as living in

camps. The Agency maintained its own schools,

training institutions, clinics and health centres,

and procured and distributed food rations to needy

r e f u g e e s .  I t  e m p l o y e d  m o r e  t h a n  1 6 , 5 0 0

s c h o o l t e a c h e r s ,  d o c t o r s ,  n u r s e s ,  s a n i t a t i o n

labourers, relief workers and others. Its operations

were administered from its headquarters at Vienna

and Amman and from five field offices in Jordan,

Lebanon, the Syrian Arab Republic, the West

Bank and the Gaza Strip, with liaison offices in

New York and Cairo.

UNRWA activities and various aspects of the

Palestine refugee problem were addressed by the

General Assembly, which in December adopted

11 resolutions on: assistance to Palestine refugees

(40/165 A); the Working Group on the Financing

of UNRWA (40/165 B); assistance to displaced per-

sons (40/165 C); scholarships for higher education

and vocational training (40/165 D); Palestine

refugees in the Gaza Strip (40/165 E); ration

distribution to Palestine refugees (40/165 F);

refugees displaced since 1967 (40065 G); revenues

der ived from refugee propert ies  (40/165 H);

refugee protection (40/165 I); Palestine refugees in

the West Bank (40/165 J); and a proposed Univer-

sity of Jerusalem for Palestine refugees (40/165 K).

The Agency’s activities and its staff were par-

ticularly affected by the events in Lebanon (see

p. 295). Following the kidnapping of two British

subjects in mid-March, the United Kingdom Em-

bassy at Beirut advised all British citizens to leave;

three of the live British staff members of the Leb-

anon field office were transferred to duties outside

Beirut. On 25 March, Alec Collett, a British jour-

nalist working under contract with UNRWA, was

kidnapped by unident i f ied gunmen south of

Beirut. The Commissioner-General ordered the

remaining British nationals working for UNRWA,

including the field office Director, to leave Leba-

non. On 15 May, the UNRWA Deputy Director in

Lebanon, an Irish citizen, was abducted by armed

men, to be released 37 hours later. During two in-

cidents in April/May, armed militiamen intruded

into UNRWA’s central warehouse in Beirut and

searched the premises. On 7 June, the Director

of UNRWA Affairs, Lebanon, who was leading a

relief convoy to Burj el-Barajneh camp, was forced

with others to leave his vehicle but was released

on the intervention of the Lebanese Minister for

Justice. In the West Bank and the Gaza Strip,

Israeli authorities continued to summon Agency

staff for interrogation during office hours without

adequate notice, causing disruption especially of

UNRWA school programmes.

In the Gaza Strip, there was a marked deteriora-

tion of the security situation resulting in an increasing

number of incidents. Numerous incidents also

characterized the situation of refugees in the West

Bank, including confrontations with Israeli settlers

(see p. 338). No solution was reached to the problem

of the Palestinian refugees, numbering approximately

5,000, on the Egyptian side of the border between

the Gaza Strip and the Sinai, to whom UNRWA con-

tinued to provide limited assistance.

The process of issuing individual registration

cards for  al l  Palest ine refugees-intended to

facilitate provision of services and to reassure the

refugees that certain rights acknowledged by the

General Assembly would not be affected because

UNRWA had suspended the basic ration-as re-

quested by the Assembly in 1982,
(1)

 was stopped

in March 1985 in the Gaza Strip at the request

of the Israeli authorities, although most of the

refugees there had received them. The Syrian and

Jordanian Governments  also prevai led upon

UNRWA to stop issuing them in the Syrian Arab

Republic, Jordan and the West Bank; no attempt

was made to issue cards in Lebanon because of

the security situation there. Instead of individual

cards, family registration cards were again being

issued in all fields.

UNRWA activities and its financial situation in

1985 were described by the Commissioner-General
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in reports covering the periods 1 July 1984 to 30

June 1985
(2)

 and 1 July 1985 to 30 June 1986.
(3)

Introducing in the General Assembly’s Special

Pol i t ical  Commit tee  the  1984/85 repor t ,  the

Commissioner-General stated that it described one

of the most difficult years in the Agency’s 35-year

history.

On 1 November 1985,  Giorgio Giacomell i

(I taly)  succeeded Olof Rydbeck (Sweden) as

Commissioner-General.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  A ,  b y

recorded vote.

Assistance to Palestine refugees

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 39/99 A of 14 December 1984
and all its previous resolutions on the question, including
resolution 194(III) of 11 December 1948,

Taking note of the report of the Commissioner-General
of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for

Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the period
from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985,

1. Notes with deep regret that repatriation or compen-
sation of the refugees as provided for in paragraph 11
of General Assembly resolution 194(III) has not been
effected, that no substantial progress has been made in
the programme endorsed by the Assembly in paragraph
2 of its resolution 513(VI) of 26 January 1952 for the

reintegration of refugees either by repatriation or reset-
tlement and that, therefore, the situation of the refugees
continues to be a matter of serious concern;

2. Expresses its thanks to the Commissioner-General

and to all the staff of the United Nations Relief and

Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East,

recognizing that the Agency is doing all it can within
the limits of available resources, and also expresses its

thanks to the specialised agencies and private organiza-

tions for their valuable work in assisting the refugees;

3. Expresses its deep appreciation to the former

Commissioner-General, Mr. Olof Rydbeck, for his

many years of effective service to the Agency and his

dedication to the welfare of the refugees;

4. Reiterates its request that the headquarters of the

Agency should be relocated to its former site within its

area of operations as soon as practicable;

5. Notes with regret that the United Nations Concilia-

tion Commission for Palestine has been unable to find

a means of achieving progress in the implementation

of paragraph 11 of General Assembly resolution 194(III),

and requests the Commission to exert continued efforts

towards the implementation of that paragraph and to

report to the Assembly as appropriate, but no later than

1 September 1986;

6. Directs attention to the continuing seriousness of the

financial position of the Agency, as outlined in the report

of the Commissioner-General;
7. Notes with profound concern that, despite the com-

mendable and successful efforts of the Commissioner-

General to collect additional contributions, this increased

level of income to the Agency is still insufficient to cover

essential budget requirements in the present year and

that, at currently foreseen levels of giving, deficits will

recur each year;

8. Calls upon all Governments, as a matter of
urgency, to make the most generous efforts possible to

meet the anticipated needs of the Agency, particularly

in the light of the budgetary deficit projected in the

report of the Commissioner-General, and therefore

urges non-contributing Governments to contribute

regularly and contributing Governments to consider in-

creasing their regular contributions.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 A

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 4 9 - 0 - 1  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (123-0-1), 15 November (meeting

34); draft by United States (A/SPC/40/L.16); agenda item 79.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly es follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,

Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African

Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cube, Cyprus, Czech-

oslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti,

Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador Equatorial Guinea,

Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,

Germany Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea,

Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran,

Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao Peo-

ple's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Luxembourg, Madagascar Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands New

Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philip

pines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent

and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Seychelles Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, United States, Uruguay, Vanuatu,

Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: None

Abstaining: Israel.

Israel said the ritual expression of deep regret

for non-implementation of the Assembly’s stipula-

tion in paragraph 11 of the 1948 resolution on the

partition of Palestine
(4)

—that the refugees should

be permitted to return to their homes and live at

peace with their neighbours and that compensa-

tion should be paid for the property of those choos-

ing not to return and for loss of or damage to

property-which had been adopted in entirely dif-

ferent historical circumstances, was unacceptable.

The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya emphasized that,

though voting in favour of the texts under the

agenda item, that did not imply its recognition of

Israel or its practices in the occupied territories.

Iran had reservations concerning all references

to the Zionist régime as “Israel”. It also stressed

that the relief programmes should not be con-

sidered a permanent solution to the Palestinian

question.

UNRWA financing

Total income received by UNRWA for all funds,

in cash and in kind, in 1985 was $182 million, in-

cluding about $16 million received in response to

an appeal by the Commissioner-General. Expen-

diture in 1985 by all funds was $187.4 million, $3.9
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million less than in 1984. The excess of expenditure

over income was reduced from $10.1 million in

1984 to $5.4 million in 1985, $1.2 million of which

was in respect of the General Fund.

In a special report, annexed to a May 1985 note

by the Secretary-General,
(5)

 the Commissioner-

General drew attention to the critical state of the

Agency’s finances and outlined the efforts he had

made to overcome the difficulties as well as the

measures that would have to be taken-including

major cuts in services to refugees-unless addi-

tional funding could be obtained at an early date;

those measures, he pointed out, could adversely

affect stability in the Middle East and be harmful

to the search for a just and lasting peace.

In his report for the period ended 30 June

1985,
(2)

 the Commissioner-General again stressed

UNRWA’s grave financial situation, in spite of

strenuous efforts to reduce expenditure while

avoiding major cuts in services, and to raise addi-

tional funds. He warned that the Agency still faced

a shortfall of several million dollars which, if not

covered by additional contributions or programme

reductions, would lead to a further drawdown of

U N R W A ’ s  a l r eady  l ow  cap i t a l .  The  min imum

budget for 1986 would require some $20 million

more than Governments had pledged as their

regular contributions; there was no way to reduce

projected expenses without depriving refugees of

basic education and health services. In the light

of those potentially serious consequences, the

Commissioner-General urged Governments to

discuss a rational approach to the Agency’s finan-

cial problems.

In 1985, by cancelling all construction, slashing

maintenance deeply, denying area staff pay raises

and making other reductions, the budget gap was

reduced from $67 million to $27 million. At that

point, the Commissioner-General again addressed

Governments stating that he had reduced the

budget as far as possible without mass reductions

in staff or directly cutting vital services. Although

several countries-Australia, Canada, Japan, the

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  a n d  t h e  N o r d i c  c o u n t r i e s -

responded generously, he said, the overall response

from Member States was disappointing and fur-

ther cuts had to be made, which had a direct im-

pact on services to refugees. On the positive side,

U N R W A  b e n e f i t e d  f r o m  s o m e  r e d u c e d  c o s t s

because of exchange rate gains. With those sav-

ings and with continuing austerity measures, the

Agency was still $8 million short of the estimated

needed income to cover 1985’s already reduced

programme.

The Commissioner-General’s decision to imple-

ment austerity measures was a matter of great con-

cern to the refugees and to host Governments.

Although continuing to press their view that

U N R W A  should do more for  the  refugees  and

s h o u l d  r e s t o r e  t h e  b a s i c  r a t i o n  p r o g r a m m e

suspended in 1982 due to financial constraints,

those Governments  were helpful  in  ass is t ing

UNRWA to overcome its difficulties. For example,

when the Agency experienced a critical shortage

of flour in late 1985, Jordan loaned it sufficient

stocks to maintain distribution to special hardship

cases in the country until new supplies could be

obtained.

Working Group on UNRWA financing

Report of the Working Group (March). At the

end of February 1985, the Commissioner-General

urgently requested the Working Group on the

Financing of the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East to

hold a meeting as soon as possible so that it could

be informed about UNRWA’s alarming financial

s i t u a t i o n .  T h e  G r o u p  m e t  o n  1  M a r c h  a n d

discussed an oral report of the UNRWA Comp-

troller on the acute budgetary crisis. On 26 March,

it adopted a special report
(6)

   and authorized its

Chairman to take whatever steps he might find

possible to assist the Commissioner-General and

the Secretary-General in their fund-raising efforts.

The Comptroller reported that contributions

had declined from $190.6 million in 1980 to an

estimated $177.9 million in 1984, while pledged

and expected contributions for 1985 amounted to

only $164.4 million, of which $138.3 million was

in cash for the General Fund. As expenditure to

maintain the programmes in 1985 amounted to

$231.6 million, including a $205.1 million cash ex-

penditure, there was a shortfall of some $67

million.

Austerity measures introduced by the Com-

missioner-General-reductions in personnel costs

($13.9 million), postponement of construction,

maintenance and replacement  of  equipment

($19.4 mil l ion) ,  reduct ions in  provisions for

administrative services, supplies and reserves ($6.4

million)-totalled some $40 million, leaving an

unfunded balance of some $27 million.

The $27 mil l ion represented the  minimum

needed to maintain education, health and relief

programmes until the end of 1985. By a letter of

19 February, the Commissioner-General appealed

to Governments and selected intergovernmental

organizations for additional pledges by the end of

May.

Concluding, the Working Group expressed deep

concern at UNRWA’s financial outlook. It expressed

its appreciation to the Commissioner-General for

his efforts to reduce expenditure, but noted that

a major portion of his austerity measures related

to the deferral of payments due to area staff for

salary increases and cost-of-living adjustments

which would have to be met in the future; also,



356 Political and security questions

In the concluding remarks of  i ts  October

report,
(9)

 the Working Group paid tribute to the

Commissioner-General for his efforts to raise in-

come and again underlined that his austerity

measures involved deferments providing only tem-

porary relief; postponed items would have to be

The UNRWA Advisory Commission met on 30

May 1985 at Vienna to consider the critical finan-

cial situation and its implications for the Agency’s

ability to maintain services if the shortfall was not

overcome. In a statement to the Commissioner-

General, transmitted to the Secretary-General on

the same date ,
( 1 0 )

 the  Commission members

unanimously commended and declared support

for the Commissioner-General’s efforts to obtain

additional contributions. They shared his disap-

pointment that responses had been inadequate and

noted with  deep concern his  s ta tement  that

UNRWA faced the imminent prospect of having to

reduce services already at a minimum level. They

urged UNRWA to take steps to avoid such action.

They endorsed the view that the Member States

which expressed support for UNRWA should help

provide it with needed funds. More programme

cut-backs, the Advisory Commission believed,

would have profoundly disturbing consequences

for  s tabi l i ty in the area and for  prospects  of

reaching a peaceful settlement of the Middle East

conflict.

The Commission called on all Member States

to  contr ibute  to  ensure  U N R W A's  survival  and

ability to carry out its mandate.

At a regular meeting on 29 August, the Com-

funded in the future. It also noted that, despite mission endorsed the suggestion for a gathering

deferred construction and maintenance would

probably be more costly in the long run. Never-

theless, the Group agreed that in the circumstances

he had had no other alternative.

The Group reiterated its conviction that the

international community should not allow UNRWA

to collapse for want of funds. Noting that many

Governments  which supported U N R W A in their

votes in the General Assembly did not contribute

to it, the Group urged them to do so and invited

those that were contributing to make additional

special contributions.

As an initial step, the Group authorized its

Chairman to address a letter to the Secretary-

General underlining the critical financial situation,

endorsing the Commissioner-General’s appeal and

emphasizing the need for Governments to respond

generously. The Chairman did so on 27 March,
(7)

warning that services would have to be reduced,

inevitably affecting the education programme, and

that the continued employment of many of the

17,000 locally recruited Palestinian staff would be

jeopardized.

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  W o r k i n g  G r o u p  ( O c t o b e r ) .  At

a meeting on 1 October, the Working Group ex-

amined a report with up-to-date information on

UNRWA's financial situation in 1985 and on the

outlook for 1986.
(8)

 Since March 1985, estimated

income had increased by some $13 million as a

result  of  addit ional  contr ibutions pledged by

Australia ($260,000), Canada ($2.2 million), Den-

mark ($451,000), Finland ($170,000), Norway

($562,000), Sweden ($1.2 million) and the United

States ($8 million), reducing the shortfall from $27

mill ion to $14 mill ion.  Addit ional  austeri ty

measures could further reduce the estimated short-

fall to about $5 million by the end of the year.

Based on those projections and the possibility

that further additional contributions would be

pledged, the Commissioner-General expected to

be able to maintain Agency services at the cur-

rent levels until the end of 1985; he warned,

however, that the shortfall would have to be met

by drawing on UNRWA's precariously low working

capital, thus seriously affecting the Agency’s ability

to finance its operations until contributions were

paid in 1986.

The outlook for 1986 was not encouraging; even

if the level of expenditures did not exceed that of

the severely reduced 1985 budget, some $20

million more than the 1985 regular contributions

would be required.

strenuous efforts, income in 1985 was not expected

to exceed that of 1984.

The Group shared the Commissisoner-General’s

concern about the magnitude of the task of soliciting

an additional $20 million to fund the programme

in 1986. It continued to believe that a solution to

UNRWA's chronic financial problems lay not so

much in economy, postponement and reduction as

in finding ways to assure required resources.

As UNRWA services for refugees remained in-

dispensable until a Middle East settlement was

reached, it was incumbent on the international

community to ensure that the Agency was pro-

vided with the means to continue its work. The

Group welcomed the Commissioner-General’s

suggestion for a meeting to discuss ways of plac-

ing UNRWA's finances on a more rational footing;

it encouraged him to pursue that matter with a

view to holding the meeting as soon as possible

in 1986. The Group also welcomed a suggestion

by the Advisory Commission (see below) for

special fund-raising missions to current and pros-

pective donor countries to solicit greater 1986 con-

tributions.

The Group urged all Governments to recognize

the seriousness of UNRWA's financial difficulties

and match their political support with financial

support, and urged payment of contributions as

early as possible.

UNRWA Advisory Commission
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of  concerned  Governments  ear ly  in  1986 for  in -

formal  consul ta t ions  on  the  Agency’s  f inanc ia l

p l igh t .

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

O n  1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5 ,  o n  t h e  r e c o m m e n d a -

t i o n  o f  t h e  S p e c i a l  P o l i t i c a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  t h e

Genera l  Assembly  adopted  reso lu t ion  40 /165  B,

wi thout  vo te .

Working Group on the Financing of the United

Nation; Relief and Works Agency

for Palestine Refugees in the Near East

The General Assembly, 

Recalling its resolutions 2656(XXV) of 7 December

1970, 2728(XXV) of 15 December 1970, 2791(XXVI)

of 6 December 1971, 2964(XXVII) of 13 December

1 9 7 2 .  3 0 9 0 ( X X V I I I )  o f  7  D e c e m b e r  1 9 7 3 .

3330(XXIX) of 17 December 1974, 3419 D (XXX) of

8 December 1975, 31/15 C of 23 November 1976,

32/90 D of 13 December 1977. 33/112 D of 18

December  1978 ,  34 /52  D  o f  23  November  1979 ,

35/13 D of 3 November 1980, 36/146 E of 16

December 1981, 37/120 A of 16 December 1982,

38/83 B of 15 December 1983 and 39/99 B of 14

December 1984,

Recalling also its decision 36/462 of 16 March 1982,

whereby it took note of the special report of the Work-

ing Group on the Financing of the United Nations

Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the

Near East and adopted the recommendations con-

tained therein,

Having considered the report of the Working Group on

the Financing of the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East,

Taking into account the report of the Commissioner-

Genera l  o f  the  Uni ted  Nat ions  Rel ie f  and  Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, cover-

ing the period from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985,

Gravely concerned at the critical financial situation of

the Agency, which has already reduced the essential

minimum services being provided to the Palestine

refugees and which threatens even greater reductions

in the future,

Emphasizing the urgent need for extraordinary ef-

forts in order to maintain, at least at their present

minimum level, the activities of the Agency,

1. Commends the Working Group on-the Financing

of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for

Palestine Refugees in the Near East for its efforts to

assist in ensuring the Agency’s financial security;

2. Takes note with approval of the report of the Work-

ing Group;

3. Requests the Working Group to continue its ef-

forts, in co-operation with-the Secretary-General and

the Commissioner-General. for the financing of the

Agency for a further period of one year;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the

necessary services and assistance to the Working

Group for the conduct of its work.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 B

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  A d o p t e d  w i t h o u t  v o t e

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) without vote, 15 November (meeting 34); 16-nation

draft (A/SPC/40/L.17); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Austria, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Federal Republic of, India, In-

donesia, Liberia, Malaysia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan,

Philippines, Spain, Sweden. Yugoslavia.

Financial implications. S-G, A/SPC/40/L.27.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Claims for compensation

A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n e r - G e n e r a l ,

U N R W A  h a d  r e c e i v e d  n o  r e s p o n s e  t o  a  1 9 8 4

claim against Israel for $4,381,867 as compensa-

tion for loss and damage caused to Agency prop-

er ty  and  fac i l i t i es  as  a  resu l t  o f  the  invas ion  of

L e b a n o n  i n  1 9 8 2 .  T h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y  h a d

c a l l e d  f o r  s u c h  c o m p e n s a t i o n  i n  1 9 8 3
( 1 1 )

 a n d

1 9 8 4 .
( 1 2 )

 A  separa te  c la im had  a l so  been  made

f o r  $ 1 9 4 , 9 0 1  f o r  l o s s  a n d  d a m a g e  c a u s e d  b y

I s r a e l i  m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  i n  L e b a n o n  b e f o r e  J u n e

1 9 8 2 .  T h e r e  h a d  a l s o  b e e n  n o  r e s p o n s e  f r o m

Israel or any indication as to when it expected to

c o m p l e t e  i t s  e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  U N R W A’ s  c l a i m s ,

lodged in 1969, arising out of the 1967 hostilities.

 N o  p r o g r e s s  h a d  b e e n  m a d e  o v e r  c l a i m s

amount ing  to  $675 ,000  aga ins t  Jo rdan ,  desp i t e

an  unders tand ing  reached  in  Oc tober  1984  tha t

i t  w o u l d  n o m i n a t e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  t o  a  j o i n t

UNRWA/Government  commit tee  to  s tudy  the

claims, which included those arising out of the

1967 hostilities and the disturbances of 1970 and

1971.

Other aspects

Displaced persons

Humanitarian assistance

In addition to relief services, which included

the  p rov i s ion  o f  ba s i c  food  commodi t i e s ,

b l anke t s ,  c l o th ing ,  she l t e r  r epa i r  and  ca sh

grants, UNRWA continued to provide in 1985 a

small measure of humanitarian assistance for

persons displaced as a result of the June 1967

and subsequent hostilities in the Middle East but

w h o  w e r e  n o t  r e g i s t e r e d  w i t h  U N R W A  a s

refugees.

In Jordan, UNRWA continued to distribute ra-

t i o n s  o n  t h e  G o v e r n m e n t ’ s  b e h a l f  t o  s o m e

193,000 persons, and to provide schooling, sup-

plementary feeding, milk, medical, sanitation

and other camp services to people living in the

post-1967 refugee camps; the Government reim-

bursed the Agency for the cost of supplies used

in the supplementary feeding and milk pro-

grammes and the cost of distributing basic ra-

tions to displaced persons.

In  Egypt ,  U N R W A provided elementary and

preparatory schooling and basic health care to
1,200 refugee children. With the co-operation of

the Israeli and Egyptian Governments, UNRWA

distributed food, blankets and clothing to 4,350

refugees left stranded in the Egyptian sector of

Rafah as a result of the withdrawal of Israeli
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forces in April 1982 to the international border be-

tween the Sinai and the Gaza Strip.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

Assembly adopted resolution 40/165 C, without

vote.

Assistance to persons displaced as a result

of the June 1967 and subsequent hostilities

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 39/99 C of 14 December 1984

and all its previous resolutions on the question,

Taking note of the report of the Commissioner-General
of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for

Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the period

from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985.

Concerned about the continued human suffering resulting

from the hostilities in the Middle East,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 39/99 C and all its previous

resolutions on the question;

2. Endorses, bearing in mind the objectives of those

resolutions, the efforts of the Commissioner-General of

the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine

Refugees in the Near East to continue to provide

humanitarian assistance as far as practicable, on an

emergency basis and as a temporary measure, to other

persons in the area who are at present displaced and in

a serious need of continued assistance as a result of the

June 1967 and subsequent hostilities;

3. Strongly appeals to all Governments and to organiza-
tions and individuals to contribute generously for the

above purposes to the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East and to

the other intergovernmental and non-governmental

organizations concerned.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 C

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  A d o p t e d  w i t h o u t  v o t e

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) without vote, 15 November (meeting 34); 22-nation

draft (A/SPC/40/L.18); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada. Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Greece, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Malaysia, Mali,

Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines Sri Lanka, Sweden.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34: plenary 118.

Repatriation of refugees

Report of the Secretary-General. In accordance

with a 1984 General Assembly resolution,
(13)

 the

Secretary-General submitted in September 1985 a

report
(14)

 on population and refugees displaced since

1967. In response to his request in a note verbale

of 22 March 1985 for information on Israeli steps

to facilitate the return of displaced inhabitants, Israel

on 12 August had referred to its position as set out

in successive annual replies in recent years, most

recently in June 1984.
(15)

 The total number of per-

sons who had returned since 1967 stood at approx-

imately 65,000, Israel added.

The Secretary-General also had obtained infor-

mation from the UNRWA Commissioner-General

on the return of refugees registered with the Agency;

since UNRWA was not involved in arrangements for

return, the data was based on requests by return-

ing refugees for transfer of their entitlements for

services to the areas to which they had returned.

Between 1 July 1984 and 30 June 1985, 234 registered

refugees (including family members‘) had returned

to the West Bank and 70 to the Gaza Strip. The

number of displaced registered refugees known to

have returned to the occupied territories since June

1967 was some 10,725.

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  C o m m i s s i o n e r - G e n e r a l .  T h e

Commiss ione r -Gene ra l  s t a t ed
( 2 )

 t h a t  i n  t h e

Agency’s understanding, Israel and Egypt had

reached an agreement in principle on the return

of  refugees to  the Gaza Str ip,  fol lowing the

withdrawal of Israeli forces in April 1982 to the inter-

national border between the Sinai and Gaza. He

had been informed by Israel that, in recent discus-

sions between the two Governments, it had been

agreed that the refugees would return, perhaps com-

mencing at an early date. The Commissioner-

General said UNRWA would welcome the implemen-

tation of such an agreement and would facilitate

the refugees’ relocation and provide schooling, health

care and welfare services, similar to its assistance

prior to April 1982.

Repor t  of  the  Conci l ia t ion  Commiss ion .  The

thirty-ninth report of the United Nations Conciliation

Commission for Palestine covering the period from

1 September 1984 to 31 August 1985
( 1 6 )

 was

transmit ted to the General  Assembly by the

Secretary-General in September 1985. In 1984,
(17)

the Assembly had requested the Commission to con-

tinue efforts towards implementation of paragraph

11 of its 1948 resolution
(4)

 on the partition of

Palestine, stipulating that the Palestine refugees

should be permitted to return to their homes and

live at peace with their neighbours and that com-

pensation should be paid for the property of those

choosing not to return and for loss of or damage

to property. The Commission stated that events in

the region had further complicated the situation

and the circumstances which limited its possibilities

of action had remained essentially unchanged. Never-

theless, it continued to hope that the situation would

improve towards achievement of a comprehensive,

just and lasting peace in the Middle East, thus ena-

bling it to carry forward its work.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

Assembly adopted resolution 4/165 G by recorded

vote.

Population and refugees displaced since 1967

The General Assembly,

Recalling Security Council resolution 237(1967) of 14

J u n e  1 9 6 7 ,  

Recalling also General Assembly resolutions 2252(ES-

V) of 4 July 1967, 2452 A (XXIII) of 19 December 1968,
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2535 B (XXIV) of 10 December 1969, 2672 D (XXV)

of 8 December 1970, 2792 E (XXVI) of 6 December

1971, 2963 C and D (XXVII) of 13 December 1972,

3089 C (XXVIII) of 7 December 1973, 3331 D (XXIX)

of 17 December 1974, 3419 C (XXX) of 8 December

1975, 31/15 D of 23 November 1976, 32/90 E of 13

December 1977, 33/112 F of 18 December 1978, 34/52 E

of 23 November 1979, ES-7/2 of 29 July 1980, 35/13 E

of 3 November 1980, 36/146 B of 16 December 1981,

37/120 G of 16 December 1982, 38/83 G of 15 December

1983 and 39/99 G of 14 December 1984,

Having considered the report of the Commissioner-

General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency

for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the

period from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985, and the report

of the Secretary-General,

1. Reaffirms the inalienable right of all displaced in-

habitants to return to their homes or former places of

residence in the territories occupied by Israel since 1967,

and declares once more that any attempt to restrict, or

to attach conditions to, the free exercise of the right to

return by any displaced person is inconsistent with that

inalienable right and inadmissible;

2. Considers any and all agreements embodying any

restriction on, or condition for, the return of the

displaced inhabitants as null and void;

3. Strongly deplores the continued refusal of the Israeli

authorities to take steps for the return of the displaced

inhabitants;

4. Calls once more upon Israel:

(a) To take immediate steps for the return of all

displaced inhabitants;

(b) To desist from all measures that obstruct the

return of the displaced inhabitants, including measures

affecting the physical and demographic structure of the

occupied territories;

5. Requests the Secretary-General, after consulting

with the Commissioner-General of the United Nations

Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the

Near East, to report to the General Assembly before

the opening of its forty-first session on Israel’s com-

pliance with paragraph 4 above.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 G

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 2 7 - 2 - 2 3  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (106-2-19), 15 November (meeting

34): 9-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.22); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia. Malaysia,

Pakistan, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly es follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,

Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,

Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,

El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic

Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Hon-

duras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jor-

dan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Dater,

Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao

Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,

Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR,

United Arab Emirates United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela,

Wet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia Zambia, Zimbabwe

against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rice, Denmark, Finland,

France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Grenada, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxem-

bourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Paraguay, Swaziland,

Sweden. United Kingdom, Zaire.

The United States regarded the text as highly

polemical, one-sided and harshly condemnatory.

In stating that inhabitants of the occupied ter-

ritories had an inalienable right to return, Israel

said, the text was based not on consideration of

the interests of those inhabitants but on the policy

of rejection.

In Sweden’s opinion, the text appeared to rule

out negotiations or discussions on the means by

which the displaced Palestinians might return to

their homes.

Iran said all practices which prevented the

Palestine refugees from exercising their right to

voluntary repatriation to their homeland should

be condemned.

In resolution 40/165 A, the Assembly, noting

with regret that the Conciliation Commission had

been unable to achieve progress in implementing

p a r a g r a p h  1 1  o f  t h e  1 9 4 8  r e s o l u t i o n  o n

Palestine,
(4)

 requested the Commission to exert

continued efforts in that direction and to report

by 1 September 1986. That paragraph was unac-

ceptable to Israel (see p. 354).

Food aid

The General Assembly, in December 1985,

again called for resumption of the general ration

distribution to Palestine refugees which had been

suspended in September 1982,
(18)

 except in Leb-

anon! where it had ceased in March 1984.
( 1 9 )

Distribution of food rations was currently confined

to special hardship cases which comprised about

5 per cent of the refugee population. Particularly

in the Gaza Strip and the West Bank, where

unemployment and underemployment were on the

r i s e ,  U N R W A  f aced  i nc r ea s ing  p r e s su re  f rom

refugees applying for special hardship assistance;

many did not qualify because the criteria for grant-

ing such assis tance was based on a  family’s

capacity for employment rather than on actual

employment. As a result, refugee community

leaders had been pressing for more flexibility,

which would require a substantial increase in

resources. In the West Bank, refugees in some

camps refused to allow rations to be distributed

to hardship cases on the ground that all refugees

were in need of food aid and unless they all

received it, none would be permitted to do so.

By the end of June 1985, according to the

Commissioner-General,(2) assistance to hardship

cases was benefiting 103,857 persons: 25,044 in

Gaza; 23,693 in the West Bank; 22,717 in Leba-

non; 19,686 in Jordan; and 12,717 in the Syrian

Arab Republic.
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Given the lack of sufficient resources and of

responses from Governments, it had not been

possible to comply with the Assembly’s 1984 re-

quest to resume the general ration distribution.
(20)

Repor t  o f  the  Secre ta ry-Genera l .  In  October

1985,
(21)

 the Secretary-General reported that the

response to the Assembly’s repeated appeals for

contributions had not been encouraging; contribu-

tions had declined from $154 million in 1982 to

$136 million in 1984. It was clear that income for

1985 was insufficient to maintain existing pro-

grammes at desired levels. Without additional

resources, it had not been possible to resume the

general distribution of basic food rations.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  F  b y

recorded vote.

Resumption of the ration distribution

to Palestine refugees

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 36/146 F of 16 December 1981,
27/120 F of 16 December 1982, 38/83 F of 15 December
1983, 39/99 F of 14 December 1984 and all its previous
resolutions on the question, including resolution 302(IV)
of 8 December 1949,

Having considered the report of the Commissioner-
General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the

period from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985, and the report
of the Secretary-General,

Deeply concerned at the interruption by the Agency,

owing to financial difficulties, of the general ration

distribution to Palestine refugees in all fields,

1. Regrets that its resolutions 37/120 F, 38/83 F and
39/99 F have not been implemented;

2. Calls once again upon all Governments, as a mat-
ter of urgency, to make the most generous efforts possi-

ble and to offer the necessary resources to meet the needs

of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for

Palestine Refugees in the Near East, particularly in the

light of the interruption by the Agency of the general

ration distribution to Palestine refugees in all fields, and

therefore urges non-contributing Governments to con-

tribute regularly and contributing Governments to con-

sider increasing their regular contributions;

3. Requests the Commissioner-General to resume on

a  cont inu ing  bas i s  the  in te r rup ted  genera l  ra t ion

distribution to Palestine refugees in all fields;

4. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation

wi th  the  Commiss ioner -Genera l ,  to  repor t  to  the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 F

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 127-20-4 (recorded vote)

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (105-19-3), 15 November (meeting

34); 7-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.21); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan.

Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34: plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas,

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei

Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cam-

eroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia,

Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic

Yemen, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,

Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,

Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,

Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,

Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,

Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao

Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore

Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR,

United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela,

Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg,

Netherlands New Zealand, Norway Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom, United

States.

Abstaining: Austria. Costa Rica, Grenada, Spain.

Israel remarked that the wealthy Arab States

which had sponsored the text had reduced their

contributions to UNRWA. Without sufficient finan-

cial resources, said Sweden, the resumption of the

general ration distribution would endanger the

most important activities of the Agency. The

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t e d  t h e

Commissioner-General’s efforts to make the most

efficient use of UNRWA’s scarce resources, and said

the text was aimed at narrowing his discretionary

powers in that regard.

Education and training services

Schools and teacher training centres

U N R W A  a c t i v i t i e s .  U n d e r  a n  a g r e e m e n t  b e -

t w e e n  U N R W A  a n d  U N E S C O ,  t h e  l a t t e r  p r o v i d e d

t e c h n i c a l  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  a d v i c e  t o  t h e

Commissioner-General on aspects of the UNRWA

education programme which included schooling

for some 350,000 Palestine refugee children. Nine

grades of  elementary and preparatory ( lower

secondary) education were provided in some 635

Agency schools.

The curriculum followed that of the host coun-

try, and that of Jordan and Egypt for the West

Bank and the Gaza Strip, respectively. With some

U N R W A  a s s i s t a n c e ,  m a n y  r e f u g e e  c h i l d r e n  w e r e

able to continue at the upper secondary level in

government or private schools.

In addit ion,  U N R W A provided  voca t iona l  and

pre-service teacher training at Agency centres, in-

service teacher training and a university scholar-

ship programme (see below). Pre-service training

was given to some 1,000 trainees at three training

centres in Jordan and at Ramallah in the West

Bank, and a variety of in-service training courses

was conducted through education development

centres located in the five field office areas of

U N R W A  o p e r a t i o n s .  T h e  n u m b e r  o f  p l a c e s

available to refugees in vocational and technical

courses  conducted  in  e ight  U N R W A t ra in ing  cen-
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tres was 3,812; in addition, the Agency sponsored

the  voca t iona l  t ra in ing  of  40  re fugees  in  p r iva te

institutions. It also organized pre-school education

programmes ,  you th  ac t iv i t i es ,  adu l t  t r a in ing  in

c r a f t s ,  a n d  m e d i c a l  a n d  p a r a m e d i c a l  e d u c a t i o n

and  t ra in ing .

T h e  g e n e r a l  e d u c a t i o n  p r o g r a m m e  c o n t i n u e d

as the largest single Agency activity in 1984/85.

Seven school  bui ld ings  were  cons t ruc ted  dur ing

tha t  per iod  and  work  began  on  another  s ix .

Of  t he  16 ,500  U N R W A employees ,  over  12 ,000

were in education, and over 90 per cent of those

w e r e  s c h o o l t e a c h e r s .  U N R W A ’ s  t e a c h e r  t r a i n i n g

programme aimed primarily at providing qualified

teachers for the Agency’s schools.

Proposed University of Jerusalem "AI-Quds"

Repor t  of  the  Secre ta ry-Genera l .  As  reques ted

b y  t h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y  i n  1 9 8 4 ,
( 2 2 )

 t h e

Secretary-General reported in August 1985
( 2 3 )

 on

t h e  l a t e s t  e f f o r t s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  u n i v e r s i t y  f o r

Palestine refugees at Jerusalem, first considered by

the Assembly in 1980.
( 2 4 )

 In order to complete the

feas ib i l i ty  s tudy reques ted  of  h im,  he  had  con-

tac ted  the  Rector  of  the  Uni ted  Nat ions  Univer -

s i ty ,  who des igna ted  an  exper t  to  car ry  ou t  the

study. The expert was to meet with Israeli officials,

bear ing  in  mind  tha t  the  co-opera t ion  of  I s rae l ,

which was in effective control of Jerusalem, was

a  prerequis i te  for  es tab l i sh ing  the  un ivers i ty .

In a note verbale of 1 April 1985, the Secretary-

General requested that Israel facilitate the visit of

the  exper t  a t  a  mutua l ly  convenien t  da te .  In  i t s

rep ly  of  2  May,  I s rae l  re fe r red  to  i t s  s ta tements

made  in  1983
( 2 5 )

 a n d  1 9 8 4 ;
( 2 6 )

 t he  1984  re so lu -

tion
( 2 2 )

 was an attempt to use the field of higher

education for transparent political ends, totally ex-

traneous to genuine academic pursuits. Israel also

poin ted  ou t  tha t  h igher  academic  ins t i tu t ions  in

J u d a e a  a n d  S a m a r i a  w e r e  m e e t i n g  t h e  r e -

qui rements  in  the  a rea  whi le  cont inu ing  to  im-

p r o v e  e d u c a t i o n  s t a n d a r d s ;  u n t i l  s u b s t a n t i v e

clarifications were provided, it  was unable to help

in  t ak ing  the  mat te r  fu r ther .

I n  v i e w  o f  I s r a e l ’ s  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  S e c r e t a r y -

Genera l  concluded ,  i t  had  not  been  poss ib le  to

comple te  the  feas ib i l i ty  s tudy  as  p lanned .

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of  the  Spec ia l  Po l i t i ca l  Commit tee ,  the  Genera l

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  K  b y

recorded vote .

University of Jerusalem “Al-Quds”

for Palestine refugees

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 36/146 G of 16 December 1981,

37/120 C of 16 December 1982, 38/83 K of 15 December

1983 and 39/99 K of 14 December 1984,

Having examined the report of the Secretary-General on

the question of the establishment of a university at

Jerusalem,

Having also examined the report of the Commissioner-

General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency

for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the period

from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985,

1. Commends the constructive efforts made by the

Secretary-General, the Commissioner-General of the

United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine

Refugees in the Near East, the Council of the United

Nations University and the United Nations Educational,

Scientific and Cultural Organization, which worked

diligently towards the implementation of General Assembly

resolution 38/83 D of 15 December 1983 and other relevant

resolutions;

2. Further commends the close co-operation of the com-

petent educational authorities concerned;

3. Emphasises the need for strengthening the educa-

tional system in the Arab territories occupied since 5 June

1967, including Jerusalem, and specifically the need for

the establishment of the proposed university;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to take

all necessary measures for establishing the University of

Jerusalem, “Al-Quds”, in accordance with General

Assembly resolution 35/13 B of 3 November 1980, giv-

ing due consideration to the recommendations consis-

tent with the provisions of that resolution;

5. Calls upon Israel, the occupying Power, to co-operate

in the implementation of the present resolution and to

remove the hindrances which it has put in the way of

establishing the University of Jerusalem;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the progress

made in the implementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 K

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 149-2-1 (recorded vote)

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote )126-2), 15 November (meeting 34):

9-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.26); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Malaysia, Pakistan,

Yugoslavia.

financial implications. 5th Committee. A/40/975; S-G. A/C.5/40/51, A/SPC/40/L.28.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: 5th Committee 51; SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Bahamas Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,

Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi,

Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African Republic,

Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,

Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica,

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia,

Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany,

Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,

Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory

Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic,

Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar,

Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius Mexico, Mongolia,

Morocco Mozambique Nepal, Netherlands New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,

Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,

Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Samoa

Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles Sierra Leone, Singapore,

Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab

Republic, Thailand, Two, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrain-

ian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania,

Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia,

Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel, United States

Abstaining: Grenada.

The  Uni ted  S ta tes  cons idered  the  univers i ty  a

purely political project which would not meet the
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educational needs of the refugees. Israel said the

request for its establishment was absurd, in view

of the existence of a large number of renowned educa-

t ional  inst i tut ions,  both Jewish and Arab,  in

Jerusalem.

In resolution 40/165 D, the Assembly appealed

for generous contributions to Palestinian univer-

sities in the occupied territories, including, in due

course, the proposed University of Jerusalem.

Scholarships

UNRWA activities. During the 1984/85 academic

year, UNRWA awarded 353 scholarships to Palestine

refugees for study at Arab universities, 271 of them

continuing and 82 new. Scholarships, partly funded

from special contributions, were awarded for one

year, but were renewable from year to year for the

duration of a course of study. In addition, UNESCO

annually provided fellowships for short training

courses for UNRWA's senior education staff.

Report of the Secretary-General. In a September

1985 report,
(27)

 submitted in accordance with a 1984

General Assembly resolution,
( 2 8 )

 the Secretary-

General provided information on responses to the

Assembly’s numerous appeals for special allocations

for grants and scholarships to Palestine refugees,

for which UNRWA acted as recipient and trustee.

In 1985, the Federal Republic of Germany granted

six fellowships to Palestine refugee graduates from

UNRWA vocational training centres, all from Jor-

dan. Japan offered five training scholarships for

UNRWA's vocational training instructors in the West

Bank and Gaza.

Among United Nations organizations and agen-

cies, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the

United Nations had two programmes for Pales-

tinians, one providing specialized training in

agricul tural  development  and awarding three

fellowships to university graduates, the other helping

Palestine families of the Gilline and Ramadan refugee

camps in the Syrian Arab Republic to improve pro-

duction and efficiency in crop and livestock farm-

ing. On the invitation of the World Intellectual Prop-

erty Organization (WIPO), UNRWA proposed eight

candidates for WIPO training fellowships. ILO was

involved in two UNDP-sponsored projects: one to

increase facilities for vocational training by UNRWA

centres, governmental services and private institu-

tions; the other, implemented in the second half

of 1984, to provide vocational and technical refresher

courses for 19 Palestinians. An ILO expert assisted

a project to help Palestinian women’s institutions

promote vocational training. UNESCO granted four

fellowships for overseas training of UNRWA educa-

tion staff. During the 1985/86 academic year, EC

agreed to finance 5 to 10 scholarships for Pales-

tinians from Gaza for studies in Europe, the West
Bank or Arab countries.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  D  b y

recorded vote.

Offers by Member States of grants and

scholarships for higher education, including

vocational training, for Palestine refugees

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolution 212(III) of 19 November 1948
on assistance to Palestine refugees,

Recalling also its resolutions 35/13 B of 3 November
1980. 36/146 H of 16 December 1981. 37/120 D of 16
December 1982, 38/83 D of 15 December 1983 and

39/99 D of 14 December 1984,
Cognizant of the fact that the Palestine refugees have,

for the last three decades, lost their lands and means
of livelihood,

Having examined the report of the Secretary-General,
Having also examined the report of the Commissioner-

General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the

period from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985,

1. Urges all States to respond to the appeal contained

in General Assembly resolution 32/90 F of 13 December

1977 in a manner commensurate with the needs of

Palestine refugees for higher education and vocational

training;

2. Strongly appeals to all States, specialized agencies

and non-governmental organizations to augment the

special allocations for grants and scholarships to

Palestine refugees in addition to their contributions to

the regular budget of the United Nations Relief and

Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East;

3. Expresses its appreciation to al:! Governments,

specialized agencies and non-governmental organiza-

tions that responded favourably to General Assembly

resolution 39/99 D;

4. Invites the relevant specialized agencies and other

organizations of the United Nations system to continue,

within their respective spheres of competence, to extend

assistance for higher education to Palestine refugee

students;

5. Appeals to all States, specialized agencies and the

United Nations University to contribute generously to

the Palestinian universities in the territories occupied by

Israel since 1967, including, in due course, the proposed

University of Jerusalem ‘‘Al-Quds” for Palestine refugees;

6. Also appeals to all States, specialized agencies and

other international bodies to contribute towards the

establishment of vocational training centres for Palestine

refugees;

7. Requests the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East to act

as the recipient and trustee for such special allocations

and scholarships and to award them to qualified Palestine

refugee candidates;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the implemen-

tation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 D

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 4 7 - 0 - 1  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (126-0-1), 15 November (meeting 34);

8-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.19); agenda item 79.
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Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh. Egypt. Indonesia, Jordan. Malaysia, Pakistan.

Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,

Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, Chad,

Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,

Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica,

Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France,

Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of,

Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Hon-

duras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast,

Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Leb-

anon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar,

Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,

Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,

Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Wand, Por-

tugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,

Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone,

Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden,

Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,

Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United

Republic of Tanzania, United States, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: None.

Abstaining: Israel.

In the opinion of the United States, the text pro-

vided a practical way of meeting some of the needs

of the refugees. Israel said it was unable to sup-

port it because it contained a reference to the pro-

p o s e d  u n i v e r s i t y  o f  J e r u s a l e m  f o r  P a l e s t i n e

refugees.

Property rights

Repor t  of  the  Secre ta ry-Genera l .  In  September

1 9 8 5 ,
( 2 9 )

 t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l  r e p o r t e d  o n

revenues  der ived  f rom Pales t ine  re fugee  proper -

t i e s ,  a s  r e q u e s t e d  i n  a  1 9 8 4  A s s e m b l y  r e s o l u -

tion
( 3 0 )

 which he had brought to Israel’s attention,

a s k i n g  f o r  a n y  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  i t s  i m -

p lementa t ion ,  p re fe rab ly  by  30  June  1985 .  In  a

reply of 12 August, Israel stated that its position

had been set out in 1981 before the Special Political

Committee.
( 3 1 )

 With regard to the resolution’s re-

ques t  for  in format ion  f rom other  S ta tes  on  Arab

property, assets and property rights in Israel, no

repl ies  had  been  rece ived .

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of  the  Spec ia l  Po l i t i ca l  Commit tee ,  the  Genera l

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  H  b y

recorded vote .

Revenues derived from Palestine refugee properties

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 35/13 A to F of 3 November

1980, 36/146 C of 16 December 1981, 37/120 H of 16

December 1982, 38/83 H of 15 December 1983, 39/99 H

of 14 December 1984 and all its previous resolutions on

the question, including resolution 194(III) of 11

December 1948,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General,

Taking note also of the report of the United Nations

Conciliation Commission for Palestine, covering the

period from 1 September 1984 to 31 August 1985,

Recalling that the Universal Declaration of Human

Rights and the principles of international law uphold

the principle that no one shall be arbitrarily deprived

of his or her private property,

Considering that the Palestine Arab refugees are en-

titled to their property and to the income derived from

their property, in conformity with the principles of justice

and equity,

Recalling, in particular, its resolution 394(V) of 14

December 1950, in which it directed the United Nations

Conciliation Commission for Palestine, in consultation

with the parties concerned, to prescribe measures for

the protection of the rights, property and interests of

the Palestine Arab refugees,

Eking note of the completion of the programme of

identification and evaluation of Arab property, as an-

nounced by the United Nations Conciliation Commis-

sion for Palestine in its twenty-second progress report,

and of the fact that the Land Office had a schedule of

Arab owners and file of documents defining the loca-

tion, area and other particulars of Arab property,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to take all ap-

propriate steps, in consultation with the United Nations

Conciliation Commission for Palestine, for the protec-

tion and administration of Arab property, assets and

property rights in Israel, and to establish a fund for the

receipt of income derived therefrom, on behalf of the

rightful owners;

2. Calls once again upon Israel to render all facilities

and assistance to the Secretary-General in the im-

plementation of the present resolution;

3. Culls upon all other Governments of Member

States concerned to provide the Secretary-General with

any pertinent information in their possession concern-

ing Arab property, assets and property rights in Israel,

which would assist the Secretary-General in the im-

plementation of the present resolution;

4. Deplores Israel’s refusal to co-operate with the

Secretary-General in the implementation of the resolu-

tions on the question;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly at its forty-first session on the im-

plementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 H

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 122-2-26 (recorded vote)

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (103-2-23), 15 November (meeting

34); 8-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.23); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Malaysia.

Pakistan.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,

Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,

Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,

El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic

Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras

Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao Peo-

ple's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico

Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman,

Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,

Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka,

Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,

Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.
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Against: Israel, United States

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Finland,

France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Grenada, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast,

Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malawi. Netherlands, New Zealand. Norway,

Paraguay, Swaziland, Sweden, United Kingdom, Zaire.

In the opinion of the United States, the text pre-

judged the issues of refugee repatriation and com-

pensation which, it felt, could be best settled

through direct negotiations among the parties. In

Israel’s view, the text ran counter to the basic

tenets of international law, since property rights

within the borders of a sovereign State were ex-

clusively subject to domestic law. Sweden believed

that claims by Palestine refugees in respect of prop-

erty or compensation should be dealt with in the

context of a comprehensive Middle East solution.

Refugee protection

Protection of Palestine refugees, especially those

in southern Lebanon, was again the subject in

1985 of a General Assembly resolution. The

Secretary-General reported on steps taken to en-

sure their protection, as did the Commissioner-

General in his annual report. When introducing

his report
(2)

 in the Assembly’s Special Political

Committee, the Commissioner-General stated that

the refugees in Lebanon had been affected by

almost uninterrupted fighting (see above, under

“Lebanon situation”), and the living conditions

for refugees in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip

had deteriorated.

Report of the Secretary-General. In October

1985,
(32)

 the Secretary-General reported on the

implementat ion of  a  1984 General  Assembly

resolution
(12)

 calling for protection of Palestine

refugees, especially those in refugee camps in Leb-

anon. Responding on 12 August 1985 to the

Secretary-General’s request for information on

steps taken or envisaged in compliance with the

resolution, Israel stated that it deemed the resolu-

tion not relevant, since its troops had completed

their withdrawal from southern Lebanon in June

and were currently deployed along the interna-

tional border.

The UNRWA Commissioner-General continued

his efforts in consultation with the Secretary-

General to do all that was feasible to contribute

to the safety and security of the refugees in all the

territories under occupation.

Palestine refugees in southern Lebanon resided

in the vicinity of Saida and Tyre. The Israeli forces

withdrew from those areas in February and April

1985,  respect ively.  Up to the dates  of  their

withdrawal, the UNRWA field office in Lebanon

reported the following incidents involving Palestine

refugees: in southern Lebanon as a whole from

July 1984 to the end of February 1985, there were

51 violent deaths, 27 explosions and 2 kidnap-

pings; in the Tyre area in March and April, there

were 6 violent deaths and 5 explosions. UNRWA

officials drew the attention of the Israeli military

authorities to such incidents and, when necessary,

lodged protests, with a view to having them in-

vestigated and to reminding Israel of its respon-

sibility for the safety and security of the civilian

population.

By a note verbale of 28 February to Israel,

UNRWA had expressed deep concern about the

security of Palestine refugees in southern Lebanon,

pointing out that it had been obliged at times to

close its schools in the Tyre area to avoid possible

injury from stray bullets and requesting adequate

and urgent steps to prevent further such incidents.

UNRWA had also referred to difficulties in mov-

ing personnel and supplies through Israeli check-

points and in obtaining access to Israeli military

officials in a position to deal with such problems.

UN R W A cont inued  to  provide  educa t ion ,  hea l th

and relief services to Palestine refugees in southern

Lebanon. Continuing disturbances throughout the

area  and  de lays  a t  I D F check-points  and those  of

local forces armed and controlled by IDF adversely

affected access to UNRWA clinics and subsidized

hospitals.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December, on the recommendation of the

S p e c i a l  P o l i t i c a l  C o m m i t t e e ,  t h e  G e n e r a l

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  I  b y

recorded vote .

Protection of Palestine refugees

The General Assembly,

Recalling Security Council resolutions 508(1982) of 5
June 1982, 509 (1982) of 6 June 1982, 511(1982) of 18

June 1982, 512(1982) of 19 June 1982, 513(1982) of 4 July
1982, 515(1982) of 29 July 1982, 517(1982) of 4 August
1982, 518(1982) of 12 August 1982, 519(1982) of 17
August 1982, 520(1982) of 17 September 1982 and
523(1982) of 18 October 1982,

Recalling General Assembly resolutions ES-7/5 of 26
June 1982, ES-7/6 and ES-7/8 of 19 August 1982, ES-
7/9 of 24 September 1982, 37/120 J of 16 December
1982. 38/83 I of 15 December 1983 and 39/99 I of 14
December 1984,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General,

Having also considered the report of the Commissioner-
General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the
period from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985,

Referring to the humanitarian principles of the Geneva
Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Per-
sons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, and to the

obligations arising from the Regulations annexed to the
Hague Convention IV of 1907.

Taking into consideration the marked deterioration in the
security situation experienced by the refugees living in

the Gaza Strip as reported by the Commissioner-

General in his statement of 4 November 1985,

Deeply concerned at the lack of security for the Palestine

refugees in the Palestinian and other Arab territories

occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, resulting in
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scores of violent deaths, woundings, kidnappings, disap-

pearances, evictions in the face of threats, explosions and

arsons,

Deeply distressed at the sufferings of the Palestinians

resulting from the Israeli invasion of Lebanon,

Reaffirming its support for the sovereignty, unity and

territorial integrity of Lebanon, within its internationally

recognized boundaries,

1. Urges the Secretary-General, in consultation with

the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for

Palestine Refugees in the Near East, to undertake ef-

fective measures to guarantee the safety and security

and the legal and human rights of the Palestine refugees

in all the territories under Israeli occupation in 1967 and

thereafter;

2. Holds Israel responsible for the security of the

Palestine refugees in the Palestinian and other Arab ter-

ritories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, and

calls upon it to fulfil its obligations as the occupying Power

in this regard, in accordance with the pertinent provi-

sions of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protec-

tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949;

3. Calls once again upon Israel, the occupying Power,

to release forthwith all detained Palestine refugees, in-

cluding the employees of the United Nations Relief and

Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East;

4. Urges the Commissioner-General to provide hous-

ing, in consultation with the Government of Lebanon,

to the Palestine refugees whose houses were demolished

or razed by the Israeli forces;

5. Calls once again upon Israel to compensate the

Agency for the damage to its property and facilities

resulting from the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, without

prejudice to Israel’s responsibility for all damages

resulting from that invasion;

6. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation

wi th  the  Commiss ioner -Genera l ,  to  repor t  to  the

General Assembly, before the opening of its forty-first

session, on the implementation of the present resolution.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 I

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 1 6 - 2 - 3 3  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (96-2-28), 15 November (meeting

341; 8-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.24); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan,

Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34: plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,

Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,

Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,

Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,

Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia,

Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,

Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives,

Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,

Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,

Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao

Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore,

Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and

Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates,

United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,

Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, El

Salvador, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Grenada,

Guatemala, Haiti, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg,

Malawi, Netherlands New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Portugal, Spain,

Swaziland, Sweden, United Kingdom, Zaire.

T h e  s e v e n t h  p r e a m b u l a r  p a r a g r a p h  w a s

adopted, by recorded votes of 101 to 16, with 29

a b s t e n t i o n s ,  i n  p l e n a r y  a n d  9 1  t o  1 7 ,  w i t h  1 8

abstentions, in Committee.

In the opinion of the United States, the text in-

cluded an unacceptable, one-sided condemnation

of Israel in complete disregard of the truth; such

exercises in empty polemics only aggravated the

p rob l ems  f ac ing  U N R W A .  A l s o ,  c h a r g i n g  t h e

Secretary-General with guaranteeing the safety,

security and rights of the Palestine refugees in the

occupied territories would raise practical and legal

problems with the possibi l i ty of  confl ict ing

jurisdictional authorities.

Israel said the text contained identical opening

paragraphs to the previous year’s unjustified and

unwarranted resolution, and despite the fact that

Israeli forces had meanwhile left Lebanon. The

subsequent paragraphs referred not to the situa-

tion in Lebanon, but to that in Palestine and other

occupied territories. Both the Chairman of the

Committee on Palestinian rights and the Security

Council  had expressed concern over  t ragic

developments in and around the camps at Beirut

after Israel’s withdrawal from the area, Israel said.

There was little doubt that the principal cause of

such concern was action by the Syrian Arab

Republic ,  whose forces ,  in  conjunct ion with

Lebanese forces, had killed some 2,000 refugees

and wounded over 6,000 in camps in Lebanon.

However ,  the  seventh preambular  paragraph

merely substituted the phrase “in the Palestinian

and other Arab territories occupied since 1967, in-

cluding Jerusalem”, for “in occupied southern

Lebanon”, used in the 1984 text. It was clear to

the many visitors to Judaea, Samaria and Gaza

that the outrages which had allegedly occurred in

southern Lebanon during the previous year were

not being re-enacted in exactly the same way in

those territories.

Lebanon responded that the Palestinian civilian

and military presence in Lebanon and the violence

which had involved Palestinians and Lebanese

together had resulted from Israeli acts of aggres-

sion. Lebanon hoped that the talks currently being

held under Syrian sponsorship would lead to a

stable and lasting peace in Lebanon and make it

possible to restore the rule of law throughout the

country. Despite Israel’s claim to have withdrawn

its forces from southern Lebanon, United Nations

forces and the Lebanese Government continued

to consider that no such withdrawal had taken

place.

In Sweden’s view, the language of several

paragraphs was sweeping and contradictory and

the text did not appear to address the security

situation of the refugees most in need of protec-

tion; Sweden and Finland felt it was inappropriate

to demand that the Secretary-General should
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guarantee the safety of refugees when he had no

means to do so. Finland said the seventh pream-

bular paragraph and paragraph 3 were inaccurate

and overlooked the serious security problems of

Palestine refugees in parts of Lebanon that were

not occupied. It was Finland’s understanding that

the damage referred to in paragraph 5 was that

specified in UNRWA’s claim of approximately $4.4

million submitted to Israel.

Speaking for the 10 EC member States, Luxem-

bourg said they had difficulty in understanding why

a text which had been traditionally related to the

specific situation of Palestine refugees in Lebanon

now appeared to have a more general application.

The impression given was that their situation was

less grave than that in other occupied territories,

although reports demonstrated that the opposite

was true. With regard to paragraph 1, the EC

members felt that it was important not to detract

from Israel’s responsibility, as the occupying Power,

to provide protection to the civilian population; they

also had difficulty in supporting certain other

passages in the text which in their view contained

extreme generalizations.

In a similar vein, Austria remarked that previous

resolutions on the subject had referred to the situation

of refugees in Lebanon; the new text, however, ap-

plied in general to the territories occupied by Israel

since 1967.

Turkey reserved its position on paragraph 1 and

on the seventh preambular paragraph.

Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip

The living conditions of refugees and the security

situation in the Gaza Strip had deteriorated, the

Commissioner-General stated when introducing his

annual report
(2)

 in the General Assembly’s Special

Political Committee. There was a serious shortage

of adequate housing and increasing numbers of

refugees were finding it difficult to obtain employ-

ment, which added to other hardships. As a con-

sequence, there was heightened demand for special

hardship assistance and help in finding employment.

Unhealthy environmental conditions and continued

settlement activity further compounded unsatisfac-

tory living conditions, by reducing the amount of

land available for agriculture and by increasing the

pressure on already insufficient water supply and

waste disposal facilities. In addition, no solution

had been reached to the problem of the approx-

imately 5,000 Palestinian refugees on the Egyptian

side of the border between the Gaza Strip and the

Sinai, to whom UNRWA continued to provide

limited assistance, the Commissioner-General said.

Report of the Secretary-General. In September

1985,
(33)

 the Secretary-General submitted a report

on Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip, in accord-

ance with a 1984 General Assembly resolution
(34)

demanding that Israel desist from removing and

resettling Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip and

destroying their shelters. In reply to a note verbale

of 22 March 1985 by the Secretary-General, Israel

stated on 12 August that its position on the matter

had been set out in successive annual replies, the

latest in June 1984.
(35)

 To date, Israel said, it had

provided housing for more than 9,500 families and,

during 1985, another 620 families were to be housed

under the refugee voluntary rehabilitation pro-

gramme.

The Secretary-General reported that, following

a shooting incident in Gaza town on 17 April when

an Israeli soldier was wounded by a Palestine refugee,

Israeli authorities had partially demolished the

refugee’s father’s shelter in Bureij camp. In response

to UNRWA’s protest that the demolition amounted

to collective punishment contrary to the fourth

Geneva Convention, the authorities stated that the

demolition had been limited to extensions that con-

travened building regulations.

U N R W A was fol lowing up with the Israel i

authorities the rehousing of refugees who remained

affected by the demolitions in 1971 in the Gaza

Strip.
(36)

 Of 87 families previously categorized as

living in hardship conditions, 19 were still in hardship,

18 were inadequately and 37 adequately housed,

and 13 had purchased houses in Israeli-sponsored

projects. The authorities stated that the 19 families

living in hardship conditions were being rehoused.

Several refugee families living on the northern

perimeter of Jabalia camp had been told by Israeli

authorities to remove some of their shelter exten-

sions on the ground that they had been built without

proper authority on State land outside camp boun-

daries; the families had taken the matter to the High

Court of Israel where proceedings were continu-

ing. Some of the families concerned were understood

to have accepted an Israeli offer to move to a housing

project at Beit Lahiya, demolishing their shelters

at Jabalia as a pre-condition. Israeli authorities had

also levelled boundary walls and gardens at that

camp on the grounds that they were in contraven-

tion of building regulations.

The 35 families whose shelters on the perimeter

of Beach camp had been demolished in 1983
(37)

 had

still not been rehoused; 28 of them were living in

temporary shelters on or near the same site, 2 had

moved in with relatives and 5 had left. Israel had

stated that arrangements were being made to provide

alternative accommodation.

In the year under review, according to information

available, 326 refugee families, comprising 2,075

persons, moved to 194 plots of land in Israeli-

sponsored housing projects; in addition, three

refugee families comprising 14 persons moved to

completed housing units. As a pre-condition, 501

shelter rooms had to be demolished, of which

245 had been built by UNRWA and 27 had been

assisted by it. In requiring such demolitions,
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Israel maintained that it was to relieve congestion

in the camps and that material from demolished

shelters was used in new construction. UNRWA

believed such demolitions added to the acute hous-

ing crisis in the Gaza Strip.

The Israeli authorities had to date allocated a

total of 3,714 plots of land in the Gaza Strip for

housing projects. Houses had been built by 2,816

refugee families of 17,316 persons on 2,067 plots,

and construction was continuing on 361 plots. The

remaining plots were either vacant or belonged to

non-refugee families. In addition, 2,809 refugee

families consisting of 17,649 persons and 14 non-

refugee families comprising 65 persons had moved

into 2,665 completed housing units.

Refugee families were continuing to purchase

plots of land at subsidized rates for constructing

houses in projects developed by Israel in the Beit

Lahiya, Naslah and Tel el-Sultan areas. Israel had

also started recently to expand the al-Amal and

Sheikh Radwan housing projects.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  E  b y

recorded vote.

Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip

The General Assembly,

Recalling Security Council resolution 237(1967) of 14
June 1967,

Recalling also General Assembly resolutions
2792 C (XXVI) of 6 December 1971, 2963 C (XXVII)
of 13 December 1972, 3089 C (XXVIII) of 7 December
1973, 3331 D (XXIX) of 17 December 1974,
3419 C (XXX) of 8 December 1975, 31/15 E of 23
November 1976, 32/90 C of 13 December 1977, 33/112 E
of 18 December 1978, 34/52 F of  23 November 1979,
35/13 F of 3 November 1980, 36/146 A of 16 December
1981, 37/120 E of 16 December 1982, 38/83 E of 15
December 1983 and 39/99 E of 14 December 1984,

Having considered the report of the Commissioner-
General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the
period from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985, and the report
of the Secretary-General,

Recalling the provisions of paragraph 11 of its resolu-
tion 194(III) of 11 December 1948 and considering that
measures to resettle Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip
away from the homes and property from which they were
displaced constitute a violation of their inalienable right
of return,

A l a r m e d  b y  t h e  r e p o r t s  r e c e i v e d  f r o m  t h e
Commissioner-General that the Israeli occupying
authorities, in contravention of Israel’s obligation under
international law, persist in their policy of demolishing
shelters occupied by refugee families,

1. Reiterates strongly its demand that Israel desist from
the removal and resettlement of Palestine refugees in the
Gaza Strip and from the destruction of their shelters;

2. Requests the Secretary-General, after consulting
with the Commissioner-General of the United Nations

Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
Near East, to report to the General Assembly, before
the opening of its forty-first session, on Israel’s com-
pliance with paragraph 1 above.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 E

16 December 1985 Meeting 118 146-2-2 (recorded vote)

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (126-2), 15 November (meeting 34);

O-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.20); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt. India, Indonesia, Malaysia.

Pakistan, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin,

Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,

Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central

African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,

Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,

Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial

Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, German German Democratic

Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-

Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq,

Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s

Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Lux-

embourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,

Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay,

Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint

Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal, Seychelles Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Toga Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel, United States

Abstaining: Grenada, Zaire.

Israel declared that it would continue to pro-

vide better-quality accommodation to refugees in

the Gaza Strip, despite the demand in the text that

it should abandon its efforts to do so. The United

States regarded the text as highly polemical, one-

sided and harshly condemnatory.

Palestine refugees in the West Bank

The living conditions of refugees in the West

Bank had deter iorated,  the UNRWA Commis-

sioner-General stated when introducing his annual

report in the Special Political Committee. The

situation had been characterized by numerous in-

cidents, including confrontations between Israeli

set t lers  and the local  populat ion;  occasional

curfews had been decreed in the camps and there

had been disruptions in schools.

Communications. By a letter of 12 February

1985,
( 3 8 )

 the Chairman of the Committee on

Palest inian r ights  brought  to  the Secretary-

General’s attention the grave situation and grow-

ing tension in and around Palestinian refugee

camps, both in southern Lebanon (see p. 311)

a n d  i n  t h e  W e s t  B a n k .  A t  D h e i s h e h ,  n e a r

Bethlehem, all roads into the camp had been

blocked, the Chairman said; only one narrow

pedestrian entrance had remained open, affecting

services to the camp and aggravating the at-

mosphere of living under siege. On 1 February,

he added, police reinforced by military troops had
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arrested scores of residents in the camp and

villages in the vicinity.

In a letter of 19 March,
(39)

 the Chairman ex-

pressed the Committee’s profound concern that,

on 12 March, the press had reported that 35

youths from the Dheisheh camp, arrested during

a night raid on the camp on 31 January, were still

b e i n g  d e t a i n e d  f o r  i n t e r r o g a t i o n  w i t h o u t

charges.

R e p o r t  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l .  O f  t h e

357,704 Palestine refugees in the West Bank

registered with UNRWA, 266,473 lived outside

c a m p s ,  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l  n o t e d  i n  a
September 1985 report.

(40)
 He also reported that,

in reply to a note verbale of 22 March requesting

Israel to inform him of any steps taken to imple-

ment the General Assembly’s 1984 resolution
(41)

calling on Israel to refrain from removing and

resettling refugees in the West Bank, Israel had

stated on 12 August 1985 that its position had been

se t  out  in  1984.
( 4 2 )

 The views of  the  U N R W A

Commissioner-General remained also as stated in

1984.
(42)

 The Agency did not envisage being in-

volved in removing and resettling refugees; while

it did not oppose measures voluntarily accepted

by them to improve their living conditions, it

would strongly object to any attempt to force them

to comply with any particular scheme. The mere

fact of relocation did not affect eligibility for

UNRWA services, the Secretary-General added.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION

On 16 December 1985, on the recommendation

of the Special Political Committee, the General

A s s e m b l y  a d o p t e d  r e s o l u t i o n  4 0 / 1 6 5  J ,  b y

recorded vote.

Palestine refugees in the West Bank

The General Assembly,

Recalling Security Council resolution 237(1967) of 14
June 1967,

Recalling also General Assembly resolutions 38/83 J of
15 December 1983 and 39/99 J of 14 December 1984,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General,
Having also considered the report of the Commissioner-

General of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, covering the
period from 1 July 1984 to 30 June 1985,

Alarmed by Israel’s plans to remove and resettle the
Palestine refugees of the West Bank and to destroy their
camps,

Recalling the provisions of paragraph 11 of its resolu-
tion 194(III) of 11 December 1948 and considering that
measures to resettle Palestine refugees in the West Bank
away from the homes and property from which they were
displaced constitute a violation of their inalienable right
of return,

1. Calls once again upon Israel to abandon its plans
and to refrain from the removal, and from any action
that may lead to the removal and resettlement, of
Palestine refugees in the West Bank and from the
destruction of their camps;

2. Requests the Secretary-General, in co-operation
with the Commissioner-General of the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the
Near East, to keep the matter under close supervision
and to report to the General Assembly, before the open-
ing of its forty-first session, on any developments
regarding this matter.

General Assembly resolution 40/165 J

1 6  D e c e m b e r  1 9 8 5  M e e t i n g  1 1 8  1 4 6 - 2 - 2  ( r e c o r d e d  v o t e )

Approved by SPC (A/40/921) by recorded vote (126-2), 15 November (meeting 34):

S-nation draft (A/SPC/40/L.25); agenda item 79.

Sponsors: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Malaysia,

Pakistan, Yugoslavia.

Meeting numbers. GA 40th session: SPC 22-28, 31, 34; plenary 118.

Recorded vote in Assembly as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,

Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin,

Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso,

Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central

African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,

Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,

Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial

Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic

Republic, Germany, ‘Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,

Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran,

Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan Kenya, Kuwait, Lao Peo-

ple’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius

Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,

Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and

the Grenadines, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname,

Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United

Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Against: Israel, United States.

Abstaining: Grenada, Malawi.

The United States said it could not support

paragraph 1 of the text as it would exclude any

programmes which might seek to improve the

refugees’ quality of life pending an overall political

settlement; such programmes might include the

construction of new housing outside existing

camps, undertaken voluntarily by the refugees

themselves and in co-ordination with UNRWA.

REFERENCES
( 1 )

YUN 1982, p.  558, GA res.  37/120 I ,  16 Dec. 1982.
(2)

A/40/13 & Corr.1. 
(3)

A/41/13. 
(4)

YUN 1948-49. p. 174. GA

r e s .  1 9 4 ( I I I ) ,  1 1  D e c .  1 9 4 8 .  
( 5 )

A /40 /299 .  
( 6 )

A /40 i207 .
( 7 )

A /40 /216 -S /17072 .  
( 8 )

A /40 /13 /Add .1  &  Add .1 /Cor r . 1 .
( 9 )

A /40 /736 .  
( 1 0 )

A /40 /350 .  
( 1 1 )

YUN 1983 ,  p .  354 ,  GA

res. 38/83 I, 15 Dec. 1983. 
(12)

YUN 1984, p. 344, GA res.

39/99 I, 14 Dec. 1984. 
(13)

Ibid., p. 347, GA res. 39/99 G,

14 Dec. 1984. 
(14)

A/40/614. 
(15)

YUN 1984, p. 346.
( 1 6 )

A/40/580. 
( 1 7 )

YUN 1984, p,  336,  GA res.  39/99 A, 14

Dec. 1984. 
( 1 8 )

YUN 1982, p.  560.  
( 1 9 )

YUN 1984, p.  335.
(20)

Ibid., p. 343, GA res. 39/99 F, 14 Dec. 1984. 
(21)

A/40/766.
( 2 2 )

YUN 1984, p.  341, GA res.  39/99 K, 14 Dec. 1984.
(23)

A/40/543. 
(24)

YUN 1980, p. 443, GA res. 35/13 B, 3 Nov.

1 9 8 0 .  
( 2 5 )

Y U N  1 9 8 3 ,  p .  3 5 1 .  
( 2 6 )

Y U N  1 9 8 4 ,  p .  3 4 1 .
( 2 7 )

A/40/612. 
( 2 8 )

YUN 1984, p.  342, GA res.  39/99 D, 14

D e c .  1 9 8 4 .  
( 2 9 )

A / 4 0 / 6 1 6 .  
( 3 0 )

Y U N  1 9 8 4 ,  p .  3 4 6 ,  G A

r e s .  3 9 / 9 9  H ,  1 4  D e c .  1 9 8 4 .  
( 3 1 )

Y U N  1 9 8 1 ,  p .  3 3 6 .
( 3 2 )

A /40 /756 .  
( 3 3 )

A /40 /613 .  
( 3 4 )

Y U N  1 9 8 4 ,  p .  348 ,  GA
res. 39/99 E, 14 Dec. 1984. 

(35)
Ibid., p. 347. 

(36)
YUN 1971,

p.  198. 
( 3 7 )

YUN 1983, p.  358.  
( 3 8 )

A/40/128-S/16954.
(39)

A/40/183-S/17043. 
(40)

A/40/615. 
(41)

YUN 1984, p. 349, GA

res. 39/99 J, 14 Dec. 1984. 
(42)

Ibid., p. 349.


