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the League of Arab States, in accordance with

rule 39.
g

During the debate, most speakers expressed the

opinion that Israel’s action was an annexation of

Syrian territory, a violation of international law

and a new, serious obstacle to a settlement of the

Middle East conflict. Several States, including

China,  the  German Democrat ic  Republ ic ,  In-

donesia, Uganda and Yugoslavia, condemned the

Israeli action and supported the Syrian demand

that Israel revoke its decision. A number of speak-

ers ,  such as  China,  Cuba,  India ,  Kuwai t ,  the

L ibyan  Arab  J amah i r i ya ,  Mex ico ,  Pak i s t an ,

Saudi Arabia, Spain, Tunisia, Uganda, the USSR,

Viet Nam and Yugoslavia, called for considera-

tion of sanctions or firm action in the case of Is-

rael’s non-compliance with the Council decision.

Several  countr ies ,  for  example the Libyan

Arab Jamahiriya, Uganda and Viet Nam, said Is-

rael’s action had to be seen in the larger context

of  i ts  expansion and annexat ion pol icy.  The

need for Israel’s withdrawal, not only from the

Golan Heights but from all the territories occu-

pied since 1967, was underlined by a number of

States, among them Mexico, Romania, Turkey

and Zaire.

In the Syrian Arab Republic’s view, Israel’s

act ion epitomized a process of  colonizat ion

begun in 1967 with a twofold objective: first, to

create a de facto settler-colonialist situation, and

second, to prevent the displaced Syrian Arab citi-

zens, numbering approximately 200,000, from

returning to  their  homes and proper ty  in  the

Golan Heights. It saw Israel’s act not only as a

breach of the cease-fire but as an act of war, and

declared that it would not spare any effort to

defend its territory and its national interests. It

expected the Council to demand that Israel re-

scind its annexation of Syrian territory and, in

the case of non-compliance, to impose sanctions.

Israel said it had occupied the Golan Heights

in self-defence, following frequent Syrian bom-

bardment of Israeli towns. Since then, the Syrian

Arab Republic had refused to respond to Israel’s

repeated appeals for peace. In 1981, the Syrian

Arab Republic had stepped up its subversive ac-

tivities to incite the local Druze population of

the Golan Heights against Israel and had been

tightening its links with the Libyan Arab Jama-

hiriya. Israel’s decision to apply its laws, jurisdic-

t ion and administrat ion to  the Golan Heights

had been taken in order to regularize the situa-

tion, as all the authorities there, military and

civilian, were Israelis. No responsible Govern-

ment could agree to return to the totally insecure

pre-1967 armist ice demarcat ion l ines.  Israel

again appealed to the Syrian Arab Republic to

star t  negotiat ions on al l  outs tanding issues,

including the international boundary.

Egypt, stating that the Israeli action under-

mined the Middle East peace process, urged Israel

to rescind that act and desist from similar measures

and called on the United Nations to put an end to

the Israeli policies and practices in the occupied

territories. Kuwait stated that the timing of the

sudden Israeli decision and the attempts to con-

vince the Syrian population of the Golan Heights

to become Israeli citizens or, at least, carry Israeli

identif icat ion cards indicated that  Israel  had

planned to annex that territory a long time ago.

Lebanon expressed unconditional support for the

Syrian Arab Republic in the face of Israel’s new

aggression, adding that the world would become

lawless if nations were allowed to get away with

such actions. Tunisia believed that Israel’s recent

steps were not an isolated incident but were de-

signed to strengthen a premeditated and systemat-

ic policy of transforming fact into law and occupa-

tion into outright annexation.

T h e  L i b y a n  A r a b  J a m a h i r i y a  s t a t e d  t h a t

Israel would not have dared carry out its aggres-

sion against the Golan Heights had it not been

f o r  t h e  s u p p o r t  f r o m  a n d  a l l i a n c e  w i t h  t h e

United States. A similar view was held by several

other speakers, such as the German Democratic

Republic, the USSR and Viet Nam. The Perma-

nent  Observer  of  the League of  Arab States

hoped the United States would rejoin the inter-

national consensus on the current occasion, in-

stead of allowing Israel to create new colonial

and annexationist legitimacy.

The Niger considered that Israel’s action con-

firmed its periodically revealed determination to

maintain a state of successive crises in order to

cement its policy of aggression, war and domina-

tion. Stating that any step towards confrontation

must be discouraged, Senegal said the Council

had the duty to render Israel’s decision inopera-

tive. Uganda said Israel could achieve security

not  by the annexat ion of  occupied terr i tor ies

and aggression against neighbouring Arab States

but only through a negotiated and comprehen-

sive peace, beginning with a just settlement of

the Palestine question.

China said the Council should reaffirm that Is-

rael’s  act ion was i l legal ,  nul l  and void and

should be revoked; it should call on Israel to

withdraw from the terr i tor ies  occupied s ince

1967. Japan also urged Israel to withdraw and

said Israel must realize that only by pursuing a

solut ion to the Middle East  problem through

peaceful means could its own security be more ef-

fect ively guaranteed.  The Phil ippines viewed

the action by the Israeli Parliament as complicat-

ing and obstructing the search for a just and last-

ing solution in the Middle East.
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