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standing of the Bahamian note of 21 May. It to the delimitation of the sea areas of the two
also noted that the Bahamian Government had countries. An annex to the letter detailed facts
agreed on the need to give careful consideration relating to the incident of 10 May.

Documentary references

S/13937. Letter of 12 May from Bahamas (transmitting note
of same date from Ministry of External Affairs to Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Cuba).

S/13939. Letter of 13 May from Cuba (transmitting note of 12
May, and editorial from 13 May issue of Granma constitut-
ing official position of Government).

S/13943. Letter of 16 May from Bahamas (transmitting note
verbale of 15 May to Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Cuba).

S/13955. Letter of 21 May from Cuba (transmitting note
verbale of 19 May to Ministry of External Affairs of
Bahamas).

S/13959, S/13964. Letters of 23 and 27 May from Bahamas
(transmitting notes verbales of 21 and 27 May to Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Cuba).

S/13974. Letter of 2 June from Bahamas. (Annex: Facts per-
taining to violation of Bahamian sovereignty and territorial
integrity by Cuban armed forces on 10 and 11 May.)

S/14004. Letter of 16 June from Cuba. (Annex: Facts relating
to incident of 10 May.)

A/35/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1979–15 June
1980, Chapter 26.

Communication from Costa Rica

By a letter dated 16 January 1980, addressed to in El Salvador. Condemning terrorism, kidnap-
the Secretary-General, the representative of ping, hostage-taking, blackmail and sabotage as
Costa Rica transmitted the text of a press release methods of political action, Costa Rica appealed
from his Government expressing satisfaction at to the United Nations to take all necessary steps
the prompt release of the Costa Rican Ambassa- to secure the prompt release of hostages current-
dor and other diplomatic officials who had been ly being held in the United States Embassy in
seized and detained in the Panamanian Embassy Teheran, Iran (see p. 309).

Documentary references

S/13753. Letter of 16 January from Costa Rica (transmitting A/35/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1979–15 June
press release). 1980, Chapter 25.

Chapter XII

Questions relating to the Middle East

In 1980, the situation in the Middle East contin-
ued to occupy the attention of the Security
Council, the General Assembly and several
other United Nations bodies.

In southern Lebanon along the border with
Israel, where the United Nations Interim Force
in Lebanon (UNIFIL) was stationed, the cease-fire
was broken a number of times. Lebanon submit-
ted a series of complaints of attacks by Israeli
forces against civilian targets. Israel, on the
other hand, repeatedly charged that armed ele-
ments of the Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO) had attempted to cross into Israel through
UNIFIL lines. On 18 April, through a statement
by its President, the Security Council con-
demned attacks on UNIFIL and the murder of two
of its soldiers by the de facto forces in southern
Lebanon operating outside the Government’s
control. By a resolution of 24 April, it con-

demned Israel’s military intervention in Lebanon
and requested action to restore Lebanon’s sover-
eignty over all its territory. The Council extend-
ed UNIFIL'S mandate twice-first until 19 Decem-
ber and then for another six months, until 19
June 1981.

The situation in the Israel-Syria sector re-
mained quiet, with no serious incidents. Twice
during the year, the Council extended for six
months the mandate of the United Nations Dis-
engagement Observer Force, stationed in the
Golan Heights. The second extension was until
31 May 1981.

The General Assembly in 1980 appropriated a
total of $156,743,240 for the two United Nations
peace-keeping forces in the Middle East, and ap-
proved higher reimbursement rates to troop-
contributing States.
The question of Palestine was the subject of
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an emergency special session in July, at which
the Assembly reiterated its call for complete Is-
raeli withdrawal from all the territories occu-
pied since 1967, including Jerusalem, and re-
affirmed the inalienable rights of the Palestinian
people to self-determination and establishment
of an independent State. The Security Council
was asked to adopt effective measures under
the sanctions provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations. These demands were repeated
in an Assembly resolution adopted in December
at the regular session. By another resolution of
15 December, the Assembly rejected all sepa-
rate treaties that violated Palestinian rights and
contradicted the principle of just and compre-
hensive solutions to the Middle East problem.

In its 1980 report, the Committee on the Exer-
cise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People reaffirmed its 1976 recommendations de-
signed to enable the Palestinian people to exer-
cise its rights. Included in the Committee’s
recommendations was a call for Israeli withdraw-
al from the occupied territories according to a
timetable to be fixed by the Security Council
and the implementation of the right of the
Palestinian people to self-determination and na-
tional independence.

In a resolution on the situation in the Middle
East, adopted on 16 December, the Assembly re-
affirmed its conviction that the question of Pales-
tine was at the core of the Middle East conflict
and that no comprehensive and lasting peace
would be achieved without the full exercise by
the Palestinian people of its inalienable rights,
and without the equal participation of the par-
ties, including PLO.

The situation in the territories occupied by
‘Israel continued to occupy the attention of
United Nations bodies. On 30 July, Israel
passed a “basic law” declaring Jerusalem to be
its capital, despite a Security Council resolution
of 30 June reaffirming the non-validity of Israeli
measures to alter the city’s status. The Council
censured on 20 August Israel’s action on Jerusa-
lem and decided not to recognize it. The Assem-
bly took similar action by a resolution of 15
December.

On 5 December, the Assembly called for con-
tinued economic and social aid by United
Nations agencies and organs to Palestinians, to
be given in co-operation and consultation with
local Palestinian organizations and the parties.

On 1 March, the Council determined that Is-
rael’s policy of settling parts of its population in
the occupied territories constituted a serious ob-
struction to peace in the Middle East. At the
same time, and again on 5 June, it called on
States not to provide Israel with assistance to be
used specifically in connexion with such settle-

ments. The Assembly adopted a similar resolu-
tion in December.

The three-member Security Council Commis-
sion on Israeli settlements in the occupied ter-
ritories reported in November 1980 that Israel’s
systematic settlements policy had brought dras-
tic adverse changes to the daily life of the re-
maining Arab population, as well as to the
geographical and demographic nature of the
territories.

The Special Committee to Investigate Israeli
Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the
Population of the Occupied Territories, in its
report to the Assembly, stated that Israel’s an-
nexation and settlements policy continued
unabated, while acts of violence by the Israeli
settlers and the military authorities against the
Arab population had increased significantly.

The expulsion of the Mayors of Hebron (Al-
Khalil) and Halhoul and of the Islamic Judge of
Hebron was another subject of United Nations
resolutions. Both the Council, on 8 and 20 May
and 19 December, and the Assembly, also in
December, called on Israel to rescind the illegal
measures taken in expelling the three Palestinian
leaders and to facilitate their immediate return.

The Assembly, on 11 December, adopted six
resolutions on the Special Committee’s report. It
condemned Israeli policies and practices such as
evacuation, deportation, expulsion and displace-
ment of the Arab inhabitants, demolition of
houses, mass arrests, and the illegal exploitation
of the natural resources of the occupied territo-
ries. The Assembly determined that the Israeli
measures and actions to change the status,
geographical nature and demographic composi-
tion of those territories had no legal validity and
called again on Israel to desist from those ac-
tions. The Assembly further determined that all
Israeli legislative and administrative measures
that purported to alter the character and legal
status of the Golan Heights were null and void
and constituted a flagrant violation of interna-
tional law and the 1949 Geneva Convention rela-
tive to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War, and called on Israel to desist from
enacting such legislation. It called again on
Israel. to comply with that Convention and
urged all States parties to it to exert all efforts to
ensure respect for and compliance with its provi-
sions in the occupied territories, including Jeru-
salem. The Assembly also condemned Israeli
policies and practices against Palestinian stu-
dents and the systematic repression of universi-
ties in the occupied territories, and demanded
that  Israel  ensure the f reedom of  those
institutions.

On 5 December, the Assembly condemned Is-
raeli policy resulting in the deterioration of the
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living conditions of Palestinians and called on
all States to co-operate with the United Nations
and local Palestinian authorities to alleviate
those conditions. It also reaffirmed the right of
the Arab States and peoples subjected to Israeli
occupation to permanent sovereignty over their
natural resources and economic activities.

In 1980, the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East
(UNRWA) maintained its education, health and
relief programmes for Palestine refugees in
Jordan, Lebanon, the Syrian Arab Republic and
the Israeli-occupied territories of the West Bank
and the Gaza Strip. To overcome a deficit of
more than $56 million at the beginning of the
year, the basic food ration was kept at the re-
duced 1978 level, and a number of capital im-
provements were deferred.

On 3 November, the Assembly adopted six
resolutions on UNRWA. It renewed the Agency’s
mandate for another three years, until 30 June
1984, and urged Governments to contribute
regularly and generously to meet the Agency’s

needs. It appealed for funds for education and
training, including refugee scholarships. It en-
dorsed continued UNRWA humanitarian assis-
tance to other displaced persons in the area. It re-
affirmed the rights of all displaced inhabitants to
return to their homes or former places of resi-
dence, and called on Israel to stop removing and
resettling Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip
and destroying their shelters. It also requested
its Working Group on the Financing of UNRWA

to continue its efforts for another year.
By a resolution of 5 December, the Assembly

requested the Secretary-General to continue to
help Lebanon implement its reconstruction and
development plans, with assistance from United
Nations specialized agencies. For its programme
in the south, Lebanon designated the United
Nations Children’s Fund as executing agency
for water-supply projects and the repair and con-
struction of schools and hospitals.

Details of these and other related actions on
Middle East questions are given in the following
pages.

Situation in the Middle East: status of the cease-fire

Israel-Syria sector: United Nations Disengagement Observer Force

Communications
On 21 February 1980, the Syrian Arab Repub-

lic transmitted to the President of the Security
Council a letter of the same date from its Deputy
Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs,
addressed to the Secretary-General, rejecting
charges made by the Prime Minister of Israel to
the effect that the Syrian Arab Republic was
planning to launch a military action against
Israel, and accusing Israel of preparing acts of
aggression against his country.

In a letter of 7 March to the Council President,
Israel replied that it was not contemplating an
attack on the Syrian Arab Republic or any other
country.

By a note verbale of 27 October, the Syrian
Arab Republic transmitted to the Secretary-
General a letter from its Deputy Prime Minister
and Foreign Minister, stating that the Israeli
Knesset intended to discuss a bill for the annexa-
t ion of  the Syr ian Golan Heights and re-
emphasizing the need to put an end to Israel’s
aggressive and expansionist practices.

.

The first action was taken on 30 May, when
the mandate due to expire on 31 May was ex-
tended to 30 November. Then, on 26 November,
the Council further extended the mandate to 31
May 1981. The Council acted after receiving
reports on U N D O F by the Secretary-General
covering the periods from 24 November 1979 to
23 May 1980 and from 24 May to 20 November
1980. In both cases, he recommended extension
of the Force for six months.

On each occasion, the Council adopted a reso-
lution prepared in the course of consultations
among its members. The texts were adopted,
without debate, by 14 votes to 0, with one
member (China) not participating in the vote.

By resolutions 470(1980) and 481(1980), the
Council: renewed UNDOF’S mandate for another
six months; called on the parties to implement
its resolution 338(1973), by which it had called
for determined efforts to achieve a just and dur-
able peace settlement;’ and requested the
Secretary-General to report again in six months.

At both meetings, the President then made
virtually identical statements:

Decisions of the Security
Council (May and November)

During 1980, the Security Council twice ap-
proved six-month extensions of the mandate of

In connexion with the adoption of the resolution
on the renewal of the mandate of the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force, I have

the United Nations Disengagement Observer
Force (UNDOF).

1See Y.U.N., 1973, p. 213, resolution 338(1973) of 22 October
1973.
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been authorized to make the following complemen-
tary statement on behalf of the Security Council
regarding the resolution just adopted:

“As is known, the report of the Secretary-General
on the United Nations Disengagement Observer
Force states in paragraph 26 [paragraph 27 of the
second 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 compre-
hensive settlement covering all aspects of the
Middle East problem can be reached.’ This state-
ment of the Secretary-General reflects the view of
the Security Council.”

In his reports of 23 May and 20 November,
the Secretary-General gave an account of the
Force’s continued supervision of the observance
of the cease-fire between Israel and the Syrian
Arab Republic. He said that, with the co-

operation of the parties, UNDOF had continued to
perform its functions effectively, though restric-
tions on its freedom of movement still existed.
The situation in the sector had remained quiet,
with no serious incidents during the period
under review.

As at 24 November, the strength of the Force
was 1,296, with contingents drawn from Austria
(529), Canada (225), Finland (389) and Poland
(135), and including 18 observers from the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization in Pales-
tine (UNTSO). There had been one casualty during
the reporting period; on 15 September, an Austri-
an soldier was seriously injured in a mine accident.
Throughout 1980, the Force Commander contin-
ued to be Major-General Guenther G. Greindl of
Austria, and from 1 February the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO was Major-General Erkki Raine Kaira of
Finland (seep. 358).

Documentary references and texts of resolutions

Communicat ions
S/13612 (A/35/112). Letter of 21 February from Syrian Arab

Republic (transmitting letter of same date from Deputy
Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs).

S/13834. Letter of 7 March from Israel.
S/14234 (A/35/563). Report of Secretary-General, Chapter

II A.
S/14239 (A/35/571). Note verbale of 27 October from Syrian

Arab Republic (transmitting letter from Deputy Prime Minis-
ter and Minister for Foreign Affairs).

Decisions of the Security
Council (May and November)

Security Council. meeting 2224.

S/13957. Report of Secretary-General on UNDOF for period
24 November 1979 to 23 May 1980.

S/13967. Draft resolution.
S/13970. Note by President of Security Council containing

complementary statement made at meeting 2224, 30 May.

Resolution 47O(1980). as proposed in S/13967, adopted by
Council on 30 May 1980. meeting 2224, by 14 votes to 0
(China did not participate in voting).

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

the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,
Decides:
(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement im-

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

gagement Observer Force for another period of six months,
that is, until 30 November 1980;

(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).

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, p. 10.

Security Council, meeting 2256.

S/14263. Report of Secretary-General on UNDOF for period
24 May to 20 November 1980.

S/14269. Draft resolution.
S/14271. Note by President of Security Council containing

complementary statement made at meeting 2256, 26
November.

Resolution 481(1980), as proposed in S/14269, adopted by
Council on 26 November 1980. meeting 2256, by 14 votes
to 0 (China did not participate in voting).

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

the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force,
Decides:
(a) To call upon the parties concerned to implement im-

mediately Security Council resolution 338(1973):
(b) To renew the mandate of the United Nations Disen-

gagement Observer Force for another period of six months,
that is, until 31 May 1961:

(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).

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, pp. 14 and 15.

Other  documents
A/35/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1979–15 June

1980, Chapter 1 E (paras. 289-295).
A/36/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1980-15 June

1981, Chapter 1 C (paras. 123-128).

Situation in the Israel-Lebanon sector

Communications (February-24 April)
The President of the Security Council and the

plaints during the first four months of 1980 con-

Secretary-General received a number of com-
cerning incidents in the Israel-Lebanon sector,
in which the United Nations Interim Force in
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Lebanon (UNIFIL) was deployed to assist the
Lebanese Government in re-establishing its au-
thority in the area.

By a letter of 8 February to the Secretary-
General, Israel charged that terrorists from Leba-
nese territory had attacked civilians in Israel.
Pursued by a patrol of the Israel Defence Forces,
they had escaped, in all likelihood the letter
said, into the area controlled by UNIFIL.

In a letter of 7 April to the President of the
Council, Israel charged that terrorists of the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) based
in Lebanon had penetrated into Israel from the
UNIFIL area of operation and seized two nursery
buildings, killing an infant, a civilian and an Is-
raeli soldier, and wounding other small children
and soldiers.

In letters dated 21 and 25 March, Lebanon
charged Israeli forces with continued shelling of
Lebanese villages, many of them within the
UNIFIL area of operation, which had caused ex-
tensive damage to property and left several per-
sons wounded. Three soldiers of the Netherlands
contingent of UNIFIL had been injured. Lebanon
reserved its right to call for an urgent meeting of
the Security Council should the situation further
deteriorate.

In letters dated 14 and 15 April, Israel submit-
ted a series of charges regarding the activities of
PLO terrorists against southern Lebanon since
the establishment of UNIFIL and against targets in
Israel since the withdrawal of Israel Defence
Forces units from Lebanon in June 1978.

By a letter of 18 April, the representative of
the United Arab Emirates, in his capacity as
Chairman of the Arab group of States at the
United Nations, charged that members of an Is-
raeli special force had raided the Sarafand area
in southern Lebanon at dawn that day, killing 22
civilians and causing considerable destruction of
property, and called for immediate action by the
Security Council.

On 21 Apr i l ,  I re land t ransmit ted to the
Secretary-General a Government statement of
20 April in connexion with the killing of three
soldiers-two of which had been murdered on
18 April-from the Irish contingent of UNIFIL by
irregular de facto forces of Major Saad Haddad,
asking for specific measures to ensure the effec-
tive functioning of the Force and the safety of its
personnel.

In a letter of 24 April to the Secretary-
General, Italy set out a statement of 22 April
by the nine member States of the European
Community expressing profound revulsion at
the recent killing of UNIFIL soldiers and reaffirm-
ing their support for the independence, sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon and
for UNIFIL’s operations.

Consideration by the
Security Council (13-24 April)

The Security Council met from 13 to 24 April
to consider a letter of 10 April from Lebanon
and a special report of the Secretary-General on
UNIFIL.

By its letter, Lebanon charged Israel with con-
tinuing acts of aggression against southern Leba-
non and with direct confrontation with UNIFIL,
and requested a meeting of the Council.

In his special report dated 11 April, the
Secretary-General informed the Council of the
escalation of tension in and adjacent to the
UNIFIL area of operation, where serious incidents
had occurred, including violent harassment by
the de facto forces of long-established observation
posts manned by observers of the United Nations
Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine
(UNTSO). Since 6 April, the de facto forces had
sought forcibly to establish a permanent armed
presence in the area of deployment of the Irish
battalion. During the night of 6/7 April, Palestin-
ian armed elements had attacked the Israeli Kib-
butz Misgav Am. Starting on 8 April, Israeli
tanks, armoured vehicles and personnel had
moved into southern Lebanon, including the
UNIFIL area of deployment.

In three addenda to his special report issued
on 16 and 18 April, the Secretary-General
provided the Council with further information
on the continuing acts of harassment of UNIFIL

by the de facto forces, which had resulted in the
murder of two Irish soldiers.

Fiji, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jordan, Lebanon,
the Netherlands, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and the
Syrian Arab Republic were invited, at their re-
quest, to participate in the Council’s debate
without the right to vote.

By a letter of 13 April to the Council Presi-
dent, Tunisia requested that PLO be invited to
participate in the discussion. The President ob-
served that the proposal was not made pursuant
to rule 372 or rule 393 of the Council’s provisional
rules of procedure. He added that the invitation,
if approved, would confer on PLO the same rights
as those conferred on a Member State when
invited to participate pursuant to rule 37.

2 Rule 37 of the Council’s provisional rules of procedure reads:
“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 Council, 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 af-
fected, or when a Member brings a matter to the attention of the
Security Council in accordance with Article 35 (1) of the Charter.”
For text of Article 35, paragraph 1, of the Charter of the United
Nations, see APPENDIX II.

3 Rule 39 of the Council’s provisional rules of procedure reads:
“The Security Council may invite members of the Secretariat or other
persons, whom it considers competent for the purpose, to supply it
with information or to give other assistance in examining matters
within its competence.”
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At the request of the United States, the Coun-
cil took a vote on the Tunisian proposal, which
was adopted by 10 votes to 1 United States),
with 4 abstentions (France, Norway, Portugal,
United Kingdom). The United States reiterated
that it was inappropriate for the Council to
couch such an invitation to PLO in terms that
some might interpret as conferring rights of par-
ticipation as if it were a Member State.

At requests by Tunisia of 13 and 22 April, invi-
tations under rule 39 were extended, without ob-
jection, to the Permanent Observer of the
League of Arab States to the United Nations
and to the Personal Representative of the
Secretary-General of the League, respectively.

At the Council’s meeting of 13 April, the
Secretary-General made a statement concerning
the latest developments in the UNIFIL area of op-
eration, saying in particular that artillery and
mortar fire by the de facto forces had caused
severe damage to UNIFIL headquarters and prop-
erty and the At-Tiri area and that two soldiers
had suffered injuries as a result. He reported
that four members of the Irish contingent had
been captured by the de facto forces. At a meeting
with Israeli and de facto forces, UNIFIL had agreed
to withdraw its reserve from At-Tiri as soon as
all de facto forces had left the village. The
Secretary-General expressed his concern at the
deteriorating situation and asked for Council
assistance in dealing with the harassment of
UNIFIL by the de facto forces.

On 14 April, the Secretary-General told the
Council that Israel had informed him that it had
withdrawn all its troops from southern Lebanon.
However, he said, UNIFIL had been unable to con-
firm the extent of the withdrawal, as its freedom
of movement in the enclave was still severely
restricted.

The representative of Lebanon informed the
Council that the Commander-in-Chief of the
Lebanese Army had offered to the UNIFIL Com-
mander that the Lebanese detachment in the
UNIFIL area of operation be moved to At-Tiri in
order to share in the responsibilities of peace-
keeping. That, he said, was a major development
in enabling Lebanon to recover its sovereignty.
He voiced doubts that the Israeli withdrawal
was real and total and called for measures to put
an end to a situation in which Lebanon’s interna-
tional boundaries remained at Israel’s mercy. An
end must also be put to the existence of the de
facto forces which had become nothing more
than an accessory of Israel’s occupation.

Lebanon requested from the Council a resolu-
tion which would provide for the immediate cessa-
tion of hostilities against UNIFIL and its unhindered
deployment, the immediate and unconditional
withdrawal of Israeli army units from southern

Lebanon, the dismantling and disarming of its sur-
rogate de facto forces, and the reactivation of the
1949 General Armistice Agreement.

France condemned the attacks by the de facto
forces against UNIFIL and deplored Israel’s inter-
vention as an inadmissible infringement of Leba-
non’s territorial integrity and sovereignty, as
well as a violation of the Charter of the United
Nations and United Nations resolutions on
UNIFIL. It emphasized the importance of enabling
the Force to enjoy complete freedom of move-
ment in its zone of operations.

Israel stated that its Government deeply de-
plored the tension in the south of Lebanon and
fully supported the national sovereignty, territo-
rial integrity and unity of Lebanon within its in-
ternationally recognized boundaries. However,
the presence of PLO and Syrian forces in Lebanon
had reduced Lebanese sovereignty to shambles.
The high hopes placed in UNIFIL had not been
fulfilled, mainly because of the infiltration of PLO

terrorists into the areas under its control.
According to information in the possession of

the Israeli Government, PLO and its associates
had established themselves in large numbers in
about 40 locations within UNIFIL’S area of opera-
tion where they carried out various activities,
including frequent attempts to infiltrate into
Israel. Under those circumstances, Israel said,
its Government had the right and duty to take
all the measures necessary to protect its citizens.
Such inherent right of self-defence was recog-
nized under Article 51 of the Charter.4

The USSR said Israel had carried out a mass
invasion into Lebanese territory, thus flouting
again international law and violating the numer-
ous Council resolutions whose purpose was to
preserve Lebanon’s sovereignty and territorial
integrity. With the help of its agents in Lebanon,
namely the anti-Government forces of Major
Haddad, Israel had made it impossible for
United Nations troops to establish control over
the Lebanese areas that bordered Israel. In the
view of the USSR, Israel’s aggressive and pro-
vocative actions were part and parcel of the ex-
pansionist policy of its ruling circles for which
military adventures had long been used as a
means to realize far-reaching plans for annexa-
tion. By stepping up military tension, Israel was
endeavouring to distract international attention
from the ongoing negotiations regarding so-
called administrative autonomy for Palestinians,
the purpose of which was to facilitate Israel’s
consolidation of its annexation of the Arab lands
occupied in 1967. The conclusion of the Camp
David accords in September 1978 and the sign-
ing in March 1979 of a separate Egyptian-Israeli

4 For text of Article 51 of the Charter. see APPENDlX II.
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treaty had given Israel free rein to pursue its in-
creasingly aggressive and expansionist policy
against Lebanon and the Palestinian refugees
located in its territory. That policy could not
have been pursued had Israel not enjoyed virtu-
ally unlimited support from its protectors. The
United States not only provided Israel with the
most sophisticated form of weaponry, but also
prevented the Security Council from taking
any decision that would condemn Israel’s
armed provocations and provide for adoption
of effective measures to put an end to them.

Turning to the overall situation in the Middle
East, the USSR stated that a comprehensive and
just settlement was feasible only if due account
was taken of the legitimate rights of all parties
concerned, including the Arab people of Pales-
tine. For that, it added, there was only one
genuine basis, namely, the restoration to the
Arabs of all the territories seized in 1967, the
granting to the Palestinian Arabs of the right of
self-determination, including the right to create
their own State, and the granting to all States in
the area of an independent and secure existence.
Any attempts to solve the problem on the basis
of separate transactions would only increase the
tension in the area and further Israel’s ag-
gressiveness. The USSR believed it essential
that the Security Council adopt a resolution
which contained unambiguous wording that
would not only call for respect for Lebanon’s ter-
ritorial integrity, sovereignty and political inde-
pendence but would provide for forthright mea-
sures against the Israeli aggressor.

The representative of Norway said that the in-
cursion of the Israeli forces into southern Leba-
non was a clear defiance of Council decisions
and a violation of Lebanon’s sovereignty and ter-
ritorial integrity. Norway condemned the attack
on Kibbutz Misgav Am. However, that appalling
act could not justify an armed incursion into
southern Lebanon. Israel, in the view of the Nor-
wegian representative, carried a heavy responsi-
bility in the tense situation created by the de
facto forces, since their activity could not be sus-
tained without Israel’s moral, financial and logis-
tic support. He urged Israel to co-operate fully
to compel the de facto forces to cease their harass-
ment of UNIFIL and to refrain from such flagrant
breaches of international law and code of con-
duct as had been witnessed recently.

The representative of the German Democratic
Republic said the recent aggressive actions of
the Israeli military and the Haddad gang could
be viewed as one more link in the chain of the Is-
raeli policy aimed against a comprehensive, just
and lasting solution of the Middle East conflict.
Instead of compelling Israel to observe interna-
tional rules; its protectors had chosen the course

of separate deals which were being used by the
aggressors for further adventures. In the view of
his country, the Middle East crisis could be re-
solved only on the basis of the withdrawal of all
Israeli troops from the Arab territories occupied
in 1967, implementation of the inalienable rights
of the Palestinian people, in particular its right
to its own independent State, and assurance of
the security of all States of the region.

The representative of Zambia stated that
Israel should be condemned in the strongest
terms for its acts of aggression against Lebanon
and the wanton and savage destruction and at-
tacks against UNIFIL. The Council, he said, must
act to ensure full respect for its decisions regard-
ing the situation in Lebanon, which, in his view,
could not be divorced from the general problem
of the Middle East.

In Jamaica’s view, the events of the past week
had shown that both the Israel Defence Forces
and Haddad’s rebel forces, supportive of each
other, had undertaken their defiant actions in
the knowledge that UNIFIL’S mandate ensured
that its response would be limited. While Jamai-
ca continued to regard UNIFIL’S presence as vital
to the prevention of all-out war in the area, it be-
lieved the Council should show determination to
prevent the continued abuse and harassment of
its peace-keeping troops and flagrant violations
of the United Nations Charter by Israel.

The United Kingdom shared the deep concern
expressed by the Secretary-General and many
others about the escalation of violence in south-
ern Lebanon. It condemned the murderous at-
tacks on UNIFIL by Major Haddad’s forces as well
as the Israeli incursion into Lebanon. It also con-
demned the attack on Kibbutz Misgav Am, but
did not regard it as a justification for the subse-
quent incursion of Israel into Lebanon. The
United Kingdom urged all concerned to co-
operate with UNIFIL and avoid any action which
might obstruct the full implementation of Securi-
ty Council resolution 425 (1978),5 calling, inter
alia, for respect for the territorial integrity, sover-
eignty and political independence of Lebanon.

Bangladesh and the Philippines called for a
complete end to the wanton v io lat ions of
UNIFIL’S role as a peace-keeping force; otherwise
the prestige and authority of the Organization
would be seriously eroded. In Bangladesh’s
view, pressure must be applied, particularly by
those countries best placed for that purpose, to
make Israel fulfil its obligations and comply
with its commitment to co-operate with UNIFIL.

Portugal called for the full re-establishment of
the sovereignty of the Lebanese Government
over all its territory and expressed support for

5 See Y.U.N., 1978, p. 312, resolution 425(1978) of 19 March 1978.
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any measures aimed at enhancing UNIF IL ’S
capacity to implement its mandate fully.

In the course of the debate, the Council heard
other statements by non-member States, as well
as the representatives of PLO and the League of
Arab States.

Jordan called on the Council to put an end to
Israel’s aggression and ensure the total with-
drawal of all its armed forces from Lebanon. Oth-
erwise, it said, the whole Middle East would find
itself in the throes of a conflict that could pose a
most serious threat to international peace.

The representative of Ireland said he had
been instructed to address the Council in view of
his Government’s great concern regarding
recent events involving UNIFIL, particularly in
the area where the Irish contingent was sta-
tioned. It was essential that the difficulties
placed in the way of the Force in its efforts to
carry out its mandate be removed. If the full co-
operation of the parties was not forthcoming, the
most serious questions as to the value of the
Force would arise.

The Netherlands also expressed great concern
about the consistent obstruction of UNIFIL in the
implementation of its mandate. It emphasized
the urgent need for the extension of UNIFIL’S
complete control to the internationally recog-
nized boundary of Lebanese territory, which it
considered instrumental to controlling move-
ments of armed elements and a prerequisite
fo r  the  fu l f i lmen t  o f  U N I F I L ’ S  manda te .  I t
associated itself with the Secretary-General’s
call for restraint and wished to impress on Israel
the absolute necessity of calling a halt to the ac-
tions of Haddad’s forces. The Netherlands also
believed it important that UNTSO become opera-
tional again in the internationally recognized
demarcation line between Israel and Lebanon.

Italy expressed the belief that Israel must be
made to realize that the independence, sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of Lebanon were
essential conditions for stability in the whole
region and that it was in its own interest to
ensure those conditions by showing greater co-
operation in the implementation of Council reso-
lution 425(1978) establishing UNIFIL, with partic-
ular regard to the deployment of UNIFIL in all its
area of operations. In Italy’s view, the escalation
of violence in the Middle East pointed out once
again the urgent need for a just and comprehen-
sive settlement to be negotiated among all the
parties concerned, including PLO.

Nigeria had offered its contribution to UNIFIL

with the clear understanding that the Force
would enjoy the acceptance, if not the approval,
of all the parties to the Lebanese tragedy. The
hostility shown to UNIFIL was an exceptionally
troubling development which threatened one of

the major purposes of the United Nations-
peace-keeping. Nigeria condemned the harass-
ment, torture and violence to which UNIFIL per-
sonnel were daily exposed at the hands of Major
Haddad’s illegal forces and deplored the fact
that Israel aided and abetted those activities.

The Syrian Arab Republic stated that the Is-
raeli actions in Lebanon, whether directly or
through the so-called de facto forces, were a chal-
lenge to the Security Council, and that it was
high time for its members to assume their re-
sponsibility in the matter. Peace in the area
could prevail only when the Palestinians were al-
lowed to establish their own State in their
homeland.

The representative of PLO, quoting from the
diaries of Moshe Sharett, a former Prime Minis-
ter of Israel, said that current Israeli activities in
Lebanon were part of Zionist plans dating back
to 1919 aimed at including southern Lebanon in
the Jewish homeland promised under the Balfour
Declaration. Turning to the latest attacks
against UNIFIL, he urged the Council to condemn
in the strongest possible terms the Israeli viola-
tions of the General Armistice Agreement and
the territorial integrity of Lebanon and to
impose sanctions on Israel.

The representative of the League of Arab
States said that Israel sought to achieve final
strategic military hegemony in Lebanon and pre-
pare the ground for gaining control over the
waters of the Litani River. By challenging Leba-
non’s authority and preventing it from deploying
its forces in the south, Israel sought to keep
Lebanon in a state of manageable turmoil
favourable to its designs. Nothing but the impo-
sition of economic, political and military sanc-
tions would deter Israel from further defiance-of
United Nations authority.

On 18 April, the Security Council received
news that two members of the Irish contingent
of UNIFIL had been murdered by the de facto
forces. After consultations among Council mem-
bers, the President made the following state-
ment:

I am authorized by the Security Council to make
the following statement, on behalf of its members,
pending action on the resolution which the Security
Council is considering on the overall situation in
Lebanon and on the acts of hostility against Leba-
non, the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon
and the United Nations Truce Supervision Organ-
ization.

The members of the Security Council are
shocked and outraged at the report that the Council
has received on the attacks on the Force and the
cold-blooded murder of peace-keeping soldiers by
the de facto forces.

This unprecedented, barbaric act against a peace-
keeping force is a direct challenge to and defiance
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of the authority of the Security Council and to the
mission of the United Nations in maintaining inter-
national peace and security.

The Security Council strongly condemns all
those who share in the responsibility for this out-
rageous act. The Council reaffirms its intention to
take such determined action as the situation calls
for to enable the Force to take immediate and total
control of its entire area of operation up to the inter-
nationally recognized boundaries.

The Council extends its deep-felt condolences to
the Government of Ireland and the families of the
victims.

The Council also commends the valiant action of
the commanders and soldiers of the Force, and the
courage of the United Nations observers under the
most adverse circumstances.

Following that statement, members of the
Council expressed shock at the murder of men
serving the United Nations in the cause of
peace. They called on Israel to discontinue its
support to the de facto forces and to co-operate in
disbanding them.

Resuming its consideration of the item on its
agenda, the Council heard statements by Fiji,
Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, the President, speaking
as the representative of Mexico, and a repre-
sentative of the League of Arab States.

Fiji reaffirmed that its soldiers would continue
to serve in southern Lebanon, even though its
contingent had recorded the highest number of
casualties in the history of UNIFIL. Saudi Arabia
considered that Israel’s encouragement of the de
facto forces was a calculated attempt to under-
mine the Council’s authority. Tunisia felt there
was little hope of a lasting solution to Lebanon’s
difficulties if the Council confined itself to the
provisional measures it had implemented over
the past three years; implementation of a com-
prehensive Middle East settlement had not been
successful because the peace proposed was not
based on affirmation of the rights of the Palestin-
ian people.

Speaking as the representative of Mexico, the
Council President said the response of the con-
tributing countries and the steps taken by the
Secretary-General to facilitate compliance with
the Force’s mandate deserved unanimous sup-
port. But the time had come for the Council to
take more far-reaching action; it had to ensure
that all the parties concerned would co-operate
towards placing UNIFIL in a position of being
able to carry out its task, and to make perfectly
clear that it was legitimate for UNIFIL to use force
against any attempt to prevent it from carrying
out its functions. The Council was clearly con-
fronted with a matter of principle. All special
interests and matters of temporary convenience
had to be put aside.

The Personal Representative of the Secretary-

General of the League of Arab States under-
scored the unanimous support of the Arab States
for the just cause of Lebanon and said that what
they expected of the United Nations was not
merely that the Israeli army end its murderous
raids but also that Israel obey Security Council
resolutions and cease all direct or indirect mili-
tary action.

On 24 April, the Council, by 12 votes to 0,
with 3 abstentions (German Democratic Repub-
lic, USSR, United States), adopted resolution
4 6 7 ( 1 9 8 0 )   prepared in the course of consulta-
tions. Another proposal, sponsored by Tunisia,
had been circulated on 18 April but was later
withdrawn.

By resolution 467(1980), the Council re-
affirmed its determination to implement its
previous decisions in the totality of the area of
UNIFIL operations, up to the internationally
recognized boundaries. It condemned all actions
contrary to these decisions and, in particular,
strongly deplored: any violation of Lebanese sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity; Israel’s military
intervention in Lebanon; all acts of violence in
violation of the General Armistice Agreement
between Israel and Lebanon; provision of mili-
tary assistance to the so-called de facto forces; all
acts of interference with UNTSO; all acts of hostili-
ty against UNIFIL and in or through its area of op-
eration; all obstructions of UNIFIL'S ability to con-
firm the complete withdrawal of Israeli forces
from Lebanon, to supervise the cessation of hos-
tilities, to ensure the peaceful character of the
area of operation, to control movement and to
take measures deemed necessary to ensure the ef-
fective restoration of Lebanon’s sovereignty; and
acts that had led to loss of life and physical inju-
ries among U N I F I L  and U N T S O personnel, their
harassment and abuse, the disruption of com-
munication, and the destruction of property and
material.

The Council condemned the deliberate shell-
ing of UNIFIL headquarters and called attention
to the provisions in UNIFIL'S mandate that would
allow it to use its right to self-defence. The Coun-
cil requested the Secretary-General to convene a
meeting, at an appropriate level, of the Israel-
Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission (ILMAC)

to agree on precise recommendations and to re-
activate the General Armistice Agreement, con-
ducive to the restoration of Lebanon’s sovereign-
ty over all its territory up to the internationally
recognized boundaries. Finally, it called on all
parties concerned and all those capable of lend-
ing any assistance to co-operate with the
Secretary-General in enabling UNIFIL to fulfil its
mandate.

Among the differences between the Tunisian
proposal and the text adopted were the follow-
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ing: the Tunisian text “strongly” condemned
the actions condemned in the adopted text,
and the latter text incorporated the call for a
meeting of ILMAC.

A number of Council members made state-
ments in explanation of vote. China said that the
situation in southern Lebanon had been brought
about entirely by Israel’s armed incursions into
Lebanon and provocations of incidents and con-
flicts by the Israeli-backed Lebanese secessionist
forces. It considered the resolution on the whole
conducive to support for the Lebanese and Arab
peoples in opposing Israel’s aggression and to
the defence of Lebanon’s independence, sover-
eignty and territorial integrity. It therefore sup-
ported it, despite its deficiencies. As to references
to UNIFIL, China’s position had been made clear
when the Security Council established that body
in 1978.6

The German Democratic Republic declared
that the resolution did not contain effective mea-
sures to prevent further acts of aggression by
Israel. In the view of certain misgivings regard-
ing UNIFIL’S mandate, which it had repeatedly
mentioned, it abstained in the vote.

The representative of the United States an-
nounced that he would abstain because the reso-
lution did not deal with the problems in a bal-
anced and comprehensive way. He would have
preferred a resolution which concentrated on
constructive proposals rather than on condemna-
tion. He indicated that the policy of the United
States had been guided by three principles: that
all parties must respect Lebanon’s territorial in-
tegrity; that the authority of the Government of
Lebanon must be restored up to the international
border; and that a cease-fire should be respected
in all quarters, including all attacks against
Israel from Lebanese territory.

The USSR noted that the resolution contained
a condemnation of Israel’s armed intervention in
Lebanon, as well as of the support provided by
the Haddad separatist forces to Israel. The
USSR considered that that condemnation
should have been more clear-cut and the resolu-
tion should have included effective measures
which would have made possible a complete ces-
sation of all acts of Israeli aggression against
Lebanon, both direct and indirect. The USSR
abstained in the vote in accordance with its posi-
tion of principle on UNIFIL, including the Coun-
cil’s administration of UNIFIL, the selection of na-
tional contingents and the method of financing.

Several other speakers were heard following
the vote. Israel stated that both the deliberations
of the Council and the adopted resolution had
again been marked by a striking lack of balance
and a selective conscience. The common denomi-
nator of this selectivity, it said, was an unwill-

ingness even to criticize PLO. The attack against
civilian targets in Israel had been ignored-the
Misgav Am outrage was not even mentioned in
the resolution-as had the wider dimensions of
developments in southern Lebanon.

The representative of Jordan said the resolu-
tion had been so critically watered down that it
was unlikely to be heeded. He found it strange
that the incident of Misgav Am in Israel should
have been an excuse for an attack on the territo-
rial integrity of Lebanon, when no evidence had
been produced that any infiltration had occurred
across the Lebanese border.

Lebanon asked the Council to view the adopt-
ed text as a future-oriented resolution. With
UNIFIL,  Lebanon wished to transform southern
Lebanon into an area of peace and security and
not into an arena for future wars. Lebanon asked
that it not be held accountable for what it had
not done.

The PLO representative said he left it to the
Council to decide whether there was any proof
that the people who had carried out the attack
on Misgav Am were infiltrators. He added that
the United States, which had expressed shock at
what happened in that incident, should have ex-
pressed a similar feeling at the wholesale murder
of Palestinians and Lebanese.

Communications (28 April-l6 June)
On 28 April, the Secretary-General informed

the President of the Security Council that it was
his intention to replace the Norwegian medical
unit, which was soon to be withdrawn from
UNIFIL, by a Swedish one, subject to the usual
consultations, if and when the Council decided
to extend the mandate of UNIFIL.  On 29 April,
the President replied that the Council members
had agreed with the Secretary-General’s propos-
al. China had dissociated itself from the matter.

By a letter dated 2 May, Fiji, Ireland and Sene-
gal transmitted to the Secretary-General, on
behalf of the 11 countries contributing troops to
U N I F I L ,  a communique of that date following
their meeting at Dublin, Ireland, to discuss the
difficulties experienced by UNIFIL in carrying out
its mandate. The communique expressed the
conviction of the 11 States that the basic require-
ment to permit the Force to operate effectively
was that it take immediate and total control of
its entire area of operations.

By letters dated 8, 17 and 27 May to the Coun-
cil President, Lebanon submitted a series of com-
plaints of attacks by Israeli forces against civilian
targets in Lebanon which had left several people
killed.

On 16 and 19 May, by letters to the Secretary-

6 Ibid., and resolution 426(1978) of 19 March 1978.



354 Political and security questions

General, Israel charged that armed P L O  e le -

ments had attempted to cross into Israel
through UNIFIL lines and that rockets had been
fired from Lebanese territory at civilian targets
in northern Israel on 18 May. By a letter dated
16 June to the Council President, Israel
charged that on that day three PLO members
had attempted to penetrate Israel’s territory
from the sea. In the exchange of fire, they had
been killed by an Israeli navy patrol.

In a letter of the same day to the Secretary-
General, Italy transmitted a declaration on the
situation in Lebanon, issued at Venice on 13
June by the heads of State and Government and
the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the European
Community, meeting as the European Council.
The Community members reiterated their total
solidarity with Lebanon and appealed to all the
countries and parties concerned to put an end to
all acts liable to affect Lebanon’s independence,
sovereignty and territorial integrity as well as
the authority of its Government. They stressed
that it was essential for all the parties concerned
to allow UNIFIL to implement its mandate fully,
including control of the territory up to the inter-
nationally recognized boundaries.

Consideration by the Security Council (17 June)

Report of the Secretary-General
On 12 June 1980, the Secretary-General sub-

mitted a report to the Security Council on the
funct ioning and act iv i t ies of  U N I F I L  for  the
period from 11 December 1979 to 12 June 1980
in which he noted that, in spite of strenuous ef-
forts at all levels, including those of the Council
itself, the fifth mandate of UNIFIL had come to an
end without significant progress having been
achieved in implementing the objectives set
forth when it was established. Not only had
UNIFIL been denied the co-operation required
but it had even been actively opposed or at-
tacked in trying to perform its duties.

The Secretary-General emphasized that in the
period under review the most serious problems
had been with the de facto forces (Christian and
associated militias). They had not only prevented
a further deployment of UNIFIL in the enclave
but had also maintained four positions previous-
ly established in the UNIFIL area and had attempt-
ed to establish additional encroachments. Those
attempts, firmly resisted by UNIFIL,  had led to
serious confrontations resulting in the death of
UNIFIL soldiers. The de facto forces had subjected
UNIFIL headquarters at Naqoura to heavy bom-
bardment and had restricted UNIFIL freedom of
movement to the enclave.

The Secretary-General indicated that the rela-
tionship of the de facto forces to the Israeli forces

and their dependency on the latter was well
known. The intercession of the Israeli authorities
had been sought to curb the activities of the de
facto forces and to restrain hostile acts against
U N I F I L  or the civilian population in the U N I F I L

area. However, the Israeli authorities had contin-
ued their support of the de facto forces, citing rea-
sons of national security, and for the same rea-
sons Israeli forces had made incursions into
Lebanese terr i tory and had maintained a
number of positions in the enclave.

The Secretary-General pointed out that
UNIFIL had continued to be subjected to attempts
by armed elements (mainly PLO and the Lebanese
National Movement) to infiltrate personnel and
weapons into its area of operation which inevita-
bly created tensions and difficulties and some-
times confrontations. The Force had made every
effort to prevent such infiltration.

The Secretary-General reported that the in-
ability of UNIFIL to control its area of operations
up to the international frontier, and the internal
situation in Lebanon itself, had, for the time
being, limited the ability of the Lebanese
Government significantly to increase its military
and civilian presence in the south.

In conclusion, the Secretary-General under-
lined his conviction that UNIFIL was performing
an indispensable service to peace, not only in
Lebanon but in the Middle East as a whole. In
his view, if the functioning of UNIFIL were to be
seriously eroded or if the Force were to be with-
drawn, a resumption and widening of hostilities
would be faced very rapidly, not only in southern
Lebanon but far beyond its borders. For those
reasons, he recommended that UNIFIL’S mandate
be extended for another six months.

Deliberations of the Security Council
The Security Council met on 17 June to con-

sider the Secretary-General’s report. It invited
the representatives of Ireland, Israel, Lebanon
and the Netherlands, at their request, to partici-
pate in the discussion without the right to vote.

A draft resolution drawn up in the course of
consul tat ions was adopted,  as resolut ion
474(1980), by 12 votes to 0, with 2 abstentions
(German Democratic Republic, USSR) and
with China not participating in the vote.

By that resolution, the Council renewed
UNIFIL’S mandate for six months, until 19 Decem-
ber, and reiterated its commitment to the full
implementation of the mandate throughout the
entire area of operation up to the internationally
recognized boundaries, according to the terms of
reference and guidelines as stated and confirmed
in Council resolutions. It fully endorsed the con-
clusions and recommendations in the Secretary-
General’s report. It strongly condemned all
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actions contrary to the mandate and, in particu-
lar, continued acts of violence that prevented
UNIFIL’S fulfilment of it, took note of the steps
taken by the Secretary-General to convene a
meeting of ILMAC, and urged the parties con-
cerned to extend their full co-operation in ac-
cordance with the relevant Council decisions.

The Council noted the efforts deployed by
Member States, particularly troop-contributing
States, in support of UNIFIL and urged all those in
a position to do so to continue to use their in-
fluence with those concerned so that the Force
could discharge its responsibilities. Finally, it re-
affirmed its determination to examine practical
ways to implement fully resolution 425(1978).7

In a statement following adoption of the resolu-
tion, the Secretary-General reaffirmed his convic-
tion that, despite all the difficulties, UNIFIL was
performing an indispensable service to peace, not
only in Lebanon but with regard to the Middle
East as a whole. He expressed his appreciation
to the Government of Lebanon for its co-operation
with UNIFIL and gratitude to the troop-contribut-
ing countries for their unswerving support. He in-
dicated that, in accordance with the Council’s
wishes, he would pursue his contacts with the par-
ties concerned, with a view to reactivating the
1949 General Armistice Agreement and ILMAC at
the earliest possible date.

The representative of Lebanon said that a fur-
ther renewal of the mandate should not be an
inducement to accept the status quo as an irre-
versible fait accompli. Israel, he stated, must un-
derstand that it should withdraw totally and un-
conditionally from Lebanon, that it must at once
stop all its direct and indirect activities within
Lebanon’s international borders, and that it
must enable UNIFIL to operate effectively and
with full military credibility in southern Leba-
non. His Government viewed the reactivation of
the General Armistice Agreement as a major
step towards the achievement of a just and com-
prehensive settlement in the Middle East.

Israel maintained that there would be no real
change for the better until all the alien elements
had been removed from Lebanon so that Leba-
nese independence, sovereignty and unity could
be restored.

France reaffirmed the value it attached to the
attainment of the objectives set for the Force by
the Council, namely, to confirm the withdrawal
of Israeli forces, to restore international peace
and security, and to help the Lebanese Govern-
ment ensure the restoration of its authority.

The representative of the United States said
that UNIFIL continued to make an indispensable
contribution to peace. As a buffer between bitter
enemies, it had worked to prevent infiltration at-
tempts and to resist harassment and encroach-

ment on its area of operation. His Government
was pleased to support the resolution, as it con-
demned acts of violence which had prevented
UNIFIL from implementing its mandate in full.
The United States stood ready to co-operate
with the Secretary-General in convening a meet-
i n g  O f  I L M A C .

The German Democratic Republic stated that
the main reasons for the situation in southern
Lebanon were Israel’s aggressive policies, its
refusal to respect Lebanon’s sovereignty and its
desire to prevent a comprehensive political solu-
tion of the Middle East conflict. The German
Democratic Republic had abstained in the vote
because its reservations regarding the definition
of UNIFIL’S mandate, its composition and financ-
ing remained valid.

The representative of the USSR said that,
thanks to unswerving support by the United
States, Israel had managed to conclude a sepa-
rate agreement at Camp David and had signed a
treaty with Egypt, thus freeing itself to embark
on a more aggressive and expansionist policy
against Lebanon and the indigenous population
in the occupied Arab territories. He noted with
regret that the resolution just adopted did not
contain a clear-cut condemnation of Israel for its
armed provocation against Lebanon or for its
support of the separatist Haddad forces. The
USSR had abstained in the vote on the basis of
its policy of principle in respect of UNIFIL,  the
mandate given to it, the principles governing the
selection of national contingents and the method
of financing the Force.

Ireland said that the principal, though by no
means the only, source of efforts to frustrate and
attack UNIFIL continued to be the de facto forces
which, as the Secretary-General had pointed
out, were dependent on Israel. In the preceding
weeks there had not been an end to military
assistance to those forces. The freedom of move-
ment necessary for UNIFIL to carry out its duties
effectively continued to be denied. This denial
was clearly intolerable. Ireland insisted that, if a
peace-keeping force was to operate, it must be
given the conditions to do so effectively.

The Netherlands held the view that UNIFIL per-
formed an essential peace-keeping task and that
its withdrawal would create a grave risk. How-
ever, some basic requirements, including the
safety of UNIFIL personnel, had to be fulfilled. It
repeated the call of the 11 troop-contributing
countries on all parties to co-operate fully with
the Force; this meant that all attacks, harassment
and infiltrations had to cease and full freedom of
movement be granted up to the internationally
recognized boundaries.

7 See footnote 5.
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The Council President, speaking as the repre-
sentative of Norway, said it was important for
the continued functioning of UNIFIL that further
progress be made towards the full implementa-
tion of its mandate. The Force performed an in-
dispensable service to peace, not only in Leba-
non but in the whole Middle East. Therefore,
Norway had voted in favour of the extension of
its mandate and was ready to continue to partici-
pate in UNIFIL.

Communications and
reports (26 June-l6 December)

In letters of 26 June, 1 July and 6, 15 and 19
August, the representative of Lebanon submitted
charges concerning a series of acts of aggression
by Israeli forces inside and outside the UNIFIL

area of operation. He charged that the Israeli
army had developed a pattern nearing occupa-
tion and annexation of territory by constructing
and establishing fixed military installations,
levying taxes by intimidation of the local popula-
tion, appropriating and annexing land under
duress, establishing military training camps, and
instal l ing prefabr icated houses for Israel i
soldiers.

In a special report of 21 August, the Secretary-
General informed the Security Council of recent
developments within and adjacent to the UNIFIL

area of operation which had led to a dangerous
escalation of tension. Shelling and bombarding
by the Israel Defence Forces and the de facto
forces between 18 and 21 August had resulted in
at least 25 people killed, as well as very heavy de-
struction of houses and property. The Secretary-
General stated that, at the time of writing his
report, the situation was quiet but tense, and all
possible efforts were being made to restore and
maintain the cease-fire and prevent a further
escalation of the conflict.

On 22 August, by a letter to the President of
the Security Council, Lebanon reported on
casualties and property damage caused by Israeli
acts of aggression carried out on 20 and 21
August north of UNIFIL’S area of operation.

On 2 September, Tunisia transmitted to the
Secretary-General a letter dated 28 August from
the Deputy Permanent Observer of PLO protest-
ing Israeli military moves in Lebanon, which he
charged had placed the region in an extremely
delicate situation.

In letters of 19 and 22 September, 3, 13, 18, 24
and 28 October and 3 December, the representa-
t ive of  Lebanon charged that  Israel  had
launched a series of air, land and sea attacks
which had caused many casualties, extensive
property damage and a massive displacement of
population. He also charged that the Israeli
army had moved the international border north-

ward and that it had constructed patrol roads on
Lebanese territory. Lebanon considered it im-
perative that a meeting of ILMAC be called to dis-
cuss the situation.

In letters of 7 and 14 November and 16
December, Israel charged that on 6 November
rockets had been fired from Lebanese territory
at civilian targets, and that on the nights of
12/13 November and 14 December armed PLO

groups had attempted to cross into Israel
through UNIFIL lines.

By a letter dated 4 December, Luxembourg
conveyed a statement of 2 December by the
members of the European Community express-
ing concern about the situation in Lebanon and
the position of UNIFIL, and calling again for re-
spect for the integrity of Lebanon’s international
frontiers and the security of its population.

As requested by the General Assembly on 6
December 1979,8 the Secretary-General, on 24
October 1980, submitted a report covering, in all
aspects, the developments in the Middle East.
With regard to Lebanon, he observed that, de-
spite intense, persistent efforts, UNIFIL had not
been able to make significant progress in over-
coming the problems created by Israel’s handing
over control of the border area to Lebanese de
facto forces.

As UNIFIL’S mandate was due to expire on 19
December, the Secretary-General on 12 Decem-
ber submitted a report on the activities of the
Force for the period from 13 June to 11 Decem-
ber. Describing the situation in southern Leba-
non, he indicated that, despite strenuous efforts
at all levels during the period under review,
UNIFIL had been prevented from making further
progress towards implementing fully the objec-
tives of Security Council resolution 425(1978).

He stressed that U N I F I L  could successfully
fulfil its mandate only with the full co-operation
of all the parties concerned and that the situation
in southern Lebanon could not be insulated
from the developments in the region. The search
for a comprehensive, just and lasting settlement
in the Middle East continued to be frustrated
and inevitably had a negative effect on the cir-
cumstances in which UNIFIL had to function. The
Secretary-General pointed out that during the
period under review the activities of armed ele-
ments, the de facto forces and the Israel Defence
Forces in and near the UNIFIL area of operation
had continued and, in some cases, intensified,
and he gave an account of the main incidents
that had taken place. The Israeli forces had es-
tablished encroachments along the international
border, increased their presence within the en-
clave, repeatedly violated Lebanese airspace and

8See Y.U.N., 1979, p. 375, resolution 34/70.
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territorial waters and, on many occasions, had
launched attacks against targets outside the
UNIFIL area.

The Secretary-General stated that, despite the
impediments it had had to face, the Force had
continued its endeavour to consolidate its posi-
tions. Measures had been taken to improve the
security of UNIFIL headquarters at Naqoura and
to reinforce its defence capability. With the co-
operation of the Lebanese Government, efforts
had been made to increase the Lebanese pres-
ence, both civilian and military, in the UNIFIL

area of operation.
The Secretary-General reported that the

Chief of Staff of UNTSO had continued his efforts
towards the reactivation of ILMAC and that a
meeting had been convened under his chair-
manship at UNIFIL headquarters on 1 December.
While the two parties had continued to disagree
on the validity of the General Armistice Agree-
ment and the meeting had fallen short of the ob-
jective set by the Security Council, efforts were
being made to convene another meeting.

The Secretary-General recommended that the
mandate of UNIFIL be extended for another six
months. He indicated that the Lebanese Govern-
ment had agreed to the extension and stated that a
determined effort must be made by all sides to
make possible the consolidation of the UNIFIL area,
in particular through removal of the five positions
established there by the de facto forces and the two
established by armed elements.

On 15 December, the representative of Leba-
non submitted comments and recommendations
in connexion with the Secretary-General’s report
and the forthcoming Security Council meeting to
examine the renewal of the Force’s mandate. He
urged that the renewal be accompanied by artic-
ulation of the deterrent capability of the Force,
reconsideration of the methods of defining its area
of operation, acceleration of the reactivation of
ILMAC and the unconditional observance of the
1949 General Armistice Agreement.

Consideration by the
Security Council (17 December)

The Security Council met on 17 December to
consider the Secretary-General’s report and
invited the representatives of Israel and Leba-
non, at their request, to participate in the discus-
sion without the right to vote.

Resolution 483(1980) drawn up in the course
of consultations, was adopted by 12 votes to 0,
with 2 abstentions (German Democratic Repub-
lic, USSR). China did not participate in the vote.

By that resolution, the Council: renewed
UNIFIL’S mandate for six months, until 19 June
1981; reiterated its commitment to the full imple-
mentation of that mandate throughout UNIFIL’S

entire area of operation up to the internationally
recognized borders, and the terms of reference of
the Force; expressed its support for the Lebanese
Government in its efforts to strengthen its au-
thority in UNIFIL’S zone of operation; commended
the Secretary-General for his efforts to reactivate
ILMAC; requested him to take the necessary mea-
sures to intensify discussions among the parties
concerned, so that UNIFIL might complete its
mandate, and to report periodically on the re-
sults of his efforts; and reaffirmed its determina-
tion, in the event of continuing obstruction of
UNIFIL’S mandate, to examine practical ways to
secure the full implementation of resolution
425(1978).

Following the resolution’s adoption, the
Secretary-General indicated that he would make
every effort to ensure its implementation, but
cautioned that in order to achieve real progress
the full co-operation of all parties concerned was
needed.

The representative of Lebanon expressed the
hope that the resolution would be a new begin-
ning. His Government’s position remained as
stated before, namely: that peace in Lebanon
should not have to wait for the settlement of
everyone else’s problems; that U N I F I L  must
become sufficiently credible to deter hostile acts
against it and to implement fully its mandate;
and that a systematic political and diplomatic
action, including the reactivation of ILMAC, must
be developed.

Israel reaffirmed its position of principle with
regard to Lebanon- that it continued to support
Lebanese independence, sovereignty, territorial
integrity and unity, that it wanted peace in and
with Lebanon and that it had no territorial
claims on that country. It agreed that the restora-
tion of peace in Lebanon must not be made con-
tingent on the attainment of an overall solution
of the Arab-Israeli conflict. As to the Israel-
Lebanon Armistice Agreement, it was Israel’s
view that Lebanon, by its declarations and ac-
tions in 1967, had brought the Agreement to an
end. Consequently ILMAC, established under that
Agreement, had also ceased to exist.

The representatives of the USSR and the
German Democratic Republic considered the
resolution adopted as weak, since it contained
no condemnation of the aggressive actions of
Israel and the Haddad separatists acting on its
orders. The Council should have unambiguously
required Israel to respect the sovereignty and ter-
ritorial integrity of Lebanon. Both the USSR
and the German Democratic Republic confirmed
their positions of principle regarding the control
of the Force by the Council, its composition and
financing.

France said that, in joining in the decision to
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renew UNIFIL’S mandate, it wished to emphasize
the importance it attached to the mission of the
Force in Lebanon. At the same time, it stressed
that the objectives originally established for
UNIFIL continued to be fundamental.

Tunisia believed that, by renewing the Force’s
mandate, the Council had taken an important
step towards a comprehensive, just and lasting
settlement of the Middle East problem, which
could not be divorced from the situation in
southern Lebanon.

Norway, announcing that it was ready to con-
tinue its participation in UNIFIL,  expressed the
hope that practical ways and means could be
found to implement fully UNIFIL’S mandate up to
the international borders.

The Council President, speaking as the repre-
sentative of the United States, said that the meet-
ing convened by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO on 1
December was an important step towards imple-
menting Council resolution 425(1978). His
Government, however, had noted with regret
the Secretary-General’s observations of a definite
hardening of position towards UNIFIL by certain
Palestinian groups, of increasing harassment of
the Force by the de facto forces and that the
border encroachments by the Israeli forces ap-
peared to be designed to create a new defensive
line forward of the Armistice demarcation line.

Further communications
By a letter of 19 December to the President of

the Security Council, Lebanon charged that Israel

had launched a major operation by air, land and
sea against villages and towns inside the interna-
tionally recognized Lebanese boundaries and
inside and beyond the UNIFIL area of operation.

Israel, in letters of 23 and 30 December to the
Secretary-General, charged that Syrian forces
had subjected a Lebanese town near the Israeli
northern border and its civilian population to in-
discriminate shelling, inflicting scores of casual-
ties, and that PLO elements based in Lebanon
had attempted to cross the border into Israel.

On 15 December, the Secretary-General in-
formed the Council President of his intention to
appoint the current Chief of Staff of U N T S O,

Major-General Erkki Raine Kaira of Finland, as
Commander of the United Nations Disengage-
ment Observer Force to replace Major-General
Guenther G. Greindl of Austria. Major-General
Emmanuel Alexander Erskine of Ghana, current
Commander of UNIFIL,  would be reassigned to
his former post as Chief of Staff of UNTSO with
the additional function of representing the
Secretary-General for matters relating to United
Nations peace-keeping operations in the Middle
East. He would be replaced as Commander of
U N I F I L  by Major-General William Callaghan,
Adjutant-General of the Irish Defence Forces.

On 19 December, the Council President re-
plied that the Council members, at consultations
on 17 December, had agreed with the proposals.
China had dissociated itself from the matter
since it had not participated in the voting on the
relevant resolutions.

Documentary references and texts of resolutions

Communications (February-24 April)
S/13785 (A/35/90). Letter of 8 February from Israel.
S/13852 (A/35/139), S/13858 (A/35/153). Letters of 21

and 25 March from Lebanon.
S/13876 (A/35/171 (9 April)). Letter of 7 April from Israel.
S/13885. Letter of 10 April from Lebanon.
S/13892. Letter of 14 April from Israel. (Annex: PLO deploy-

ment in southern Lebanon.)
S/13895. Letter of 15 April from Israel (transmitting detailed

information on PLO activity launched from Lebanon
against Israel since withdrawal on 13 June 1978 of Israel
Defence Force units from Lebanon through 7 April 1980).

S/13899. Letter of 18 April from United Arab Emirates.
S/13901. Letter of 21 April from Ireland (transmitting state-

ment of 20 April).
S/13907. Letter of 24 April from Italy.

Consideration by the
Security Council (13-24 April)

Security Council, meetings 2212-2218.

S/13885. Letter of 10 April from Lebanon.
S/13888 and Corr .1 and Add. l -3.  Specia l  report  of

Secretary-General on UNIFIL.
S/13889, S/13890. Letters of 13 April from Tunisia (requests

to extend invitations to address Council).
S/13897 and Rev.1. Tunisia: draft resolution and revision.

S/13900. Note by President of Security Council (containing
statement read at meeting 2217, 18 April).

S/13903. Letter of 22 April from Tunisia (request to extend
invitation to address Council).

S / 1 3 9 0 5 .  D r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  p r e p a r e d  i n  c o u r s e  o f
consultations.

Resolution 467(1980). as proposed in S/13905, adopted by
Council on 24 April 1980, meeting 2218. by 12 votes to 0,
with 3 abstentions (German Democratic Republic, USSR,
United States).

The Security Council,
Acting in response to the request of the Government of

Lebanon,
Having studied the special report of the Secretary-General

on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 11 April
1980 and the subsequent statements, reports and addenda.

Having expressed itself through the statement of the Presi-
dent of the Security Council of 18 April 1980.

Recalling its resolutions 425(1978), 426(1978), 427
(1978), 434(1978), 444(1979), 450(1979) and 459(1979).

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

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

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

(c)  That  the Force “wi l l  not  use force except  in
self-defence,”

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

1. Reaffirms its determination to implement the above-
mentioned resolutions, particularly resolutions 425(1978),
426(1978) and 459(1979), in the totality of the area of opera-
tion assigned to the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon,
up to the internationally recognized boundaries:

2. Condemns all actions contrary to the provisions of the
above-mentioned resolutions and, in particular, strongly
deplores:

(a) Any violation of Lebanese sovereignty and territorial
integrity;

(b) The military intervention of Israel in Lebanon:
(c) All acts of violence in violation of the General Armistice

Agreement between Israel and Lebanon;
(d) Provision of military assistance to the so-called de

facto forces;
(e) All acts of interference with the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization;
(f) All acts of hostility against the Force and in or through

its area of operation as inconsistent with Security Council
resolutions;

(g) All obstructions of the ability of the Force to confirm
the complete withdrawal of Israeli forces from Lebanon, to su-
pervise the cessation of hostilities, to ensure the peaceful
character of the area of operation, to control movement and to
take measures deemed necessary to ensure the effective
restoration of the sovereignty of Lebanon;

(h) Acts that have led to loss of life and physical injuries
among the personnel of the Force and of the United Nations
Truce Supervision Organization, their harassment and
abuse, the disruption of communication, as well as the de-
struction of property and material:

3. Condemns the deliberate shelling of the headquarters
of the Force and more particularly the field hospital, which
enjoys special protection under international law;

4. Commends the efforts undertaken by the Secretary-
General and by the interested Governments to bring about
the cessation of hostilities and to enable the Force to carry
out its mandate effectively without interference;

5. Commends the Force for its great restraint in carrying
out its duties in very adverse circumstances;

6. Calls attention to the provisions in the mandate that
would allow the Force to use its right to self-defence;

7. Calls attention to the terms of reference of the Force
which provide that it will use its best efforts to prevent
the recurrence of fighting and to ensure that its area of
operation will not be utilized for hostile activities of any
kind:

8. Requests the Secretary-General to convene a meeting,
at an appropriate level, of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armi-
stice Commission to agree on precise recommendations and
further to reactivate the General Armistice Agreement con-
ducive to the restoration of the sovereignty of Lebanon over
al l  i ts  terr i tory up to the internat ional ly  recognized
boundaries:

9. Calls upon all parties concerned and all those capable
of lending any assistance to co-operate with the Secretary-
General in enabling the Force to fulfil its mandate;

10. Recognizes the urgent need to explore all ways and
means of securing the full implementation of resolution
425(1978), including enhancing the capacity of the Force to
fulfil its mandate in all its parts;

11. Requests the Secretary-General to report as soon as
possible on the progress of these initiatives and the cessation
of hostilities.

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,

Communications (28 April- 16 June)
S/13916. Letter of 28 April from Secretary-General to Presi-

dent of Security Council.
S/13917. Letter of 29 April from President of Security Coun-

cil to Secretary-General.
S/13921. Letter of 2 May from Fiji, Ireland and Senegal

(transmitting agreed communique issued by troop-
contributing States of UNIFIL (Fiji, France, Ghana, Ireland,
Italy. Nepal, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Senegal,
Sweden) following their meeting in Dublin, 2 May).

S/13931, S/13946. Letters of 8 and 17 May from Lebanon.
S/13947 (A/35/235), S/13952 (A/35/240). Letters of 16

and 19 May from Israel.
S/13962 (A/35/271). Letter of 27 May from Lebanon.
S/13999 (cf. A/35/293 (19 June)). Letter of 16 June from

Israel.
S/14002. Letter of 16 June from Italy (containing declaration

on situation in Lebanon issued at Venice on 13 June by
heads of State and Government and Ministers for Foreign
Affairs of European Community, meeting as European
Council).

Consideration by the Security Council (17 June)

Security Council, meeting 2232.

S/13994. Report of Secretary-General on UNIFIL for period
11 December 1979 to 12 June 1980).

S / 1 4 0 0 1 .  D r a f t  r e s o l u t i o n  p r e p a r e d  i n  c o u r s e  o f
consultations.

Resolution 474(1980), as proposed in S/14001, adopted by
Council on 17 June 1980, meeting 2232, by 12 votes to 0,
with 2 abstentions (German Democratic Republic and
USSR) (China did not participate in voting).

The Security Council,
R e c a l l i n g  i t s  r e s o l u t i o n s  4 2 5 ( 1 9 7 8 ) ,  4 2 6 ( 1 9 7 8 ) ,

427(1978). 434(1978), 444(1979), 450(1979), 459(1979)
and 487(1980), as well as the statement by the President of
the Security Council of 18 April 1980.

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 12 June 1980,

Acting in response to the request of the Government of
Lebanon and noting with concern the questions raised in its
letters addressed to the Security Council on 8 May, 17 May
and 27 May 1980.

Convinced that the present situation has serious conse-
quences for peace and security in the Middle East,

Reaffirming its call for the strict respect for the territorial in-
tegrity, unity, sovereignty and political independence of
Lebanon within its internationally recognized boundaries,

Commending the performance of the Force, yet expressing
its concern about the continued existence of obstacles to the
full deployment of the Force and its freedom of movement, the
threats to its security and the safety of its headquarters,

1. Decides to renew the mandate of the United Nations In-
terim Force in Lebanon for a period of six months, that is.
until 19 December 1980, and reiterates its commitment to the
full implementation of the mandate of the Force throughout
its entire area of operation up to the internationally recog-
nized boundaries, according to the terms of reference and
guidelines as stated and confirmed in the appropriate Securi-
ty Council resolutions:

2. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon and fully en-
dorses the conclusions and recommendations expressed
therein:

3. Strongly condemns all actions contrary to the provi-
sions of the mandate and, in particular, continued acts of vio-
lence that prevent the fulfilment of this mandate by the Force;

4. Takes note of the steps already taken by the Secretary-
General to convene a meeting of the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Ar-

1980. Decisions, pp. 6 and 7. mistice Commission and urges the parties concerned to
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extend to him their full co-operation in accordance with the
relevant Security Council decisions and resolutions, includ-
ing resolution 467(1980);

5. Takes note of the efforts deployed by Member States,
and more particularly the troop-contributing countries, in
support of the Force and urges all those which are in a posi-
tion to do so to continue to use their influence with those con-
cerned so that the Force can discharge its responsibilities
fully and unhampered;

6. Reaffirms its determination, in the event of continuing
obstruction of the mandate of the Force, to examine practical
ways and means to secure the full implementation of resolu-
tion 425(1978);

7. Decides to remain seized of the question,

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decision, p. 11.

Communications and
reports (26 June- 16 December)
S/14023. Letter of 26 June from Lebanon. (Annex: Sample

list of recent Israeli actions in violation of Security Council
resolutionson southern Lebanon.)

S/14041 (A/35/317). Letter of 1 July from Lebanon. (Annex:
Recent Israeli acts of aggression in southern Lebanon.)

S/14095, S/14108, S/14114. Letters of 6, 15 and 19 August
from Lebanon.

S/14118. Special report of Secretary-General on UNIFIL.
S/14120. Letter of 22 August from Lebanon. (Annex: Recent

Israeli acts of aggression in southern Lebanon.)
S/14146. Letter of 2 September from Tunisia (transmitting

letter of 28 August from PLO).
S/14180 (A/35/471), S/14187 (A/35/477). Letters of 19

and 22 September from Lebanon.
S/14208 (A/35/51O), S/14218 (A/35/534), S/14223

(A/35/552), S/14232. Letters of 3, 13, 18 and 24 October
from Lebanon.

S/14234 (A/35/563). Report of Secretary-General, Chapter
IIBandC.

S/14238. Letter of 28 October from Lebanon.
S/14247 (A/35/610), S/14257 (A/35/630). Letters of 7 and

14 November from Israel.
S/14282 (A/35/682). Letter of 3 December from Lebanon.
S/14286. Letter of 4 December from Luxembourg (containing

statement issued at Luxembourg on 2 December by heads
of State and Government and Ministers for Foreign Affairs
of 9 members of European Community, meeting as Euro-
pean Council).

S/14295. Report of Secretary-General on UNIFIL for period
13 June to 11 December).

S/14296. Letter of 15 December from Lebanon.
S/14297 (A/35/783). Letter of 16 December from Israel.

Consideration by the
Security Council (17 December)

Security Council, meeting 2258.

S/14298. Draft resolution prepared in c o u r s e  o f
consultations.

Resolution 483(1980). as proposed in S/14298, adopted by
Council on 17 December 1980, meeting 2258, by 12 votes
to 0, with 2 abstentions (German Democratic Republic and
USSR) (China did not participate in voting).

The Security Council,
R e c a l l i n g  i t s  r e s o l u t i o n s  4 2 5 ( 1 9 7 8 ) .  4 2 6 ( 1 9 7 8 ) .

427(1978), 434(1978), 444(1979), 450(1979), 459(1979),
467(1980) and 474(1980),

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on the
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon of 12 December
1980.

Noting the letter dated 15 December 1980 from the Perma-
nent Representative of Lebanon to the Secretary-General,

Convinced that the present situation has serious conse-
quences for peace and security in the Middle East,

Reaffirming its call for the strict respect for the territorial in-
tegrity, unity, sovereignty and political independence of
Lebanon within its internationally recognized boundaries,

1. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General on
the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon;

2. Decides to renew the mandate of the Force for a period
of six months, that is, until 19 June 1981, and reiterates its
commitment to the full implementation of the mandate of the
Force throughout its entire area of operation up to the interna-
tionally recognized boundaries, according to the terms of
reference and guidelines as stated and confirmed in the ap-
propriate Security Council resolutions;

3. Commends the performance of the Force and reiterates
its terms of reference as set out in the report of the Secretary-
General of 19 March 1978 and approved by resolution 426
(1978), in particular that the Force must beenabled to function
as an efficient military unit, that it must enjoy freedom of move-
ment and communication and other facilities necessary for the
performance of its tasks and that it must continue to be able to
discharge its duties according to the above-mentioned terms
of reference, including the right of self-defence;

4. Expresses its support for the Lebanese Government in
its efforts to strengthen its authority, both at the civilian and
at the military level, in the zone of operation of the Force;

5. Commends the Secretary-General for his efforts to
reactivate the Israel-Lebanon Mixed Armistice Commission,
takes note of the preparatory meeting that was held on
Monday, 1 December 1980, and calls on all parties to con-
tinue such efforts as are necessary for the total and uncondi-
tional implementation of the General Armistice Agreement;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to take the necessary
measures to intensify discussions among all the parties con-
cerned, so that the Force may complete its mandate, and to
report periodically on the results of his efforts to the Security
Council;

7. Reaffirms its determination, in the event of continuing
obstruction of the mandate of the Force, to examine practical
ways and means to secure the full implementation of resolu-
tion 425(1978).

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, p. 15.

Further communications
S/14307. Letter of 19 December from Lebanon.
S/14308. Letter of 15 December from Secretary-General to

President of Security Council.
S/14309. Letter of 19 December from President of Security

Council to Secretary-General.
S/14316 (A/36/57), S/14322 (A/36/62). Letters of 23 and

30 December from Israel.

Other documents
A/35/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1979-l5 June

1980, Chapter 1 C (paras. 224-271).
A/36/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1980-15 June

1981, Chapter 1 A (paras. 5-39).

Financing of United Nations peace-keeping forces in the Middle East

The General Assembly in 1980 appropriated a total consisted of $27,537,248 for the United
total of $156,743,240 for the two United Nations Nations Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF)

peace-keeping forces in the Middle East. This in the Israel-Syria sector for the period 1 June
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1980 to 31 May 1981 and $129,205,992 for the
Uni ted Nat ions Inter im Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL) from 19 December 1979 to 18 Decem-
ber 1980. The dates corresponded to the vary-
ing mandates of the Forces as established by
the Security Council (see preceding subchap-
ters). The Assembly also provided for financial
authority to meet the expenses of UNDOF and
UNIFIL for specified periods beyond these dates
in the event the Council decided to continue
them beyond the expiry of the six-month man-
dates in effect when the Assembly acted.

In each case, the Assembly apportioned the
expenses for the Forces among all Member
States in accordance with the special scale used
for this purpose since the establishment of the
Uni ted Nat ions Emergency Force ( U N E F )  in
1973.9 The mandate of UNEF had lapsed in 1979
and was not renewed by the Security Council.10

According to this arrangement, the permanent
members of the Council were assessed more than
they would have been under the scale of assess-
ments 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
authorizing this arrangement, the Assembly said
in the preambles of its appropriation resolutions
that it was taking into account the fact that the
economically more developed countries were in
a position to make relatively larger contributions
and that the economically less developed coun-
tries had a relatively limited capacity to contrib-
ute towards peace-keeping operations involving
heavy expenditures. In respect of the two
Forces, the Assembly decided that Saint Lucia,
admitted to the United Nations in 1979, would
be placed in the category of least developed
States for assessment purposes.

The Assembly invited voluntary contributions
for UNDOF and UNIFIL, both in cash and in services
and supplies, and requested the Secretary-Gen-
eral to ensure that the Forces were conducted
with a maximum of efficiency and economy.

The Assembly acted on the basis of appropria-
tion requests submitted in reports of the
Secretary-General and of recommendations by
the Advisory Committee on Administrative and
Budgetary Questions (ACABQ).

Financing of the United Nations
Disengagement Observer Force

The General Assembly made appropriations
for UNDOF spanning the two six-month exten-
sions of the Force’s mandate approved by the
Security Council in 1980 (1 June to 30 Novem-
ber 1980 and 1 December 1980 to 31 May 1981).
For the year ending 30 November 1980, appro-
priations were at the monthly rate of $2,096,333
gross ($2,077,000 net of staff assessment). This

rate rose to $2,493,208 gross ($2,466,958 net) in
the financial year beginning 1 December.

By resolution 35/45 A, appropriations were
made in the amounts of $12,577,998 gross
($12,462,000 net) for the six months from 1 June
to 30 November 1980 and $14,959,250 for the
period from 1 December 1980 to 31 May 1981.
Also by this resolution, the Assembly authorized
the Secretary-General to enter into financial
commitments for UNDOF for the period from 1
June to 30 November 1981 should the Security
Council continue the Force beyond the existing
mandate. It limited such commitments to the
monthly rate of expenditure approved for the
six months beginning 1 December 1980, namely
$2,493,208 gross ($2,466,958 net).

The resolution also contained provisions relat-
ing to the apportionment of expenses among
Member States and other matters (summarized
in the introduction to this subchapter).

The Assembly adopted resolution 35/45 A on
1 December 1980 by a recorded vote of 93 to 5,
with 15 abstentions, following its approval in the
Fifth (Administrative and Budgetary) Commit-
tee on 28 November, by a recorded vote, request-
ed by the USSR, of 85 to 4, with 12 abstentions.
In adopting this resolution, the Assembly accept-
ed the recommendation of ACABQ to reduce by
$948,500 the annual expenditures for UNDOF, as
estimated by the Secretary-General. The sum ap-
proved included an amount of $4,324,000 for
new standard rates of pay and allowances for
troops.

In his report of 3 November, the Secretary-
General gave cost estimates for the period from 1
December 1980 to 30 November 1981 totalling
$26,543,000. He recommended that, from 1
December onwards, new standard rates for pay
and allowances of troops be established at $950
per man-month for all ranks plus $280 per man-
month for a limited number of specialists, which
would amount to an additional $360,333 per
month and increase the monthly cost figures to
$2,572,250 gross ($2,546,000 net). As to the
status of contributions, the Secretary-General
reported a shortfall of approximately $800,000
for the period from 25 October 1979 to 30
November 1980 owing to non-payment by cer-
tain Member States. As at 30 September 1980,
he had received $19.4 million; the balance due
for this period amounted to $7.6 million, of
which $800,000 comprised amounts apportioned
among Member States which had stated they
did not intend to pay. For the period 25 October
1973 to 24 October 1979, the balance due from
Member States in respect of UNDOF and UNEF was
$67.8 million, of which only $13.3 million could

9See Y.U.N., 1973, p. 222, resolution 3101(XXVIII) of II Decem-
ber l973.

10See Y.U.N., l979, p. 317.
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be considered collectable. No voluntary contri-
butions had been made in response to the As-
sembly’s 1979 appeal for voluntary contribu-
tions to UNDOF both in cash and in the form of
services and supplies.”

The shortfall of previous periods of UNDOF

together with UNEF was estimated at $54.5 mil-
lion. This situation placed a heavy burden on
the troop contributors, as payments to them had
not been made in time and they had not been
reimbursed fully in accordance with agreed rates.

Introducing the text of what became resolu-
tion 35/45 A, Canada, on behalf of 12 sponsors
(Argentina, Australia, Austria, Canada, Colom-
bia, Denmark,  Fin land,  Ghana, I re land,
Norway, Panama, Sweden), explained that the
formula for the financing of UNDOF was essential-
ly the same as that approved by the Assembly in
197812 and 1979.13 That formula was based on a
procedure separate from that applied to meet ex-
penditures under the regular budget. It was char-
acterized by the creation of a special category of
States which contributed to the financing of the
peace-keeping forces, account being taken of the
special responsibilities of the permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council and of the need for
the economically more developed countries to
provide a larger share of contributions. The
sponsors of the resolution were fully aware of the
fact that the measures currently being proposed
for the third consecutive year had originally
been measures of an exceptional and provisional
character, to be applied pending a permanent
solution.

Canada, Japan and the United States ex-
pressed deep concern about the status of contri-
butions to the United Nations peace-keeping
forces. Canada stated that the withholding of
contributions had for several years hindered the
effective functioning of United Nations peace-
keeping operations and had contributed to the
cumulative deficit. The sponsors firmly believed
that such operations were the physical embodi-
ment of the Organization’s raison d’être and that
it was essential and urgent to find a solution to
the crucia l  problem of  the wi thhold ing of
contributions.

Norway, speaking on behalf of the Nordic
countries, stressed the fundamental role of
United Nations peace-keeping operations in
maintaining international peace and security
and implementing the principles of the Charter
of the United Nations. In Norway’s view, all
Member States had an obligation to share equita-
bly in financing those operations. Norway con-
sidered it of vital importance that a solution to
the financial problems be found and that the
troop contributors be assured that they would be
reimbursed.

Albania, Iraq and the Syrian Arab Republic
restated positions previously expressed with re-
spect to the financing of UNDOF and said they
would vote against the resolution and not accept
any consequential financial obligation. The
Syrian Arab Republic asked whether some
Member States were not violating the Charter
when they refused to compel the aggressor to
withdraw, thus themselves becoming the origin
of all the expenditure which they later had to
meet. Iraq felt unable to endorse the existence of
UNDOF since it held that the aggressor alone
should bear the responsibility for its aggression.

China, reaffirming the position it had pre-
viously taken with respect to UNDOF financing,
announced that it would neither take part in the
vote nor accept any consequential financial
obligation.

Democratic Yemen, which abstained in the
voting, and Viet Nam, which announced that it
would not vote, also said they would accept no
such obligation. The Congo stated that it would
abstain, as economic difficulties prevented it
from responding favourably to the call of the
United Nations. The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
explained that in accordance with its position of
principle it would not take part in the vote.

The USSR said it abstained in the vote as it
could not approve the excessive amount to be
spent for the Force.

The Assembly took another action aimed at
making additional funds available to UNDOF by
adopting resolution 35/45 B on 1 December by a
recorded vote of 91 to 14, with 8 abstentions.
The Fifth Committee had approved the text on
28 November by a recorded vote, requested by
the USSR, of 82 to 13, with 5 abstentions.

By this resolution, the Assembly suspended
certain provisions of the Financial Regulations
of the United Nations so as to enable the United
Nations to retain the unspent portion of 1979 ap-
propriations for UNDOF, amounting to $6,825,999
as at 31 December 1979, which otherwise would
have had to be surrendered as a credit against
subsequent assessments of Member States. By
the preamble to this resolution, the Assembly
recognized that, in consequence of the withhold-
ing of contributions by certain Member States,
the surplus balance in the UNEF/UNDOF account
had been fully drawn upon to supplement the
income received from contributions for meeting
the expenses of those Forces. Applying the rules
in this case, it added, would aggravate the al-
ready difficult financial situation.

11 Ibid., p. 348, section IV of resolution 34/7 C of 3 December
1979.

12 See Y.U.N., 1978, p. 321, resolution 33/13 D of 8 December
1978.

13 See Y.U.N., 1979, p. 347, resolution 34/7 C of 3 December 1979.
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The Assembly also decided that this amount
was to be entered in the account which it had
created in 1978 when it had taken a similar
action for the first time.14 The new amount was
to be held in suspense pending a further decision.

Resolution 35/45 B was sponsored by Argenti-
na, Australia, Austria, Canada, Colombia, Den-
mark,  Fin land,  Ghana, I re land,  Norway,
Panama and Sweden.

The Advisory Committee, noting in its report
on UNDOF financing that this “surplus” balance
had been fully drawn upon to meet the expenses
of the Force, said the $6,825,999 should be
regarded as no more than a theoretical surplus.

On a recommendation of the Fifth Committee,
the Assembly on 1 December also adopted, with-
out vote, decision 35/416. The Assembly thereby
decided that the special financial period of
UNDOF should be from 25 October 1979 to 30
November 1980 and that any future periods
should run from 1 December for 12 months. The
Fifth Committee approved the decision without
objection on 28 November. It acted on a sugges-
tion by its Chairman following a proposal sub-
mitted by the Secretary-General.

Financing of the United
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon

The General Assembly, by resolution 35/115
A of 10 December 1980, appropriated funds
covering the two extensions of the UNIFIL man-
date approved by the Security Council for
1980-from 19 December 1979 to 18 June 1980
and from 19 June to 18 December 1980. For
each s ix-month mandate,  appropr iat ions
totalled $64,602,996 gross ($64,059,996 net of
staff assessment).

By this resolution, the Assembly authorized
the Secretary-General to enter into financial
commitments for UNIFIL should the Council con-
tinue the Force beyond the existing mandate.
This authorization covered the period from 19
December 1980 to 18 December 1981, at a month-
ly expenditure rate not to exceed $12,180,500
gross ($12,060,166 net). (The Council, on 17
December 1980, renewed the Force’s mandate
until 19 June 1981; see preceding subchapter.)

The Assembly reiterated its invitation to
Member States to make voluntary contributions.
It also approved provisions relating to the appor-
tionment of expenses among all Member States
according to the special scale for peace-keeping
operations, and the inclusion of Saint Lucia
among the States assessed at the lowest rate (see
the introduction to this subchapter).

Resolution 35/115 A was sponsored in the
Fifth Committee by Australia, Canada, Den-
mark, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Leba-
non, Nepal, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway,

Panama, Senegal and Sweden, as the first part of
a two-part draft resolution. The other part-reso-
lution 35/115 B-concerning suspension of cer-
tain provisions of the United Nations Financial
Regulations in respect of the “surplus” balance
of $2,173,113, to be entered in a special UNIFIL

account, was similar to resolution 35/45 B on
UNDOF, already adopted by the Assembly (see
preceding section).

The Fifth Committee approved the two parts
together on 6 December by a recorded vote,
taken at the request of the USSR, of 80 to 13,
with 3 abstentions. The Assembly adopted reso-
lution 35/115 A by a recorded vote of 89 to 12,
with 1 abstention. It adopted resolution 35/115
B on 10 December by a recorded vote of 88 to
12, with 2 abstentions.

The authorization for the year beginning 19
December 1980 amounted to $3.9 million less
than the $66,847,000 which the Secretary-General
had estimated for the six months to 18 June 1981,
based on an average Force strength of 6,000
troops. The $3.9 million reduction was recom-
mended by ACABQ, which did not apply it to any
particular item of expenditure but considered
that strict attention to economy and efficiency
should result in savings. The Advisory Committee
noted that estimates of miscellaneous income had
not been provided in the Secretary-General’s
report, and recommended that future estimates
for the Force take this element into account.

As to the status of contributions, the Secretary-
General reported that the shortfall attributed to
Member States that had stated they did not
intend to pay for UNIFIL had risen from $52.4 mil-
lion in 1979 to $84.1 million as at 30 September
1980, out of the $345.8 million in assessments of
Member States from the inception of the Force
on 19 March 1978 to 18 December 1980. The
shortfall posed a serious financial management
problem. Payments due to the troop-contrib-
uting countries had never been made on time
and were falling further behind. Troop contribu-
tors, which had not been currently and fully
reimbursed in accordance with agreed rates, had
conveyed their serious concern over the heavy
burden this placed on their Governments.

In response to a resolution of 17 December
1979, by which the Assembly had established a
Suspense Account to be funded through voluntary
cash contributions to supplement the regular Spe-
cial Account for UNIFIL

15 voluntary contributions
totalling only $1,200 had been received. So far, the
Secretary-General noted, the Suspense Account
had not achieved its purpose of alleviating the
financial burden on the troop contributors.

14
See Y.U.N., 1978, p. 323, resolution 33/13 E of 14 December

1978.
15  See Y.U.N., 1979. p. 352, resolution 34/9 D.
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The Advisory Committee was informed by
representatives of the Secretary-General that the
audited accounts for the biennium 1978-1979 in-
d i ca ted  fo r  t he  U N I F I L  Spec ia l  Accoun t  a
“surplus” balance of $2,173,113 as at 31 Decem-
ber 1979. This balance represented excess of
income over expenditure and consisted of unen-
cumbered balance of appropriations plus interest
and miscellaneous credits. The income included
assessed contributions, irrespective of whether
they could be collected or not. As certain
Member States had withheld their contributions,
the surplus balance had been drawn upon in full
to supplement the income received for meeting
the expenses of the Force. The balance of
$2,173,113, therefore, could be considered no
more than a theoretical surplus.

Ireland, in introducing the draft resolutions
on behalf of the sponsors, said it had always
valued the peace-keeping role of the United
Nations, and for that reason had contributed
troops to almost every peace-keeping operation
since 1958. The withholding of contributions, in
its view, not only contravened the obligation im-
posed by the United Nations Charter, but trans-
ferred the financial burden to the States con-
tributing troops, in particular the developing
States. It could also undermine the principle of
equitable geographical distribution in the peace-
keeping forces. As less developed countries had
a relatively limited capacity to contribute to-
wards peace-keeping operations, the permanent
members of the Security Council had a special
responsibility.

During discussion in the Fifth Committee,
Lebanon stated that the attitude of Member
States withholding contributions was a matter
of grave concern. Lebanon had suffered in par-
ticular from a special kind of violence which
arose from the way in which the United Nations
had handled the problem of Palestine since the
adoption in 1947 of an Assembly resolution on
the partition of Palestine.‘” The Member States
which had participated in the vote on that reso-
lution, and to which the current tragedy in
Lebanon could largely be ascribed, bore a
heavy responsibility. For that reason, their sup-
port of UNIFIL was certainly a step in the right
direction. Pursuant to the Security Council’s de-
cision of 19 March 1978,17 the function of
U N I F I L  was also to assist the Government of
Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective
authority. Therefore, the political aspect could
not be separated from the financial aspect.
Lebanon feared that refusal to participate in
the financing of UNIFIL might imply an erosion
of moral and political support for the Force,
with serious consequences for Lebanon and for
peace in the Middle East.

The United States made a special appeal to
Member States withholding their assessed contri-
butions to reconsider their positions, and called
upon those which were in arrears to pay their
contributions expeditiously. In its view, non-
payment might not only threaten the participa-
tion of troop-contributing States which could
not afford the financial sacrifice involved in
providing troops without adequate reimburse-
ment, but was also incompatible with Charter
principles.

The USSR stated that, in accordance with its
position of principle that all expenses connected
with the elimination of consequences of the Is-
raeli aggression should be borne by the aggres-
sor, it would vote against the draft resolutions
and also in future would not participate in the
financing of UNIFIL. Similar positions were reiter-
ated by Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Czecho-
slovakia, the German Democratic Republic,
Hungary,  I raq,  Mongol ia,  Poland and the
Syrian Arab Republic. Algeria, Benin, China
and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya declared that,
for reasons of principle, they would not partici-
pate in the voting.

Israel said that peace-keeping operations
could not be a substitute for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes. All Member States were duty-
bound to pay their assessed share of the costs of
peace-keeping operations whether or not they
agreed with them. It added that it was unfortu-
nate that some Members continued to use the
Fifth Committee as a forum for unwarranted
political attacks on Israel.

Review of reimbursement
rates to troop contributors

By resolution 35/44, adopted on 1 December
1980 by a recorded vote of 89 to 13, with 10 absten-
tions, the General Assembly decided to establish
new standard rates of reimbursement to the
Governments of troop-contributing States of $950
per man-month for all ranks, plus $280 per man-
month for a limited number of specialists, with
effect from 1 December in the case of UNDOF and
from 19 December in the case of UNIFIL, should the
Security Council extend their mandates.

The Fifth Committee had, on 28 November,
by a recorded vote of 79 to 13, with 8 abstentions,
approved the text of this resolution, which was
sponsored by 22 States (see DOCUMENTARY REFER-

E N C E S  below) .
As requested by the Assembly in 1979,18 the

Secretary-General, on 11 November 1980, sub-

16
 See Y.U.N., 1947-48,  p. 247,  resolution 181 A (II) of 29 Novem-

ber 1947.
17 See Y.U.N., 1978, p. 312, resolution 425 (1978).
18 See Y.U.N., 1979, p. 354, resolution 34/166 of 17 December

1979.
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mitted a report reviewing the existing rates of
reimbursement to troop-contributing States,
with a view to ensuring equitable rates. The
Secretary-General recalled that in 1974 the As-
sembly had established standard rates for UNEF

and UNDOF.19 These were revised in 1977,20 and
in 1978 were applied to UNIFIL.21

In 1980, four States contributed troops to
UNDOF, while 11 contributed to UNIFIL.  The troop
contributors had pointed out that they were ab-
sorbing on the average 60 per cent-some over 70
per cent-of the cost of their contingents. The
average cost in 1980 ranged between $1,201 and
$3,341 per man-month. Inflation had averaged 25
per cent in 11 of the troop-contributing countries
and currency fluctuations had resulted in a de-
crease in the United States dollar value (the cur-
rency in which the reimbursement rates were set).
The troop contributors had stated that there was a
demonstrable requirement for a substantial in-
crease in the standard rates.

In view of this situation, the Secretary-General
suggested new reimbursement rates at $950 per
man-month, plus $280 per man-month for spe-
cialists. The new rate would cover up to 81 per
cent of the cost of the troop contributor reporting
the lowest expenditure, 31 per cent of the highest
and 49 per cent of the average of the troop con-
tributors. Based on an average strength of 1,275
men for UNDOF and 6,000 for UNIFIL, the addition-
al cost would be, respectively, $4,324,000 and
$20,272,000 on an annual basis. In its report of
22 November, ACABQ endorsed the Secretary-
General’s recommendations.

Ireland, which introduced the draft resolution
in the Fifth Committee, stated that countries
contributing troops to the peace-keeping forces,
in a desire to contribute to the achievement of
the purposes and principles of the Charter,
should receive fair and reasonable compensation;

the standard rates established three years earlier
did not meet that purpose. Norway, speaking on
behalf of the Nordic countries, said that States
contributing troops would inevitably have to
absorb progressively higher proportions of their
costs, due to inflation. Developments in that
field should be closely monitored in order to
ensure timely adjustment of reimbursement
rates.

The United States considered the increases
proposed by the Secretary-General, $270 and
$80 per man-month, in excess of the figures
which in its view would be appropriate at the
time, namely $250 and $64. Panama said in
explanation of vote that it supported the resolu-
tion as it regarded peace-keeping as one of the
principal functions of the United Nations; the
new rates should apply for all United Nations
peace-keeping forces, both present and future.

Poland stated that its decision to vote for the
resolution should in no way be regarded as
changing its position on the United Nations
peace-keeping forces in the Middle East. The
USSR voted against the resolution, regarding
the sums requested as excessive; it could not ap-
prove a further increase in reimbursement rates
that were already unjustifiably high. The Congo
said that because of its economic crisis it would
abstain. Democratic Yemen, which abstained in
the voting, and Viet Nam, which did not vote,
reiterated that they would accept no consequen-
tial financial obligation. For reasons of principle,
Benin and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya said they
would not take part in the vote, and Iraq an-
nounced that it would vote against.

19See Y.U.N., 1974, p. 216, resolution 3211 B (XXIX)  of  29
November 1974.

20 See Y.U.N., 1977, p. 281, decision 32/416 of 2 December 1977.
21See Y.U.N., 1978, p. 324, section I of resolution S-8/2 of 21

April 1978.

Documentary references, voting details and texts of resolutions

Financing of the United Nations
Disengagement Observer Force

Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Germany,

General Assembly- 35th session Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana,
Fifth Committee, meetings 36-39. Haiti, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy. Ivory Coast,
Plenary meeting 76. Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Malawi, Malay-

sia, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zea-
A/35/585 and Corr.l-3. Report of Secretary-General. land, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
A/35/653. Report of ACABQ, Chapter I. Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
A/C.5/35/L.23. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Canada, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,

Colombia, Denmark, Finland, Ghana, Ireland, Norway, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo,
Panama, Sweden: draft resolution, as completed by Fifth Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United
Committee Secretary, approved by Committee on 28 Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of
November, meeting 39, as follows: Cameroon, United States, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire,

Zambia, Zimbabwe
part A, by recorded vote of 85 to 4. with 12 abstentions, as Against:Albania, Iraq, Syrian Arab Republic, Yemen

follows: Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
SSR. Congo, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, German

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah- Democratic Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Ukrainian SSR.
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, USSR;
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parts A and B together, without vote.

A/35/667 and Corr.1. Report of Fifth Committee (part I). draft
resolution II A.

Resolution 35/45 A, as recommended by Fifth Committee,
A/35/667 and Corr.1, adopted by Assembly on 1 December
1980, meeting 76, by recorded vote of 93 to 5, with 15 ab-
stentions, as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah-
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic,
Chad, Chile, Comoros, Denmark, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin-
land, France, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Iceland, India. Indonesia, Ireland.
Israel. Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Malta, Mau-
ritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, 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, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trini-
dad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates,
United Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon, United
Republic of Tanzania, United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Albania, Angola.a Grenada, Iraq, Syrian Arab
Republic

Abstaining: Algeria, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Congo,
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic,
Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, Malawi,b Maldives, Mongolia,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, Yemen.

a Subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
abstain.

b Subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
vote in favour.

The Generel Assembly,
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on

the financing of the United Nations Disengagement Observer
Force, as well as the related report of the Advisory 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 26 May 1975, 361(1975) of  30 November 1975,
390(1976) of 28 May 1976, 396(1976) of 30 November
1976, 406(1977) of 26 May 1977, 420(1977) of 30 Novem-
ber 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 and
481(1980) of 26 November 1980,

Recalling its resolutions 3101(XXVIII) of 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 and 35/44 of 1 December 1980,

Reaffirming its previous decisions regarding the fact that,
in order to meet the expenditures caused by such opera-
tions, 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 de-
veloped countries are in a position to make relatively larger
contributions and that the economically less developed coun-
tries have a relatively limited capacity to contribute towards
peace-keeping operations involving 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 resolu-
tion 1874(S-IV) of 27 June 1963 end other resolutions of the
Assembly,

Decides to appropriate to the Special Account referred to in
section II, paragraph 1, of General Assembly resolution 3211
B (XXIX) the amount of $12,577,996 gross ($12,462,000
net) authorized and apportioned by section Ill of Assembly
resolution 34/7 C for the operation of the United Nations Dis-
engagement Observer Force for the period from 1 June to 30
November 1980 inclusive;

II
1. Decides to appropriate to the Special Account an

amount of $14,959,250 for the operation of the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force for the period from 1
December 1980 to 31 May 1961 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 f inancing of  peace-keeping
operations:

(a) To apportion an amount of $8,722,739 for the above-
mentioned six-month period among the Member States
referred to in paragraph 2 (a) of General Assembly resolution
3101 (XXVIII) in the proportions determined by the scale of
assessments for the years 1980, 1981 end 1962;

(b) To apportion an amount of $5,875,993 for the above-
mentioned six-month period among the Member States
referred to in paragraph 2 (b) of resolution 3101 (XXVIII) and
section II, paragraph 2 (b), of resolution 3374 C (XXX), in the
proportions determined by the scale of assessments for the
years 1980, 1981 and 1962;

(c) To apportion an amount of $354,534 for the above-
mentioned six-month period among the Member States
referred to in paragraph 2 (c) of resolution 3101 (XXVIII). sec-
tion II, paragraph 2 (c), of resolution 3374 C (XXX) and sec-
tion V, paragraph 1, of resolution 33/13 D, in the proportions
determined by the scale of assessments for the years 1980,
1981 and 1962;

(d) To apportion an amount of $5,984 for the above-
mentioned six-month period among the Member States
referred to in paragraph 2 (d) of resolution 3101 (XXVIII). sec-
tion V, paragraph 1, of resolution 3374 C (XXX), section V,
paragraph 1, of resolution 31/5 D, section V, paragraph 1, of
resolution 32/4C, section V, paragraph 1, of resolution
33/13 D and section V. paragraph 1, of resolution 34/7 C, in
the proportions determined by the scale of assessments for
the years 1980, 1981 and 1962;

3. 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 provid-
ed for in paragraph 2 of the present section, their respective
share in the Tax Equalization Fund of the estimated staff as-
sessment income of $157,500 approved for the period from 1
December 1980 to 31 May 1981 inclusive;

III
Authorizes the Secretary-General to enter into commit-

ments for the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force
at a rate not to exceed $2,493,206 gross ($2,466,958 net)
per month for the period from 1 June to 30 November 1981
inclusive, should the Security Council decide to continue the
Force beyond the period of six months authorized under its
resolution 481(1980). the said amount to be apportioned
among Member States in accordance with the scheme set out
in the present resolution:

IV
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 acceptable to the
Secretary-General;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to take all necessary
action to ensure that the United Nations Disengagement Ob-
server Force is conducted with a maximum of efficiency and
economy;

I
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V
1. Decides that Saint Lucia shall be included in the group

of Member States mentioned in paragraph 2 (d) of General
Assembly resolution 3101 (XXVIII) and that its contributions
to the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force shall
be calculated in accordance with the provisions of para-
graphs 3 and 4 of Assembly resolution 35/11 A of 3 Novem-
ber 1980;

2. Decides further that. in accordance with regulation 5.2
(c) of the Financial Regulations of the United Nations, the
contributions to the United Nations Disengagement Observer
Force until 30 November 1980 of the Member State referred
to in paragraph 1 of the present section shall be treated as
miscellaneous income to be set off against the appropriations
apportioned in section II above.

A/C.5/35/L.23. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Canada,
Colombia, Denmark, Finland, Ghana, Ireland. Norway,
Panama, Sweden: draft resolution, as completed by Fifth
Committee Secretary, approved by Committee on 28
November, meeting 39, as follows:

part 8, by recorded vote of 82 to 13, with 5 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah-
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Brazil, Burma,
Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, Colom-
bia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethio-
pia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Germany, Federal Repub-
lic of, Ghana, Greece, Guyana, Haiti, India, Indonesia,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania,
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia,
Spain, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand,
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of
Cameroon, United States, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire.
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
SSR, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hun-
gary, Iraq. Mongolia, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR,
USSR, Yemen

Abstaining: Algeria, Congo, Democratic Yemen, Guinea,
Romania;

parts A and B together, without vote.

A/35/667 and Corr.1. Report of Fifth Committee (part I), draft
resolution II B.

Resolution 35/45 B, as recommended by Fifth Committee,
A/35/667 and Corr.1, adopted by Assembly on 1 December
1980, meeting 76, by recorded vote of 91 to 14, with 8 ab-
stentions, as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah-
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic,
Chad, Chile, Comoros, Denmark, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin-
land, France, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana, Greece, Iceland, India. Indonesia, Ireland, Israel.
Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Malta, Mau-
ritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, 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, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and

Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, United
Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania, United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Albania, Angola, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR,
Cuba, Czechoslovakia. German Democratic Republic,
Grenada, Hungary, Iraq, Mongolia, Syrian Arab Republic,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR

Abstaining: Algeria, Congo, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Malawi,a Maldives, Romania, Yemen.

a Subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
vote in favour.

The General Assembly,
Having regard to the financial position of the Special Ac-

count for the United Nations Emergency Force and the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force, es set forth in the
report of the Secretary-General, end referring to paragraph 5
of the report of the Advisory Committee on Administrative end
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 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 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
and 34/7 D of 17 December 1979,

Recognizing 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 Disengagement Observer Force
have, in effect, been drawn upon to the full extent to supple-
ment the income received from contributions for meeting ex-
penses of the 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 Regulations
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 $6,825,999,
which otherwise would have to be surrendered pursuant to
those provisions, this amount to be entered in the account
referred to in the operative part of General Assembly resolu-
tion 33/13 E and held in suspense until a further decision is
taken by the Assembly.

A/35/585 end Corr.l-3. Report of Secretary-General, Chap-
ter VI (para. 13 (c)).

A/35/585 and Corr.l-3, Chapter V. Proposal by Secretary-
General, approved, following suggestion by Fifth Commit-
tee Chairman, without objection by Committee on 28
November, meeting 39.

A/35/667 and Corr.1. Report of Fifth Committee (part I), draft
decision.

Decision 35/416, as recommended by Fifth Committee,
A/35/667 and Corr.1, adopted without vote by Assembly.

At its 76th plenary meeting, on 1 December 1980, the
General Assembly, on the recommendation of the Fifth Com-
mittee, decided that the special financial period of the
United Nations Disengagement Observer Force should be
from 25 October 1979 to 30 November 1980 inclusive and,
thereafter, in line with the mandate periods of the Force
thus far. should be for twelve-month periods beginning on
1 December of one year and ending on 30 November of the
next, should its mandate be extended by the Security
Council.
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Financing of the United
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon

General Assembly- 35th session
Fifth Committee, meetings 46-48.
Plenary meeting 89.

A/35/613 and Corr.1. Report of Secretary-General.
A/35/668. Report of ACABQ.
A/C.5/35/L.29. Australia, Canada, Denmark, Fiji, Finland,

Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Lebanon, Nepal, Netherlands, Nigeria,
Norway, Panama, Senegal, Sweden: draft resolution, ap-
proved (parts A and B together) by Fifth Committee on 6
December, meeting 48, by recorded vote of 80 to 13, with 3
abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, Bahrain, Ban-
gladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil. Burundi,
Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Denmark, Ecua-
dor, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guyana, India. In-
donesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia,
Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan,
Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom,
United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay. Venezuela, Yugosla-
via, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
SSR, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hun-
gary, Iraq, Mongolia, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraini-
en SSR, USSR

Abstaining: Congo, Guinea, Yemen.

A/35/667/Add.1. Report of Fifth Committee (part II), draft
resolution A.

Resolution 35/115 A, as recommended by Fifth Committee,
A/35/667/Add.1, adopted by Assembly on 10 December
1980, meeting 89, by recorded vote of 89 to 12, with 1 ab-
stention, as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah-
rein, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma,
Burundi, Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rice,
Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Equato-
rial Guinea, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Gambia, Germany.
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia.
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritania, Mauri-
tius, Mexico, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portu-
gel, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sin-
gapore, Somalia, Spain, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United States,
Upper Volta, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia,
Zimbabwe

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Byelorussian SSR,
Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Grenade,
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraini-
an SSR, USSR

Abstaining: Congo.

The General Assembly,
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on

the financing of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon,

as well as the related report of the Advisory Committee on Ad-
ministrative end 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 Decem-
ber 1979 end 474(1980) of 17 June 1980,

Recalling its resolutions S-8/2 of 21 April 1978. 33/14 of 3
November 1978, 34/9 B of 17 December 1979 and 35/44 of
1 December 1980,

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 expendi-
tures of the regular budget of the United Nations is required,

Taking into account the fact that the economically more de-
veloped countries are in a position to make relatively larger
contributions and that the economically less developed coun-
tries have a relatively limited capacity to contribute towards
peace-keeping operations involving 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 referred to in

section I, paragraph 1, of General Assembly resolution S-8/2
an amount of $64,602,996 gross ($64,059,996 net). being
the amount authorized and apportioned under the provisions
of section Ill of Assembly resolution 34/9 B for the operation
of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon from 19
December 1979 to 18 June 1980 inclusive;

II
Decides to appropriate to the Special Account referred to in

section I, paragraph 1, of General Assembly resolution S-8/2
an amount of $64,602,996 gross ($64,059,996 net), being
the amount authorized and apportioned under the provisions
of section Ill of Assembly resolution 34/9 B for the operation
of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon from 19 June
to 18 December 1980 inclusive;

Ill
Authorizes the Secretary-General to enter into commit-

ments for the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon at a
rate not to exceed $12,180,500 gross ($12,060,166 net) per
month for the period from 19 December 1980 to 18 December
1981 inclusive, should the Security Council decide to con-
tinue the Force beyond the period of six months authorized
under its resolution 474(1980) of 17 June 1980, the said
amount to be apportioned among Member States in eccor-
dance with the scheme set out in Assembly resolution 33/14
and the provisions of section V, paragraph 1, of resolution
34/9 B, in the proportions determined by the scale of assess-
ments for the years 1980, 1981 and 1982;

IV
1. Renews its invitation to Member States to make volun-

tary contributions to the United Nations Interim Force in Leba-
non both in cash end in the form of services and supplies ac-
ceptable to the Secretary-General;

2. invites Member States to make voluntary contributions
in cash to the Suspense Account established in accordance
with its resolution 34/9 D of 17 December 1979;

V
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;

VI
1. Decides that Saint Lucia shell be included in the group

of Member States mentioned in section I, paragraph 2 (d). of
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General Assembly resolution S-8/2 and that its contribu-
tions to the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon shall
be calculated in accordance with the provisions of para-
graphs 3 and 4 of Assembly resolution 35/11 A of 3 Novem-
ber 1980;

2. Decides further that, in accordance with regulation 5.2
(c) of the Financial Regulations of the United Nations, the
contributions to the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon
until 18 December 1980 of the Member State referred to in
paragraph 1 of the present section shall be treated as miscel-
laneous income to be set off against the apportionments au-
thorized in section Ill above.

A/35/687/Add.1. Report of Fifth Committee (part II), draft
resolution B.

Resolution 35/115 B, as recommended by Fifth Committee,
A/35/667/Add.1, adopted by Assembly on 10 December
1980, meeting 89, by recorded vote of 88 to 12, with 2 ab-
stentions, es follows:

In fevour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah-
rain, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma,
Burundi, Canada, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Equato-
rial Guinea, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Gambia, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia. Ireland, Israel.
Italy. Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Luxembourg, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Norway, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Rwanda,
Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad
and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, United
Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania, United States, Upper Volta. Uruguay, Venezuela.
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Byelorussian SSR,
Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Grenada,
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukraini-
an SSR, USSR

Abstaining: Congo. Romania.

The General Assembly,
Having regard to the financial position of the Special Ac-

count for the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, as set
forth in the report of the Secretary-General, and referring to
paragraph 7 of the report of the Advisory Committee on Ad-
ministrative and Budgetary Questions,

Mindful of the fact that it is essential to provide the United
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon with the necessary finan-
cial 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 current basis, partic-
ularly those due to the Governments of troop-contributing
States,

Recalling its resolution 34/9 E of 17 December 1979,
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 meet-
ing expenses of the Force,

Concerned that the application of the provisions of regula-
tions 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 Nations 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
shell be suspended in respect of the amount of $2,173,113.

which otherwise would have to be surrendered pursuant to
those provisions, this amount to be entered in the account
referred to in the operative part of General Assembly resolu-
tion 34/9 E end held in suspense until a further decision is
taken by the Assembly.

Review of reimbursement
rates to troop contributors

General Assembly- 35th session
Fifth Committee, meetings 36-39.
Plenary meeting 76.

A/35/653. Report of ACABQ, Chapter II.
A/C.5/35/38. Report of Secretary-General.
A/C.5/35/L.22. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Canada, Den-

mark, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, France, Ghana, Indonesia. Ire-
land, Italy, Lebanon, Nepal, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway,
Peru, Senegal, Sweden, Uganda: draft resolution, approved
by Fifth Committee on 28 November, meeting 39, by record-
ed vote of 79 to 13, with 8 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah-
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Brazil, Burma,
Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, Colom-
bia. Costa Rice, Cyprus, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethio-
pia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Germany, Federal Repub-
lic of, Ghana, Greece, Guyana, Haiti, India. Indonesia. Ire-
land, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania,
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Qatar, Rwanda, Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sudan, Swazi-
land, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad end Tobago,
Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom,
United Republic of Cameroon, United States, Venezuela,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
SSR, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hun-
gary, Iraq, Mongolia, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR,
USSR, Yemen

Abstaining: Algeria, Congo, Democratic Yemen, Guinea,
Romania, Saudi Arabia, Suriname, Tunisia.

A/35/667 end Corr.1. Report of Fifth Committee (part I), draft
resolution I.

Resolution 35/44, as recommended by Fifth Committee,
A/35/667 end Corr.1, adopted by Assembly on 1 December
1980, meeting 76, by recorded vote of 89 to 13, with 10 ab-
stentions, as follows:

In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bah-
rein, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic,
Chad, Chile, Comoros, Denmark, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin-
lend, France, Gambia, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana. Greece, Guinea, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Ireland.
Israel, Italy. Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Malta, Mauritania, Mauri-
tius. Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, 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, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Swaziland,
Sweden. Thailand, Togo, Turkey, United Arab Emirates,
United Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon, United
Republic of Tanzania. United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay,
Venezuela. Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cube,
Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Grenada,
Hungary, Iraq. Mongolia, Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian
SSR, USSR
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Abstaining: Algeria, Congo, Guinea-Bissau, Madagascar,
Malawi,a Maldives, Romania, Sao Tome and Principe, Tu-
nisia, Yemen.

a Subsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
vote in favour.

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 34/166 of 17 December 1979, as well
as the related report of the Advisory Committee on Admin-
istrative 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 allow-
ances of their troops serving in the United Nations Emergency
Force and the United Nations 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 a/so its resolution S-8/2 of 21 April 1978, by
which it applied the same standard rates of reimbursement in
effect for the United Nations Emergency Force and the United
Nations Disengagement Observer Force to those Govern-

Search for a peaceful settlement

Situation in the Middle East

ments of States contributing troops to the United Nations In-
terim Force in Lebanon,

Recognizing that inflation and escalating troop costs have
adversely affected in real terms the existing standard rates of
reimbursement,

Mindful of the need for ensuring an equitable rate of reim-
bursement to the Governments of troop-contributing States,

Decides to establish new standard rates of reimbursement
to the Governments of troop-contributing States of $950 per
man per month for all ranks plus $280 per man 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 Decem-
ber 1980 in the case of the United Nations Interim Force in
Lebanon, should the Security Council decide to extend their
mandates.

Other documents
ST/ADM/SER.B/248. Status of contributions as at 30 June

1980, Annexes IV-VI.
ST/ADM/SER.B/249. Assessment of Member States’ contri-

butions for financing of UNDOF from 1 June 1980 to 31
May 1981, inclusive.

ST/ADM/SER.8/251 and Corr.1. Assessment of Member
States’ contributions for financing of UNIFIL from 19 June
1980 to 18 June 1981, inclusive.

Communications
Throughout 1980, the Secretary-General and

the President of the Security Council received
communications concerning the situation in the
Middle East.

In letters dated 25 January, 5 and 11 February,
24 June, 11 and 25 August, 27 October and 28
November, Israel submitted complaints of acts
of terrorism by the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation ( P L O ) ,  in which bombs and explosive
devices had been placed or detonated in public
places such as beaches, markets and bus stations,
kil l ing a number of civil ians and wounding
many others, among them women and children.

By a letter of 9 June, Israel charged that PLO

terrorists had attempted on 7 June to enter
Israel from Jordan, 12 miles south of the Dead
Sea. In two letters, dated 16 and 19 June, Israel
charged that on 16 June a rubber dinghy had en-
tered Israel’s coastal waters from the north and
was intercepted some three miles south of its
border with Lebanon. In an exchange of fire, the
three PLO terrorists aboard, dispatched to carry
out acts of terror in Israel, had been killed by a
navy patrol.

Israel further charged, in a letter dated 29
July, that on 27 July in Antwerp, Belgium, one
child had been kil led and 17 other people
wounded when grenades were hurled at a group
of 40 Jewish children, and that the Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine had taken

responsibility for the attack. By a letter of 7
October, Israel charged that PLO claimed credit
for a variety of incidents in Israel, ranging from
industrial accidents to gas explosions in private
homes. On 5 October, a home-made bomb had
exploded during a domestic quarrel in Givatay-
im near Tel Aviv, killing three persons and
wounding six others. The PLO'S reaction to these
incidents illustrated its eagerness to be associated
with any calamity in Israel, the Israeli letter said.

By two letters, dated 2 and 8 April, Israel
transmitted a photocopy of an article of 11
February from the publication El Mundo in Cara-
cas, Venezuela, in which Yassir Arafat, Chair-
man of PLO, was alleged to have stated that the
destruction of Israel was the goal of PLO's strug-
gle. On 18 April, Tunisia transmitted a letter of
16 April from the Permanent Observer of PLO

advising that Mr. Arafat had instructed him to
inform the President of the Security Council
that he had never given such an interview.

On 21 November, Israel transmitted excerpts
from an article in The New York Times Magazine
of 2 November, in which it was alleged that PLO

served as a tool in international terrorism, sup-
ported by the USSR.

On 4 and 6 June, the Israeli representative
transmitted excerpts from what he described as
the political programme and resolutions adopted
at the Fourth Congress of the al-Fatah organiza-
tion, held at Damascus, Syrian Arab Republic,



Questions relating to the Middle East 371

at the end of May, and charged that they called
for the destruction of Israel. On 14 August, he
transmit ted a photocopy,  in the or ig inal
Arabic, of the programme and resolutions.

By a letter of 5 May, Italy transmitted a decla-
ration issued in Luxembourg on 28 April by the
heads of State and Government and the Minis-
ters for Foreign Affairs of the nine member
States of the European Community, meeting as
the European Council, dealing in part with the
situation in the Middle East. The Community
reiterated the view that only a comprehensive,
just and lasting settlement could bring true
peace to the Middle East.

On 16 June, Italy transmitted a declaration
issued at Venice on 13 June by the European
Council regarding the situation in the Middle
East. The European Community members
stated that the time had come to promote the
recognition and implementation of the two
principles universally accepted by the interna-
tional community, namely, the right to existence
and to security of all States in the region, includ-
ing Israel, and justice for all the peoples, which
implied recognition of the legitimate rights of
the Palestinian people. As to Jerusalem, the nine
countries stressed that they would not accept
any unilateral initiative designed to change its
status and that any agreement should guarantee
freedom of access for everyone to the Holy
Places. They also stressed the need for Israel to
put an end to the territorial occupation which it
had maintained since 1967, as it had done for
part of Sinai, and expressed their conviction that
the Israeli settlements constituted a serious
obstacle to the peace process and were illegal
under international law.

By a letter of 4 December, Luxembourg trans-
mitted a statement issued at a meeting of the Eu-
ropean Council in Luxembourg on 2 December.
The statement confirmed that the principles of
the Venice declaration incorporated the essential
elements for a comprehensive, just and lasting
settlement to be negotiated by the parties con-
cerned. Consideration of those elements had re-
sulted in the drafting of a report on the principal
problems relating to a comprehensive settlement.
The Council noted that various formulas aiming
at giving substance to some of the Venice princi-
ples were possible. With a view to a more thor-
ough exploration of those formulas and in the
desire to encourage a climate more favourable to
negotiations, the Council had laid down an
action programme which included the establish-
ment of new contacts with the parties concerned.

Report of the Secretary-General (24 October)
On 24 October 1980, the Secretary-General

submitted to the Genera1 Assembly and the

Security Council a report on the situation in the
Middle East, as called for by the Assembly on 6
December 1979.22 The Secretary-General gave
an account of United Nations efforts to deal
with various aspects of the situation, namely, the
status of the cease-fire, the situation in the occu-
pied territories, the Palestine refugee problem,
Palestinian rights and the search for a peaceful
settlement.

The Secretary-General reiterated his view
that the main aspects of the Middle East problem
were interdependent and could not be separated.
A continuous and determined effort had there-
fore to be made to achieve a comprehensive set-
tlement through negotiations involving all the
parties concerned, including PLO. Any future so-
lution of the problem, he added, would have to
be based on: the right of all States in the area to
live in peace within secure and recognized
boundaries, free from threats or acts of force; the
inalienable rights of the Palestinians, including
their right to self-determination; and withdrawal
from occupied territories. In that context, the
question of Jerusalem was of primary importance
and could not be solved through any unilateral
decision. The Secretary-General continued to be-
lieve that the United Nations could do much to
facilitate a settlement and hoped that it would
play an increasingly important role in that vital
endeavour.

Consideration by the General Assembly
The Genera1 Assembly discussed the situation

in the Middle East at five plenary meetings held
between 8 and 16 December. It heard the views
of more than 50 Member States and, on 16
December, adopted resolution 35/207, by which
it condemned the Israeli occupation, renewed its
call for Israeli withdrawal and reaffirmed the in-
alienable national rights of the Palestinian
people.

The debate reflected wide agreement that the
current situation in the Middle East continued
to pose a serious threat to world peace and stabil-
ity. Almost all speakers considered the question
of Palestine the central issue. In their opinion,
the current unjust situation would continue to
be fraught with potentially explosive elements
of mistrust, tension and conflict, so long as there
was no solution to the Palestine question.

Many Members reiterated the views that:
Israel must withdraw from the territories it had
occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem; the
national rights of the Palestinian people, includ-
ing their right to establish their own State, must
be implemented; and the main aspects of the
Middle East crisis were interdependent and

22 See Y.U.N., l979. p. 375, resolution 34/70.
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could not be separated, and hence the settle-
ment of the crisis should be comprehensive and
negotiations should be held with equal partici-
pation of all the parties, including PLO as the
sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people.

A number of representatives emphasized, at
the same time, the right of all States in the area
to an independent existence within secure and
recognized boundaries. It was generally consid-
ered that a just and durable solution had to be
found under the auspices of the United Nations,
which had already established the necessary
framework within the context of its resolutions.

Opening the debate, Israel said the discussion
should not focus exclusively on one part of the
region. The situation in the Middle East includ-
ed other trouble spots such as the war in the Per-
sian Gulf, the situation in Afghanistan and the
armed stand-off between the Syrian Arab Repub-
lic and Jordan. Those situations and other fac-
tors, for instance the quantity of arms imported
by many Arab countries and the nuclear devel-
opment in Iraq and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
held grave implications for international peace
and deserved the Assembly’s urgent attention.

Jordan stated that the question of Palestine
and the situation in the Middle East were inex-
tricably intertwined. Jordan’s position was
based on decisions and resolutions adopted at
recent Arab summit conferences. At the Eleventh
Arab Summit Conference, held at Amman,
Jordan, from 25 to 27 November, the Arab lead-
ers had reiterated their total support for the
struggle of the Palestinian people and their com-
mitment to the liberation of Arab Jerusalem.
In their  v iew, Secur i ty Counci l  resolut ion
242(1967) of 22 November 196723 was incompati-
ble with Arab rights and did not constitute a
sound basis for resolving the Middle East crisis,
in particular the question of Palestine. Having
reiterated their rejection of the Camp David ac-
cords, the Arab leaders had expressed their
determination to confront and defeat those ac-
cords and to remove their consequences.

Luxembourg, on behalf of the nine member
States of the European Community, reiterated
the fundamental principles governing any global
peace settlement in the Middle East, as set out in
the declaration on the Middle East situation
issued by the nine States at Venice on 13 June:
the right to existence and to security of all States
in the area and justice for all the peoples, which
implied recognition of the legitimate rights of
the Palestinian people. A comprehensive settle-
ment to the Middle East problem must be based
on Security Council resolutions 242(1967) and
338(1973).24 Further, a solution must be found to
the Palestinian problem, which was not simply a

refugee problem; the Palestinian people must be
enabled to exercise the right to self-determina-
tion. The two principles must be the basis of
negotiation leading to a settlement which pre-
supposed the participation of all parties con-
cerned, including PLO. As to the Camp David
agreements, the nine States felt that they had
not had the expected results in promoting a com-
prehensive settlement. One of the fundamental
conditions of such a settlement was the ending of
the Israeli occupation. The Community mem-
bers were opposed to the settlement policies of
the Israeli Government. Those policies and mea-
sures to change the demographic composition of
the occupied territories, either by establishing
settlements or enlarging existing ones, were ille-
gal under international law. They were also op-
posed to Israel’s initiatives to change the status
of Jerusalem and expressed concern that legisla-
tion affecting the character and status of the
Golan Heights was about to be considered by
the Israeli parliament. Regarding recent events
in Lebanon, the nine States had, by their 2
December statement, reaffirmed that Lebanon’s
unity, independence, sovereignty and territorial
intregity remained an essential element of securi-
ty and stability in the Middle East.

The USSR said the situation in the Middle
East remained unsettled because of Israel’s ex-
pansionist policy and its refusal to withdraw
from all the Arab territories occupied in 1967.
Israel could not have pursued such a policy with-
out the support of the United States, which
chose Israel as a channel for its own interests.
The USSR had firmly and consistently favoured
a political settlement on the basis of the relevant
Council and Assembly decisions. A comprehen-
sive settlement should embrace all the parties
involved, including PLO, the sole legal repre-
sentative of the Palestinian people. A Middle
East settlement should recognize three interrelat-
ed elements ensuring: (1) the complete with-
drawal of Israeli troops from all occupied Arab
territories, including the eastern part of Jerusa-
lem; (2) the right of the Arab people of Palestine
to self-determination and to the establishment of
their own independent State; and (3) the right of
all States in the area involved in the conflict to
an independent existence and security, with the
necessary international guarantees. This ap-
proach determined the USSR attitude towards
separate deals, like the Egyptian-Israeli treaty.
The Camp David agreements had nothing in
common with the establishment of a genuine
and durable peace in the Middle East; they ran
counter to the national interests of the peoples of

23 See Y.U.N., 1967, p. 257, resolution 242(1967).
24See Y.U.N., 1973, p. 213, resolution 338(1973) of 22 October

1973.
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that region. A just solution to the Palestinian
p rob lem,  the  USSR be l i eved ,  cou ld  be
achieved only in the context of an overall
Middle East settlement based on the relevant
decisions of the United Nations. The USSR
supported the Security Council’s censure of Is-
rael’s annexation of the eastern sector of Jerusa-
lem (see p. 404) and affirmed that all actions
taken by Israel to change the status of Jerusa-
lem were invalid.

The representative of the Syrian Arab Repub-
lic said the purpose of Israel’s policy of establish-
ing settlements was ultimately the annexation of
the occupied territories. His Government had
alerted the international community to the
dangerous implications of Israel’s plan to consid-
er a law declaring the annexation of the Golan
Heights. The Syrian Arab Republic believed
that the Security Council must take decisive
action without delay to force Israel to implement
the various resolutions of the Assembly which
had defined the foundation of a just and lasting
peace in the Middle East.

Egypt reiterated its view that any solution of
the Middle East problem must be based on the
right of all the States in the area to live in peace
and security, on the right of the Palestinian
people to self-determination without outside in-
terference and on Israel’s withdrawal from,
above all, the Arab city of Jerusalem. Egypt ac-
cepted Council resolution 242(1967) which laid
down a general framework for a settlement of the
problem of the Middle East. In the Camp David
agreements and the peace treaty with Israel,
which were based on the principles of the United
Nations Charter and on the provisions of Coun-
cil resolutions 242(1967) and 338(1973), Egypt
had, for the first time, managed to get from
Israel a clear and binding commitment to allow
the Palestinian people to exercise their legiti-
mate rights. Until then, Israel had never recog-
nized the existence of those people. Egypt was
working patiently and hard for the restoration of
their rights.

A number of States, including Algeria, Bulga-
ria, Democratic Yemen, the German Democratic
Republic, Hungary and Pakistan, were critical
of the Camp David accords as an appropriate
framework for the solution of the Palestinian
question. In Hungary’s opinion, those accords
were futile, since their ultimate aim was not the
establishment of peace, but rather the creation
of a new military alliance. The autonomy offered
to the Palestinians within those agreements did
not apply to the territory in which they lived,
but only to the inhabitants, and therefore served
only the rapid annexation of the occupied
territories.

The German Democratic Republic said the at-

tempts to bring about a one-sided settlement,
outside the framework of the United Nations
and in violation of the Charter and United
Nations decisions, were directed against the
interests of the Arab people. The real intention
behind the so-called autonomy talks was to per-
petuate the Israeli occupation.

Algeria stated that the parties to the Camp
David agreements were not qualified to settle a
problem primarily of concern to the Palestinian
people and its sole legitimate representative,
PLO. The basic premise of those agreements rep-
resented a flagrant violation of the fundamental
principles concerning the right to self-determina-
tion and independence and to the inadmissibility
of the acquisition of territory by force.

The Lebanese representative expressed the
view that the beginning of the solution to the
Middle East question should be in Palestine
itself. Meanwhile, he added, no people, including
the people of Lebanon, could be allowed to con-
tinue to suffer for ever because it was convenient
to use one country or another as a dumping pit
for marginal wars and the products of war. Com-
menting on the United Nations peace-keeping
operation, he said Lebanon considered resorting
to the international community the surest way of
attaining peace and security, provided that the
Organization could restrain those who chal-
lenged its resolutions.

Almost all speakers emphasized that peace
and stability in Lebanon were essential to the at-
tainment of peace throughout the Middle East.
A number of them, Japan, Portugal and Senegal
for instance, deplored Israel’s repeated attacks
against southern Lebanon and demanded that
they be halted.

Many countries, including Austria, Botswana,
Brazil, Finland, India, Portugal, Romania, the
United Republic of Cameroon and Zambia, ex-
pressed opposition to Israel’s policies in the
occupied territories.

Brazil voiced the views of many States when it
said the problems and difficulties impeding the
establishment of a global and peaceful settlement
had been made even more serious by a number
of Israeli initiatives. First, the consolidation of
the settlement policy on the West Bank had
changed the demographic and physical character
of the area, in violation of Security Council reso-
lutions and the Geneva Convention relative to
the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of
War, of 12 August 1949. Second, Brazil contin-
ued, Israel’s annexation of East Jerusalem and
its unilateral declaration of Jerusalem as the Is-
raeli capital did not offer encouragement for the
solution of problems. Third, the reported inten-
tion to annex the Golan Heights, illegally occu-
pied since 1967, would be an act of defiance
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that would undermine the creation of an atmo-

sphere of goodwill and conciliation. Fourth, Is-

rael's repressive measure's against West Bank

Palestinians, such as the detention and deporta-

tion of the Mayors of Hebron and Halhul,

could hardly be regarded as positive harbingers

of Israel's willingness to coexist peacefully with

its Palestinian neighbours. Finally, the military

attacks against Lebanon must cease and its sov-

ereignty and territorial integrity be safeguarded.

Indonesia noted that not long ago Israel had

been saying that it had no territorial designs and

that all it wanted was peace. Currently, however,

it was claiming the occupied West Bank as his-

torically its own. It had become unmistakably

clear that Israel was aiming at the gradual an-

nexation of the occupied territories through

demographic, religious, economic and other

means. Under those circumstances, Indonesia

said, it was time for the Security Council to initi-

ate measures in accordance with the provisions

of Chapter VII of the Charter.
25

 A similar sug-

gestion was made by the Byelorussian SSR,

Cuba, Saudi Arabia and the Sudan.

The PLO representative declared that his or-

ganization was a liberation movement carrying

out a legitimate struggle based on the principles

of the United Nations and the Universal Decla-

ration of Human Rights.
26

 Its armed struggle

was a practical and humane contribution to the

fight against Zionist terrorism. As to the Camp

David agreements, PLO considered that partial

solutions had merely complicated the crisis and

rendered the situation even more explosive. Is-

raeli aggression against the Palestinian people

and against Lebanon had intensified. The au-

tonomy plot that had come out of those agree-

ments was nothing but a new way of imposing

slavery on the Palestinian people and of main-

taining Israeli occupation in the Palestinian

homeland. Resolution 242(1967) was not a valid

basis for a solution to the Middle East problem,

whose very core was the problem of Palestine;

PLO could not recognize a resolution which disre-

garded the inalienable rights of the Palestinian

people.

Following the debate, the Assembly, on 16

December, voted on a draft resolution sponsored

by Cuba, the German Democratic Republic,

India, Indonesia, Mali, Pakistan, Viet Nam and

Yugoslavia. Operative paragraph 8, calling for

strict respect for the territorial integrity, sover-

eignty and political independence of Lebanon

within its internationally recognized boundaries,

was voted on separately and was approved by a

recorded vote of 144 to 0. The text as a whole

was adopted as resolution 35/207 by a recorded

vote of 101 to 13, with 30 abstentions.

By other operative provisions of the resolution,

the Assembly condemned Israel's continued

occupation of Palestinian and other Arab territo-

ries, renewed its call for Israel's immediate, un-

conditional and total withdrawal and reaffirmed

its conviction that the question of Palestine was

at the core of the Middle East conflict and that

no comprehensive, just and lasting peace would

be achieved without the full exercise by the

Palestinian people of its inalienable national

rights. It reaffirmed further that a just and com-

prehensive settlement could not be achieved

without the participation on an equal footing of

the parties to the conflict, including PLO. It de-

clared that a just and lasting settlement of the

Middle East problem must be based on a com-

prehensive solution, under United Nations aus-

pices, which ensured complete and uncondition-

al withdrawal from all the Palestinian and other

Arab territories occupied since June 1967,

including Jerusalem, and enabled the Palestinian

people to exercise its inalienable rights to self-

determination, national independence and estab-

lishment of its independent State in Palestine

under the leadership of PLO.

The Assembly rejected all partial agreements

and separate treaties which violated the recog-

nized rights of the Palestinian people, and fur-

ther reaffirmed its strong rejection of Israel's

decision to annex Jerusalem, alter its physical

character, demographic composition, institution-

al structure and status. The Assembly strongly

condemned Israel's aggression against Lebanon

and the Palestinian people as well as its practices

in the occupied Palestinian and other Arab ter-

ritories, particularly the Golan Heights, includ-

ing annexation, the establishment of settlements,

assassination attempts and other terrorist, ag-

gressive and repressive measures.

In explanation of its vote against the resolu-

tion, the United States said that in its view the

text was irrelevant to the search for a compre-

hensive peace as well as to a resolution of the

Palestinian problem in all its aspects, for which

Camp David had provided the most realistic and

practical framework. A comprehensive settle-

ment between Israel and its neighbours could

only be negotiated in accordance with the princi-

ples of Security Council resolution 242(1967),

the only agreed basis for peace. The United

States rejected the approach which sought to un-

dermine that resolution by ignoring one of its

central provisions. It was unrealistic to expect Is-

rael's withdrawal from the occupied territories

without endorsing its right to live in peace

within secure and recognized boundaries.

Reservations on paragraph 5 (rejecting partial

25  For text of Chapter VII of the Charter, see APPENDIX II.
26  See Y.U.N., 1948-49, p. 535, resolution 217 A (III) of 10 Decem-

ber 1948.
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agreements and separate treaties violating the
rights of the Palestinian people) were voiced by
the Bahamas, Costa Rica, Jamaica, Spain and
Togo. They did not reject the Camp David
agreements, although they recognized their in-
adequacy with regard to the rights of the
Palestinian people, the implementation of
which represented a basic requirement for a
just and lasting peace in the Middle East.

Reservations on paragraph 4 (citing, inter alia,
the right of the Palestinians to establish an inde-
pendent State in Palestine) were expressed by
Costa Rica, Spain and Thailand which main-
tained that the result of the exercise of the right to
self-determination by the Palestinian people
should not be prejudged. Thailand also had reser-
vations on the wording of paragraph 7 which con-
demned Israel’s aggression against Lebanon and
its practices in the occupied territories.

Ecuador explained that it had abstained be-
cause it did not agree with the wording of the
resolution, though it agreed with some of its
principles. Peru had felt obliged to abstain as the
resolution did not provide a solution to the

Middle East problem within the framework of
the fundamental Security Council resolutions
242(1967) and 338(1973).

The Libyan Arab Jamahiriya declared that its
vote in favour did not signif that it acknowl-
edged resolutions 242(1967) and 338(1973).
Trinidad and Tobago stated that it had voted in
favour despite the fact that the resolution con-
tained elements with which it did not fully agree.

In connexion with the situation in Jerusalem,
Pakistan addressed on 7 October a letter to the
President of the General Assembly, conveying
the reservation of 39 member States of the Or-
ganization of the Islamic Conference on the cre-
dentials of the delegation of Israel to the Assem-
bly’s 1980 regular session, and stating that it
represented a Government that had violated in-
ternational law and United Nations resolutions
by declaring the Holy City of Jerusalem its capi-
tal. On 12 October, Israel replied that Pakistan’s
letter was an attempt to abuse the credentials
procedure in order to introduce matters com-
pletely extraneous to it.

Documentary references, voting details and text of resolution

Communications
A/35/516. Letter of 7 October from Israel.
S/13767 (A/35/78), S/13781 (A/35/86), S/13789

(A/35/95). Letters of 25 January and 5 and 11 February
from Israel.

S/13872 (cf. A/35/170 (8 April)). Letter of 2 April from Israel
(transmitting article from 11 February issue of El Mundo
(Caracas. Venezuela)).

S/13898. Letter of 18 April from Tunisia (transmitting letter
of 16 April from PLO).

S/13925. Letter of 5 May from Italy (transmitting declaration,
In part on situation in Middle East, issued at Luxembourg
on 28 April by heads of State and Government and Minis-
ters for Foreign Affairs of 9 members of European Com-
munity, meeting as European Council).

S/13985 (A/35/282). Letter of 4 June from Israel (transmit-
ting excerpts from political programme and resolutions
adopted by 4th Congress of al-Fatah, Damascus, Syrian
Arab Republic, end of May).

S/13990 (A/35/284). Latter of 9 June from Israel.
S/13999 (cf. A/35/293 (19 June)). Letter of 16 June from

Israel.
S/14009 (A/35/299). Letter of 16 June from Italy ttransmit-

ting declaration on situation in Middle East, published at
Venice on 13 June by heads of State and Government and
Ministers for Foreign Affairs of 9 members of European
Community, meeting as European Council).

S/14016 (A/35/302). Letter of 24 June from Israel.
S /14081  (A /35 /357 ) ,  S /14101  (A /35 /387 ) ,  S /14107

(A/35/395). Letters of 29 July and 11 and 14 August from
Israel.

S/14125 (A/35/412), S/14237 (A/35/568). Letters of 25
August and 27 October from Israel.

S/14267 (A/35/654). Letter of 21 November from Israel.
(Annex: Excerpts from article by Robert Moss in The New
York Times Magazine of 2 November.)

S/14278 (A/35/669). Letter of 28 November from Israel.
S/14285 (A/35/712). Letter of 4 December from Luxembourg

(transmitting statement issued at Luxembourg on 2 Decem-
ber by heads of State and Government and Ministers for

Foreign Affairs of 9 members of European Community,
meeting as European Council).

Report of the Secretary-General (24 October)
S/14234 (A/35/563). Report of Secretary-General. (Chapter

VI: Search for peaceful settlement.)

Consideration by the General Assembly

Generel Assembly- 35th session
Plenary meetings 86-89, 98.

A/35/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1979-15 June
1980, Chapter 1 F.

A/35/78 (S/13767), A/35/86 (S/13781). A/35/95
(S/13789). Letters of 25 January and 5 and 11 February
from Israel.

A/35/170 (cf. S/13872 (2 April)). Letter of 8 April from Israel
(transmitting article from 11 February issue of El Mundo
(Caracas Venezuela)).

A/35/282 (S/13985). Letter of 6 June from Israel (transmit-
ting excerpts from politica1 programme end resolutions
adopted by 4th Congress of al-Fateh, Damascus, Syrian
Arab Republic, end of May).

A/35/284 (S/13990). Letter of 9 June from Israel.
A/35/293 (cf. S/13999 (16 June)). Letter of 19 June from

Israel.
A/35/299 (S/14009). Letter of 16 June from Italy (transmit-

ting declaration on situation in Middle East, published at
Venice on 13 June by heads of State and Government and
Ministers for Foreign Affairs of 9 members of European
Community, meeting as European Council).

A/35/302 (S/14016). Letter of 24 June from Israel.
A/35/357 (S/14081), A/35/387 (S/14101), A/35/395

(S/14107). Letters of 29 July end 11 end 14 August from
Israel.Israel.

A/35/412 (S/14125). Letter of 25 August from Israel.
A/35/515. Credentials of representatives to 35th session of

General Assembly. Letter of 7 October from Pakistan toGeneral Assembly. Letter of 7 October from Pakistan to
President of General Assembly.President of General Assembly.
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A/35/535. Letter of 12 October from Israel to President of
General Assembly.

A/35/563 (S/14234). Report of Secretary-General. (Chapter
VI: Search for peaceful settlement.)

A/35/568 (S/14237). Letter of 27 October from Israel.
A/35/654 (S/14267). Letter of 21 November from Israel.

(Annex: Excerpts from article by Robert Moss in The New
York Times Magazine of 2 November.)

A/35/669 (S/14278). Letter of 28 November from Israel.
A/35/712 (S/14285). Letter of 4 December from Luxembourg

(transmitting statement issued at Luxembourg on 2 Decem-
ber by heads of State and Government and Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of 9 members of European Community,
meeting as European Council).

A/35/L.49 and Add.1 Cuba, German Democratic Republic,
India. Indonesia, Mali, Pakistan, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia:
draft resolution.

Resolution 35/207. as proposed by 8 powers, A/35/L.49
and Add.1, adopted by Assembly on 16 December 1980,
meeting 98, by recorded vote of 101 to 13. with 30 absten-
tions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Baha-
mas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR. Cape Verde,
Central African Republic, China, Comoros, Congo, Cuba,
Cyprus.  Czechoslovakia,  Democrat ic  Kampuchea,
Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana,  Greece,  Grenada,  Guinea,  Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Hungary, India. Indonesia. Iran, Iraq. Ivory Coast,
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, Philip-
pines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and
Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
Uganda, Ukrainian SSR. USSR, United Arab Emirates,
United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
Upper Volta, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia,
Zimbabwe

Against: Australia. Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Iceland. Israel, Luxembourg, Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Norway, United Kingdom, United States

Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Burma, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El
Salvador, Fiji, Finland, France, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras,
Ireland. Italy, Japan, Liberia, Malawi, Panama, Papua New
Guinea, Peru, Portugal, Samoa, Suriname, Swaziland,
Sweden, Venezuela.

The General Assembly,
Having discussed the item entitled “The situation in the

Middle East,”
Taking into account the support extended to the just

causes of the Palestinian people and the other Arab countries
in their struggle against Israeli aggression and occupation 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 previ-
ous resolutions of the General Assembly relating to the ques-
tion of Palestine and the situation in the Middle East,

Deeply concerned that the Arab and Palestinian territories
occupied since June 1987, including Jerusalem, still remain
under illegal Israeli occupation, that the relevant resolutions
of the United Nations have not been implemented and that
the Palestinian people is still denied the restoration of its
land and the exercise of its inalienable national rights in con-
formity with international law, as reaffirmed by resolutions of
the United Nations,

Reaffirming that the acquisition of territory by force is inad-
missible under the Charter of the United Nations and the
principles of international law and that Israel must withdraw
from all the occupied Palestinian and other Arab territories,
including Jerusalem,

Reaffirming further the necessity of establishing a compre-
hensive, just and lasting peace in the region, based on full re-
spect for the Charter and the principles of international law,

1. Condemns Israel’s continued occupation of Palestinian
and other Arab territories, in violation of the Charter of the
United Nations, the principles of international law and the
relevant resolutions of the United Nations, and renews its call
for the immediate, unconditional and total withdrawal of
Israel from all these occupied territories;

2. Reaffirms its conviction that the question of Palestine
is at 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 Palestinian people
of its inalienable national rights;

3. Reaffirms further that a just and comprehensive settle-
ment of the situation in the Middle East cannot be achieved
without the participation on an equal footing of the parties to
the conflict, including the Palestine Liberation Organization
as the representative of the Palestinian people;

4. Declares once more that peace in the Middle East is in-
divisible and that a just and lasting settlement of the Middle
East problem must be based on a comprehensive solution,
under the auspices of the United Nations, which ensures
complete and unconditional withdrawal from all the Palestin- .
ian and other Arab territories occupied since June 1967,
including Jerusalem, and enables the Palestinian people to
exercise its inalienable rights, including the right of return,
and the right to self-determination, national independence
and the establishment of its independent State in Palestine
under the leadership of the Palestine Liberation Organization.
in accordance with resolutions of the United Nations relating
to the question of Palestine, in particular General Assembly
resolutions ES-7/2 of 29 July 1980 and 35/169 A of 15
December 1980;

5. Rejects all partial agreements and separate treaties
which violate the recognized rights of the Palestinian people
and contradict the principles of just and comprehensive solu-
tions to the Middle East problem to ensure the establishment
of a just peace in the area;

6. Further reaffirms its strong rejection of Israel’s decision
to annex Jerusalem, declare it as its “capital” and alter its
physical character, demographic composition, institutional
structure and status, considers all these measures and their
consequences null and void, requests that they should be
rescinded immediately and calls upon all Member States,
specialized agencies and other international organisations to
abide by the present resolution and all other relevant resolu-
tions, including General Assembly resolution 35/169 E of 15
December 1980;

7. Strongly condemns Israel’s aggression against Leba-
non and the Palestinian people as well as its practices in the
occupied Palestinian and other Arab territories, particularly
the Syrian Golan Heights, including annexation, the estab-
lishment of settlements, assassination attempts and other ter-
rorist, aggressive and repressive measures which are in viola-
tion of the Charter and the principles of international law;

8. Calls for strict respect for the territorial integrity, sover-
eignty and political independence of Lebanon within its inter-
nationally recognized boundaries;

9. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Securi-
ty Council periodically on the development of the situation
and to submit to the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth ses-
sion a report covering the developments in the Middle East in
all their aspects.

Other documents
A/36/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1980-15 June

1981, Chapter 1 E.
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Question of Palestine

Communications
Numerous communications were addressed

during 1980 to the Secretary-General and the
President of the Security Council on different as-
pects of the question of Palestine.

By a letter of 11 February to the Secretary-
General, Pakistan transmitted the resolutions
and final communiqué of an extraordinary ses-
sion of the Islamic Conference of Foreign Minis-
ters (Islamabad, 27-29 January). On the question
of Palestine and Jerusalem, the Conference had
condemned Israeli aggression and the Egyptian
policy of establishing relations with Israel as a
threat to the security and independence of the
Arab and Moslem countries. It called on all
Islamic States to boycott Egypt and to reaffirm
their solidarity with the Palestine Liberation Or-
ganization (PLO), and invited them to reaffirm
concretely their solidarity with the Arab States
for the liberation of Al-Quds (Jerusalem) and all
other occupied territories.

By a letter of 28 April to the Secretary-
General, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya conveyed
the Declaration of the Fourth Summit Confer-
ence of the Steadfastness and Confrontation Na-
tional Front (Tripoli, 12-15 April). The Confer-
ence reaffirmed the continued confrontation
with Israel, resistance against the Camp David
policy and support of PLO as representative of
the Palestinian people.

Other communications also transmitted docu-
ments that addressed the question of Palestine.

Iraq on 2 May transmitted a letter of 2 April
from, and the final statement of, the Second In-
ternational Conference in Solidarity with the
Peasants and People of Palestine (Baghdad, 30
March-2 April).

Jordan on 8 August forwarded the final docu-
ments of the Islamic Conference of Foreign
Ministers at its second extraordinary session
(Amman, 11 and 12 July), devoted to the
Palestinian question, at which the Ministers re-
affirmed their position on Palestinian rights,
Jerusalem, the Camp David accords and the
Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty.

On 20 August, Pakistan transmitted to the
Secretary-General the resolutions and final com-
munique adopted at the Eleventh Islamic Con-
ference of Foreign Ministers (Islamabad, 17-22
May). The Ministers had considered many as-
pects of the Palestine question.

By a letter of 29 September to the Secretary-
General, Morocco transmitted the final commu-
nique of a special session of the Islamic Confer-
ence of Foreign Ministers on the question of
Jerusalem (Fez, 18-20 September). The Confer-

ence affirmed that its members would assist PLO

against Israel and support the Palestinian people
within and outside their occupied homeland.

On 14 October, Cuba transmitted the commu-
niqué of an extraordinary meeting (New York, 2
and 3 October) of the Ministers for Foreign Af-
fairs and heads of delegations of the non-aligned
countries to the General Assembly at its thirty-
fifth (1980) session. The meeting had expressed
satisfaction that a resolution on the question of
Palestine had been adopted by an overwhelming
majority at the Assembly’s seventh emergency
special session in July (see p. 385).

By a letter of 27 October, the German
Democra t i c  Repub l i c  t ransmi t ted  to  the
Secretary-General the resolutions adopted on
24 September by the Sixty-seventh Inter-
Parliamentary Conference (Berlin, 14-25 Sep-
tember). The Conference condemned Israel’s
aggressive policy and its initiative to change the
status of Jerusalem, and reaffirmed that a just
and lasting solution must be based on: the right
of the Palestinians to self-determination, national
independence and sovereignty and the establish-
ment of their own State; the right of PLO to par-
ticipate on an equal footing in any efforts con-
cerning the Palestinian question and the Middle
East problem; and the right of the Palestinians
to repatriation and the recovery of their land
and property.

By a letter dated 4 December, Jordan con-
veyed to the Secretary-General the Final Decla-
ration of the Eleventh Arab Summit Conference
(Amman, 25-27 November), which emphasized
that the liberation of Arab Jerusalem was a na-
tional obligation and reaffirmed support for PLO.

Israel, in letters to the Secretary-General
dated 27 June, 31 October and 17 November, ob-
jected to material published by the United
Nations Secretariat and prepared under the
aegis of the Special Unit on Palestinian Rights.
Israel considered these to be pseudo-scientific
publications which gave a completely misleading
version of the history of the Arab-Israeli conflict
and/or were filled with factual errors and tenden-
tious material.

Consideration by the Security Council
(31 March-9 April, 29 and 30 April)

The Security Council held seven meetings be-
tween 31 March and 30 April to consider the
question of the inalienable rights of the Palestin-
ian people. On its agenda were two letters to the
Council President. The first, dated 6 March,
from the Acting Chairman of the Committee on
the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
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Palestinian People, referred to a 1979 General
Assembly resolution,27 whereby the Assembly
had urged the Council to take a decision as
soon as possible on the Committee’s 1976
recommendations,28 endorsed by the Assembly,
and had requested the Committee to make the
suggestions it deemed appropriate should the
Council fail to act by 31 March 1980. The
Acting Chairman said the Committee was con-
vinced that concrete action by the Council to
implement the Committee’s recommendations
would lead to tangible progress towards a solu-
tion of the Palestinian question. Action by the
Council should not be delayed further in the
face of the increased intransigence by Israel in
establishing and strengthening its settlements
in illegally occupied Arab territories.

The second letter, dated 24 March, was from
the Chairman of the Committee, who wrote that
developments in occupied Palestinian and other
Arab territories, including Jerusalem, constitut-
ed continuing violation by Israel of the inalien-
able rights of the Palestinian people and that the
31 March date envisaged by the Assembly was
imminent. He therefore requested that the Coun-
cil be convened urgently.

When the Council convened, the following
Member States were invited, at their request, to
participate in the discussion without the right to
vo te :  A lge r ia ,  Bahra in ,  Bu lga r ia ,  Cuba ,
Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Guyana, Hungary,
India, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Madagas-
car, Morocco, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia,
Syrian Arab Republic, Ukrainian SSR, United
Arab Emirates, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Invitations under rule 39 of the Council’s provi-
sional rules of procedure29 were extended, at their
request, to the Chairman and the Rapporteur of
the Committee. The Permanent Observer of the
League of Arab States to the United Nations was
also invited to participate under rule 39, as
requested by Tunisia in a letter of 31 March.

The President drew attention to a letter of 27
March from Tunisia requesting that PLO be invit-
ed to participate in the Council’s deliberations,
in accordance with past practice. He added that
the proposal was not made pursuant to rule 3730

or rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure,
but that, if approved, the invitation would
confer on PLO the same rights as those conferred
on a Member State when invited to participate
pursuant to rule 37.

The representative of the United States
requested that the proposed invitation be put to
a vote, stating that he had no objection to the
participation of PLO, provided it was under rule
39. The proposal was approved by 10 votes to 1
(United States), with 4 abstentions (France,
Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom).

Opening the debate, the Chairman of the
Committee said the Committee’s report had
been before the Council since 1976. All of its
recommendations were based on United Nations
resolutions. On two occasions, the Council had
dealt with the matter without taking any deci-
sion because a Council member had requested
that a decision be deferred in view of ongoing
negotiations on the Middle East problem. On
both occasions, the Committee, wishing to
demonstrate its goodwill and its desire to pro-
mote the restoration of peace in the region, had
agreed to a suspension of the debate. Unfortu-
nately, the Committee’s patience had not been
rewarded. It appeared that those who had been
requesting the deferment were in fact trying to
prevent the Council from acting. The General
Assembly had on several occasions deplored the
Council’s immobility in connexion with the
question of Palestine. Assembly resolutions, as
well as recent developments in the occupied
Arab territories, showed that it was necessary
and urgent for the Council to take a speedy deci-
sion on the Assembly’s recommendations.

It was heartening to note that authoritative
voices had been heard recently, particularly that
of the President of France, in favour of the recog-
nition of the inalienable right of the Palestinian
people to self-determination, as well as its right
to have its legitimate representative participate
in any negotiation to determine its future. Some
other European countries had also taken that po-
sition. One permanent member, however, was
still using the excuse of not wishing to damage
negot iat ions going on outs ide the Uni ted
Nations on the problem of the Middle East, the
Chairman said.

A beginning to the solution of the Middle East
conflict could be accomplished by adopting a reso-
lution which would recognize the legitimate na-
tional rights of the Palestinian people, as defined
by the Assembly. Such a decision would not signi-
fy the denial of Israel’s rights. The Committee had
always felt that what was essentially at stake in the
Middle East was the recognition of the rights of
the Palestinian people. Israel not only enjoyed its
national rights but continually misused them by il-
legally occupying Arab territories.

Israel said the Committee had been set up for
the purpose of bypassing Security Council reso-
lution 242(1967).31 Therefore, it was not surpris-
ing that its recommendations accorded fully
with PLO’S aims. Nineteen of the 23 members of

27 See Y.U.N., 1979, p. 377, resolution 34/65 A of 29 November
1979.28 See Y.U.N., 1976, p. 235.

29 See footnote 3.
30 See footnote 2.
31 See Y.U.N., 1967, p. 257, resolution 242(1967) of 22 November

1967.
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the Committee did not have diplomatic rela-
tions with Israel and some of them did not
recognize Israel’s right to exist. The incontro-
vertible facts were that two States, Jordan and
Israel, had been established on the territory
which was the Palestine Mandate between the
First and Second World Wars, and the Palestin-
ians had long ago achieved self-determination
in Jordan. The vast majority of Jordanian citi-
zens were Palestinians, who constituted Jor-
dan’s administrative, intellectual and economic
elite. The refusal of most Arab States to recog-
nize Israel’s right to exist was the core and
cause of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Given the
long record of Arab hostility and aggression, it
was inevitable that before the final boundaries
between Israel and Jordan were delineated,
there must be a transitional period, which
would in itself constitute a confidence-building
measure. That was the concept embodied in
the Camp David framework with regard to the
future of Judaea, Samaria and the Gaza District
and of the Palestinians residing in those areas.

Tunisia stated that it was time for Israel to un-
derstand that peace and security could not be
brought about through the impairment of the
rights of others to existence and liberty, or on
any other basis than that of respect for the ele-
mentary principles of morality and international
law. Force and oppression led nowhere; four
wars had not reduced the people of Palestine to
silence. More than ever before, they were deter-
mined to recover their rights and sovereignty.
The Council had the ability to define and put
into effect the terms of a peace based on justice
and law and to put an end to uncertainty, which
constituted the plight of the Palestinian people
as well as that of all the peoples of the region.

The USSR charged that Israel was deliberate-
ly sabotaging the implementation of the resolu-
tions relevant to a just settlement of the problem
of Palestine. Along with Israel, those who had
been encouraging that country’s expansionist
policy bore a heavy responsibility for undermin-
ing the efforts leading to a just solution. The
Egyptian-Israeli treaty could only be viewed as a
means of legitimizing Israel’s presence on land
seized by force of arms. As to the so-called ad-
ministrative autonomy, it only aimed at consoli-
dating Israel’s domination over the occupied
Palestinian lands, at preventing the self-determi-
nation of the Palestinian people and at excluding
PLO from participation in a solution to the
Palestinian problem. Israel would never have
dared to disregard the demands of the Security
Council had it not received all forms of assis-
tance, in particular from the United States. By
blocking the exercise of the inalienable rights of
the Arab people of Palestine, the United States

had been impeding a just Middle East settlement
and the establishment of a lasting peace. The
Council must do its duty and support the inalien-
able rights of those people.

China said that, since the beginning of the
year, Israeli authorities had stepped up their pur-
suit of policies of aggression, expansion and an-
nexation. By their statements and acts, they had
made it clear that their reactionary stand on per-
petuating their occupation of Arab territories
and negat ing the legi t imate r ights of  the
Palestinian people had not changed. China
strongly condemned Israel for those policies and
resolutely supported the Palestinian people in
their just struggle to regain their national rights,
including the rights to return to their homeland,
to self-determination and to establish their own
State.

Bangladesh and the German Democratic
Republic reviewed the principles on which a so-
lution to the Middle East problem must be
based and reaffirmed support of the recommen-
dations of the Palestinian Rights Committee.

Zambia stated that any serious initiative to
solve the Middle East question would not suc-
ceed unless it realized the right of the Palestinian
people to self-determination. Also, it was impera-
tive that PLO be both recognized and enabled to
participate in that solution on an equal footing
with other parties. Israel would meaningfully
contribute to peace and justice in the Middle
East by accepting the reality of the existence of
PLO.

Jamaica thought there had been a failure to
recognize, through positive action by the Coun-
cil, the political rights of the Palestinian people.
It was therefore necessary, in order to give im-
petus to the efforts towards a comprehensive so-
lution to the Middle East problems, to remedy
the deficiencies of past pronouncements and
open the way to a principled and realistic ap-
proach. The Council had a serious responsibility
and a duty in this matter.

The Niger said that Assembly resolutions
must be followed up vigorously in the Council
and translated into a courageous resolution in
which the rights of the Palestinian people were
finally recognized, proclaimed and protected.
The Niger supported the recommendations of
the Palestinian Rights Committee and called for
talks, on the basis of those recommendations, be-
tween Israel and PLO, which more than 110 coun-
tries had recognized as the authentic representa-
tive of the Palestinian people.

The President, speaking as the representative
of Mexico, said the international community
had reached certain irreversible conclusions,
namely that: there could be no just and lasting
peace in the Middle East without a recognition
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of the right of every nation in the area to an in-
dependent existence; the self-determination of
the Palestinian people entailed the full exercise
of its national rights; Israel must withdraw
from the territories occupied by force since
1967; and PLO was the legitimate representative
of the Palestinian people. Mexico believed the
Council was dealing with fundamental princi-
ples on which the existence of a nation as well
as the maintenance of peace depended.

The Council also heard statements by the rep-
resen ta t i ves  o f  A lge r ia ,  Bahra in ,  Cuba ,
Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Guyana, Hungary,
India, Iraq, Jordan, Morocco, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia, Somalia, the Syrian Arab Republic, the
Ukrainian SSR, the United Arab Emirates, Viet
Nam, Yemen and Yugoslavia. In addition, it
heard the representatives of PLO and the League
of Arab States.

These speakers supported the recommenda-
tions of the Palestinian Rights Committee. India
expressed hope that the Council would act on
them in order to bring peace and justice to the
region. Jordan said that, in the event the Council
could not reach unanimity, the international
community was determined to cal l  for  an
emergency special session of the General Assem-
bly. What they saw as Israel’s scorn for the deci-
sions of the United Nations, as most recently ex-
emplified in its action concerning Jerusalem,
was pointed out by many. Morocco said Israel
must have the courage to set aside its expansion-
ist, annexationist designs; Israel’s alleged desire
for peace could not be reconciled with its prac-
tices that violated the inalienable rights of the
Palestinian people.

Step-by-step and partial approaches, in the
opinion of Guyana, Hungary, and others, had
done nothing to advance the cause of Middle
East peace; instead they had allowed the occupy-
ing power to consolidate its hold on the occupied
territories.

Egypt, referring to criticism by a number of
speakers of the Camp David accords and of the
Egypt-Israel peace treaty, categorically rejected
allusions calling in question its commitment to
the Palestinian cause. Those accords, it stated,
const i tuted a f i rs t  s tep and not  the f inal
settlement.

The PLO representative said the Camp David
accords had been conceived in such a way as to
ignore the rights of the Palestinian people. The
Council was called on to take a decision on
recommendations of the Palestinian Rights Com-
mi t tee  regard ing  tha t  peop le ’ s  r i gh ts  to
self-determination, national independence and
sovereignty, which had been endorsed on several
occasions in the General Assembly by an over-
whelming majority. At its 1979 session, the As-

sembly had declared that the Camp David ac-
cords and other agreements had no validity in so
far as they purported to determine the future of
the Palestinian people and territories occupied
by Israel since 1967. Statements to that effect
had also been made by conferences of the non-
aligned countries and the Organization of Afri-
can Unity. The President of France on 3 March
1980, he continued, had expressed his conviction
that the question of Palestine was not a refugee
problem but that of a people which should be
enabled to exercise its right to self-determina-
tion. Such developments as well as other con-
structive positions on the part of a number of Eu-
ropean leaders were appreciated by PLO. It was
noteworthy that the United States had recog-
nized that there would be no comprehensive
peace in the Middle East until the Palestinian
problem, in all its aspects, was resolved. While
the world was moving in the right direction for
peace, Israel was nullifying even the so-called au-
tonomy in the occupied territories through prac-
tices and policies there. The Council was legally
committed to restoring the rights of the Palestin-
ian people.

On 28 April, Tunisia submitted a draft resolu-
tion whereby the Council would affirm: that the
Palestinian people should be enabled to exercise
its inalienable national right to self-determina-
tion, including the right to establish an indepen-
dent State in Palestine; the right of Palestinian
refugees to return to their homes and live in
peace with their neighbours; and the right of
those choosing not to return to receive equitable
compensation for their property. The Council
would also: reaffirm that Israel should withdraw
from all Arab territories occupied since June
1967, including Jerusalem; decide that appropri-
ate arrangements should be established to guar-
antee the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
political independence of all States in the area,
including the sovereign independent State of
Palestine, and the right to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries; decide that
these provisions should be taken fully into ac-
count in all international efforts and conferences
organized within the United Nations framework
for the establishment of a just, lasting and com-
prehensive peace in the Middle East; and request
the Secretary-General to take all the necessary
steps, as soon as possible, for the implementation
of the resolution and to report on the progress
achieved. The Council would also decide to con-
vene within six months to consider the Secretary-
General’s report and pursue its implementation
responsibilities.

On 30 April the Council voted on the draft
resolution, which received 10 votes in favour to
1 against (United States), with 4 abstentions
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(France, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom),
and was not adopted owing to the negative
vote of a permanent member.

The Council heard statements by a number of
members in connexion with the vote.

The Philippines said that just as Council reso-
lutions 242(1967) and 338(1973)32 recognized Is-
rael’s right to a secure existence as a State, so
must be recognized the same right of the
Palestinian people. Palestinian refugees wishing
to return to their homes and live in peace with
their neighbours should be able to do so and
those choosing not to return should receive just
compensation.

Portugal noted with regret that there remained
too many different views about the best way for
the Council to approach the question before it, a
way that would make possible a broad consensus
in support of the Palestinian cause. It considered
that no all-encompassing search for peace in the
Middle East could be undertaken without first
taking into consideration the legitimate national
and political rights of the Palestinian people.

Norway said it supported Council resolutions
242(1967) and 338(1973) as a basis for a just and
lasting Middle East peace. It had given full sup-
port to the Camp David agreements as an impor-
tant first step towards a comprehensive settle-
ment. On the other hand, progress seemed to
have been rather modest in the talks on autono-
my for the West Bank and Gaza. Whatever their
outcome, the Palestinian issue would remain the
key issue which had to be solved to achieve a
comprehensive settlement. The question of
Palestinian participation in future negotiations
raised the question of the role of PLO. No other
organization, group or individual could claim to
be more representative of the Palestinian people.
It was difficult to envisage real progress without
PLO's participation. As to the draft resolution,
Norway believed it would have been advisable
to await a larger measure of agreement before
taking a decision. In addition, it considered the
text to be unbalanced and to prejudge the out-
come of future negotiations.

The United States said the Palestinian dimen-
sion was one of the crucial issues to be resolved
in the context of a comprehensive’ settlement.
Accordingly, the Camp David accords called for
the solution of the Palestinian problem in all its
aspects. Intensive negotiations were going on to
provide for the security of Israel and to fulfil the
commitment in the Camp David framework to
establish full autonomy for the people of the
West Bank and Gaza during a transitional
period, pending further negotiations to resolve
the final status of those territories. If successful,
negotiations would provide the Palestinians
living in those areas with a real opportunity to

manage their own lives for the first time in his-
tory. On an issue of such importance, the Coun-
cil should not be distracted by approaches that
offered no prospect for practical progress. Nor
should the Council adopt an approach which
did not endorse resolutions 242(1967) and
338(1973).

The United Kingdom said its decision to ab-
stain in the vote was taken solely because of the
timing of the resolution; its substance was not
considered. That should not be taken as a sign
that the United Kingdom was not interested in
the active search for a peaceful and just settle-
ment in the Middle East, did not accept that the
right of the Palestinians to determine their own
future lay at the heart of the problem, or did not
believe that Israel had a right to exist within
secure boundaries. On the contrary, the question
had been discussed at a 28 April meeting in
Luxembourg of the heads of State and Govern-
ment and the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the
European Community, when the Ministers were
directed to submit a report on the Middle East
problem to the next session of the European
Council, to be held at Venice, Italy, in June (see
p. 371).

The representative of France recalled that on
several occasions his country had emphasized
the need for a settlement of the Palestinian prob-
lem if peace and security were to be established
in the Middle East. On 8 March, the President
of France had stated that the right of each State
in the region to live in peace within secure,
recognized and guaranteed borders must be con-
firmed, and that France understood in that con-
nexion the legitimate concerns of Israel. He had
further stated that Israel must recognize that its
occupation of Arab territories prevented it from
establishing peaceful relations with its neigh-
bours. Also, the true nature of the Palestine prob-
lem must be recognized, the problem of a people
aspiring to exist. That people must be able to
take a decision on their own destiny and to pos-
sess a homeland. The President of France had
said that the implementation of those conditions
for peace required the co-operation of all the par-
ties concerned. As that did not currently exist,
the French representative said, a postponement
seemed the best course. France had been unstint-
ing in its efforts to have that view conceded and
to spare the Council a deadlock. Everything
possible must be done to establish conditions
that would enable the Council to take up again,
under favourable conditions, the question of the
inalienabie rights of the Palestinian people. The
E u r o p e a n  C o m m u n i t y  h a d  i n  m i n d  t h e

32See Y.U.N., 1973, p. 213, resolution 338(1973) of 22 October
1973.
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search for a common position leading to a new
initiative when the necessary conditions had
been met.

Seventh emergency special
session of the General Assembly

On 1 July, Senegal requested the Secretary-
General to convene an emergency special session
of the General Assembly to discuss the question
of Palestine, as the Security Council had again
failed to take a decision on the recommendations
of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien-
able Rights of the Palestinian People. Senegal
stated that the Committee, over which it presid-
ed, had been authorized by the Assembly to
make appropriate recommendations in the event
the Council failed to act. The Committee had
consequently decided to request the emergency
special session to discuss an agenda item entitled
“Question of Palestine.” The Secretary-General
transmitted the letter to Member States request-
ing them to inform him whether they concurred
with the request.

By a letter of 20 July, Israel replied that the
holding of such an emergency special session
would be illegal as the two essential rerequisites
laid down by resolution 377 A (V) entitled
“Uniting for Peace”33 had not been met. Those
prerequisites were: deliberations by the Security
Council on a matter where there appeared to be
a threat to peace, breach of peace, or act of ag-
gression; and a veto by a permanent Council
member after such deliberations. In view of this,
any resolution adopted at the session would be
equally illegal.

On 21 July, the Secretary-General informed
Member States that the majority of Members
had concurred in Senegal’s request.

On the same date, Israel informed the Presi-
dent of the General Assembly that it would not
take part on 22 July in the proceedings of the
emergency special session since it coincided
with the Jewish fast of Tisha b’Av. Also on 21
July, Sri Lanka transmitted a message from its
President restating his and his people’s view that
the question of Palestine was the core of the
Middle East problem.

By a letter dated 22 July, Cuba transmitted
the part of the Final Declaration of the Sixth
Conference of Heads of State or Government of
Non-Aligned Countries held in 1979 which relat-
ed to the situation in the Middle East and the
question of Palestine.

On 25 July, Egypt conveyed a letter of 12
September 1979 from its Minister for Foreign Af-
fairs to Fidel Castro in his capacity as President
of the Sixth Conference, in connexion with cer-
tain insertions in the Final Declaration. In this
letter, Egypt rejected the distortion of its foreign

policy which was depicted as a violation of non-
aligned principles.

By a letter of 23 July, Algeria requested that
the Permanent Observer of the League of Arab
States be given the opportunity to address the
Assembly at its emergency special session.

General Assembly discussion
The General Assembly at its seventh emergen-

cy special session considered the question of
Palestine between 22 and 29 July 1980. Opening
the debate, the President of the session stated
that the problem of Palestine was an issue uni-
versally accepted as the core of the Middle East
conflict. The objective of the session should be
to put an end to the suffering of the Palestinian
people by striving for a solution which would
enable them to exercise their legitimate right to
self-determination, including the right to an in-
dependent State. It should be the aim of the ses-
sion to strive for the scrupulous application of
the principle of the non-admissibility of the occu-
pation of territory by force and consequently for
Israel’s total withdrawal, and to work for the cre-
ation of conditions which would guarantee inde-
pendence to all States of the area.

The Chairman of the Committee on the Exer-
cise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People deplored the United States veto on 30
April in the Security Council during the debate
on the rights of the Palestinian people. The non-
aligned countries had decided at their meeting
in Havana, Cuba, in 1979 to request an emergen-
cy special session, should the Council fail to act
because of a lack of unanimity among its perma-
nent members, he said. The Committee consid-
ered that the convening of the emergency session
was useful and timely. The Chairman believed
that, without a solution to the Palestinian ques-
tion, there would be no solution to the Middle
East problem. In this context, he added, resolu-
tion 242(1967)“’ was inappropriate; if supple-
mented, it should include the right to self-
determination, national independence and the
creation of a sovereign State in Palestine, and
the right of the refugees to return to their coun-
tries, as recognized by the Assembly.

With regard to the Camp David accords, he
stated that the validity of agreements purporting
to solve the problem of Palestine required that
they be within the framework of the Charter of
the United Nations and United Nations resolu-
tions, on the basis of the full attainment and ex-
ercise of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian
people. He strongly condemned Israel’s occupa-
tion of Arab and Palestinian territories and the

33 See Y.U.N., 1950, p. 193, resolution 377 A (V) of 3 November
1950.

34 See footnote 31.
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establishment of settlements. Recourse to coer-
cive measures under the Charter, he said,
would become inevitable if Israel refused to
follow the decision the emergency special ses-
sion would take.

The Rapporteur of the Committee recalled
the considerations that had prompted the Com-
mittee’s recommendations, including: the funda-
mental rights of the Palestinian people; the right
to existence and the legitimate security interests
of all States in the region; the acceptance of all
decisions taken by the United Nations on this
question; and an enhanced potential role of the
Organization in promoting a negotiated solution.

The PLO observer rejected the Camp David ac-
cords and the separate peace treaty between
Egypt and Israel as a conspiracy against justice
and peace. In his view, the emergency special
session represented a last chance, before an
explosion, to enable the Palestinian people to
achieve their right to return, to self-determina-
tion, independence and sovereignty and to the
establishment of their own State. The Palestinian
people could not attain those rights through the
Security Council as a result of self-interested im-
perialistic alliances.

The Secretary-General of the Organization of
the Islamic Conference expressed the opinion
that the basis for a solution to the Palestine ques-
tion already existed in the partition plan of 1947
which recognized the existence of an indepen-
dent Palestinian State,35 in successive decisions
by the Security Council and the General Assem-
bly, in the will of the Palestinian people to estab-
lish an independent State on the land of their
ancestors and, finally, in support for the Palestin-
ian people and the recognition of PLO as their
sole legitimate representative. The least that was
expected by the Islamic people, he said, was an
attitude that could dissuade Israel by using the
sanctions set forth in Chapter VII of the Char-
ter,36 including the suspension of its membership
in the United Nations if it continued to ignore
the relevant decisions and refused to evacuate
the Arab territories occupied after the 1967 war.

During the debate, most Members, including
Guyana, India, Indonesia, Morocco and Sey-
chelles, variously made the points that a compre-
hensive solution to the Middle East problem en-
tailed: the exercise by the Palestinian people of
their inalienable national rights, including their
right to establish an independent State in their
own homeland and their right to return to their
homes; Israel’s total and unconditional with-
drawal from all occupied territories, including
Jerusalem; and the guaranteed right of all States
in the region to live within secure borders. Essen-
tial for a peaceful solution, they thought, was not
only the recognition of PLO as the sole lawful rep-

resentative of the Palestinian people, but also its
equal participation in any peace negotiations.
They urged the Assembly to examine the recom-
mendations of the Committee on Palestinian
Rights with a view to adopting and implement-
ing them.

Pakistan said the Assembly must firmly
demand that Israel withdraw from all the occu-
pied Palestinian and other Arab territories,
including Jerusalem, and it must establish an ap-
propriate machinery to give effect to this
demand and place the Palestinian people, led by
PLO, in possession of the evacuated territories,
including Jerusalem.

Kuwait, Qatar and the Sudan were among
those which contended that the Camp David ac-
cords were directed against the Palestinian
people and the interests of the Arab States.

Israel reiterated its opinion that the emergen-
cy special session was both illegal and preposter-
ous since the rerequisites laid down by resolu-
tion 377 A (V)37 had not been met. Therefore,
any resolution adopted would be equally illegal.
The Arab refusal to recognize Israel’s right to
exist had always been and remained the core
and cause of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Because of
the Arab refusal to make peace with Israel, it
had not been possible in three decades to con-
duct serious negotiations about the conflict in all
its aspects. The elements for a comprehensive so-
lution had only come together at Camp David.
The Camp David framework was based on Coun-
cil resolution 242(1967), which remained the
only agreed basis for peace negotiations in the
Middle East. Only when the Arabs sat down and
negotiated with Israel, on the basis of recognition
and mutual respect, would a comprehensive solu-
tion to the Arab-Israeli conflict in all its aspects
be achieved.

Austria recalled the many efforts to find a solu-
tion to the Middle East problem within as well
as outside the United Nations. All had failed.
Austria did not wish to belittle the Camp David
accords, but the further steps for a comprehen-
sive, just and lasting peace had not been
forthcoming. In Austria’s view, any lasting solu-
tion needed the following elements: first, the
recognition of all States in the area to exist
within safe and secure boundaries and of the na-
tional rights of the Palestinian people; second,
the right of the Palestinians to choose those who
should negotiate on their behalf; and third, with-
drawal of Israel from the territories occupied in
1967.

For Sweden, a just solution to the Palestine

35 See Y.U.N., 1947-48, p. 247, resolution 181 A (II) of 29 Novem.
ber 1947.

36 For text of Chapter VII of the Charter, see APPENDIX II.
37 See footnote 33.
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question was the prerequisite for lasting peace.
Any settlement must contemplate Israel’s right
to exist within secure borders, as well as recog-
nize the Palestinians’ national rights and in-
clude an agreement on the status of Jerusalem.

Bulgaria, the German Democratic Republic,
Poland, the USSR and other Eastern European
countries stated that the crux of the Middle East
problem was the question of restoring the full
rights of the Palestinian people, including their
right to return and their right to national inde-
pendence and sovereignty in Palestine, in accor-
dance with the United Nations Charter. The
Palestine Liberation Organization, as their sole
legitimate representative, had won general, inter-
national recognition and, further, was recognized
as one of the principal parties to a Middle East
settlement.

These countries denounced the Israeli settle-
ment policy as well as the situation in East Jeru-
salem. In their opinion, the Camp David accords
could not serve any useful purpose since PLO had
not participated in those deliberations. The
basis for a Middle East settlement, they said,
could be no other than the unconditional with-
drawal of Israel from all occupied territories,
including East Jerusalem, the implementation of
the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people,
including the establishment of an independent
State, and the ensurance of the right of all States
in the region to a secure and independent exis-
tence and development.

The Assembly, they said, should adopt such
decisions as would stress the necessity of immedi-
ate implementation of the inalienable rights of
the Palestinian people and should demonstrate
its determination to apply to Israel the strictest
coercive measures provided for under Chapter
VII of the Charter should Israel continue to
refuse to implement relevant United Nations
decisions.

Luxembourg, on behalf of the European Com-
munity members, reaffirmed the principles of
the declaration they had made at Venice on
13 June (see p. 371). In their view, the right of
all States in the region, including Israel, to exis-
tence and security, and justice for all peoples,
which implied recognition of the legitimate
rights of the Palestinian people, were essential to
a comprehensive settlement. They were con-
vinced that occupation of territory by force
should cease and that the Israeli settlements on
occupied Arab territories were a serious obstacle
to peace. Any change in the status of Jerusalem
could not be accepted by the Community’s mem-
bers, which believed that a climate of confidence
had to be created and that PLO must be involved
in negotiations for a just solution. Those mem-
bers had always supported resolution 242(1967)

even though it was not adequate with regard to
the Palestinian people. None the less, the basic
principles of that resolution continued to be
fundamental for any settlement.

China expressed the hope that the members
of the European Community would work togeth-
er with the third world countries and continue to
make a positive contribution to promoting a
Middle East settlement. It emphasized the right
of all countries in the area to independence and
existence and the right of free access to the Holy
Places in Jerusalem.

The United States considered that the negotia-
tions at Camp David were more than a start.
There was a long way to go before a just and last-
ing peace was assured, but the United States be-
lieved a major step had been taken. What better
alternative did those who opposed it suggest?
The proposals circulated at the emergency spe-
cial session (see following subsection) were one-
sided and did not offer a realistic alternative.
They were not founded on resolution 242(1967),
the only agreed basis for a settlement in the
Middle Eas’t. Further, they made no attempt to
understand Israel’s concern for its security. The
United States reiterated that it was not satisfied
with partial solutions; all aspects of the conflict
must be resolved and the Palestinian people
must be able to participate through negotiations
in the determination of their future.

Lebanon stated that the Palestinian problem
had the same context as the Lebanese problem
and that peace in Palestine depended on peace
in Lebanon and on Lebanese independence and
sovereignty. There could be no peace in the
Middle East at Lebanon’s expense and as long as
the Palestinian revolution pursued its quest for a
land and a State.

For Egypt, the Camp David accords represent-
ed a means to an end and not an end in them-
selves. Egypt’s endeavour could create a climate
conducive to Palestinian self-determination.
Egypt rejected all Israeli measures adopted in
implementation of its colonial settlement policy
and held Arab rights in Jerusalem to be incon-
testable. It had adopted an approach based on
the following principles: the settlement had to
be peaceful and comprehensive; it had to be
based on the principles of justice and interna-
tional law; it had to reflect the provisions of the
United Nations Charter and to conform to
United Nations resolutions, in particular Securi-
ty Council resolution 242(1967); and it should
not overlook recent diplomatic efforts.

Egypt’s approval of the solution to the Pales-
tine question was based on the following princi-
ples: Israel should withdraw to pre-June 1967
lines, including withdrawal from East Jerusalem
and the Gaza Strip; its withdrawal should be
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complete, including military forces, the disman-
tling of Israeli settlements and removal of set-
tlers; the security of the Palestinian people and
of the people of Israel should be on an equal
footing; and the Palestinian people should be
enabled to exercise its inalienable and funda-
mental right to self-determination, without ex-
ternal interference, including the right to estab-
lish an independent State on the West Bank
and Gaza.

Decisions of the General Assembly
On 29 July, the Assembly, by a roll-call vote-

requested by Iraq-of 112 to 7, with 24 absten-
tions, adopted resolution ES-7/2 on the question
of Palestine. The text was sponsored by 52 Mem-
bers (see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below).

The Assembly, by the preamble to this resolu-
tion, stated its conviction that the failure to solve
the question of Palestine posed a grave threat to in-
ternational peace and security, and noted with
regret and concern that the Security Council had
failed to take a decision, as a result of the negative
vote of the United States, on the recommendations
of the Committee on Palestinian Rights.

By the operative part, the Assembly reaffirmed:
that a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the
Middle East could not be established without the
withdrawal of Israel from all the occupied territo-
ries, including Jerusalem, and without a just solu-
tion to the problem of Palestine on the basis of the
attainment of the inalienable rights of the
Palestinian people; the inalienable right of the
Palestinians to return to their homes and property
in Palestine; their right to self-determination and
to establish their own independent sovereign
State; the right of PLO to participate on an equal
footing in all efforts, deliberations and conferences
on the question of Palestine and the situation in
the Middle East; and the fundamental principle of
the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory
by force. It called on Israel to start withdrawing
from the occupied territories before 15 November.

The Assembly demanded that Israel comply
fully with Security Council resolution 465(1980)
of 1 March, which determined that all measures
taken by Israel to change the character and
status of the occupied territories had no legal
validity (see p. 409), and with all United Nations
resolutions relevant to the historic character of
Jerusalem.

The Assembly expressed its opposition to the
resettlement of the Palestinians outside their
homeland and requested the Secretary-General to
take the necessary measures to implement the
recommendations of the Committee on Palestin-
ian Rights, as a basis for the solution to the ques-
tion of Palestine. The Assembly then requested
the Security Council, in the event of non-

compliance by Israel, to adopt effective measures
under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.

Also on 29 July, a resolution on the work of
the Committee on Palestinian Rights was adopt-
ed by a recorded vote of 112 to 5, with 26 absten-
tions. By this resolution—ES-7/3—which was
sponsored by Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cape
Verde, Cuba, Guyana, Iraq, Jamaica, Nicaragua,
Qatar, the Sudan, the United Arab Emirates,
Viet Nam, Yugoslavia and Zambia, the Assem-
bly expressed great appreciation for the studies
on the various aspects of the question of Pales-
tine published by the Secretariat’s Special Unit
on Palestinian Rights under the Committee’s
guidance, and requested the Committee to study
thoroughly the reasons for Israel’s refusal to
comply with relevant United Nations resolutions
znd to report to the Assembly at its regular 1980
session, which was to convene in September.

In explanation of vote on the resolutions,
Luxembourg stated that the European Com-
munity members did not wish to prejudge the
contacts they would be making in the near
future, and had abstained. Japan emphasized
that its abstentions in no way contradicted the
principles it believed were essential for a just
and lasting solution to the Middle East problem.
Haiti, which also abstained, thought the recom-
mendations calling for Israel’s unconditional
withdrawal would take the parties farther away
from peaceful negotiations.

Bolivia, which voted in favour of resolution
ES-7/2, expressed some reservations concerning
the provisions calling for Israeli withdrawal.
Trinidad and Tobago, though voting in favour,
saw a certain imbalance in the text. Albania
voted in favour in spite of its reservations with
regard to some of the resolutions referred to in
the text. Singapore, Thailand and Uruguay sup-
ported the resolution on the understanding that
Israel’s right to existence was recognized as
irreversible.

.

By a letter of 22 July, Viet Nam forwarded to
the Secretary-General a message of the same
date from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
People’s Republic of Kampuchea, asking that
the Credentials Committee reject the credentials
submitted by Democratic Kampuchea. Demo-
cratic Kampuchea objected, by a letter of 23
July. The Credentials Committee, on 25 July,
approved without vote a proposal of its Chair-
man to accept the credentials of all representa-
tives. It set forth in its report the reservations
expressed by some Members concerning the cre-
dentials of the delegation of Democratic Kampu-
chea (USSR) as well as those relating to the cre-
dentials of the delegations of Afghanistan
(China, Pakistan, United States) and Chile
(USSR).
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On the Chairman’s proposal, the Committee
also approved, without vote on 25 July, a draft
resolution by which the Assembly would approve
the Committee’s report. The Assembly adopted
this text on 29 July, also without vote, as resolu-
tion ES-7/l.

Speaking after adoption of the resolution, the
Ukrainian SSR, on behalf also of Bulgaria, the
Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, the German
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland and the
USSR, said they believed that the sole legitimate
Government in Kampuchea was that of the Peo-
ple’s Revolutionary Council of the People’s
Republic of Kampuchea-a view shared by the
Lao People’s Democratic Republic and Viet
Nam. Democratic Kampuchea said it objected
to the presence of Viet Nam in the United
Nations and all related bodies.

Report of the Committee on Palestinian Rights
In its 1980 report to the General Assembly,

submitted on 22 September, the Committee on
the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People reviewed its activities during
the year. It noted that the Assembly had in
November 197938 again urged the Security
Council to take a decision as soon as possible on
the Committee’s 1976 recommendations de-
signed to enable the Palestinian people to exer-
cise its inalienable rights.39 Since the Council
had not taken action on those recommendations
by 31 March 1980, the deadline set by the As-
sembly in 1979, the Committee’s Acting Chair-
man had initiated consultations with the Council
President to urge early action by the Council. In
response, the Council had considered the ques-
tion of Palestine in March and April (see p. 377),
when a resolution presented to the Council was
not adopted because of the negative vote of a
permanent member. The Committee had there-
fore recommended that the question of Palestine
should be discussed by the Assembly at an
emergency special session (see
section).

preceding

The Committee noted that the Assembly, by
resolution ES-712 adopted at the emergency spe-
cial session, had reaffirmed the principles that
had guided the Committee in formulating its
recommendations, which concerned, among
other things: the establishment by the Security
Council of a timetable for Israeli withdrawal;
measures to be taken by the United Nations
during and after the withdrawal, including the
possibility of setting up temporary peace-
keeping forces; measures to facilitate the return
of displaced Palestinians to their homes; and
action to be taken by the Council on the question
of Israeli settlements. The Committee once more
urged the Council to take action on those recom-

mendations and drew the Assembly’s attention
to its opinion that the Camp David accords, to
the extent that they did not take into considera-
tion the inalienable rights of the Palestinian
people and had been negotiated without PLO par-
ticipation, contravened Assembly resolutions of
7 December 197840 and 29 November 1979.41

The report also reviewed relevant action
taken by other organizations and the Commit-
tee’s representation at international meetings. It
noted that two seminars on Palestinian rights
had been organized by the Special Unit on
Palestinian Rights, the first at Arusha, United
Republic of Tanzania, from 14 to 18 July, and
the second at Vienna, Austria, from 25 to 29
August.

International Day of Solidarity
with the Palestinian People (29 November)

The Committee on Palestinian Rights reported
to the General Assembly that the International
Day of Solidarity with the Palestinian People was
commemorated in 1980 on 28 November, as the
scheduled date of 29 November fell on a Saturday.
The Committee had held two special meetings at
United Nations Headquarters, New York, during
which more than 60 statements and messages were
heard. Statements were made by the Chairman of
the Committee, the Secretary-General, the Presi-
dent of the Security Council, a PLO representative,
the President of the United Nations Council for
Namibia, the Chairmen of the Special Committee
against Apartheid, of the Special Committee to In-
vestigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human
Rights of the Population of the Occupied Territo-
ries and of the regional groups of Member States at
the United Nations, and others. Messages were
read from the Chairman of the Non-Aligned
Movement and heads of State or Government or
Foreign Ministers of more than 40 countries. The
Day of Solidarity was also observed at Geneva.
The speakers at that meeting included the Chair-
men of the Arab group of United Nations Member
States and of the Islamic Conference, and the
Mayor of Nablus.

Further consideration by the General Assembly
The General Assembly again considered the

question of Palestine during its regular 1980 ses-
sion at nine plenary meetings held between 1
and 15 December. On 15 December, it adopted
five resolutions—35/169 A-E-on the question.
It thereby reaffirmed the principles on which a
just and lasting Middle East peace must be
based, endorsed the recommendations of the

38 See footnote 27.
39 see footnote 28.
40 See Y.U.N., 1978. p. 342, resolution 33/28 A.
41 See Y.U.N., 1979, p, 377, resolution 34/65 B.
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Palestinian Rights Committee, demanded Is-
rael’s compliance with its resolutions, expressed
opposition to partial agreements, decided not
to recognize an Israeli “Basic Law” proclaiming
a change in the character and status of Jerusa-
lem and requested the Committee and the Spe-
cial Unit on Palestinian Rights to continue
their work.

Reports of the Secretary-General
In pursuance of Assembly resolution ES-7/2,

adopted on 29 July 1980 during the seventh
emergency special session (see p. 385), the
Secretary-General reported to the Assembly at
its 1980 regular session on the implementation of
that resolution.

He had requested Israel on 30 July to inform
him of the measures taken or envisaged to imple-
ment resolution ES-7/2. On 4 November, Israel
had replied that Security Council resolution
242(1967) was the only agreed basis for a nego-
tiated settlement of the Arab-Israeli conflict. In
this connexion, it added, its Minister for Foreign
Affairs had stated during the general debate of
the current session that the Camp David frame-
w o r k - w h i c h  w a s  b a s e d  o n  r e s o l u t i o n
242(1967)—was the only approach possible. In
accordance with that framework, negotiations
had been taking place for the attainment of full
autonomy for the Palestinian Arab inhabitants
of Judaea, Samaria and Gaza.

The Secretary-General stated that, in para-
graph 13 of resolution ES-7/2, the Assembly had
requested the Council, in the event of non-
compliance by Israel, to adopt effective measures
under Chapter VII of the United Nations Char-
ter. By a note of 5 August, the Secretary-General
had brought this to the attention of the Council.

The Secretary-General said that in pursuance
of other provisions of resolution ES-7/2 he had,
in consultation with the Bureau of the Commit-
tee on Palestinian Rights, given careful consider-
ation as to what measures he could take towards
the implementation of the Committee’s recom-
mendations. He noted that, in the event of the
Security Council’s establishing a timetable for Is-
rael’s complete withdrawal from areas occupied
in 1967, contingency plans for the setting up of
temporary peace-keeping forces could be pre-
sented to the Council without delay. With
regard to the return of displaced Palestinians,
the Commissioner-General  of  the Uni ted
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine
Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA) had reiterat-
ed that, given the authority, funds and co-
operation of the Governments concerned,
UNRWA would be capable of providing assistance
promptly, efficiently and economically. With re-
spect to other measures referred to in the recom-

mendations of the Committee, the Secretary-
General stated that they could be taken only
after Israel’s withdrawal.

In another report to the Assembly, dated 24
October, the Secretary-General reviewed all as-
pects of the Middle East situation, including
that of Palestinian rights. He described, in that
connexion, the decisions of the 1979 Assembly
session, the March/April 1980 meetings of the
Security Council and the decisions of the Assem-
bly’s seventh emergency special session, and
referred to communications on the subject re-
ceived during the year.

General Assembly discussion
The Chairman of the Palestinian Rights Com-

mittee, addressing the General Assembly on 1
December, recalled that at its July session the
Assembly, by resolution ES-7/2, had called on
Israel to begin by 15 November 1980 to with-
draw from the Arab and Palestinian territories
occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem. Once
again, he said, Israel was refusing to comply and
was hiding behind the framework of the Camp
David agreement. If Israel refused to heed the
voice of reason, he added, the Assembly must
resolve to apply the sanctions provided for in the
United Nations Charter, in the event that the
Security Council failed to do so.

The Committee’s Rapporteur, formally in-
troducing the Committee’s report, emphasized
that a start in implementing the recommended
phased approach through the Council, where all
the interested parties could be involved, should
be delayed no longer.

The observer of PLO called for the imposition
of sanctions on Israel in view of its persistent
non-compliance with relevant United Nations
resolutions, in particular resolution ES-7/2
which, among other things, had called for Israel
to begin to withdraw from occupied territory by
15 November.

Luxembourg, on behalf of the member States
of the European Community, reiterated the view
that a just solution to the Palestinian question
was an essential element of a global settlement in
the Middle East. The nine States were opposed
to Israeli settlements in occupied territories, as
well as to recent Israeli laws aimed at changing
the status of Jerusalem.

Egypt stated that the Camp David agreements
represented an important step towards the imple-
mentat ion of  Secur i ty  Counci l  resolut ion
42(1967) and constituted a corner-stone for a
comprehensive settlement of the Middle East
problem. They made it possible for the Palestin-
ian people to exercise autonomy for a deter-
mined period, preparing the way for them to ex-
ercise their right to self-determination, and
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making it possible for contacts to exist between
the Palestinian people and Israel in a frame-
work of peaceful coexistence, co-operation and
mutual respect.

The representative of Israel said the question
of the Palestinian Arabs formed one of the many
complex elements of the Arab-Israeli conflict as
a whole. To discuss it in isolation and disregard
interrelated aspects could only imperil progress.
He reiterated Israel’s view that Jordan was the
Palestinian Arab State where the Palestinian
Arabs had achieved their self-determination.
The Arab States, he added, had never given up
their final objective of liquidating Israel. Certain
Arab States had put PLO in charge of an attempt
to transform Judaea, Samaria and the Gaza Dis-
trict into platforms for terror, sabotage and sub-
version. Israel would not offer PLO a free hand in
those territories. He also reiterated Israel’s view
that the programme of autonomy proposed for
the Palestinian Arab inhabitants of those areas,
as accepted in principle in the Camp David ac-
cords, was the first practical proposal advanced
to provide a dignified solution for their needs.

The USSR and other Eastern European States
reiterated their opposition to the Camp David
accords and to the separate Egyptian-Israeli
treaty. They praised the work of the Palestinian
Rights Committee and considered that the As-
sembly should once more reaffirm that the
Palestinian problem was the core of the Middle
East problem and should reaffirm the inalienable
rights of the Arab people of Palestine, especially
their rights to return to their country and their
homes, to self-determination without foreign in-
terference, to sovereignty and national indepen-
dence and to establish their own independent
State under PLO leadership. The Byelorussian
SSR and others of this group of States called for
the imposition of sanctions against Israel under
Chapter VII of the Charter. Similar views were
expressed by Afghanistan, Algeria, Cuba, Viet
Nam and others.

China restated its support for the principles
endorsed by the Assembly in connexion with the
Palestine question and expressed appreciation
for the work of the Committee. The struggle of
the Palestinian and Arab people for the restora-
tion of their national rights and recovery of their
lost territories was closely linked with the resis-
tance to super-power expansion and rivalry in
the Middle East. Until that was discontinued
and Israel desisted from aggression, it would be
difficult for genuine peace and stability to pre-
vail there.

Many other Members, including Bangladesh,
Burund i ,  Ind ia ,  Ma lays ia ,  Ma l i ,  Turkey ,
Uganda and Yugoslavia, endorsed the recom-
mendations of the Committee, which they be-

lieved to constitute a realistic basis for the solu-
tion of the Palestine question.

Reaffirmation of support for the rights of the
Palestinians was voiced by the majority of speak-
ers, Japan, Nigeria and Sierra Leone among them.

Also mentioned during the debate was opposi-
tion to the support given by the United States to
Israel, which Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
Kuwait, Somalia and many others considered a
major obstacle to a peaceful solution of the Pales-
tine problem.

Decisions of the General Assembly
On 15 December 1980, the General Assembly

adopted five resolutions—35/169 A-E-on as-
pects of the question of Palestine.

By resolution 35/169 A, the Assembly ex-
pressed grave concern that no just solution to
the Palestine problem had been achieved and
that Security Council resolution 242(1967) did
not provide for the future and the inalienable
rights of the Palestinian people. It reaffirmed
that a just and lasting peace in the Middle East
could not be established without the attainment
of their rights, including the right to return and
the right to self-determination, national indepen-
dence and sovereignty in Palestine.

The Assembly stressed that PLO was the repre-
sentative of the Palestinian people and called for
it to be invited to participate in all United
Nations deliberations on the Middle East on an
equal footing with other parties. It endorsed the
recommendations of the Committee on Palestin-
ian Rights, which were annexed to the resolu-
tion, strongly reaffirmed its repeated endorse-
ment of those recommendations, and drew the
attention of the Security Council to the need for
urgent action thereon. It also reaffirmed the in-
alienable right of the Palestinians to return to
their homes and property in Palestine, their
rights in Palestine to self-determination, to na-
tional independence and sovereignty and to es-
tablish an independent State.

The Assembly demanded that Israel withdraw
from all territories occupied since June 1967,
including Jerusalem, and that it fully comply
with Security Council resolution 465(1980) of 1
March (see p. 409), which determined that all
measures to change the character and status of
the occupied territories had no validity, as well
as with all resolutions relevant to Jerusalem.
The Assembly expressed its opposition to all

policies and plans aimed at the resettlement of
Palestinians outside their homeland and con-
demned Israel for its non-compliance with all
relevant United Nations resolutions. Finally, it
requested the Security Council to convene to
consider adopting effective measures under
Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.
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Operative paragraph 13, containing this final
request, was adopted by a separate recorded vote
of 94 to 19, with 34 abstentions. The text of the
resolution as a whole was adopted by a recorded
vote of 98 to 16, with 32 abstentions; it was spon-
sored by 31 Members (see DOCUMENTARY REFER-
ENCES below). An amendment by Malta to the
language of the first operative paragraph was ac-
cepted by the sponsors.

By resolution 35/169 B, the Assembly re-
affirmed its rejection of those provisions of the
Camp David accords which ignored, infringed, vi-
olated or denied the rights of the Palestinian
people. It expressed strong opposition to all par-
tial agreements and separate treaties which con-
stituted a flagrant violation of that people’s rights,
Charter principles and resolutions adopted in
various international forums on the Palestinian
issue, as well as the principles of international law,
and declared that all agreements and separate
treaties had no validity in so far as they purported
to determine the future of the Palestinian people
and of the Palestinian territories occupied by
Israel since 1967. The Assembly declared that no
State had the right to undertake any actions, mea-
sures or negotiations that could affect the future of
the Palestinian people, its inalienable rights and
the occupied Palestinian territories without the
participation of PLO on an equal footing.

(
Resolution 35/169 B, sponsored by 26 States

see D O C U M E N T A R Y  R E F E R E N C E S  be low) ,  was
adopted by a recorded vote of 86 to 22, with 40
abstentions.

By resolution 35/169 C, sponsored by 31
States (see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below) and
adopted by a recorded vote of 120 to 3, with 23
abstentions, the Assembly expressed apprecia-
tion to the Committee on Palestinian Rights and
requested it to keep the situation relating to the
question of Palestine under review and to report
and make suggestions to the Assembly or the
Security Council. It authorized the Committee
to continue to promote the implementation of its
recommendations and requested the United
Nations Conciliation Commission for Palestine
and other United Nations bodies associated with
the question to co-operate fully with the Com-
mittee. It decided to circulate the Committee’s
report to all competent United Nations bodies
and urged them to take action as appropriate.

By resolution 35/169 D, the Assembly request-
ed the Secretary-General to ensure that the Spe-
cial Unit on Palestinian Rights continued to dis-
charge its tasks and to keep under constant
review the question of strengthening the Special
Unit. It further requested him to ensure the con-
tinued co-operation of the Department of Public
Information and other Secretariat units in en-
abling the Special Unit to perform its tasks,

invited all Governments and organizations to co-
operate with the Committee and the Unit, and
noted with appreciation 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.
Resolution 35/169 D, sponsored by 32 Member
States (see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below),
was adopted by a recorded vote of 120 to 4, with
23 abstentions.

By the preamble to resolution 35/169 E, the
Assembly reaffirmed all relevant United Nations
decisions on the status of Jerusalem and that the
acquisition of territory by force was inadmissible,
and noted the specific status of Jerusalem and
the need for protection of the Holy Places in the
city. It expressed deep concern over the enact-
ment in the Israeli Knesset of a “basic law” pro-
claiming a change in the character and status of
the Holy City.

By the operative section, the Assembly cen-
sured in the strongest terms the enactment by
Israel of the “Basic Law” on Jerusalem, affirmed
that the enactment constituted a violation of in-
ternational law and determined that all legisla-
tive and administrative measures taken by Israel
to alter the character and status of Jerusalem
were null and void and a serious obstruction to
peace in the Middle East. The Assembly decided
not to recognize the “Basic Law” and such other
actions by Israel that sought to alter the charac-
ter and status of Jerusalem, called on all States,
specialized agencies and other international or-
ganizations to comply with this resolution and
urged them not to conduct any business not in
conformity with it.

Resolution 35/169 E, sponsored by 32
Member States (see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES

below), was adopted by a recorded vote of 143 to
1, with 4 abstentions.

A number of Members spoke in explanation
of vote. In connexion with resolution 35/169 A,
the following States expressed reservations at
what they termed the negative reference to
Security Council resolution 242(1967) which
they deemed to be the only viable basis for a just
and comprehensive Middle East peace: Argenti-
na, Bolivia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, Greece,
Haiti, Lesotho, Norway, Panama, Peru, Singa-
pore, Sweden, Thailand, Uruguay, Zaire.

Reservations concerning resolution 35/169 B
were based by a number of Members on their
view that partial agreements should not be
rejected and/or that States had a right to con-
clude treaties. Among those subscribing to these
views were Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica,
Greece, Haiti, Peru and Togo.

France stated that it was opposed to the provi-
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sion of resolution 35/169 A requesting the
Security Council to convene in order to consid-
er the Palestine question and adopt measures
under Chapter VII of the Charter, as the As-
sembly was thereby attempting to guide the
work of the Council.

Austral ia had voted against  resolut ions
35/169 A-D because it considered them incom-
patible with its fundamental position; among
other things, the security interest of Israel was
not taken into account. The United States also
voted against those resolutions. It considered
resolution 35/169 A to be completely one-sided,
making no reference to provisions of Council
resolution 242(1967) which affirmed the right of
every State in the area to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries. The United
States opposed the activities of the Palestinian
Rights Committee and the Special Unit on
Palestinian Rights. Further, it had abstained on
resolution 35/169 E in consistency with its previ-
ous position; nevertheless, it opposed the action
of Israel concerning Jerusalem.

Canada said that in its view resolutions
35/169 A and B prejudged negotiations, would
impose a settlement not agreed to by the parties
concerned and ran counter to the provisions of
Security Council resolutions 242(1967) and
338(1973). It had therefore voted against them.
It had also voted against resolution 35/169 D as
it did not agree with the work programme for the
Special Unit set out therein.

Assistance to the Palestinian people
As requested by the General Assembly on 14

December 1979,42 the Secretary-General on 29
May 1980 submitted to the Economic and Social
Council a report on assistance given to the
Palestinian people by the United Nations Devel-
opment Programme (UNDP), in consultation with
other organizations of the United Nations
system. The report contained information re-
ceived from those organizations on action they
had taken, in co-ordination with the Economic
Commission for Western Asia, to identify the
social and economic needs of the Palestinian
people and establish projects to that end. The or-
ganizations had also been asked by the Council
to consult with PLO on projects to improve socio-
economic conditions.

On 23 July, the Council, adopting decision
1980/160 without vote, took note of the report
and transmitted it to the Assembly. The Council
acted on the recommendation of its Third (Pro-
gramme and Co-ordination) Committee, which
had approved the text without vote on 15 July
as orally proposed by its Chairman.

Other action taken during 1980 included a
report to the UNDP Governing Council in June

by the UNDP Administrator on steps taken to
implement the Governing Council’s 1979 deci-
sion to allocate $3.5 million for projects to aid
the Palestinian people. He described his consul-
tations with all interested parties and the re-
sultant agreement for more precise identification
and formulation of 11 of 18 project proposals.

In April 1980, the Governing Council of the
Uni ted Nat ions Environment Programme
(UNEP) requested the UNEP Executive Director to
ensure the implementation of the Assembly’s
1979 request for assistance to the Palestinian
people43 within UNEP’S sphere of responsibility.
Similarly, the Commission on Human Settle-
ments in May requested the Executive Director
of the United Nations Centre for Human Settle-
ments (Habitat) to make every effort to ensure
implementation of the Assembly request within
the responsibility and competence of the Centre.

Later in the year, on 5 December, the Assem-
bly adopted, by 125 votes to 2, with 21 absten-
tions, resolution 35/111, by which it urged agen-
cies, organizations, organs and programmes of
the United Nations system to take steps to imple-
ment the Economic and Social Council’s resolu-
tions of 197644 and 197745 on assistance to the
Palestinian people, and requested that such assis-
tance in the West Bank and Gaza be rendered
through United Nations agencies and organs in
co-operation and consultation with the local
Palestinian organizations and in the Arab host
countries through those agencies in consultation
with the parties concerned.

On 14 October, the Second (Economic and
Financial) Committee had approved the text,
sponsored by 36 States (see D O C U M E N T A R Y

REFERENCES below), by a recorded vote of 106 to
2, with 21 abstentions.

Luxembourg said that the members of the Eu-
ropean Community had abstained because
United Nations organs were asked to take steps
to implement Council resolutions on which
those members had abstained. However, that
did not affect their support of assistance to the
Palestinian people.

The United States said it supported the assis-
tance programme adopted by the UNDP Govern-
ing Council but had voted against the resolution
because of its reference to resolutions which the
United States had opposed.

Related General Assembly decisions
The General Assembly at its regular 1980 ses-

sion adopted a number of additional resolutions

42 Ibid.. p. 380, resolution 34/133.
43 Ibid.
44See Y.U.N., 1976, p. 248, resolution 2026(LXI) of 4 August 1976.
45 See Y.U.N., 1977, p. 329, resolution 2100(LXIII) of 3 August

1977.
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relating to the search for a peaceful settlement implement a proposal to establish a nuclear-
in the Middle East. weapon-free zone in the Middle East and invited

On 14 November, by resolution 35/35 A on adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
self-determination, the Assembly condemned Is- of Nuclear Weapons; it also reaffirmed its recom-
rael’s expansionist activities in the Middle East, mendation to nuclear-weapon States to refrain
as well as the bombing of civilian Arab and from any action contrary to the spirit and pur-
Palestinian populations, and urged all States, pose of this resolution (see p. 47).
agencies and organizations within and outside On the same day, by resolution 35/157, the As-
the United Nations system to support the sembly took note of a progress report of the
Palestinian people through its representative, Secretary-General on the work of the Group of
PLO, in its struggle for self-determination (see Experts to Prepare a Study on Israeli Nuclear
p. 837). Armament and requested him to pursue his ef-

By resolution 35/147 of 12 December, the As- forts in this regard and to submit a report in
sembly urged practical and urgent steps to 1981 (see p. 43).

Documentary references, voting details and texts of resolutions

Communications
A/35/209. Letter of 2 May from Iraq (transmitting letter of 2

April from 2nd International Conference in Solidarity with
Peasants and People of Palestine held at Baghdad, 30
March-2 April; and final statement Issued by Conference).

A/35/542 and Corr.1. Note verbale of 14 October from Cuba
(transmitting communique of extraordinary meeting of
Ministers for Foreign Affairs and heads of delegations of
non-aligned countries, New York, 2 and 3 October).

A/35/566. Letter of 24 October from Saudi Arabia.
A/35/570. Letter of 27 October from German Democratic

Republic (transmitting resolutions adopted by 67th Inter-
Parliamentary Conference, Berlin, 14-25 September).

A/35/587 and Corr.1. Letter of 31 October from Israel.
(Annex: Water resources in Judaea and Samaria.)

A/35/625. Letter of 12 November from Iraq.
A/35/643. Letter of 17 November from Israel. (Annex: Analy-

sis of United Nations pamphlet entitled “Acquisition of
Land in Palestine,” June.)

S/13810 (A/35/109). Letter of 11 February from Pakistan
(transmitting final communiqué and resolutions of extraordi-
nary session of Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, ls-
lamabad. 27-29 January), Annex (resolution 4/EOS).

S/13912 (A/35/188). Letter of 28 April from Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya (transmitting Declaration of 4th Summit Confer-
ence of Steadfastness and Confrontation National Front,
Tripoli, 12-15 April).

S/14045 (A/35/316). Letter of 27 June from Israel. (Annex:
“Israel, the United Nations and International Law: Memo-
randum of Law,” by Julius Stone, June.)

S/14097 (A/35/384). Note verbale of 8 August from Jordan
(transmitting general report, Final Declaration and resolu-
tion on question of Palestine adopted by 2nd extraordinary
session of Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers.
Amman, 11 and 12 July).

S/14129 (A/35/419). Letter of 20 August from Pakistan (trans-
mitting resolutions and final communiqué of 11th Islamic Con-
ference of Foreign Ministers, Islamabad. 17-22 May).

S/14207 (A/35/508). Letter of 29 September from Morocco
(transmitting final communique of special session of Islam-
ic Conference of Foreign Ministers on question of Jerusa-
lem, Fez, 18-20 September).

S/14289 (A/35/719). Note verbale of 4 December from
Jordan (transmitting Final Declaration of 11th Arab Summit
Conference, Amman, 25-27 November).

Consideration by the Security Council
(31 March-9 April, 29 and 30 April)

Security Council, meetings 2204-2208, 2219, 2220.

S/13832, S/13855. Letters of 6 and 24 March from Acting
Chairman and from Chairman of Committee on Exercise of

Inalienable Rights of Palestinian People to Security Council
President.

S/13865, S/13867. Letters of 27 and 31 March from Tunisia
(requests to extend invitations to address Council).

S/13911. Tunisia: draft resolution.
S/lNF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,

1980. Decisions, pp. 5, 6, 8 and 9.

Seventh emergency special
session of the General Assembly

General Assembly- 7th emergency special session
Credentials Committee, meeting 1.
Plenary meetings 1-11.

A/ES-7/1. Note by Secretary-General. (Annex: Letter of 1 July
from Senegal requesting emergency special session of General
Assembly to discuss item entitled “Question of Palestine.”)

A/ES-713. Letter of 21 July from Israel.
A/ES-7/4. Letter of 21 July from Sri Lanka (transmitting

message by President).
A/ES-7/5. Note verbale of 9 July from Pakistan.
A/ES-7/8. Letter of 22 July from Cuba (transmitting excerpt

from Final Declaration of 6th (1979) Conference of Heads
of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries, relating
to situation in Middle East and question of Palestine).

A/ES-7/9. Letter of 23 July from Algeria.
A/ES-7/12. Letter of 25 July from Egypt (transmitting letter of

12 September 1979 from Minister for Foreign Affairs to
President of 6th (1979) Conference of Heads of State or
Government of Non-Aligned Countries).

A/ES-7/L.l and Corr.1 and Add.1 and Rev.1. Afghanistan,
Angola, Bahrain, Burundi, Cape Verde, Congo, Cuba,
Cyprus, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Gambia, German Democratic
Republic, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hun-
gary, India, Indonesia. Iran. Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao
People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Morocco,
Mozambique. Nicaragua, Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar,
Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR.
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Viet
Nam. Yugoslavia, Zambia: draft resolution and revision.

A/35/344. Letter of 20 July from Israel.

Resolution ES-7/2, as proposed by 52 powers, A/ES-7/
L.1/Rev.1, adopted by Assembly on 29 July 1980, meeting
11, by roll-call vote of 112 to 7, with 24 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR,
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Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampu-
chea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Sal-
vador, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic
Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India. Indonesia. Iran. Iraq,
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta,
Maur i tania,  Maur i t ius,  Mexico,  Mongol ia,  Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tome and Principe,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singa-
pore, 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 Cameroon, United
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Australia, Canada, Dominican Republic, Gua-
temala, Israel, Norway, United States

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Burma, Den-
mark, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland, Italy. Japan, Liberia,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Paraguay, Portu-
gal, Samoa, Sweden, United Kingdom.

The Genera/Assembly,
Having considered the question of Palestine at an emergen-

cy special session,
Convinced that the failure to solve this question poses a

grave threat to international peace and security,
Noting with regret and concern that the Security Council,

at its 2220th meeting on 30 April 1980, failed to take a deci-
sion, as a result of the negative vote of the United States of
America, on the recommendations of the Committee on the
Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People
endorsed by the General Assembly in its resolutions 31/20 of
24 November 1976, 32/4O A of 2 December 1977, 33/28 A
of 7 December 1976 and 34/65 A of 29 November 1979,

Having considered the letter dated 1 July 1980 from the
Permanent Representative of Senegal to the United Nations,
Chairman of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People,

Having heard the statement by the Observer of the Pales-
tine Liberation Organization, the representative of the
Palestinian people,

1. Recalls and reaffirms its resolutions 3236(XXIX) and
3237(XX1X) of 22 November 1974 and all other relevant United
Nations resolutions pertinent to the question of Palestine;

2. Reaffirms, in particular, that a comprehensive, just and
lasting peace in the Middle East cannot be established, in ac-
cordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the rele-
vant United Nations resolutions, without the withdrawal of
Israel from all the occupied Palestinian and other Arab territo-
ries, including Jerusalem, and without the achievement of a
just solution of the problem of Palestine on the basis of the at-
tainment of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people in
Palestine;

3. Reaffirms the inalienable right of the Palestinians to
return to their homes and property in Palestine, from which
they have been displaced and uprooted, and calls for their
return:

4. Reaffirms a/so the inalienable rights in Palestine of the
Palestinian people, including:

(a) The right to self-determination without external interfer-
ence, and to national independence and sovereignty;

(b) The right to establish its own independent sovereign
State;

5. Reaffirms the right of the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation, the representative of the Palestinian people, to partici-
pate on an equal footing in all efforts, deliberations and con-
ferences on the question of Palestine and the situation in

the Middle East within the framework of the United Nations:
6. Reaffirms the fundamental principle of the inadmissi-

bility of the acquisition of territory by force;
7. Calls upon Israel to withdraw completely and uncondi-

tionally from all the Palestinian and other Arab territories
occupied since June 1967, including Jerusalem, with all
property and services intact, and urges that such withdrawal
from all the occupied territories should start before 15
November 1980;

8. Demands that Israel should fully comply with provi-
sions of resolution 465(1980) adopted unanimously by the
Security Council on 1 March 1980;

9. Further demands that Israel should fully comply with
all United Nations resolutions relevant to the historic charac-
ter of the Holy City of Jerusalem, in particular Security Coun-
cil resolution 476(198O) of 30 June 1980;

10. Expresses ifs opposition to all policies and plans
aimed at the resettlement of the Palestinians outside their
homeland;

11. Requests and authorizes the Secretary-General, in
consultation, as appropriate, with the Committee on the Exer-
cise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, to
take the necessary measures towards the implementation of
the recommendations contained in paragraphs 59 to 72 of
the report of the Committee to the General Assembly at its
thirty-first session as a basis for the solution of the question
of Palestine;

12. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the
General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session on the implemen-
tation of the present resolution;

13. Requests the Security Council, in the event of non-
compliance by Israel with the present resolution, to convene
in order to consider the situation and the adoption of effective
measures under Chapter VII of the Charter;

14. Decides to adjourn the seventh emergency special
session temporarily and to authorize the President of the
latest regular session of the General Assembly to resume its
meetings upon request from Member States.

S/14088. Note by Secretary-General.

A/ES-7/L.2 and Rev.1. Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Cape
Verde, Cuba, Guyana, Iraq, Jamaica, Nicaragua, Qatar,
Sudan, United Arab Emirates, Viet Nam. Yugoslavia,
Zambia: draft resolution and revision.

Resolution ES-7/3. as proposed by 14 powers, A/ES-71
L.2/Rev.l, adopted by Assembly on 29 July 1980. meeting
11, by recorded vote of 112 to 5, with 26 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR,
Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampu-
chea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Sal-
vador, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic
Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, 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,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe.
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singa-
pore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian
Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,Tuni-
sia. Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR. USSR, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam.
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia
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Against: Australia, Canada, Guatemala, Israel, United
States

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, Belgium, Burma, Den-
mark, Dominican Republic, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland. Italy,
Ivory Coast, Japan, Liberia, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom,
Zaire.

The General Assembly,
Having heard the statements by the Chairman of the Com-

mittee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People and by the Rapporteur of the Committee,

1. Commends the Committee on the Exercise of the In-
alienable Rights of the Palestinian People for its efforts to dis-
charge its duties;

2. Expresses great appreciation for the studies on the
various aspects of the question of Palestine published by the
Special Unit on Palestinian Rights of the Secretariat under
the guidance of the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien-
able Rights of the Palestinian People and requests the Com-
mittee to study thoroughly the reasons for the refusal of Israel
to comply with the relevant United Nations resolutions, partic-
ularly resolution 31/20 of 24 November 1976, in which the
General Assembly endorsed the recommendations of the
Committee contained in its report to the Assembly at its thirty-
first session, and the numerous resolutions demanding the
withdrawal of Israel from the occupied Palestinian and other
Arab territories, including Jerusalem, and to submit the study
to the Assembly;

3. Requests the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalien-
able Rights of the Palestinian People to report on the progress
of its study to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session.

A/ES-7/7. Letter of 22 July from Viet Nam (transmitting
message of same date from “Minister for Foreign Affairs of
People’s Republic of Kampuchea”).

A/ES-7/11. Letter of 23 July from Democratic Kampuchea.
A/ES-7/13. Credentials of representatives to 7th emergency

special session of General Assembly. Report of Credentials
Committee.

A/ES-7/13. para. 13. Draft resolution, as orally proposed by
Credentials Committee Chairman, approved without vote
by Committee on 25 July, meeting 1.

Resolution ES-7/1, by which the General Assembly approved
the report of the Credentials Committee, as recommended
by Committee, A/ES-7/13. adopted without vote by Assem-
bly on 29 July 1980. meeting 11.

Report of the Committee on Palestinian Rights
A/35/35. Report of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable

Rights of Palestinian People.
A/35/563 (S/14234). Report of Secretary-General. (Chapter V:

Palestinian rights.)

Further consideration by the General Assembly

Genera/Assembly- 35th session
Plenary meetings 75-80,89,95,98.

A/35/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1979-15 June
1980. Chapter 1 A (paras. 24-47).

A/35/35. Report of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable
Rights of Palestinian People.

A/35/109 (S/13810). Letter of 11 February from Pakistan (trans-
mitting final communique and resolutions of extraordinary ses-
sion of Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, Islamabad,
27-29 January), Annex (resolution 4/EOS).

A/35/188 (S/13912). Letter of 28 April from Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya (transmitting Declaration of 4th Summit Confer-
ence of Steadfastness and Confrontation National Front,
Tripoli, 12-15 April).

A/35/316 (S/14045). Letter of 27 June from Israel.

A/35/384 (S/14097). Note verbale of 8 August from Jordan
(transmitting general report, Final Declaration and resolu-
tion on question of Palestine adopted by 2nd extraordinary
session of Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers,
Amman, 11 and 12 July).

A/35/419 (S/14129). Letter of 20 August from Pakistan
(transmitting resolutions and final communique of 11th
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, Islamabad. 17-22
May).

A/35/508 (S/14207). Letter of 29 September from Morocco
(transmitting final communique of special session of Islam-
ic Conference of Foreign Ministers on question of Jerusa-
lem, Fez, 18-20 September).

A/35/618 (S/14250). Report of Secretary-General.
A/35/719 (S/14289). Note verbale of 4 December from

Jordan (transmitting Final Declaration of 11th Arab Summit
Conference, Amman, 25-27 November).

A/35/L.38. Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Comoros Cuba,
Cyprus, Ethiopia, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India. Indonesia. Iran,
Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Mali, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sao Tome and Principe,
Senegal, Sri Lanka, Tunisia, Viet Nam. Yugoslavia, Zim-
babwe: draft resolution and Annex (recommendations of
Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People, endorsed by General Assembly at its 31st session).

A/35/L.38/Rev.1. Revised draft resolution and Annex, spon-
sored by above 29 powers and by Congo and Guinea.

A/35/L.45. Malta: amendment to 29-power draft resolution
and Annex. A/35/L.38.

Resolution 35/169 A and Annex, as proposed by 31 powers,
A/35/L.38/Rev.1, adopted by Assembly on 15 December
1980, meeting 95, by recorded vote of 98 to 16, with 32 ab-
stentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bah-
rain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde,
China, Comoros Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea,
Ethiopia, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Grenada. Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran. Iraq. Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, 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, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Domini-
can Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Iceland. Ire-
land, Israel. Italy. Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, United Kingdom, United States

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, Bolivia, Burma, Central
African Republic, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Egypt, El
Salvador, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Greece, Guatemala,
Haiti, Honduras, Japan, Lesotho, Liberia, Malawi, Mauri-
tius, Nepal, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Portugal,
Samoa, Swaziland, Sweden, United Republic of Cameroon,
Zaire.

The General Assembly,
Recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 181 (II) of 29

November 1947, 194(lll) of 11 December 1948, 3236 (XX1X)
of 22 November 1974, 3375(XXX) and 3376(XXX) of 10
November 1975, 31/20 of 24 November 1976, 32/40 A and
B of 2 December 1977, 33/28 A to C of 7 December 1978,
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34/65 A to D of 29 November and 12 December 1979 and
ES-7/2 of 29 July 1980,

Having considered the report of the Committee on the Exer-
cise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People,

Having heard the statement of the Palestine Liberation Or-
ganization. the representative of the Palestinian people,

1. Expresses its grave concern that no just solution to the
problem of Palestine has been achieved and that this problem
therefore continues to aggravate the Middle East conflict, of
which it is the core, and to endanger international peace and
security, and that Security Council resolution 242(1967) of
22 November 1967 does not provide for the future and for the
inalienable rights of the Palestinian people, the attainment of
which is a conditio sine qua non for a just solution of the
question of Palestine;

2. Reaffirms that a just and lasting peace in the Middle
East cannot be established without the achievement, inter
alia, of a just solution of the problem of Palestine on the basis
of the attainment of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian
people, including the right of return and the right to self-
determination, national independence and sovereignty in
Palestine, in accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations and the principles of international law;

3. Stresses the basic principle that the future of the
Palestinian people cannot be discussed in their absence
and, therefore, calls once more for the invitation of the Pales-
tine Liberation Organization, the representative of the
Palestinian people, to participate, on the basis of General As-
sembly resolution 3237(XXIX) of 22 November 1974, in all ef-
forts, deliberations and conferences on the Middle East
which are held under the auspices of the United Nations, on
an equal footing with other parties;

4. Endorses the recommendations of the Committee on
the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People contained in paragraphs 45 to 48 of its report and
draws the attention of the Security Council to the need for
urgent action thereon;

5. Reaffirms the inalienable right of the Palestinians to
return to their homes and property in Palestine, from which
they have been displaced and uprooted, and calls for their
return;

6. Reaffirms a/so the inalienable rights in Palestine of the
Palestinian people, including:

(a) The right to self-determination without external inter-
ference, and to national independence and sovereignty;

(b) The right to establish its own independent sovereign
State;

7. Strong/y reaffirms its repeated endorsement of the
recommendations of the Committee on the Exercise of the
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People, as contained in
paragraphs 59 to 72 of its report to the thirty-first session,
and as reproduced in the annex to the present resolution:

8. Demands the complete and unconditional withdrawal
by Israel from all the Palestinian and other Arab territories
occupied since June 1967, including Jerusalem, in conformi-
ty with the fundamental principle of the inadmissibility of the
acquisition of territory by force;

9. Demands that Israel should fully comply with the provi-
sions, in particular, of Security Council resolution 465(198O)
adopted unanimously on 1 March 1980;

10. Further demands that Israel should fully comply with
all the resolutions of the United Nations relevant to the histor-
ic character of the Holy City of Jerusalem, in particular
Security Council resolutions 476(1980) of 30 June 1980 and
478(1980) of 20 August 1980. and rejects the declaration of
Israel that Jerusalem is its capital;

11. Expresses its opposition to all policies and plans
aimed at the resettlement of the Palestinians outside their
homeland;

12. Condemns Israel for its non-compliance with the pro-
visions of General Assembly resolution ES-7/2 and Security
Council resolutions 465(1980) and 478(1980) and other
relevent resolutions of the United Nations;

13. Requests the Security Council to convene in order to

consider the situation and the adoption of effective measures
under Chapter VII of the Charter;

14. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its
thirty-sixth session the item entitled “Question of Palestine.”

ANNEX

Recommendations of the Committee on the Exercise of
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People,

endorsed by the General Assembly at its thirty-first session

I. Basic considerations and guidelines
59. The question of Palestine is at the heart of the Middle

East problem, and, consequently, the Committee stressed its
belief that no solution in the Middle East can be envisaged
which does not fully take into account the legitimate aspira-
tions of the Palestinian people.

60. The legitimate and inalienable rights of the Palestin-
ian people to return to their homes and property and to
achieve self-determination, national independence and sov-
ereignty are endorsed by the Committee in the conviction that
the full implementation of these rights will contribute deci-
sively to a comprehensive and final settlement of the Middle
East crisis.

61. The participation of the Palestine Liberation Organi-
zation, the representative of the Palestinian people, on an
equal footing with other parties, on the basis of General As-
sembly resolutions 3236(XXIX) and 3375(XXX) is indis-
pensable in all efforts, deliberations and conferences on the
Middle East which are held under the auspices of the United
Nations.

62. The Committee recalls the fundamental principle of
the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by force and
stresses the consequent obligation for complete and speedy
evacuation of any territory so occupied.

83. The Committee considers that it is the duty and the re-
sponsibility of all concerned to enable the Palestinians to ex-
ercise their inalienable rights.

64. The Committee recommends an expanded and more
influential role by the United Nations and its organs in
promoting a just solution to the question of Palestine and in
the implementation of such a solution. The Security Council,
in particular, should take appropriate action to facilitate the
exercise by the Palestinians of their right to return to their
homes, lands and property. The Committee, furthermore,
urges the Security Council to promote action towards a just
solution, taking into account all the powers conferred on it by
the Charter of the United Nations.

65. It is with this perspective in view and on the basis of
the numerous resolutions of the United Nations, after due
consideration of all the facts, proposals and suggestions ad-
vanced in the course of its deliberations, that the Committee
submits its recommendations on the modalities for the imple-
mentation of the exercise of the inalienable rights of the
Palestinian people.

II. Right of return
66. The natural and inalienable right of Palestinians to

return to their homes is recognized by resolution 194(lllj.
which the General Assembly has reaffirmed almost every
year since its adoption. This right was also unanimously
recognized by the Secur i ty  Counci l  in  i ts  resolut ion
237(1967); the time for the urgent implementation of these
resolutions is long overdue.

87. Without prejudice to the right of all Palestinians to
return to their homes, lands and property, the Committee con-
siders that the programme of implementation of the SXerCiSe

of this right may be carried out in two phases.

Phase one
68. The first phase involves the return to their homes Of

the Palestinians displaced as a result of the war of June
1987. The Committee recommends that:
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(a) The Security Council should request the immediate
implementation of its resolution 237(1967) and that such
implementation should not be related to any other condition;

(b) The resources of the International Committee of the
Red Cross and/or of the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, suitably fi-
nanced and mandated, may be employed to assist in the solu-
tion of any logistical problems involved in the resettlement of
those returning to thelr homes. These agencies could also
assist, in co-operation with the host countries and the Pales-
tine Liberation Organization. in the identification of the dis-
placed Palestinians.

Phase two
69. The second phase deals with the return to their

homes of the Palestinians displaced between 1948 and
1967. The Committee recommends that:

(a) While the first phase is being Implemented. the United
Nations in co-operation with the States directly involved, and
the Palestine Liberation Organization as the Interim repre-
sentative of the Palestinian entity, should proceed to make
the necessary arrangements to enable Palestinians displaced
between 1948 and 1967 to exercise their right to return to
their homes and property, in accordance with the relevant
United Nations resolutions, particularly General Assembly
resolution 194(III);

(b) Palestinians not choosing to return to their homes
should be paid just and equitable compensation as provided
for in resolution 194(lll).

Ill. Right to self-determination, national
independence and sovereignty

70. The Palestinian people has the inherent right to self-
determination, national independence and sovereignty in
Palestine. The Committee considers that the evacuation of
the territories occupied by force and in violation of the princi-
ples of the Charter and relevant resolutions of the United
Nations is a conditio sine qua non for the exercise by the
Palestlnian people of its inalienable rights in Palestine. The
Committee considers, furthermore, that upon the return of the
Palestinians to their homes and property and with the estab-
lishment of an independent Palestinian entity, the Palestinian
people will be able to exercise its rights to self-determination
and to decide its form of government without external
interference.

71. The Committee also feels that the United Nations has
a historical duty and responsibility to render all assistance
necessary to promote the economic development and pros-
perity of the Palestinian entity.

72. To these ends, the Committee recommends that:
(a) A timetable should be established by the Security

Council for the complete withdrawal by Israeli occupation
forces from those areas occupied in 1967; such withdrawal
should be completed no later than 1 June 1977;

(b) The Security Council may need to provide temporary
peace-keeping forces in order to facilitate the process of
withdrawal;

(c) Israel should be requested by the Security Council to
desist from the establishment of new settlements and to with-
draw during this period from settlements established since
1967 in the occupied territories; Arab property and all essen-
tial services in these areas should be maintained intact;

(d) Israel should also be requested to abide scrupulously
by the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August
1949, and to declare, pending its speedy withdrawal from
these territories, its recognition of the applicability of that
Convention;

(e) The evacuated territories, with all property and ser-
vices intact, should be taken over by the United Nations,
which, with the co-operation of the League of Arab States,
will subsequently hand over these evacuated areas to the
Palestine Liberation Organization as the representative of the
Palestinian poople;

(f) The United Nations should, if necessary, assist in es-
tablishing communications between Gaza and the West
Bank:

(g) As soon as the independent Palestinian entity has
been established, the United Nations, in co-operation with
the States directly involved and the Palestinian entity,
should, taking into account General Assembly resolution
3375(XXX). make further arrangements for the full implemen-
tation of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people, the
resolution of outstanding problems and the establishment of
a just and lasting peace in the region, in accordance with all
relevant United Nations resolutions:

(h) The United Nations should provide the economic and
technical assistance necessary for the consolidation of the
Palestinian entity.

S/14342. Note, dated 23 January 1981, by Secretary-
General.

A/35/L.39 and Add.1. Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Cuba,
Cyprus, Ethiopia, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran. Lao Peo-
ple’s Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Paki-
stan, Sao Tome and Principe. Senegal, Tunisia, Ukrainian
SSR,VietNam,Yugoslavia.Zimbabwe:draftresolution.

Resolution 35/169 B, as proposed by 26 powers, A/35/L.39
and Add.1, adopted by Assembly on 15 December 1980.
meeting 95. by recorded vote of 86 to 22, with 40 absten-
tions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi,
Byelorussian SSR. Cape Verde, China, Comoros Congo,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dji-
bouti, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gambia, German
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Grenada. Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau. Guyana, Hungary, India. Indonesia. Iran, Iraq. Ivory
Coast, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique. Nicaragua, Niger, Ni-
geria, Oman, Pakistan, Philippines Poland, Qatar, Ro-
mania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sri
Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR. USSR, United Arab Emir-
ates, United Republic of Tanzania. Upper Volta, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Den-
mark, Dominican Republic, Finland, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland. Israel. Italy.
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal,
Sweden, United Kingdom, United States

Abstaining: Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Bolivia,
Brazil, Burma, Central African Republic, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Fiji, France, Gabon,
Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Japan, Liberia, Malawi,
Mauritius, Mexico, Nepal, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Saint Lucia, Samoa, Singapore, Suriname,
Swaziland, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, United Republic
of Cameroon, Uruguay, Venezuela, Zaire.

 aSubsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
abstain.

The General Assembly.
Recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 34/65 A to D of 29

November and 12 December 1979,
Taking note of paragraphs 31 and 47 of the report of the

Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable Rights of the
Palestinian People,

1. Reaffirms its rejection of those provisions of the ac-
cords which ignore, infringe, violate or deny the inalienable
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rights of the Palestinian people, including the right of
return, the right of self-determination and the right to nation-
al independence and sovereignty in Palestine, in accor-
dance with the Charter of the United Nations and the princi-
ples of international law, and which envisage and condone
continued Israeli occupation of the Palestinian territories
occupied by Israel since 1967:

2. Expresses its strong opposition to all partial agree-
ments and separate treaties which constitute a flagrant viola-
tion of the rights of the Palestinian people, the principles of
the Charter and the resolutions adopted in the various inter-
national forums on the Palestinian issue, as well as the princi-
ples of international law, and declares that all agreements
and separate treaties have no validity in so far as they purport
to determine the future of the Palestinian people and of the
Palestinian territories occupied by Israel since 1967;

3. Declares that no State has the right to undertake any
actions, measures or negotiations that could affect the future
of the Palestinian people, its inalienable rights and the occu-
pied Palestinian territories without the participation of the
Palestine Liberation Organization on an equal footing, in ac-
cordance with the relevant United Nations resolutions, and
rejects all such actions, measures and negotiations.

A/35/L.40 and Add.1, Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin,
Comoros Cuba, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Gambia, German
Democratic Republic, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Lao People’s Democratic
Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Tuni-
sia, Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe: draft
resolution.

Resolution 35/169 C, as proposed by 31 powers, A/35/L.40
and Add.1, adopted by Assembly on 15 December 1960,
meeting 95, by recorded vote of 120 to 3, with 23 absten-
tions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Baha-
mas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bo-
livia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelo-
russian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chile,
China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Demo-
cratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, German
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India.
Indonesia. Iran. Iraq. 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, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia,
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
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia, Israel. United States
Abstaining: Austria, Belgium, Canada. Denmark, Domini-

can Republic, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Guatemala, Iceland. Ireland. Italy, Ivory Coast,
Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Papua New Guinea, Sweden, United Kingdom.

The General Assembly.
Recalling its resolutions 3376(XXX) of 10 November 1975,

31/20 of 24 November 1976, 32/40 A and B of 2 December
1977. 33/28A to C of 7 December 1978, 34/65 A to D of 29

November and 12 December 1979 and ES-7/3 of 29 July
1980.

Having considered the report of the Committee on the Exer-
cise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Committee on the Ex-
ercise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People for
its efforts in performing the tasks assigned to it by the General
Assembly;

2. Requests the Committee to keep the situation relating
to the question of Palestine under review and to report and
make suggestions to the General Assembly or the Security
Council, as appropriate;

3. Authorizes the Committee to continue to exert all efforts
to promote the implementation of its recommendations, to
send delegations or representatives to international confer-
ences where such representation would be considered by it
to be appropriate. and to report thereon to the General Assem-
bly at its thirty-sixth session and thereafter:

4. Requests the United Nations Conciliation Commission
for Palestine, established under General Assembly resolution
194(lll) of 11 December 1948. as well as other United Nations
bodies associated with the question of Palestine, to co-
operate fully with the Committee on the Exercise of the In-
alienable Rights of the Palestinian People and to make avail-
able to the Committee, at its request, the relevant information
and documentation which they have at their disposal;

5. 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 implementation;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to provide
the Committee with all the necessary facilities for the perfor-
mance of its tasks.

A/35/L.41 and Add.1. Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin,
Comoros, Cuba, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Gambia, German
Democratic Republic, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Lao People’s Democratic
Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Nicaragua, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Romania, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sri
Lanka, Tunisia, Ukrainian SSR. Viet Nam. Yugoslavia, Zim-
babwe: draft resolution.

Resolution 35/169 D. as proposed by 32 powers, A/35/L.41
and Add.1. adopted by Assembly on 15 December 1980.
meeting 95. by recorded vote of 120 to 4. with 23 absten-
tions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Baha-
mas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bo-
livia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelo-
russian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, China,
Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslova-
kia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Greece, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti,
Honduras, Hungary, India. Indonesia. Iran, Iraq. 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,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Ro-
mania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Samoa, Sao Tome and Prin-
cipe. Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Sin-
gapore, 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 Cameroon, United
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Australia. Canada, Israel, United States
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Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Chile, Colombia,
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Finland, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland. Italy,
Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom.

The General Assembly,
Having considered the report of the Committee on the Exer-

cise of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People,
Noting, in particular, the information contained in para-

graphs 20 to 29 and 38 to 44 of that report,
Recalling its resolutions 32/40 B of 2 December 1977,

33/28 C of 7 December 1978 and 34/65 D of 12 December
1979,

1. Notes with appreciation the action taken by the
Secretary-General in compliance with General Assembly
resolution 34/65 D;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to ensure that the
Special Unit on Palestinian Rights of the Secretariat, in con-
sultation with the Committee on the Exercise of the Inaliena-
ble Rights of the Palestinian People and under its guidance,
continues to discharge the tasks detailed in paragraph 1 of
General Assembly resolution 32/40 Band paragraph 2 (b)of
resolution 34/65 D;

3. Also requests the Secretary-General to keep under
constant review the question of the strengthening of the Spe-
cial Unit on Palestinian Rights and to provide it with the
resources necessary to discharge the responsibilities as-
signed to it by the General Assembly as well as the redesigna-
tion of the Special Unit as requested in paragraph 1 of resolu-
tion 34/65 D;

4. Further requests the Secretary-General to ensure the
continued co-operation of the Department of Public Informa-
tion and other units of the Secretariat in enabling the Special
Unit on Palestinian Rights to perform its tasks;

5. Invites all Governments and organizations to lend their
co-operation to the Committee on the Exercise of the Inaliena-
ble Rights of the Palestinian People and the Special Unit on
Palestinian Rights in the performance of their tasks:

8. Notes with appreciation 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.

A/35/L.42 and Rev.1 and Rev.1/Add.1. Afghanistan, Bangla-
desh, Benin, Comoros. Cuba, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Morocco, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Sao Tome and Prin-
cipe. Senegal, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, Viet Nam,
Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe: draft resolution and revision.

Resolution 35/169 E, as proposed by 32 powers,
A/35/L.42/Rev.1 and Rev.1/Add.l, adopted by Assembly
on 15 December 1980, meeting 95, by recorded vote of
143 to 1, with 4 abstentions, as follows:

In favour.’ Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar-
bados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colom-
bia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czecho-
slovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Den-
mark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland. India. Indone-
sia, Iran, Iraq. Ireland. Italy, Ivory Coast, 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, Mozam-
bique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New
Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Samoa, Sao Tome
and Principe. Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suri-
name, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trin-
idad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR.
USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United
Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper
Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel
Abstaining: Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Malawi,

United States.

The General Assembly,
Recalling and reaffirming its resolutions 2253(ES-V) of 4

July 1967 and 2254(ES-V) of 14 July 1967,
Recalling the resolutions of the Security Council relevant

to the character and status of the Holy City of Jerusalem, in
particular resolutions 252(1988) of 21 May 1968, 267(1969)
of  3 July 1969, 271(1969) of  15 September 1969,
298(1971) of 25 September 1971, 465(1980) of 1 March
1980, 478(1980) of 30 June 1980 and 478(1980) of 20
August 1980,

Reaffirming that the acquisition of territory by force is
inadmissible,

Bearing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem and, in
particular, the need for protection and preservation of the
unique spiritual and religious dimension of the Holy Places in
the city,

Expressing its satisfaction at the decision taken by the
States which have responded to Security Council resolution
478(1980) and withdrawn their diplomatic representatives
from the Holy City of Jerusalem,

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,

Deploring the persistence of Israel in changing the physical
character, demographic composition, institutional structure
and the status of the Holy City of Jerusalem,

Deeply concerned over the enactment of a “basic law” in
the Israeli Knesset proclaiming a change in the character and
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem, with its implications for
peace and security,

1. Censures in the strongest terms the enactment by
Israel of the “Basic Law” on Jerusalem;

2. Affirms that the enactment of the “Basic Law” by Israel
constitutes a violation of international law and does not affect
the continued application 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 since June 1967, including Jerusalem;

3. Determines that all legislative and administrative mea-
sures and actions taken by Israel, the occupying Power,
which have altered or purport to alter the character and
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem, and, in particular, the
recent “Basic Law” on Jerusalem and the proclamation of
Jerusalem as the capital of Israel. are null and void and must
be rescinded forthwith;

4. Affirms a/so that this action constitutes a serious ob-
struction to achieving a comprehensive, just and lasting
peace in the Middle East;

5. Decides not to recognize that “Basic Law” and such
other actions by Israel that, as a result of this law, seek to
alter the character and status of Jerusalem and calls upon all
States, specialized agencies and other international organi-
zations to comply with the present resolution and other rele-
vant resolutions and urges them not to conduct any business
which is not in conformity with the provisions of the present
resolution and the other relevant resolutions.
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Assistance to the Palestinian people

Economic and Social Council- 2nd regular session, 1980
Third (Programme and Co-ordination) Committee, meetings

1-4,9.
Plenary meeting 43.

A/35/227 and Add.1. Report of Secretary-General.
E/1980/102. Report of Third (Programme and Co-ordination)

Committee, draft decision, as orally proposed by Committee
Chairman, approved without vote by Committee on 15 July,
meeting 9.

Decision 1980/160, by which the Council took note of the
report of the Secretary-General on assistance to the
Palestinian people and decided to transmit it to the General
Assembly at its thirty-fifth session, as recommended by
Third Committee, E/1980/102. adopted without vote by
Council on 23 July 1980. meeting 43.

General Assembly- 35th session
Second Committee, meetings 15, 17, 18.
Plenary meeting 84.

A/35/8. Report of Commission on Human Settlements on
work of its 3rd session, Mexico City, Mexico, 6-15 May,
Chapter V D (para. 78) and Annex I A (resolution 3/11.

A/35/25. Report of Governing Council of UNEP on work of its
8th session, Nairobi, Kenya, 16-29 April, Chapter II (paras.
130-132 and 151-157) and Annex I (decision 8/4).

A/C.2/35/L.10. Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Ban-
gladesh, Burundi, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic
Yemen, Djibouti, Ethiopia, India. Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Madagascar, Mali,
Mauritania, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Oman, Paki-
stan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian
Arab Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen,
Yugoslavia: draft resolution, approved by Second Commit-
tee on 14 October, meeting 17. by recorded vote of 106 to
2, with 21 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape
Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslova-
kia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salva-
dor, Ethiopia, Fiji, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq. Ivory Coast, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.
Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe.

Situation in the occupied territories

During 1980, the question of the violation of
human rights in the territories occupied by
Israel as a result of hostilities in the Middle East
was again considered by the Commission on
Human Rights, the General Assembly and its
Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Prac-
tices Affecting the Human Rights of the Popula-
tion of the Occupied Territories. In addition, the
Security Council considered the situation re-

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan,
Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad
and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR.
USSR, Uni ted Arab Emirates,  Uni ted Republ ic  of
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania. Upper Volta, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel. United States
Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Burma, Canada, Den-

mark, Dominican Republic, Finland, France, Gabon,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Iceland. Ireland, Italy.
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Papua
New Guinea, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom.

A/35/545. Report of Second Committee (part I) (on report of
Economic and Social Council). draft resolution IV.

Resolution 35/111, as recommended by Second Committee,
A/35/545, adopted by Assembly on 5 December 1980,
meeting 84, by 125 votes to 2, with 21 abstentions.

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 33/147 of 20 December 1978 and

34/133 of 14 December 1979,
Recalling a/so its resolutions 3236(XXIX) and 3237(XXIX)

of 22 November 1974,
Recalling further Economic and Social Council resolutions

1978(LIX) of 31 July 1975, 2026(LXI) of 4 August 1976 and
2100(LXlll) of 3 August 1977,

Taking note with satisfaction of the report of the Secretary-
General on assistance to the Palestinian people,

Also taking note of the report of the Governing Council of
the United Nations Development Programme on its twenty-
seventh session,

1. Notes with satisfaction the action taken by the Admin-
istrator and the Governing Council of the United Nations De-
velopment Programme in response to General Assembly reso-
lution 34/133:

2. Urges the relevant agencies, organizations, organs and
programmes of the United Nations system to take the neces-
sary steps for the full implementation of Economic and Social
Council resolutions 2026(LXI) and 2100(LXlll);

3. Requests that assistance to the Palestinian people in
the West Bank and Gaza should be rendered through United
Nations agencies and organs in co-operation and consulta-
tion with the local Palestinian economic, social, educational
and municipal organizations in these occupied territories;

4. Requests that assistance to the Palestinian people in
the Arab host countries should be rendered through United
Nations agencies, in consultation with the parties concerned
and in accordance with the relevant resolutions of the
Economic and Social Council;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Gener-
al Assembly at its thirty-sixth session, through the Economic
and Social Council, on the progress made in the implementa-
tion of the present resolution.

sulting from Israel’s adoption of a “basic law” on
Jerusalem and the proclamation of that city as
the capital of Israel and, at a series of meetings,
specific violations of human rights in the occu-
pied territories. The occupied territories consist-
ed of the Golan Heights, the West Bank of
Jordan (including East Jerusalem), the Gaza
Strip and the Sinai peninsula. The areas of Egyp-
tian territory under Israeli military occupancy
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were modified in accordance with an Egyptian-
Israeli peace treaty which came into force on
25 April 1979.46

Many communications on this subject were
addressed during the year to the Secretary-
General and the President of the Security
Council.

Decisions of the Commission on
Human Rights and its Sub-Commission

The Commission on Human Rights, at its
February/March 1980 session, and its Sub-
Commission on Prevention of Discrimination
and Protection of Minorities, at its
August/September session, adopted several reso-
lutions on the question of the violation of human
rights in the territories occupied as a result of
hostilities in the Middle East (for details, see
p. 819).

By the first of these, adopted on 13 February,
the Commission demanded that Israel desist
from its annexation and settlement policies and
cease all acts of torture and ill-treatment of Arab
detainees and prisoners.

By the second resolution, adopted on the same
day, the Commission called on Israel to abide by
and respect the obligations of the Charter of the
United Nations and of international law, in partic-
ular the Geneva Convention relative to the Protec-
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War (the fourth
Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949).

On 14 February, the Commission affirmed the
r ights of  the Palest in ian people to sel f -
determination, to the establishment of an inde-
pendent State and to their return to their homes.

On 11 September, the Sub-Commission
requested its Chairman to appoint three of its
members to visit Israeli prisons and detention
camps and to report on the conditions of
Palestinian prisoners and detainees.

The Sub-Commission also condemned Israel’s
violations of the Charter, the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights and other United Nations
resolutions, and called on Israel to release all
Palestinian political detainees or prisoners and
to ameliorate the conditions of all detainees and
prisoners held in Israeli prisons, with a view to
meeting international standards.

Further, the Sub-Commission urged Israel to
withdraw from all occupied territories, including
the Holy City of Jerusalem, and deeply deplored
the reported violations of human rights in those
territories.

Status of Jerusalem
In 1980, Israel adopted several administrative

measures concerning the status of Jerusalem,
which were the subject of communications and
reports. Two Security Council resolutions were

adopted on the Holy City. Also, the General As-
sembly, at meetings on the question of Palestine,
concerned itself with the status of Jerusalem and
adopted a resolution by which it decided not to
recognize actions of Israel that sought to alter
the character and status of Jerusalem.

Communications (February-24 June)
In a letter of 5 February 1980, Jordan referred

to press reports in Jerusalem of recurring acts of
vandalism and desecration of Christian institu-
tions in Jerusalem and to an appeal by local
Christian groups for international guarantees for
the city’s Holy Places. On 12 February, Israel re-
plied that it would not tolerate vandalism and
charged that Jordan had repeatedly attempted
to play upon religious sentiments in its campaign
against Israel.

By a letter dated 12 March, the Chairman of
the Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People expressed the
Committee’s concern about implications of a
statement by the President of the United States
which concerned Security Council resolution
465(1980) of 1 March (see p. 409) and the indi-
visible status of Jerusalem. In the Committee’s
opinion, the President’s statement could be inter-
preted as supporting Israel’s insistence that Jeru-
salem was indivisible as long as it remained
under Israel’s domination.

On 16 May, Egypt transmitted a statement of
15 May by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs stating
that the preparation by Israel of a basic State
law regarding Jerusalem as the capital of Israel
contravened the Camp David framework and
made it difficult to resume negotiations for the
full autonomy of the Palestinian people.

By a letter of 24 June, Bahrain, on behalf of
the Arab group of States at the United Nations,
condemned the Israeli Prime Minister’s decision
to move part of the cabinet to East Jerusalem
and called on the Security Council to prevent
implementation of this decision. Also on 24
June, Tunisia transmitted a statement from the
Secretary-General of the League of Arab States
expressing the expectation that the Council,
which was currently seized of the issue (see fol-
lowing subsection), would adopt a resolution
including measures to terminate Israel’s viola-
tions in Jerusalem.

Consideration by the Security Council (24-30 June)
In response to a request of 28 May by Paki-

stan, in its capacity as Chairman of the Organi-
zation of the Islamic Conference, the Security
Council considered the situation in Jerusalem at
eight meetings between 24 and 30 June.

46See Y.U.N., 1979, p. 3.56



400 Political and security questions

Algeria, Bahrain, Chad, Cuba, Democratic
Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Gabon, the Gambia,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq,
Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, the Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, the Sudan, the
Syrian Arab Republic, Turkey, Uganda, the
United Arab Emirates, the United Republic of
Cameroon, the Upper Volta, Yemen and Yugo-
slavia were invited, at their request, to partici-
pate in the deliberations without the right to
vote.

The Council extended invitations, under rule
39 of its provisional rules of procedure,47 to the
Rapporteur of the Committee on the Exercise of
the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People,
at his request, and the Permanent Observer of
the League of Arab States, as requested by Tuni-
sia in a letter of 20 June.

The President drew attention to another letter
of 20 June from Tunisia requesting that the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) be invit-
ed to participate in the Council’s deliberations,
in accordance with past practice. He added that
the proposal was not made pursuant to rule 3748

or rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure,
but that, 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.

The representative of the United States
requested that the proposed invitation be put to
the vote, stating that he had no objections to the
participation of PLO under rule 39. The proposal
was approved by 10 votes to 1 (United States),
with 4 abstentions (France, Norway, Portugal,
United Kingdom).

Opening the debate, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Pakistan said the recent bill declaring
Jerusalem as Israel’s capital had added a new
dimension to Israeli aggression. The Islamic
Conference had called on the Council to exam-
ine the dangerous consequences of the Israeli
measure, to declare its annulment and, in case of
Israel’s defiance, to impose sanctions stipulated
in Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.49

The Islamic Conference had reaffirmed its com-
mitment to sever relations with any country that
accepted Israel’s move to annex Jerusalem and
recognized it as Israel’s capital. Throughout the
13 centuries of Moslem rule over Palestine, he
said, Islamic sovereignty over Jerusalem was ex-
ercised as a sacred trust. Its unique spiritual
heritage, which spanned a period of more than
3,000 years, was consistently nurtured and pre-
served under Islamic administration. That
sacred heritage was being systematically oblit-
erated by the obsessive Zionist scheme to

Judaize that city and other cities of Palestine
such as Hebron and Nazareth.

Morocco, speaking on behalf of the Jerusalem
Committee of the Islamic Conference, reviewed
the Committee’s efforts, which had been met
with arrogance and a spirit of conquest on the
part of Israel. Morocco expressed the hope that
the Council would spare no effort to see that the
Holy City regained peace, that the Palestinian
people could return to their homeland and estab-
lish a respected national State, and that the
whole Middle East could resume its role to con-
solidate international peaceful co-operation.

China fully supported the initiative of the
Islamic Conference and regarded Israeli actions
to change the status and character of Jerusalem
as illegal and null and void. The Council must
strongly condemn Israel for its unlawful acts con-
cerning Jerusalem and declare in explicit terms
that the measures taken by Israel were illegal
and null and void and should be rescinded. The
Council should also demand Israel’s withdrawal
from all the occupied territories, including Jeru-
salem. Should the Israeli authorities continue to
defy the relevant United Nations resolutions,
the Council should consider the adoption of
more effective measures against Israel.

The USSR charged that the support of the
United States had encouraged Israel in its policy
of expansion and aggression. As a result of
Camp David, the Middle East was further than
ever from genuine peace and a long-term politi-
cal settlement. The Council must call a halt to
the intentions of Israel; the decisiveness with
which the Council reacted to Israel’s defiance
would largely determine the success in achieving
a just and comprehensive settlement of the Arab-
Israeli conflict.

The German Democratic Republic said that
the issue before the Council was a new act of ag-
gression; the idea of creating a “Greater Jerusa-
lem” ran counter to international peace and
security and was a further attempt to implement
a colonialist policy, which had been intensified
since Camp David. Should Israel fail to comply
with the demands of the Council, the German
Democratic Republic believed it would be jus-
tifiable to apply Chapter VII of the Charter.

Mexico favoured a forceful resolution so that
the Council might implement the legal measures
necessary to halt the flouting of the will of the in-
ternational community. It called for an end to
the illegal occupation, but thought that a long-
term solution required a new approach leading
to coexistence. If unification was to take place, it
had to be done with respect to all sovereignties.

47 See footnote 3.
48 See footnote 2.
49 For text of Chapter VII of the Charter, see APPENDIX II.
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A special statute for Jerusalem, under interna-
tional guarantees, with free access to the places
of worship, was favoured by Portugal, which also
considered that any attempt to impose control of
the Holy City by force would contain the seed of
new violence. Israel, Portugal added, should
avoid creating a situation that would block a
negotiated settlement.

France said it could not concur in the plan to
annex the Arab part of Jerusalem and make the
city the capital of Israel, which went beyond the
measures to integrate the Arab part of Jerusalem
in a unified administrative entity. Jerusalem
must not be allowed to become a prize to be
fought over. France held that all legislative and
other measures by Israel to integrate the part of
Jerusalem occupied since 1967 were, like the cre-
ation and extension of the settlements, contrary
to the rules of international law. France appealed
to Israel not to commit irreparable acts that
would only provoke violent reactions and com-
promise the chances of peace.

The United Kingdom said that East Jerusalem
was part of the territories occupied in the war of
1967. It was subject to the principles emphasized
in Council resolution 242(1967),50 including the
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by
war. No unilateral action should or could change
the status of Jerusalem. No such action should
be allowed to prejudge the future of the city.
That position had most recently been reaffirmed
in the Venice declaration of the European Com-
munity members (see p. 371). The United King-
dom deplored the changes which Israel had
made to the physical and demographic character
of Jerusalem in the years since 1967 and Israel’s
failure to heed earlier Council resolutions on the
subject.

Tunisia noted that the United Nations had
constantly stated that Israel must evacuate the
whole of the occupied territories, including Jeru-
salem. The international community had been
unanimous in considering null and void any uni-
lateral measures taken by occupation authorities
with the aim of transforming a de facto situation
into a de jure one. Because of Israel’s persistence
in violating the status of Jerusalem, the Council
was duty-bound to have recourse to the sanctions
provided for in the United Nations Charter.

Jamaica also emphasized that the annexation
of East Jerusalem was a clear violation of interna-
tional law, in particular the 1949 fourth Geneva
Convention. All illegal measures which would
have the effect of altering the character and
status of Jerusalem should be rescinded, followed
by Israel’s complete withdrawal from East Jeru-
salem and other occupied territories.

The Niger and Zambia held that the future of
Jerusalem could not be dissociated from that of

the Palestinian people. Application of the sanc-
tions provided for by the Charter seemed to be
the only weapon capable of curbing Israel in its
efforts at colonial reconquest.

The Philippines observed that the special
status with international guarantees envisaged
for Jerusalem by General Assembly resolution
181 A (II) of 1947 called for the establishment of
the city as a corpus separatum under a special inter-
national regime to be administered by the
United Nations.“’ Since 1967, all actions having
the intent of changing that status had been de-
clared invalid by the Assembly and the Council.
Cuba, Jordan and Turkey also referred to an in-
ternational regime for Jerusalem in the context
of the United Nations.

Bangladesh noted that Israel had been system-
atically taking measures in pursuit of a policy
totally incompatible with its obligations under
the Charter and the fourth Geneva Convention.
In the context of repeated violation of its resolu-
tions, the Council was called upon to declare as
null and void the actions taken by Israel. If
Israel continued its policy of defiance, all efforts
must be made to compel its compliance, as its
policies posed the gravest danger to international
peace and security.

Israel stated that Jerusalem had always been
the capital of the Jewish people. It had always
been a united city except for the period between
1948 and 1967, when it was artificially divided.
Modern statistics showed an uninterrupted
Jewish majority in the city. In accordance with a
decree enacted on 27 June 1967, Israel was em-
powered to apply the law, jurisdiction and ad-
ministration of the State to any part of Israel. On
that basis, Jerusalem was the indivisible capital.
There was no substance to the allegation that
Israel was altering the existing situation in Jeru-
salem. Under the 1967 Law on Protection of
Holy Places, unrestricted access to all the Holy
Places was guaranteed to members of all faiths.

In Egypt’s view, Israel’s policy to alter the
status of Jerusalem affected the peace process.
Under such conditions, Egypt had suspended
the peace talks.

In the view of several other States which ad-
dressed the Council, including Algeria, Maurita-
nia, the Sudan and Yugoslavia, the problem of
Israel could not be dissociated from other aspects
of the Middle East crisis. Many others, including
Iraq, Jordan, Malaysia, Senegal, Somalia and
the United Arab Emirates, pointed out that the
application of sanctions seemed to be the only
weapon to compel Israel’s compliance.

50See Y.U.N., 1967, p. 257, resolution 242(1967) of 22 November
1967.

51See Y.U.N., 1947-48. p. 254, part III A of resolution 181 A (II)
of 29 November 1947.
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The representative of PLO said that Israel’s
determination to transfer its seat to East Jerusa-
lem was an indication of its insistence upon
usurping Jerusalem. Israel could not pursue its
aggressive policy without the unlimited support
of the United States. Jerusalem was the capital
of the homeland of the Palestinian people and
had been its symbol since their forefathers. The
liberation of Jerusalem constituted a basic issue
for all believers.

The President of the Council, speaking as the
representative of Norway, noted that at the
outset Israel had recognized the special status of
Jerusalem. Its final status could only be settled
through a comprehensive solution to the Middle
East conflict. He observed that the overwhelm-
ing majority of the international community op-
posed all unilateral steps to alter the status of
Jerusalem as a serious obstacle to a comprehen-
sive, just and lasting peace.

The United States, explaining its abstention
before the vote on the draft resolution before the
Council (see below), said that the series of de-
bates in recent months relating to the Middle
East had undermined the one active negotiation
currently in progress among Egypt, Israel and
the United States, which was designed to provide
full autonomy to the inhabitants of the West
Bank and Gaza and to resolve the Palestinian
problem in all its aspects while fully protecting
the security of Israel. The United States consid-
ered that the resolution before the Council con-
tained a number of deficiencies. It quoted selec-
tively ‘from resolution 242(1967), affirming the
need for Israeli withdrawal without any reference
to other central provisions of that resolution,
namely Israel’s right to secure and recognized
boundaries. The draft resolution, however, con-
tained much that was consistent with United
States policy because it deplored unilateral acts
to change the character of the city outside a
negotiated settlement.

On 30 June, the Security Council adopted, by
14 votes to 0, with 1 abstention (United States),
resolution 476(1980), sponsored by
(see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCE   below).

39 States

By this resolution, the Council reaffirmed the
necessity to end Israel’s prolonged occupation of
Arab territories, including Jerusalem. It strongly
deplored Israel’s refusal to comply with relevant
United Nations resolutions and confirmed again
that all legislative and administrative measures
and actions which purported to alter the charac-
ter and status of the Holy City of Jerusalem had
no legal validity and constituted a flagrant viola-
tion of the fourth Geneva Convention as well as
a serious obstruction to peace in the Middle East.

The Council reiterated that all measures
which had altered the geographic, demographic

and historical character and status of Jerusalem
were null and void and must be rescinded. It ur-
gently called on Israel to abide by its resolutions
and to desist forthwith from persisting in the
policy and measures affecting the character and
status of Jerusalem, and reaffirmed its determina-
tion, in the event of Israel’s non-compliance, to
examine practical ways and means to secure full
implementation of this resolution.

Communications (30 June-14 August)
By a note of 30 June, the President of the

Security Council circulated a letter of the same
date from the Permanent Observer Mission of
the Holy See, which enclosed a text, published
by the Osservatore Romano on 30 June, setting out
the position of the Holy See with regard to Jeru-
salem and the Holy Places. The text stated that
the Jerusalem question could not be reduced to
mere free access for all to the Holy Places. The
overall character of the Holy City as a sacred
heritage shared by all three monotheistic reli-
gions was required to be guaranteed by appropri-
ate measures and by a juridical safeguard, which
called for a responsibility that would go well
beyond the limits of the States of the region. The
significance and value of Jerusalem were such as
to surpass the interests of any single State or bi-
lateral agreements.

By a letter of 1 July, Iraq informed the Council
President that its co-sponsorship of resolution
476(1980) of 30 June (see preceding subsection)
did not imply its recognition of Council resolu-
tion 242 (1967).

By a letter dated 1 August, the representative
of Pakistan stated that, in total disregard of the
international community and in flagrant viola-
tion of Council resolutions, Israel had enacted a
law proclaiming Jerusalem as the capital of
Israel. On behalf of the Organization of the
Islamic Conference, he requested an immediate
Council meeting.

In a letter of 4 August, the Chairman of the
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People conveyed the
Committee’s grave concern at Israel’s latest
action to make Jerusalem its capital.

Afghanistan, on 14 August, Iraq and Romania,
on 11 August, and Viet Nam, on 12 August, ex-
pressed their opposition to and condemnation of
that action. The Iraqi letter transmitted the sec-
tion relating to Jerusalem from an Iraqi-Saudi
Arabian press communiquè, strongly rejecting
what they described as the new act of aggression
against the Arab and Islamic nation and express-
ing their agreement to sever relations with any
State which condoned Israel’s decision or
retained its embassy in Jerusalem after that
decision.
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Consideration by the Security Council (20 August)
The Security Council met on 20 August, at

Pakistan’s request of 1 August, to discuss the sit-
uation in the Middle East, in particular develop-
ments in Jerusalem.

The President, with the consent of the Coun-
cil, invited Algeria, Bahrain, Chad, Democratic
Yemen, Djibeuti, Egypt, the Gambia, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel,
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, the Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Maurita-
nia, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, the Sudan, the Syrian
Arab Republic, Turkey, the United Arab Emir-
ates, the Upper Volta and Yemen, at their re-
quest, to participate in the discussion without
the right to vote.

The President drew attention to a proposal of
15 August by Tunisia to invite PLO to participate
in the discussion, in accordance with the Council’s
usual practice. Following the procedure adopted
in the past, the Council approved the proposal by
10 votes to 1 (United States), with 4 abstentions
(France, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom).

The President also drew attention to a draft
resolution sponsored by 35 States (Algeria, Bah-
rain, Bangladesh, Chad, Democratic Yemen, Dji-
bouti, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Indone-
sia,  I ran,  I raq,  Jordan,  Kuwai t ,  Lebanon,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Niger, Oman, Paki-
stan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia,
Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turkey,
United Arab Emirates, Upper Volta, Yemen)
and to a second draft resolution prepared in the
course of the Council’s consultations.

By the operative part of the 35-power text, the
Council would have: condemned Israel for its
refusal to comply with Council resolution
476(1980) of 30 June on the status of Jerusalem;
determined that measures taken by Israel, which
had altered or purported to alter the character
and status of Jerusalem, in particular the “Basic
Law,” were null and void; affirmed that the
“Basic Law” was a violation of the fourth
Geneva Convention and that it constituted a
serious obstruction to Middle East peace;
refused to recognize the “Basic Law;” and called
on all States to abide by that decision, not to
deal with Israel’s institutions in Jerusalem and
withdraw diplomatic representation from the
Holy City. Finally, the Council would have
called on United Nations Members to apply
sanctions against Israel under Article 41 of the
United Nations Charter,52 including the inter-
ruption of economic and military relations,
requested the Secretary-General to report on
implementation by 15 November 1980 and re-
mained seized of the matter.

The draft resolution prepared in the course of
consultations was subsequently adopted by the
Council and is summarized below.

Speaking on the 35-power resolution, the rep-
resentative of Pakistan, the current Chairman of
the Islamic Conference, said that the provocative
action to proclaim Jerusalem the capital of Israel
had evoked strong condemnation by the interna-
tional community. The Council, he added, must
act on the obligation it had assumed under the
terms of its resolution 476(1980), calling on
Israel to desist from the measures affecting Jeru-
salem. It must seek practical ways and means to
secure the implementation of that resolution.
These measures were laid down in Chapter VII
of the Charter.53 The member States of the Islam-
ic Conference demanded the imposition of sanc-
tions under Chapter VII to force Israel to termi-
nate its annexation and occupation of the
Palestinian and other Arab territories, including
the Holy City. The Council must strongly con-
demn Israel for its refusal to comply with the
Council’s resolutions, and call on all States to
refuse to recognize the so-called Basic Law and
to withdraw their diplomatic representations in
Jerusalem.

Tunisia stated that the deliberate and overt
violation by Israel of international law and the
fourth Geneva Convention could not be cloaked
in the slightest appearance of legality. Forty
years ago, when Europe, brutally buffeted by an
act of unjustified annexation, had finally yielded
to intimidation, believing that it was safeguard-
ing peace, it had done nothing other than pave
the way to its own misfortune and to what was
soon to be the collapse of world order. In such
extreme situations, a clear and firm reply was
the only healthy attitude. In submitting the
35-power text, the sponsors hoped to make
known their profound concern to reach meaning-
ful decisions. However, they were not calling for
an immediate vote on the text.

The representative of Israel charged that the
United Nations system had been mobilized into
an unremitting war against his country, partic-
ularly since the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli
peace treaty. With regard to Jerusalem, Israel’s
position remained as stated on 30 June before
the Council, namely, that it had always been the
capital of the Jewish people. The law adopted by
the Knesset on 30 July merely reaffirmed that
position and a situation that had prevailed for a
long time.

Egypt considered the adoption of the bill on
Jerusalem by the Knesset to be contrary to the
spirit of the Camp David accords and the peace

52 For text of Article 41 of the Charter, see APPENDIX II.
53 See footnote 49.
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process. Therefore, it stated, it had no alterna-
tive but to delay the autonomy talks until that
new obstacle had been removed.

The German Democratic Republic said those
who had pushed the law on Jerusalem through Is-
rael’s parliament had obviously felt encouraged to
take such aggressive action because their imperi-
alistic patrons had decided to pursue a policy of
confrontation. The German Democratic Republic
had supported the 35-power draft resolution as
submitted by the group of Islamic States, which
had included coercive measures. In its opinion,
the text prepared during consultations was the
minimum that should be done in the situation.

The Secretary of State of the United States re-
marked that the succession of resolutions before
the Council and the General Assembly’s seventh
emergency special session (see p. 382) had nei-
ther aided the Camp David process nor offered a
single alternative with the slightest chance of
success. Jerusalem’s future, he said, could not be
determined by unilateral actions or narrow reso-
lutions, but must be addressed in the context of
negotiations for a comprehensive, just and last-
ing peace in the Middle East. The status of Jeru-
salem could not simply be declared, but had to
be agreed to by the parties. The United States
had encouraged all parties to refrain from uni-
lateral actions to change the character or status
of Jerusalem. In line with that position, the
United States would not vote against the draft
text prepared in the course of consultations.
However, it could not vote for it because it failed
to reaffirm resolution 242(1967), and the United
States considered the provision calling for the
withdrawal of diplomatic missions in Jerusalem
as not binding. The United States would con-
tinue to resist any attempt, as contained in the
35-power text presented but not to be voted on,
to impose sanctions against Israel.

The draft resolution prepared in the course of
consultations was adopted by 14 votes to 0, with 1
abstent ion (Uni ted States) as resolut ion
478(1980). The Council thereby censured in the
strongest terms the enactment of the “Basic Law”
on Jerusalem as well as Israel’s refusal to comply
with the Council’s relevant resolutions. The
Council affirmed that the enactment of the “Basic
Law” constituted a violation of international law
and did not affect the continued application of the
fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, and deter-
mined that all legislative and administrative mea-
sures taken to alter or purporting to alter the char-
acter and status of the Holy City were null and
void and must be rescinded. The Council also
decided not to recognize the “Basic Law” and such
other actions that, as a result of this Law, sought to
alter the status of Jerusalem. It called on all Mem-
bers of the United Nations to accept that decision

and on those with diplomatic missions in Jerusa-
lem to withdraw them, and requested the
Secretary-General to report on implementation of
this resolution by 15 November.

The USSR commented that the adopted reso-
lution contained positive features, but was far
from adequate since it did not envisage steps
commensurate with Israel’s provocative actions.
The USSR had been prepared to support the
resolution initially proposed by the Islamic and
other States, calling for sanctions under Chapter
VII of the Charter. Responsibility for the fact
that such a decision had not emerged lay with
the United States which had for years been
giving Israel political, economic, financial and
military assistance, encouraging it to continue
its policy of expansion and aggression. The es-
sence of United States Middle East policy had
been revealed in its attempts to substitute for a
genuine solution separate deals designed to per-
petuate Israel’s aggression. The main problems
of the Middle East remained unsolved: the with-
drawal of Israel; the rights of the Arab people of
Palestine, including their right to self-determi-
nation and creation of their own State; and the
guaranteed right of all States in the area to a
secure existence and development.

The United Kingdom was of the view that Is-
rael’s rights in East Jerusalem did not extend
beyond those of an occupying power, pending
an agreed solution on the city’s future. It consid-
ered the declaration of Jerusalem as the capital
of Israel a highly provocative act. The United
Kingdom, with its partners in the European
Community, had a strong desire to see progress
towards a comprehensive set t lement,  as
demonstrated in the declaration they had adopt-
ed at Venice on 13 June (see p. 371).

France said it had warned Israel against
taking a decision unacceptable to the interna-
tional community. It reiterated its opinion that
any unilateral measures concerning Jerusalem
were illegal and contrary to international law.

Jordan hoped that the watered-down resolu-
tion adopted by the Council would serve as
another signal that aggression and defiance tore
to shreds the fabric on which the United Nations
was founded.

The representative of PLO saw some positive as-
pects in the adopted resolution. However, in June
the Council had reaffirmed its determination to
examine practical ways to secure full implementa-
tion of its resolution 476(1980) in the event Israel
did not comply. In the current case, it was not only
non-compliance, but defiance.

Communications and report (22 August-December)
The Secretary-General submitted, on 11

November, a report in which he included a reply
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of 4 November from Israel to his request for
comments on the implementation of Security
Council resolution 478(1980) of 20 August.
Israel reiterated its position regarding Jerusa-
lem, as stated by its Minister for Foreign Affairs
during the regular 1980 General Assembly ses-
sion. The Minister had reaffirmed that, since
1967, Israel had assured free and unfettered ob-
servance in Jerusalem of the religious rights of
members of all faiths. Throughout recorded his-
tory, he had stated, only the Jewish people had
made Jerusalem its capital.

The Secretary-General stated that, before the
adoption of that resolution, Chile, Ecuador and
Venezuela had announced their decision to with-
draw their diplomatic missions from Jerusalem.
At the time of the resolution’s adoption, 10
States-Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, the
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala,
Haiti, the Netherlands, Panama and Uruguay-
maintained diplomatic missions there. Between
22 August and 9 September, those States had in-
formed the Secretary-General that they had
decided to withdraw their missions.

By a letter dated 4 September, Morocco trans-
mitted the Final Declaration adopted at the
close of an extraordinary session of the Jerusalem
Committee of the Islamic Conference Casablan - decision
ca, 16-18 August). The Committee considered
the decision to annex the Holy City the most
serious development in Israel’s escalating cam-
paign against Arab and Islamic Palestine. By a
further letter of 29 September, Morocco trans-
mitted the final communique of a special session
of the Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers
on the question of Jerusalem (Fez, 18-20 Septem-
ber). The communique included a resolution
adopted by the Conference which affirmed the
commitment of the Islamic States to utilize all
their political, economic and military resources
to counter Israel’s decision to annex Jerusalem.

By a letter dated 29 October, Jordan transmit-
ted a statement issued on 16 October by an offi-
cial spokesman condemning what it charged was
an attempt to burn down the Church of the Holy
Sepulchre in Jerusalem on 14 October. Holding
Israel responsible for the act, the statement in-
dicated that the incident was in implementation
of Israel’s policy to destroy both the Islamic and
Christian Holy Places and to give Arab Jerusa-
lem a Jewish character. On 4 November, Israel
replied that the fire had resulted from the top-
pling of a devotional candle onto the wooden
floor. In reference to that reply, Jordan, on 23
December, affirmed that, as seen by witnesses,
arson was involved.

On 24 October, in pursuance of a General As-
sembly resolution of 6 December 1979,54 the
Secretary-General submitted a report covering

developments in the Middle East in all its as-
pects. In part of that report, he reviewed efforts
undertaken by the United Nations concerning
the situation in the occupied territories and the
question of Jerusalem.

Other aspects of the
situation in the occupied territories

Communications (January-February)
In a letter of 9 January to the Secretary-

General, Jordan expressed concern over Israel’s
measures to demolish historical Islamic places
and evacuate Arab inhabitants, due to extensive
excavations inside the walls of the Old City of
Jerusalem which had recently caused the col-
lapse of an Islamic building. Those charges were
denied by Israel in a letter dated 25 January, in
which it stated there was no connexion between
the collapse of an old house and archaeological
excavations being conducted in other parts of
the city.

Tunisia on 25 January transmitted a letter of
21 January from the Permanent Observer of PLO

who protested Israel’s decision to take control of
the Palestinian-owned East Jerusalem Electric
Company by 1 January 1981, adding that such a
decision was an obvious attempt to cut Jerusalem
off materially from the rest of the West Bank.

Jordan, by a letter of 30 January to the
Secretary-General, alleged that Israeli soldiers,
on 25 December 1979, had stormed a refugee
camp near Bethlehem, imposed a curfew and
kept the refugees waiting in a school yard for
more than 10 hours, and detained 70 Arabs for
investigation. Jordan requested the Secretary-
General to draw the attention of the Israeli au-
thorities to these acts and request them to refrain
from such behaviour and abide strictly by the
provisions of the fourth Geneva Convention.

Israel, in its reply of 12 February, rejected
these allegations. According to Israel, a four-
hour curfew was placed on the camp and 20 per-
sons were detained for investigation following an
attack with stones on a public bus and a local
ambulance near the refugee camp.

The situation in the city of Hebron (Al-Khalil)
in the West Bank was the subject of eight com-
munications, including requests for a meeting of
the Security Council.

In a letter dated 5 February, Israel charged
PLO with waging indiscriminate terror against
civilians in Israel, taking responsibility for
injury to six persons in Rehovot on 3 February
and the murder of a resident of Qiryat Arba on
31 January in the bazaar of Hebron.

On 11 and 14 February, Tunisia transmitted

54See Y.U.N., 1979, p. 375. resolution 34/70.
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letters of 7 and 11 February from the Perma-
nent Observer of PLO charging, in the first, that
on 31 January Israel had placed a curfew on
the city, which lasted for seven days, during
which the Palestinian inhabitants had been sub-
jected to provocations by armed Jewish settlers
accompanied by Israeli soldiers, and, in the
second, that Israel’s decision to allow its nation-
als to settle in the city underscored its intention
to continue usurpation and occupation of Pales-
tinian land and homes.

By a letter dated 14 February, Egypt ex-
pressed concern about Israel’s decision to allow
its nationals to settle in Al-Khalil, in violation of
Security Council resolution 242(1967) and in
conflict with the Camp David agreements.

On 20 February, the Acting Chairman of the
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People charged that
the latest decision of Israel’s cabinet to authorize
settlements in the Arab city of Al-Khalil was
another step towards strengthening Israel’s an-
nexation of the occupied territories, in violation
of internat ional  law and Uni ted Nat ions
resolutions.

By a letter of 22 February, Morocco transmit-
ted a message from the Secretary-General of the
Organization of the Islamic Conference drawing
the attention of the Security Council to the con-
tinued harassment of the inhabitants of Hebron
and the desecration of the Haram Al-Ibrahimi
Mosque (Mosque of Hebron).

On 15 February, Morocco, on behalf of the
members of the Organization of the Islamic Con-
ference, requested a meeting of the Council to
consider the situation created by the measures
recently taken by Israel’s occupation authorities
in Al-Khalil.

On the same day, Jordan also requested a
Council meeting, to present to it additional evi-
dence of Israel’s defiance of its resolutions and to
examine the situation relating to settlements in
the Arab territories occupied since 1967, includ-
ing Jerusalem.

Consideration by the Security
Council (22 February- 1 March)

In response to the requests made by Jordan
and Morocco on 15 February 1980, the Security
Council considered the situation in the occupied
Arab territories at five meetings held between 22
February and 1 March. The Council had before
it a report submitted on 4 December 197955 by
the three-member Security Council Commission
Established under Resolution 446(1979)56 to
examine the situation relating to settlements in
the Arab territories occupied since 1967, includ-
ing Jerusalem.

Afghanistan, Algeria, Cuba, Egypt, Indonesia,

Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Pakistan, the
Syrian Arab Republic, Viet Nam and Yugoslavia
were invited, at their request, to participate in
the discussion without the right to vote.

The President drew attention to a letter of 20
February from Tunisia requesting that PLO be
invited to participate in the debate, in accor-
dance with previous practice. He added that the
proposal was not made pursuant to rule 3757 or
rule 3958 of the provisional rules of procedure,
but, if approved, the invitation would confer on
PLO the same rights of participation as on a
Member State when invited pursuant to rule 37.

The United States requested that the proposed
invitation be put to a vote, stating that, while it
had no objection to POL'S participation, it be-
lieved that such could be sustained only under
rule 39. The proposal was approved by 10 votes
to 1 (United States), with 4 abstentions (France,
Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom).

The President, with the consent of the Coun-
cil, also invited under rule 39, at his request, the
Acting Chairman of the Committee on Exercise
of the Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian
People. At Tunisia’s request, contained in letters
of 22 and 20 February, respectively, invitations
under rule 39 were extended to the Permanent
Observer of the League of Arab States and to
Fahd Qawasma, Mayor of Al-Khalil (Hebron).

At Tunisia’s suggestion, the President request-
ed the Secretary-General to bring the invitation
to Mr. Qawasma to Israel’s attention, so that he
might be permitted to address the Council and
thereafter to return to his post.

By a letter of 25 February, brought to the
Council’s attention by its President in a note of
26 February, Israel stated that it would not
permit the Mayor to travel abroad, charging that
his intended trip would lend support to Israel’s
enemies. During the Council’s debate, almost all
speakers were critical of Israel’s decision. The
President drew attention to a letter of 29 Febru-
ary from Tunisia, transmitting a message that
the Mayor had intended to deliver before the
Council.

Opening the debate, the representative of
Portugal, as Chairman of the three-member
Security Council Commission, said the Commis-
sion had endeavoured to establish contact with
all the parties concerned but had again been con-
fronted by Israel’s refusal to co-operate. Noting
Israel’s refusal to heed the Council’s appeal to
cease establishing and planning settlements in
the territories it had occupied since 1967, includ-
ing Jerusalem, the Commission again empha-

55 Ibid., p. 392, for summary of report.
56 Ibid., p. 400, resolution 446(1979) of 22 March 1979.
57 See footnote 2.
58 See footnote 3.



Questions relating to the Middle East 407

sized the gravity of Israel’s relentless settlement
pol icy.  I ts  ef fects on the local  Arab and
Palestinian population and the modification it
had effected in the territories, including those
affecting natural resources, had contributed to
a dangerous deterioration of a situation already
charged with tension and were incompatible
with the search for peace in the area.

The representative of Jordan reviewed details
of the expansion of Israel’s settlements in the
occupied territories, referring to a master plan
according to which the settlements policy was
carried out. Israel, he said, had also seized five
sixths of the water resources in the West Bank,
which it illegally called Judaea and Samaria.
Jordan had called for an urgent meeting of the
Council to deliberate on the dangerous situation
which had arisen in consequence of the brutal,
punitive measures that Israel’s forces and the
colonizers had perpetrated against the inhabit-
ants of Al-Khalil, including desecration of -the
Mosque. These deeds and the resort to collective
punishment, Jordan said, were in violation of
the fourth Geneva Convention. Jordan urged
the Council to act on the Commission’s recom-
mendation that it adopt measures-in Jordan’s
view punitive measures under Chapter VII of
the United Nations Charter59- to prevail on
Israel to stop establishing settlements and dis-
mantle the existing ones.

The representative of Morocco, speaking as
Chairman of the Islamic group of States at the
United Nations, said that Israel’s settlement
policy was one pillar of its strategy to annex a large
part of the occupied Arab territories, particularly
the West Bank of Jordan; it was tantamount to a
dangerous provocation of the Islamic community
as a whole. Council members would fully appreci-
ate the indignation felt daily by millions of Mos-
lems at the attacks against their Holy Places and
the continued Israeli occupation. That was why
the Moslem world was appealing to the Council
speedily to put an end to the grave situation and
take effective steps to prevent Israel from continu-
ing to violate the rules of international law. The
Islamic world remained convinced that Israel’s
policy was an obstacle to any serious search for a
just and lasting solution to the problem of the
Middle East and, more particularly, the Palestin-
ian problem. A solution to those problems was to
be found in the withdrawal by Israel from all the
occupied Arab territories and the recovery by the
Palestinian people of its inalienable rights, includ-
ing the right to establish its own national and sov-
ereign State.

Israel said that whenever there was tangible
progress in the ongoing peace process or when-
ever the negotiations between Egypt and Israel
reached a significant stage, Jordan and its allies

rushed to the Council in an attempt to extract
from it support for their own diversionary and
belligerent purposes. With regard to the question
being debated by the Council, Israel had recent-
ly re-enunciated its position of principle that
Jews had the right to live in any part of the land
of Israel. That mere reiteration of a position of
principle had been turned into an excuse for call-
ing for an urgent meeting of the Council. The
enemies of reconciliation had deliberately cre-
ated incidents in Hebron and elsewhere to fur-
ther their belligerent designs. Any discussion of
the situation in Judaea, Samaria and the Gaza
District, which did not take Israel’s right to self-
preservation and its legitimate concern for its
security and defence into account, was meaning-
less. Similarly, any United Nations commission
established without regard to the background of
persistent Arab aggression against Israel was
detached from reality.

The representative of China saw the crux of
the Arab-Israeli conflict in Israel’s occupation
and the question of Palestine. It was imperative,
he added, to do away with super-power interven-
tion and sabotage, to oppose firmly Israel’s
policy of aggression and expansion, to recover
the occupied Arab territories and to realize the
national rights of the Palestinian people. The
Council should uphold justice and adopt a reso-
lution strongly condemning Israel for its aggres-
sion and expansion and including effective mea-
sures to stop Israel’s criminal acts in the
occupied territories.

In the USSR’s opinion, Israel’s policy in the
occupied Arab territories was intended to per-
petuate the results of the aggression of 1967.
That policy was contrary to peace and in line
with the long-standing policy of a greater Israel.
The Camp David accords and the separate
Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty served only to
camouflage aggression against the Palestinian
and Arab people, and the so-called autonomy
talks between Egypt, Israel and the- United
States were a violation of the right of the
Palestinian people to self-determination. The
USSR categorically condemned Israel’s mass re-
pression, racial discrimination and suppression
of freedom in the occupied territories. That situa-
tion must be ended, for the sake of peace, includ-
ing for the sake of Israel itself. Proposals for sanc-
tions against Israel under Chapter VII of the
Charter were supported by the USSR.

The United Kingdom thought that there were
two separate, though interrelated, aspects of Is-
raeli policy in the occupied territories, both of
which gave rise to serious concern. The first was
the illegality of Israel’s settlement policy. The

59
 See footnote 49.
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United Kingdom deplored Israel’s 1979 deci-
sion to allow Israeli citizens to buy land in the
occupied territories. It considered Israel’s claim
to ultimate sovereignty over those territories to
be incompatible with Security Council resolu-
tion 242(1967) and the principle of the inad-
missibility of the acquisition of territory by
force. Therefore, Israel’s recent decisions con-
cerning the city of Hebron were viewed to be
provocative and il l-conceived. The second
aspect of concern was the effect of those Israeli
policies on the search for a comprehensive
peace in the area. It was difficult to understand
how those policies, actions and claims of sover-
eignty could possibly be compatible with Is-
rael’s declared desire for an overall peace. The
Un i ted  K ingdom opposed  any  un i l a te ra l
modifications of the territories in question,
including those to the status of Jerusalem and
the Holy Places.

In Mexico’s opinion, the Council was faced
with a case in which fundamental principles of
the Organization were affected and objectives
pursued by the international community were
undermined. What was taking place in the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip was unacceptable. Is-
rael’s actions were contrary to universally accept-
ed principles and resolutions. Despite the partial
solutions found so far, there would be no peace
and security for the region as long as the conflict
between the Jewish and the Palestinian nations
was not settled. The former had, with the approv-
al of the United Nations, constituted a State for
over 30 years. The Palestinian people had the
right to constitute itself politically with all the at-
tributes of a sovereign State.

The Niger stated that Israel’s settlement
policy recalled the internationally condemned
policy of South Africa. Israel must be made to
recognize and respect the Arab entities of the
region, renounce its aggressive settlement
policy, recognize the inalienable rights of the
Palestinian people and accept PLO as their repre-
sentative. In the absence of such action, tension
would never decrease in the region. While the
means available to the Council were limited, the
Charter provided for action and its ineffective-
ness had not yet been demonstrated.

Tunisia said that an official policy of coloniza-
tion had been unremittingly pursued by Israel
since 1967, constantly modifying the legal
status, geographical nature and demographic
composition of the occupied territories. More
lands, including the most fertile areas, had been
illegally expropriated. Water resources had been
diverted to quell a population that was doomed
to despair. Palestinians were expelled daily from
their homeland or arbitrarily detained. That was
done in contempt of numerous United Nations

resolutions, international law and the fourth
Geneva Convention of 1949. Nothing could
impede the achievement of peace more than the
repressive policies of Israel.

France stated that once again the Commission,
in spite of its efforts, had not been successful in
obtaining the co-operation and assistance of the
Israeli authorities in the performance of its task.
The conclusions in the Commission’s report of 4
December 1979 were such as to substantiate the
grave concern felt by many. Israel’s attitude to-
wards the occupied Arab territories constituted
a violation of the provisions of international con-
ventions and, in particular, the fourth Geneva
Convention. The creation or enlargement of set-
tlements was contrary to the norms of interna-
tional law, whereby the occupying power was
obliged to preserve the demographic, economic
and cultural nature of the occupied regions and
refrain from any interference in the life of those
regions which went beyond the normal needs of
administration. Recent Israeli statements in
favour of settlements in Hebron were particular-
ly alarming. The maintenance of such a situation
could only serve to jeopardize further the
chances of an overall settlement of the Middle
East conflict by peaceful means.

The Philippines associated itself with the
Commission’s recommendation that the Council
should urge Israel to implement fully the Coun-
cil’s resolutions concerning Jerusalem and re-
gretted Israel’s refusal to co-operate with the
Commission. In the view of the Philippines,
what was happening in the occupied Arab ter-
ritories was only part of the problem; the larger
problem was the occupation itself. That in turn
was part of a still larger problem, which was that
of restoring a homeland to the Palestinian
people and guaranteeing to them their inalien-
able rights as a people.

Jamaica, in fully endorsing the Commission’s
recommendations, urged Israel to cease the es-
tablishment of settlements, which was contrary
to international law and to the fourth Geneva
Convention and posed a grave threat to the pros-
pects for peace and stability in the Middle East.
Above all, the settlements policy represented a
gross injustice to the Palestinian people, whose
inalienable rights, including their right to estab-
lish an independent homeland, had been recog-
nized and endorsed by the overwhelming majori-
ty of Member States.

Zambia said that Israel’s settlements policy in
the occupied Arab territories was a euphemism
for modern colonization. Exaggerated concerns
about security were no justification for any coun-
try to commit acts of aggression against other
States or peoples. Israel should not be allowed to
advance the dangerous notion that its boundaries
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were elastic and shifting. Zambia called for ef-
fective enforcement measures under the Charter
to ensure Israel’s withdrawal without delay.

Bangladesh and Yugoslavia expressed support
for the recommendations of the Commission. Its
report elaborated facts, Bangladesh said, which
constituted an outright indictment of Israel. The
Council should take effective enforcement mea-
sures to ensure that Israel withdrew from the
occupied territories without any further delay.
Yugoslavia expressed the view that Israel’s lack
of readiness to comply with United Nations reso-
lutions should open the eyes of those on whom it
relied in its intransigence. All Council members
must immediately take the necessary measures
to check Israel’s policy of violence.

A number of States, not members of the Coun-
cil, including Afghanistan, Egypt, Kuwait, Paki-
stan and the Syrian Arab Republic, felt that Is-
rael’s settlement policy violated not only the
relevant United Nations resolutions but also in-
ternational law and constituted a serious obstruc-
tion to peace in the Middle East. Cuba and Paki-
stan called for sanctions in the case of Israel’s
non-compliance with the Council’s decisions; Is-
rael’s withdrawal and the recovery by the
Palestinian people of its inalienable rights was
the only solution, in the view of these States as
well as of Afghanistan, Algeria, Indonesia, Leba-
non, the Syrian Arab Republic, Viet Nam and
Zambia. Lebanon added that, by denying the
Palestinians their national rights, Israel was
creating a Palestine diaspora, particularly in
Lebanon.

The PLO representative said the Commission’s
concern over the water resources of the occupied
territories was justified. He expressed the hope
that the Council would consider measures aimed
at investigating the matter with a view to ensur-
ing the protection of those important resources.
The only effective protection, he said, was the
withdrawal of the forces of occupation, a prereq-
uisite for the free exercise of the inalienable
rights of the Palestinian people and for peace. As
to the question of Jerusalem, the documents an-
nexed to the Commission’s report indicated that
there was a consensus among Christian organiza-
tions that it was not merely a matter of protection
of the Holy Places but that it was organically
linked with living faiths and communities in the
Holy City. By resolution 446(1979),60 the Coun-
cil had determined that Israel’s policy in estab-
lishing settlements in the Palestinian and other
Arab territories occupied since 1967 had no
legal validity and constituted a serious obstruc-
tion to achieving a comprehensive, just and last-
ing peace in the Middle East. In view of Israel’s
rejection of that resolution and its flouting of
other Council decisions, the Council must meet

its responsibilities by imposing on Israel the
sanctions provided for in Chapter VII of the
Charter.

The Council President, speaking as the repre-
sentative of the German Democratic Republic,
said that Israel had for decades been protected,
financed and equipped by the United States.
With that support, it hoped that it could intensi-
fy its actions in the Middle East. The Camp
David accords, he continued, ostensibly served
the cause of peace, but their true significance
was becoming increasingly clear. Taking refuge
behind those accords and demagoguery about so-
called autonomy, Israel was establishing further
settlements and continuing the expulsion of the
indigenous Palestinian population from its
lands. The German Democratic Republic called
for an uncompromising withdrawal by Israel to
its borders as before the 1967 war, as well as par-
ticipation on an equal footing for PLO in all
negotiations.

On 1 March, the Council unanimously adopt-
ed resolution 465(1980), prepared in the course
of consultations among members. It thereby
called on Israel to dismantle the settlements in
the Arab territories occupied since 1967, includ-
ing Jerusalem, and to cease the establishment
and planning of new ones. The Council deter-
mined that all measures taken by Israel to
change the physical character, demographic
composition, institutional structure or status of
those territories had no legal validity, and that
Israel’s policy and practices of settling parts of
its population in those territories constituted a
flagrant violation of the 1949 fourth Geneva
Convention and were a serious obstruction to
peace in the Middle East.

The Council strongly deplored Israel’s persis-
tence in pursuing such policies and practices
and called on all States not to provide it with
any assistance to be used in connexion with set-
tlements in the occupied territories. Further, the
Council requested the Commission to continue
to examine the situation relating to the settle-
ments, to investigate the reported depletion of
natural resources, particularly water resources,
to keep under close scrutiny the implementation
of the resolution and to report to it before 1
September.

Speaking in explanation of vote, Norway said
it considered the settlement policy of Israel as in-
consistent with international law and the fourth
Geneva Convention, as an obstacle to peace, as
undermining ongoing negotiations and as pre-
judging the outcome of negotiations on the
future of the occupied territories. A just and last-
ing peace in the Middle East must be based on

6OSee footnote 56.
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recognition of Israel’s right to exist within
secure and recognized boundaries and of the
legitimate national rights of the Palestinian
people. The final status of the territories could
be established only through a comprehensive
solution negotiated by representatives of all the
parties concerned, including the Palestinian
people. To achieve such a solution, all parties
must refrain from actions which might compli-
cate the search for peace.

The United States said that one positive trend
in the area was reflected in the current series of
negotiations for a comprehensive settlement
which had resulted from the historic breakthrough
at Camp David. A peace treaty had been signed
and large areas of occupied Arab territories had
been evacuated by Israel. Yet, there could be no
comprehensive peace in the Middle East until the
Palestinian problem in all its aspects was resolved.
The United States regarded the settlements in the
occupied territories as illegal-under international
law, and an obstacle to a successful outcome of the
current negotiations. The United States support-
ed resolution 465(1980) despite reservations with
regard to certain of its provisions which it consid-
ered to be recommendatory. It did not read the
reference to changes in the institutional structure
of the occupied territories as in any way prejudic-
ing the outcome of the autonomy negotiations.
The basic framework for all efforts, including the
Camp David accords, was resolution 242(1967),
calling for negotiations to resolve the many and
difficult aspects of the Arab-Israeli conflict. One
issue which the negotiators would have to address
was the matter of existing settlements. There were
a number of factors of a practical character, such
as the need for housing, making it impractical to
call for the dismantling of existing settlements.

The USSR representative drew attention to
the appeal in the resolution to all States not to
provide Israel with any assistance which might
be used in connexion with the establishment of
settlements in the occupied territories. He said it
was important that all States heed that appeal
and implement it. At the same time, the USSR
considered that the resolution did not fully re-
spond to the demands made of the Council by
the very serious and peace-threatening situation
which prevailed in the territories. The Council
should more decisively condemn Israel’s coloni-
zation and acquisition of Arab lands. It was time
for the Council to ponder steps which would
make it possible for its resolutions to be
implemented.

Communications and report (12 March-6 May)
In a letter of 12 March, the Chairman of the

Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People expressed to

the President of the Security Council the Com-
mittee’s satisfaction with the Council’s adoption
of resolution 465(1980) (see preceding subsec-
tion) and its unanimity in deploring Israel’s set-
tlement policy.

Between 14 and 25 March, the Council re-
ceived six communications relating to the expro-
priation of Arab lands by Israel.

By a letter of 14 March, the Chairman of the
Committee on Palestinian Rights expressed the
Committee’s concern about the expropriation
by Israel of vast areas of Arab-owned land in the
vicinity of Jerusalem, in order to establish new
Israeli settlements.

By a letter of the same date, Jordan, in its
capacity as current Chairman of the Arab group
of Member States at the United Nations, protest-
ed the expropriation of 4 million square metres
of Arab land north of Jerusalem. Also on that
day, Egypt transmitted a statement by a cabinet
spokesman expressing dismay at Israel’s decision
to confiscate Arab land in East Jerusalem which,
he said, created serious obstacles to a compre-
hensive and just peace.

By a letter of 19 March, the Acting Chairman
of the Committee on Palestinian Rights con-
veyed the Committee’s serious concern about Is-
rael’s further expropriation of Arab land near
Bethlehem.

On 21 March, Tunisia transmitted a letter of
19 March from the Deputy Permanent Observer
of PLO who charged that Israel’s recent confisca-
tion of land in the vicinity of Bethlehem was for
the purpose of establishing another il legal
settlement.

By a letter of 25 March, Morocco, as Chairman
of the Organization of the Islamic Conference,
expressed grave concern about the expropriation
of additional Arab lands north of Jerusalem and
near Bethlehem and the proposed establishment
of two Jewish religious institutions in Al-Khalil.

Two additional communications dealt with an
Israeli decision to establish two schools in Al-
Khalil. In a letter of 24 March, the Chairman of
the Committee on Palestinian Rights said that
decision was a clear indication of Israel’s inten-
tion to annex the occupied Arab territories
through a policy of faits accomplis. In a letter
dated 25 March, Egypt quoted a statement of 23
March by its Ministry of Foreign Affairs, describ-
ing the Israeli decision as an act of defiance of in-
ternational legitimacy and the spirit of peace.

By letters of 27 and 28 March to the President of
the Security Council and the Secretary-General,
respectively, Jordan conveyed a statement by the
Mayor of Arab Jerusalem who deplored the latest
act of aggression in the Jerusalem area by the Is-
raeli occupation authorities who had closed the
Arab Science College in Abu Dees on the ground
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that there were sufficient colleges in the occu-
pied territories. In a reply of 3 April, Israel
stated that that institution consisted of one
class with a limited number of students and,
since there were 13 institutions of higher learn-
ing on the West Bank, it had seen no reason for
maintaining a single-unit institution.

On 2 May, the representative of Democratic
Yemen, in his capacity as current Chairman of
the Arab group, transmitted a letter of 1 May
from the PLO observer, who complained of a
series of provocations by Israeli forces against
Palestinian students who had been staging pro-
tests in a number of cities in the occupied
territories.

Developments in Hebron were the subject of
further communications and a request for a meet-
ing of the Security Council.

By a letter dated 4 May, Israel complained of
a terrorist attack by PLO against Jewish worship-
pers in Hebron, which resulted in the death of
six Israelis and the injury of 16 others, among
them women and children.

On 6 May, Democratic Yemen, as Chairman
of the Arab group, transmitted a letter of 5 May
from the PLO observer who charged that on 2
May the Mayors of Al-Khalil and Halhul and
the Islamic Judge of Al-Khalil had been expelled
by the Israeli forces; PLO asked the Secretary-
General to use his good offices to ensure their
return to their towns.

On 6 May, Tunisia requested an urgent
Security Council meeting to consider those ex-
pulsion measures.

Consideration by the Security Council (8 May)
On 8 May, the Security Council met to consid-

er the expulsion of the Mayors of Hebron and
Halhul and the Islamic Judge of Hebron, as
requested by Tunisia on 6 May. Israel and
Jordan were invited, at their request, to partici-
pate in the discussion without the right to vote.

The President drew attention to a letter of 8
May from Tunisia requesting that PLO be invited
to participate in the Council’s deliberations, in
accordance with the usual practice. He added
that the proposal was not made pursuant to rule
3761 or rule 3962 of the provisional rules of proce-
dure, but that, if approved, the invitation would
confer on PLO the same rights of participation as
those conferred on a Member State when invited
pursuant to rule 37.

The United States reiterated its opposition to
the manner in which the invitation had been
phrased. Tunisia’s proposal was approved by 10
votes to 1 (United States), with 4 abstentions
(France, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom).

The Council then proceeded to vote on a draft
resolution prepared in the course of consulta-

tions among Council members. It was adopted,
by 14 votes to 0, with 1 abstention (United
States), as resolution 468(1980). The Council
thereby recalled the fourth Geneva Convention
of 1949 and expressed its deep concern at the ex-
pulsion of the Mayors of Hebron and Halhul
and the Sharia Judge of Hebron. It called on
Israel to rescind these illegal measures and to
facilitate the immediate return of the expelled
Palestinian leaders so that they could resume
their functions, and requested the Secretary-
General to report on implementation of the
resolution.

Following the vote, the United States said
that those deportations were contrary to the pro-
visions of the fourth Geneva Convention which
applied to the conduct of Israeli military authori-
ties in the West Bank and Gaza. However, the
Council had been dealing with a tragic cycle of
violence and could not focus on a single act. The
United States regretted that the resolution did
not refer to the killing of six Israelis and the
wounding of 16 others in Hebron, which preced-
ed the deportations.

The USSR had supported the resolution, al-
though it did not contain a decisive condemna-
tion of Israel for its illegal actions against the
Palestinian leaders which should be immediately
repealed. Nor could the USSR overlook any at-
tempts to place on the same footing the actions
of the Israeli occupiers who had committed
atrocities in the Arab lands and the heroic strug-
gle of the Palestinians fighting to drive out the
occupiers and to restore their internationally
recognized inalienable rights.

Israel stated that following the attack in
Hebron on 2 May, for which PLO had taken re-
sponsibility, it had taken steps for the preserva-
tion of law and order and the maintenance of
security. Those steps included the deportations
of the Mayors and the Judge who, on the instruc-
tion of PLO, had been systematically engaged in
inciting the local Arab population to acts of vio-
lence and subversion, abusing their public of-
fices. The deportation orders were carried out on
the basis of the Defence (Emergency) Regula-
tions of 1945, which had been issued by the Brit-
ish Mandatory authorities and which had been
applied in the West Bank by Jordan. The Pales-
t ine Liberat ion Organizat ion had recent ly
stepped up its campaign against the peace pro-
cess and the current talks aimed at achieving full
autonomy for the Palestinian people. Prominent
among those involved in this campaign were the
officials whom Israel had deported, only after
their words and activities had led to bloodshed.

61see footnote 2.
62see footnote 3.
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The representative of PLO said the Palestin-
ians, being denied the rights to return to their
homes, to self-determination and to life, were
fighting for survival. By resolution 465(1980) of
1 March (see p. 409), the Council had deplored
Israel’s policies and practices in the occupied
territories and called on it to rescind those mea-
sures. Israel’s response had been further confisca-
tion of Arab lands and the pursuance of its mea-
sures against the Palestinian people, many of
which the PLO representative detailed.

Communications and report (12- 16 May)
By letters of 12 May 1980 to the Security

Council President and the Secretary-General,
Jordan transmitted a statement of 9 May pertain-
ing to the deportation of the Mayors of Al-Khalil
and Halhul and the Moslem Sharia Judge of Al-
Khalil, Rajab Tamimi, in which it refuted the
allegations on that issue made by Israel in the
Council on 8 May.

In a letter dated 14 May, the Acting Chairman
of the Committee on Palestinian Rights ex-
pressed the Committee’s concern about Israel’s
defiance of Council resolution 468(1980) of 8
May (see preceding subsection) in refusing to
readmit those officials.

On 13 May, the Secretary-General submitted
a report on the implementation of resolution
468(1980). He stated that on 9 May Israel had
informed him that it was unable to allow the ex-
pelled Mayors and Judge to return, for reasons
indicated in its statement before the Council.
The Secretary-General added that he had
noted reports that those officials had been
denied re-entry into the West Bank by Israel
on 11 May.

On 16 May, Jordan, referring to Israel’s defi-
ance of resolution 468(1980), requested that the
Council be convened to explore ways of ensuring
full implementation of that resolution.

Consideration by the Security Council (20 May)
On 20 May 1980, the Security Council placed

on its agenda Jordan’s letter of 16 May concern-
ing the non-compliance of Israel with Council
resolution 468(1980) of 8 May. Israel and Jordan
were invited, at their request, to participate in
the discussion without the right to vote.

The President drew attention to a letter of 16
May from Tunisia, requesting that PLO be invited
to participate in the debate, in accordance with
previous practice. The United States reiterated
its view that it was inappropriate to invite PLO on
terms that would confer on it the right of partici-
pation as a Member State. Tunisia’s proposal
was adopted by 10 votes to 1 (United States),
with 4 abstentions (France, Norway, Portugal,
United K.ingdom).

Also the Council extended invitations, under
rule 39, to the Mayors of Al-Khalil and Halhul,
as well as to the Islamic Judge of Al-Khalil, as
requested by Tunisia on 16 May.

Before the debate, the President called atten-
tion to a draft resolution prepared in the course
of consultations among Council members.

Jordan, the first speaker, charged that not
only those three Palestinian leaders but 1,600
others had been deported, including the Mayor
of Arab Jerusalem, as a prelude to the annexa-
tion of the Holy City. At the grass-roots level,
almost 300,000 persons from the Gaza Strip and
the West Bank were currently displaced in the
East Bank awaiting the implementation of
United Nations resolutions which, since 1967,
had called for their return to their homes. There
were also tens of thousands of young people who
had endured the ordeal of torture chambers and
windowless cells, and thousands in Israel’s jails.
Jordan hoped the Council would not allow itself
to be foiled once again.

Israel said the three individuals concerned
had made no secret of their views and had en-
couraged acts of violence. As public officials
entrusted to fulfi l functions which included
maintaining public order and peace, they had
subverted the very source of their authority. As
to the fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, Israel
did not recognize its formal application in the
administered area, but nevertheless did apply,
on a de facto basis, its humanitarian provisions.
Israel would have been fully within its legal
rights had it limited freedom of speech, assembly,
expression and other basic freedoms. Proceed-
ings had been initiated in Israel’s Supreme
Court on behalf of the three individuals regard-
ing their deportation; the Court had decided to
grant the petitioners a hearing.

In his statement before the Council, the
Mayor of Halhul said the three officials had
been expelled because they had rejected the au-
tonomy plan proposed in the Camp David ac-
cords. Autonomy meant no rule over land,
sources of water or power, but the perpetuation
of occupation. Contrary to the statements made
to the Council by Israel’s representative, there
was no freedom of expression, assembly or other-
wise. The only way to peace was through recog-
nition of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian
people to return to their homes, to self-deter-
mination and the establishment of their sover-
eign State in their homeland, Palestine.

The Mayor of Al-Khalil stated that Israeli acts
of violence and terror had involved every
Palestinian city and town. Neither the popula-
tion nor the land had been spared violent
mutilation by the occupying power. The peace-
ful protests by the people went unheard. Israel
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had intensified its oppression by imposing cur-
fews, limiting freedom of movement, enforcing
collective punishment, destroying houses and
restricting the political activities of the elected
officials and community leaders. The decision
to expel him and the two other officials had to
do with their opposition to the Camp David
agreements and the autonomy plan and their
fight against Israel’s policy of settlement.

On 20 May, the Council, by 14 votes to 0,
with 1 abstention (United States), adopted the
text before it as resolution 469(1980). By this
text, it deplored Israel’s failure to implement its
resolution 468(1980) of 8 May, and called again
on Israel, as the occupying power, to rescind the
illegal measures taken by its military authorities
in expelling the three officials and to facilitate
their  immediate return.  The Counci l  a lso
requested the Secretary-General to continue his
efforts in order to implement this resolution and
to report at the earliest possible date.

Following the vote, the United States said its
position, as set forth before the Council on 8
May, had not changed.

Commenting on the abstention of the United
States, PLO charged it with flouting its commit-
ment under the fourth Geneva Convention.

Zambia expressed the view that all States, espe-
cially Members of the United Nations, were ob-
liged to accept and give effect to Council deci-
sions. Israel, by its actions, was bent on provoking
a catastrophe in the Middle East by continuing to
pursue its provocative and aggressive policies.

Communications and report (24 May-24 June)
On 24 May 1980, the Secretary-General sub-

mitted a report, as called for by the Council in
resolution 469(1980) of 20 May (see preceding
subsection). He stated that on 21 May he had ad-
dressed an appeal to the Prime Minister of Israel
to respond to the call of the Council. In a reply
of 23 May, the Prime Minister, expressing regret
that Council resolutions had failed to mention
the attack by PLO on Jewish worshippers in
Hebron, stated that a petition to allow the return
of the three men had been submitted to the High
Court of Justice for consideration. The Prime
Minister added that the judgement of the Court
would be carried out by the Government.

In a letter dated 2 June, Jordan stated that on
that day time-bombs planted in cars belonging
to the Mayors of Nablus, Ramallah and Al Bireh
had exploded, causing one of them the loss of
both his legs and another the loss of one leg and
injury to one hand. Jordan held the occupation
authorities responsible for those acts. Condemna-
tion of these incidents was expressed in two
other communications: the first, dated 2 June,
f rom the Chairman of  the Commit tee on

Palestinian Rights; and the second, dated 3
June, from Egypt.

On 3 June, Bahrain, as current Chairman of
the Arab group, transmitted a letter of the same
date from the Chairman of the PLO Executive
Committee charging that recent Israeli actions
in the occupied Palestinian territories constitut-
ed an attempt to deprive those territories of their
national leaders. He called on the United
Nations to take the necessary steps to ensure the
protection of the Palestinian people.

On the same date, Bahrain, acting for the
Arab group, requested an immediate meeting of
the Security Council to consider the assassina-
tion attempts and the arbitrary detention of a
great number of Palestinian students.

By a letter of 4 June, the representative of
Israel transmitted excerpts from the political
programme and resolutions adopted at the
Fourth Congress of al-Fatah (Damascus, Syrian
Arab Republic, end of May), which, he charged,
called for the liquidation of Israel.

Consideration by the Security Council (5 June)
On 5 June, the Security Council met, as

requested by Bahrain on 3 June, to consider the
assassination attempts on the three Palestinian
Mayors. Bahrain, Egypt, Israel and Jordan were
invited, at their request, to participate in the
debate without the right to vote.

The President drew attention to a 4 June
letter from Tunisia requesting that PLO be invited
to participate in the debate, in accordance with
previous practice. The Council extended an invi-
tation to PLO after adopting the proposal by 10
votes to 1 (United States), with 4 abstentions
(France, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom).

The representative of Bahrain, as Chairman of
the Arab group, said that recent developments
in the occupied West Bank were alarming. He
called urgently on the international community
to end Israel’s violation of the human rights of
the Palestinian people and its occupation of
Arab territories. While Israel had claimed its
readiness to withdraw within the framework of a
comprehensive settlement which guaranteed
peace and security to all parties concerned, it
was evident that it had no such intention. The
United States, he said, bore great responsibility
for the suffering of the Palestinian people. It not
only supplied Israel with sophisticated weapons
that allowed it to continue its occupation of the
Palestinian homeland but it also was one of the
signatories of the Camp David agreement and a
party to the negotiations which aimed at perpet-
uating the occupation of Arab territories and
legalizing Israel’s presence in Palestine.

Israel said it condemned the use of terror. The
acts of terror against the Arab Mayors on 2 June
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had evoked widespread revulsion in Israel,
which stood in stark contrast to the virtual ab-
sence of  s imi lar  condemnat ions by Arab
Governments and public opinion of PLO terror
acts. Israel, remaining firm in its quest for a
comprehensive peace in the area, was entitled
to expect that the Council would refrain from
adopting any position which might be interpret-
ed by the enemies of peace as encouragement
to further violence.

Following these statements, the Council
adopted, by 14 votes to 0, with 1 abstention
(United States), resolution 471(1980), prepared
in the course of consultations among Council
members.

By this resolution, the Council condemned
the assassination attempts and expressed deep
concern that Israel, the occupying power, had
failed to provide adequate protection to the civil-
ian population in the occupied territories in con-
formity with the 1949 fourth Geneva Conven-
tion. The Council called on Israel to provide the
victims with adequate compensation for the dam-
ages suffered, called again on all States not to
provide Israel with any assistance to be used in
connexion with settlements in the occupied ter-
ritories, and reaffirmed the necessity to end the
prolonged occupation of Arab territories, includ-
ing Jerusalem. In addition, the Council called
again on Israel to comply with the provisions of
the fourth Geneva Convention as well as with
the relevant resolutions of the Council.

The German Democratic Republic said it was
time for the Council to take urgent measures to
put an end to Israel’s expansionist policy. Other-
wise, acts of violence against the Palestinian
people would become ever more frequent. The
most recent events in the Arab territories gave
an idea of what awaited the Arab people of Pales-
tine under the so-called autonomy.

The United States said the brutal crimes per-
petrated on the West Bank were cowardly acts,
the latest in a spiral of acts which had brought
more distress to the West Bank than it had suf-
fered at any time since the occupation began.
That sad situation and the equally sad murder of
Israeli citizens at Hebron were part of a broader
tragedy-the continuing Arab-Israeli conflict.
The Council had the responsibility to keep in
mind the full range of those events and other fac-
tors bearing on the dispute, which had not been
done in this resolution. The United States con-
tinued to believe that resolution 242(1967), a
change in which it opposed, provided the basis
for a just settlement. On that basis, it had
pursued a settlement through the Camp David
accords. The United States appealed most ear-
nestly to those with influence and authority to
exercise leadership and restraint.

The United Kingdom condemned unreserved-
ly the assassination attempts on the Mayors.
Shocking as they were, they were but the latest
link in a chain of violence. The United Kingdom
therefore wished to make it clear that it deplored
and wished to see an end to all violence in the
area. It called for restraint by all concerned.
Recent events only underlined the need for a
just and lasting peace in the Middle East, which
must involve, among other things, Israeli with-
drawal from occupied territories.

France expressed its deep concern at all the
acts of violence which had taken place in recent
months, and condemned the assassination at-
tempts, which made more necessary than ever
before the quest for and implementation of a just
and lasting peace settlement.

The USSR said the barbarous acts committed
with the clear-cut connivance of the Israeli au-
thorities and directed against the elected
Palestinian officials were the direct extension of
Israel’s campaign of terror, violence and intimi-
dation to force the indigenous Arab population
to resign themselves to the military occupation
régime and to impose, in the guise of autonomy,
the final annexation of their ancestral lands.
Violence in the Middle East was the result of the
occupation by Israel of those lands and the ex-
pulsion therefrom of the indigenous Arab popu-
lation. The only way to eliminate that violence
was by Israel’s withdrawal from all the Arab ter-
ritories occupied in June 1967. The Council
should consider the question of what Israel’s ag-
gressive policy would ultimately lead to and take
all necessary measures to call a halt to that
dangerous turn of events.

The representatives of Egypt and Jordan con-
demned the criminal acts against Palestinian
leaders. Egypt commented that those acts were
incriminating testimony to the evils of Israel’s
military occupation and provided further evi-
dence of the need to terminate it. Jordan reiterat-
ed the conviction that the security and safety of
the civilian population in the occupied Arab ter-
ritories were the responsibility of Israel as the oc-
cupying power.

The PLO representative charged that Israel
was resorting to organized terrorism in the ter-
ritories. Those acts of armed vigilantes were en-
couraged by a climate of licentiousness created
by the authorities, by arbitrary legislation for the
requisitioning of property and by the deploy-
ment of the Israeli army to defend the illegal
settlement.

Communications (6 June-December)
By a letter of 6 June, Yemen transmitted a

statement by its Ministry of Foreign Affairs
denouncing the recent Israeli terrorist acts
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against the Mayors of Nablus, Ramallah and
Al Bireh.

In a letter dated 12 June, the Acting Chairman
of the Committee on Palestinian Rights referred
to a declaration by the Israeli Prime Minister
concerning the establishment of 10 new settle-
ments on the West Bank, as well as to reports
concerning the implementation of a plan to es-
tablish a “barrier zone” of new settlements in
Gaza. He expressed the Committee’s belief that
the Security Council should take urgent and
decisive measures to prevent the deterioration of
the situation.

order. On 24 October, the Chairman advised the
Secretary-General that the Mayors had been con-
fined at a border post where the hearing was
held and, it was reported, had gone on a hunger
strike following rejection of their appeal.

On 29 July, Tunisia transmitted a letter of 25
July from the PLO observer to the United Nations
who said that on 14 July 76 Palestinian detainees
had launched a hunger strike in protest of the ab-
horrent, inhuman conditions at the Nafha prison
in the Negev Desert. As a result, 25 detainees
became critically ill and were transferred on 21
July to Ramle prison. Prison officials attempted
to break their fast by force-feeding which re-
sulted in the death of two of them.

By a letter of 29 October, the Secretary-
General stated that, according to information he
had received, the Israeli Supreme Court was
scheduled to hear the appeal submitted by the
lawyer for the Mayors on 30 October. The
Mayors had been transferred to Ramle prison in
Israel. The Secretary-General added that he was
following closely the developments in that
matter.

In a letter dated 9 December, the Chairman of
the Committee on Palestinian Rights said that
Israel had maintained its defiance of Council
resolutions by confirming its previous illegal de-
cisions to expel the two Mayors. He therefore
requested the Council to take firm action to
implement the relevant resolutions.

On 30 July, Tunisia transmitted another
letter, dated 29 July, from the PLO observer stat-
ing that several hundred detainees in West Bank
and Gaza prisons had joined the hunger strike.
He urged the Security Council President to take
every possible action to ensure that not one more
Palestinian would suffer the same agonizing
death as the other two victims.

By another letter, of 19 November, the Chair-
man expressed the Committee’s deep concern at
reports from the occupied territories indicating
that 11 students from Bir Zeit University, who
had been demonstrating against the closure of
the University by the Israeli military authorities
to prevent the students from observing Palestine
Week, had been wounded by gunfire.

On the conditions in Israel’s prisons, two com-
munications were received: the first dated 4
August from the Chairman of the Committee on
Palestinian Rights and the second dated 7
August from Qatar, drawing attention to what
they described as the inhuman treatment of im-
prisoned inhabitants of the occupied territories.

On 20 November, Tunisia transmitted a letter
of 18 November from the Permanent Observer
of PLO, charging that, on that date, Israeli sol-
diers had fired at unarmed students from Ramal-
lah, Bethlehem and Al Bireh while they were
demonstrating against the arbitrary closing of
the University.

In a letter of 15 August, the Chairman of the
Committee on Palestinian Rights drew attention
to reports that Israel had decided to make it im-
possible for the Palestinian people in the occu-
pied territories to open any institution for higher
education without a special permit. Meanwhile,
Israel had authorized the military authorities to
strip Arab school curricula of any reference to
Palestinian national character and history.

By a letter dated 8 December, the Chairman
of the Committee on Palestinian Rights ex-
pressed the Committee’s serious concern at the
arrest of Gabbi Baramki, President of the Uni-
versity, under the pretext that he had allowed
the students to observe a Palestine Week.

By a letter of 29 September, the Chairman
drew the Secretary-General’s attention to the
latest developments in the case of the Mayors of
Hebron and Halhul and the Sharia Judge of
Hebron. The Supreme Court of Israel had
upheld their expulsion for considerations of
security and had ruled that the Mayors, though
not the Judge, could appeal to an Israel Military
Rev iew  Commi t tee .  On  10  Oc tobe r ,  t he
Secretary-General advised the Chairman that
Israel had decided to allow the Mayors to return

In a letter of 20 November, the Israeli repre-
sentative charged that PLO was carrying out a
campaign of intimidation and subversion in
Judaea, Samaria and the Gaza District, adding
that the campaign had intensified recently and
had taken the form of political assassinations
and public disturbances. In another communica-
tion, dated 26 November, he stated that since
1966 PLO had frequently threatened, terrorized
and intimidated Arab leaders who did not carry
out its orders.

Report of the Security
Council Commission (25 November)

In March 1979, the Security Council had es-
tablished a three-member Commission to exam-

to the West Bank to appeal their deportation ine the situation relating to settlements in the
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Arab territories, including Jerusalem.63 The
Commission had reported twice in 1979;64 its
second report was taken up by the Council in
February/March 1980 (see p. 406). On 1
March, the Council set 1 September as the date
for submission of the Commission’s third report
(see p. 409).

On 16 June, the Council President announced
that, following informal consultations, the Coun-
cil had decided to maintain the Commission’s
original composition. By a note dated 20 August,
he further stated that the Council had no objec-
tion to a request from the Chairman of the Com-
mission to extend the date of submission of the
third report until 25 November.

On 25 November, the Commission submitted
that report. It observed that Israel was actively
pursuing its systematic large-scale process of es-
tablishing settlements in the occupied territories
and that a correlation existed between the estab-
lishment of those settlements and the displace-
ment of the Arab population. The Commission
concluded that the settlement policy had brought
drastic and adverse changes to the economic and
social pattern of the daily life of the remaining
Arab population as well as profound changes of a
geographical and demographic nature in the occu-
pied territories, including Jerusalem.

The Commission stated that available evi-
dence had shown that Israel continued to deplete
the natural  resources, part icular ly water
resources, in the occupied territories for its own
advantage and to the detriment of the Palestin-
ian population.

As to the situation in Jerusalem, the Commis-
sion noted with grave concern that tension and
confrontation between Israel and the Islamic
world had increased, especially following the
enactment of the “Basic Law” which proclaimed
a change in the city’s character and status.

The Commission expressed the view that the
problem of the settlements and occupation
raised fundamental problems for peace and that
Israel’s persistent refusal to heed the repeated
appeals of the Security Council should be cen-
sured. The Commission reiterated its earlier
recommendations that the Council, bearing in
mind the inalienable rights of the Palestinians to
return to their homeland, again draw Israel’s at-
tention to the disastrous consequences its settle-
ment policy was bound to have on any attempt
to reach a peaceful solution in the Middle East.

It recommended that appropriate measures be
sought for an equitable allocation of water
resources in the area, outside of any political con-
siderations, in view of the vital importance of
those resources. Their serious depletion was a
result of intensive exploitation by Israeli authori-
ties, mainly for the benefit of Israeli settlers.

With regard to Jerusalem, the Commission
recommended that the Council urge Israel to
implement fully its resolutions on that question.

Consideration by the General Assembly

Report of the Special Committee
to Investigate Israeli Practices

The General Assembly in 1979 had renewed
the mandate of the three-member Special Com-
mittee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting
the Human Rights of the Population of the
Occupied Territories and requested it to submit
a report in 1980.65 The Committee’s twelfth
report, approved on 25 July and submitted to
the Secretary-General on 26 July, covered the
period since 9 November 1979. It contained a
representative cross-section of information re-
ceived by the Committee and an assessment in
the context of applicable international law. The
Committee noted that its special effort to secure
the co-operation of Israel had been to no avail.
The Committee heard the testimonies of a
former detainee in an Israeli prison, the three
Palestinian leaders expelled by Israel- the
Mayors of Hebron and Halhul and the Islamic
Judge of Hebron-and the Mayor of Nablus,
who had been the subject of an assassination at-
tempt. It also heard two persons from the occu-
pied territories in closed meetings.

The information presented by the Committee
was grouped in four categories: Israel’s settle-
ment policy; the treatment of civilians in the
occupied territories; the situation of detainees in
those territories; and the consequences of
recourse to judicial remedies on the human
rights of the local population. The report gave
samples of incidents occurring during the period
covered.

The report stated that Israel’s annexation and
settlement policy continued unabated. The rate
and extent of expropriation were considerable;
over 27 per cent of the land in the occupied ter-
ritories had been taken over by Israel. Another
significant measure was the purchase of property
in the occupied territories, authorized by Israel.
A particular feature observed by the Committee
was the considerable amount of money spent on
the settlement programme. The construction of
new settlements and the expansion of existing
ones had become part of a regular programme.
As at 26 July, over 127 settlements had been es-
tablished. This policy and the measures taken,
the Committee pointed out, were in violation of
the fourth Geneva Convention of 1949.

63 See footnote 56.
  See Y.U.N., 1979,   387 and 392.
65

 Ibid., p. 402, resolution 34/90 A of 12   December 1979.
pp.

64
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Regarding the treatment of the civilian popu-
lation, the Committee noted that acts of violence
had remarkably increased and bloodshed had
reached unprecedented levels. As noted in the
past, the military occupation had generated a
strong spirit of resistance among the civilians,
and the reaction by the military authorities to
the increasing number of demonstrations, strikes
and other actions was severe. Israel, the Commit-
tee observed, continued to allow extreme provo-
cation of the civilian population and severe re-
pression of any reaction. One of the more striking
developments was the activist role of the Israeli
settlers who engaged in violent acts against the
civilian inhabitants, causing damage to property,
personal injury and sometimes even death. The
military authorities, according to information
available to the Committee, did not control
those settlers.

Concerning the situation in prisons and the
treatment of detainees, the Committee had re-
ceived extensive reports of inhuman conditions
and noted that no serious efforts had been under-
taken to improve them. Interrogation procedures
continued to be accompanied by violence, ac-
cording to numerous reports. The Committee
had examined cases where detainees had suf-
fered severe bodily and mental damage as a
result of conditions of detention; it called for an
end forthwith to such practices and held that
drastic measures should be taken to ensure
against a recurrence.

The Committee noted an increasing trend in
the resort to the High Court of Justice of Israel
by the inhabitants of the occupied territories. In
virtually all cases, this Court had been impotent
in controlling the arbitrary behaviour by the
military occupation authorities. There were no
judicial remedies available to the civilian popula-
tion other than making an application to the
High Court. The Committee noted that the
right to make such application became meaning-
less if the Court’s judgement was not implement-
ed. The administration of justice, the Committee
pointed out, had been transferred from civil
courts to military forums, by virtue of the pro-
mulgation of over 850 military orders changing
the law governing the occupied territories.

In conclusion, the Committee said the military
occupation in all its facets was at the core of the
violation of fundamental human rights. The
practices thereunder also constituted a systemat-
ic effort to change the status of the occupied ter-
ritories in pursuit of Israel’s “homeland” policy
and its avowed intention to perpetuate its domi-
nation there and deny the inhabitants the right
to self-determination. While the international
community pursued the major goal of ending the
occupation, it should immediately set in motion

efforts to modify conditions by the kind of
mechanism urged by the Committee in previous
reports (the protecting-power formula based on
the fourth Geneva Convention).

The Committee’s report was considered by
the General Assembly’s Special Political Com-
mittee which also had before it a series of com-
munications (see sections above), including a
letter of 24 April from Jordan transmitting a
Government statement on Israel’s modification
of Jordanian labour law in the West Bank in
order to curb trade union activity.

The Secretary-General, reporting on 4 Novem-
ber to the Assembly, described steps taken by
the Department of Public Information to secure
wide dissemination of the Committee’s report
and activities.

The Special Political Committee discussed
the Committee’s report at seven meetings be-
tween 7 and 21 November. On 18 and 21
November, it approved the texts of five resolu-
tions-35/122 A-E-which it recommended to
the Assembly for adoption. A sixth resolution,
adopted as resolution 35/122 F, was not submit-
ted in the Special Political Committee but in a
plenary meeting on 11 December (see following
subsection).

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS

On 11 December, the General Assembly
adopted the texts recommended by the Special
Political Committee. By resolution 35/122 A,
adopted by a recorded vote of 141 to 1, with 1 ab-
stention, the Assembly reaffirmed that the
fourth Geneva Convention was applicable to
Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied
by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem. It de-
plored Israel’s failure to acknowledge that ap-
plicability and called on it to do so and to
comply with the provisions of the Convention.
The Assembly again urged all States parties to
that Convention to exert all efforts to ensure re-
spect for and compliance with its provisions in
the occupied territories, including Jerusalem.

The text was sponsored by Bangladesh, India,
Indonesia, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Nigeria, Pakistan and Yugoslavia. The
Special Political Committee, on 18 November,
had approved it by a recorded vote of 109 to 1.

By resolution 35/122 B, adopted by a recorded
vote of 140 to 1, with 3 abstentions, the Assembly
determined that the measures and actions taken
by Israel to change the legal status, geographical
nature and demographic composition of the
occupied territories had no legal validity and
constituted a serious obstruction to a just and
lasting peace in the Middle East, deplored Is-
rael’s persistence in carrying out such measures
and called again on it to comply with its interna-
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tional obligations and desist from any such
action.

The resolution, sponsored by Bangladesh,
Cuba, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Mali,
Pakistan and Zambia, was approved by the Spe-
cial Political Committee on 18 November, by a
recorded vote of 110 to 1, with 2 abstentions.

By resolution 35/122 C, adopted by a recorded
vote of 118 to 2, with 23 abstentions, the Assem-
bly commended the Special Committee to inves-
tigate Israeli practices for its work and called
again on Israel to allow the Committee access to
the occupied territories. It deplored Israel’s con-
tinued violation of the fourth Geneva Conven-
tion, condemning those violations which the
Convention designated as grave breaches. It
then condemned the following Israeli policies
and practices: annexation of parts of the occu-
pied territories, including Jerusalem; establish-
ment of new settlements and expansion of exist-
ing ones on Arab lands, and transfer of an alien
population thereto; evacuation, deportation, ex-
pulsion, displacement and transfer of Arab in-
habitants of the occupied territories and denial
of their right to return; confiscation and expro-
priation of Arab property and all other trans-
actions for the acquisition of land involving the
Israeli authorities, institutions or nationals on
the one hand, and inhabitants or institutions of
the occupied territories on the other; destruction
and demolition of Arab houses; mass arrests, ad-
ministrative detention and ill-treatment of the
Arab population; ill-treatment and torture of
persons under detention; pillaging of archaeolog-
ical and cultural property; interference with reli-
gious freedoms and practices, as well as family
rights and customs; and illegal exploitation of
the natural wealth, resources and population of
the occupied territories.

The Assembly reaffirmed that all measures by
Israel  to change the physical  character,
demographic composition, institutional structure
or status of the occupied territories, including
Jerusalem, were null and void, and that Israel’s
settlement policy constituted a flagrant violation
of the fourth Geneva Convention and of relevant
United Nations resolutions. It demanded that
Israel desist from those policies and practices,
and reiterated its call on all States, international
organizations and specialized agencies to avoid
actions, including those in the field of aid, which
might be used by Israel in its policies of annexa-
tion and colonization.

The Assembly requested the Special Commit-
tee to continue its investigations, to consult 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 occu-
pied territories, and to continue to investigate

the treatment of civilians detained in the Arab
territories. The Secretary-General was requested
inter alia to ensure the widest circulation of the
Committee’s reports and of information regard-
ing its activities and findings.

The draft was sponsored by Bangladesh,
Cuba, Guinea-Bissau, Indonesia, Malaysia,
Mali, Pakistan and Zambia and was approved
by the Special Political Committee on 18
November by a recorded vote of 91 to 2, with 22
abstentions.

By resolution 35/122 D, adopted by a recorded
vote of 140 to 1, with 3 abstentions, the Assembly
called on Israel to rescind the illegal measures
taken in expelling and imprisoning the Mayors
of Hebron and Halhul and in expelling the
Sharia Judge of Hebron, and to facilitate their
immediate return.

Bangladesh, Cuba, India, Indonesia, Mali,
Pakistan, Yugoslavia and Zambia sponsored the
text in the Special Political Committee, where it
was approved on 18 November by a recorded
vote of 117 to 1, with 2 abstentions.

Resolution 35/122 E was adopted by a record-
ed vote of 119 to 2, with 23 abstentions. The As-
sembly thereby condemned Israel’s persistence
in changing the physical character, demographic
composition, institutional structure and legal
status of the Syrian Arab Golan Heights, and
determined that all legislative and administrative
measures and actions which might be taken by
Israel that purported to alter the character and
legal status of the Golan Heights were null and
void, constituted a flagrant violation of interna-
tional law and the fourth Geneva Convention
and had no legal effect. It called on Member
States not to recognize such measures and ac-
tions and called on Israel to desist from enacting
such legislation.

Algeria, Cuba, India, Indonesia, Jordan,
Mali, Pakistan, Qatar and Yemen sponsored the
resolution, which was approved by the Special
Political Committee on 21 November by a
recorded vote of 97 to 2, with 21 abstentions.

By resolution 35/122 F, adopted by a recorded
vote of 117 to 2, with 25 abstentions, the Assem-
bly again reaffirmed the applicability of the
fourth Geneva Convention to the territories
occupied by Israel. It condemned Israeli policies
and practices against Palestinian students and
faculty and the systematic repression of universi-
ties in the occupied Palestinian territories, and
demanded that Israel rescind those actions and
measures and ensure the freedom of those institu-
tions. It requested the Security Council to con-
vene urgently to take the necessary measures to
ensure that Israel rescinded the illegal measures
against the Palestinian Mayors and the Sharia
Judge and to facilitate their immediate return.
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The text was sponsored in the plenary Assem-
bly by Cuba, the German Democratic Republic,
Hungary, India, Iraq, Jordan, Maldives, Mau-
ritania, Pakistan, the United Arab Emirates and
Yemen.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY DISCUSSION

The representative of Sri Lanka introduced
the report of the Special Committee in the Spe-
cial Political Committee. He said that, in view of
the events which had taken place since the adop-
tion of the Committee’s report on 25 July, the
Special Committee had wished to submit a spe-
cial report on the treatment of detainees, but
had been unable to do so for reasons beyond its
control. The events in question had taken place
during August and September in the Israeli
Nafha prison. The Special Committee had gath-
ered information from numerous sources, includ-
ing eyewitnesses. Conditions in that prison were
so deplorable that detainees had declared a
hunger strike soon after being transferred there.
The protest had spread to all other prisons
where Palestinians were detained, and a number
of incidents had taken place. To date, three
detainees had died as a result of measures to
force-feed them. An investigation by Israel had
exonerated the prison authorities from responsi-
bility for those deaths, but the facts available to
the Special Committee had led to quite a dif-
ferent conclusion.

Another development since the adoption of
the report was the publication of a study by the
International Commission of Jurists on the rule
of law in the occupied territories. The study cov-
ered a number of fields, including military legis-
lation in areas as diverse as land rights and town
planning, which appeared to extend far beyond
the needs of Israel’s security. The study illustrat-
ed the extent to which the occupation authorities
were pursuing efforts to annex those territories
in defiance of the fourth Geneva Convention. In
the preface to the study, it was stated that the
occupation would probably continue for an in-
definite period and that the military govern-
ments had exercised powers akin to those of sov-
ereign Governments by altering existing laws in
such a way as to make the economy of the West
Bank dependent on Israel and to facilitate the es-
tablishment of Jewish settlements.

The representative of Israel said the report
had provided further proof that the Special Com-
mittee served as an instrument of the hatred and
propaganda campaign against Israel by certain
Arab States. Israel rejected the distorted picture
which the Special Committee had given and
denounced the deliberate use of the United
Nations for purposes contrary to the United
Nations Charter and detrimental to international

peace. The Special Committee had completely
ignored the circumstances which necessitated Is-
rael’s presence in the territories, and had con-
veyed misguided concepts about security issues
and regional political developments. The repre-
sentative addressed in detail various statements
and conclusions in the Special Committee’s
report, making such points as: Israel held that
the fourth Geneva Convention was not applica-
ble to the territories it administered but that it
nevertheless applied the Convention’s principles
and even granted privileges not laid down in it;
detainees were common criminals and were not
detained for their political beliefs; Israel’s legal
system provided numerous safeguards for its citi-
zens and the inhabitant of territories under its
administration; and the Geneva Convention
recognized the right to impose administrative
detention where security considerations so
demanded.

In the view of PLO, the current report of the
Special Committee had special importance since
it covered a period of intensification by Israel of
its aggressive, criminal oppression, encroaching
on every aspect of the lives of the Palestinian
people both inside and outside the occupied ter-
ritories. Israel’s settlement policy aimed at
depriving that people of the source of their liveli-
hood, thus compelling them to leave, and at un-
dermining the geographical base on which they
as a nation would assert their right to self-
determination and statehood.

Members agreed that the Israeli settlement
practices were designed to alter unilaterally thé
demographic and physical character of the occu-
pied territories with a view to perpetuating Is-
rael’s domination, and as such constituted a fla- .
grant violation of the fourth Geneva Convention.
They also condemned Israel’s practices with re-
spect to the civilian population in the occupied
territories and considered the proclamation of
Jerusalem as the capital of Israel an act of aggres-
sion. Egypt, the USSR, the members of the Euro-
pean Community and many others called for Is-
rael’s total withdrawal as the basis for a just and
lasting peace.

Greece said a peaceful solution of the Palestin-
ian problem was unthinkable when settlements
were continually being established and extend-
ed, the demographic composition of the territo-
ries changed, the judicial status unilaterally
modified and the Palestinian people deprived of
their legitimate right to self-determination.

The representative of the League of Arab
States said the report of the Special Committee
illustrated the ever-increasing violations by
Israel of all legal, human, national and territo-
rial rights of the population of the occupied
territories.
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Hungary associated itself with all those who
supported the determination of the Arab inhabit-
ants of the territories not to accept the conditions
under which they were forced to live.

Malaysia appealed again to all countries
which supported and sustained Israel to co-
operate with the United Nations by taking steps
that would ensure Israel’s compliance with the
accepted principles of international law.

Luxembourg, speaking on behalf of the nine
member States of the European Community, re-
iterated their position calling for a comprehen-
sive settlement and supporting the applicability
of the fourth Geneva Convention. They urged
Israel to refrain from expelling ‘Palestinian offi-
cials and preventing them from carrying out
their functions; such measures could only in-
crease tension. They were also opposed to certain
practices of the military occupation authorities
with respect to the civilian population which
were violations of the most fundamental human
rights. The Community members, however, re-
iterated their reservations with respect to the es-
tablishment of the Special Committee and the
manner in which it carried out its work. Since
the Committee had not had adequate access to
first-hand information, its report could not be
considered absolutely authoritative.

The USSR reiterated its support for the strug-
gle of the Arab peoples to eliminate the effects of
Israel’s aggression and achieve a comprehensive
settlement with the participation of all parties
concerned, including PLO. Such a settlement
must provide for the unconditional return to the
Arabs of all lands seized by Israel in 1967,
including the eastern part of Jerusalem, and the
full implementation of the national rights of the
Palestinian people, including their right to
create an independent State.

The representative of Indonesia, who intro-
duced the text of resolution 35/122 A on the ap-
plicability of the fourth Geneva Convention to
the occupied territories, said that the interna-
tional community must assume its responsibility
to ensure the human rights of the population of
those territories and to end the occupation.

Austria thought that the changes introduced
by Israel in the occupied territories were unac-
ceptable since they had not only increased ten-
sion and complicated the search for a peaceful
settlement, but could also be viewed as an indica-
tion that Israel intended to perpetuate its
domination.

The representative of China said that the
Government and people of his country strongly
condemned the Israeli authorities for their
crimes against the Palestinian and other Arab
peoples in the occupied territories, and for their
flagrant violations of the fourth Geneva Conven-

tion and the United Nations Charter. The Chi-
nese people had always resolutely supported the
just struggle of the Palestinian and other Arab
peoples, which would finally triumph. Israel
must withdraw from all the occupied Arab ter-
ritories and the Palestinian people must regain
its national rights.

Kenya said it was strongly opposed to the ac-
quisition of land by force; it deplored Israel’s
practices in the occupied territories and once
more called on it to heed the opinion of the
world community and change its policies in
those territories. In Kenya’s view, the United
Nations had a historical duty and responsibility
to protect the rights of the Palestinians, which
were guaranteed in internationally recognized
conventions.

In Nigeria’s opinion, Israel’s concept of
“coexistence” was not one of equals but one be-
tween a dominant invader and the subordinate
indigenous population, kept docile by a combi-
nat ion of  mi l i tary force and pol i t ical  and
economic inducements.

EXPLANATIONS OF VOTE

Israel considered that resolution 35/122 C en-
dorsed various false allegations made by the Spe-
cial Committee and completely disregarded the
actual circumstances. It said the text also ig-
nored the principle of international law to the
effect that the authorities, in addition to ensuring
the welfare of the local population, had the clear
obligation to protect that population against dis-
order and terrorism.

Regarding resolution 35/122 D, Israel stated
that the Supreme Court, having heard the
appeal of the two Mayors, would issue its deci-
sion in due course. The resolution was, therefore,
totally unwarranted and sought to interfere with
the due process of law.

Israel said resolution 35/122 E was unaccept-
able because it was based on the false premise
that Israel’s presence on the Golan Heights was
illegal, and because it was designed to draw the
United Nations into the campaign against the
peace process in the Middle East. Israel consid-
ered resolution 35/122 F an unacceptable at-
tempt to interfere with the judicial system of a
sovereign Member State.

Luxembourg said the members of the Euro-
pean Community had voted for resolutions
35/122 A, B and D, thus reaffirming their posi-
tion that the fourth Geneva Convention was ap-
plicable to the occupied territories. Their sup-
port for resolution 35/122 B reflected their
feeling that the Israeli settlements and the
demographic and land-ownership changes were
in violation of international law. The Communi-
ty members had abstained in the vote on resolu-
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tion 35/122 C because of their reservations on
the establishment of the Special Committee
and certain inappropriate elements. The con-
demnation of Israeli policies and practices was
unjustified in view of the lack of conclusive
proof of the use of torture by Israel.

As for resolution 35/122 E, the Community
members had abstained because of reservations
particularly in connexion with certain operative
paragraphs and some technical aspects of the
preamble. In their view, however, any unilateral
change in the status of the occupied territories
would be contrary to international law and to
the fourth Geneva Convention, and would con-
stitute a new source of tension. Luxembourg
added that the Community members would
have liked to vote in favour of resolution 35/122
F, but were unable to do so because of their reser-
vations with respect to some of the wording. On
the other hand, they strongly disapproved of Is-
rael’s measures, particularly against Palestinian
students and faculty, and strongly deplored the
expulsion of the two Mayors for the second time.

Finland had abstained on resolution 35/122 C
because of its reservations with respect to certain
formulations, especially in those paragraphs
regarding Israeli policies and practices. It had
voted for resolutions 35/122 A, B and D, because
it felt that they fully complied with Security
Council resolutions 242(1967)66 and 338(1973).67

In view of the urgent need to obtain reliable in-
formation on the situation in the occupied ter-
ritories, Finland deplored Israel’s continued refu-
sal to allow the Special Committee access to
them.

The United States said it had voted for resolu-
tion 35/122 A since it felt that Israel’s settle-
ments in the occupied territories were inconsis-
tent with international law, particularly the
fourth Geneva Convention. The United States
had abstained in the vote on resolution 35/122 B
solely to make clear its objections to the use of
the phrase “Palestinian and other Arab territo-
ries occupied by Israel since 1967, including
Jerusalem.” It considered that the reference to
Jerusalem was to that part of the city which had
been occupied in 1967. The United States reiter-
ated its position that the final status of Jerusalem
must be settled in the context of negotiations for
a final peace. Whatever solution was eventually
agreed upon should preserve Jerusalem as an un-
divided city, with free access to the Holy Places,
and should safeguard the basic rights of the
city’s residents.

The United States had voted against resolu-
tion 35/122 C, which contained unfounded
charges against the conduct of Israeli authorities.
It had abstained in the vote on resolution 35/122

 as it believed that the deportation of the

Mayors was contrary to the fourth Geneva Con-
vention; but it could not vote for that resolution
because the text should have contained a refer-
ence to the attack on Israeli citizens in Hebron
which preceded the deportation.

The United States said it had voted against
resolution 35/122 E, first, because Israel had not
enacted any legislation changing the legal status
of occupied Syrian Arab territory, and second,
because the resolution did not contain specific
reference to Secur i ty  Counci l  resolut ions
242(1967) and 338(1973) which set forth the
principles on which a peaceful settlement of the
question must be based. With reference to resolu-
tion 35/122 F, the United States, though very
concerned about the measures taken by Israel,
could not accept the resolution, principally be-
cause it purported to dictate to the Security
Council what measures it should take, but also
because it used unbalanced language and made
no mention of the broader context in which
events to which it related had occurred.

Australia said it had voted for resolutions
35/122 A, B and D, but had abstained in the
vote on resolution 35/122 C. Although it was
firmly opposed to Israeli actions which violated
the human rights of the inhabitants of the occu-
pied territories, that resolution condemned
Israel for actions which had not been proved.

Declaring its support for resolution 35/122 E,
Egypt condemned the attempt by extremist ele-
ments which sought to annex the Golan Heights
and halt the peace process.

Austria said it supported resolution 35/122 E
because it would not only categorically reject an
act of annexation of the Golan Heights as a seri-
ous violation of international law but was also
opposed to any preparatory steps and initiatives
which might result in an annexation. However,
Austria had serious reservations about the resolu-
tion, and considered that the question of the
Golan Heights was a separate problem which
should have been dealt with in the Security
Council. It would have preferred more balanced
wording for  a resolut ion of  a prevent ive
character.

The Bahamas and Austria stated that their af-
firmative votes on resolution 35/122 F did not
imply that they did not have serious reservations
with regard to certain formulations. Austria and
Portugal interpreted the reference to Palestinian
and other Arab territories to apply to those ter-
ritories which were occupied in 1967.

Canada said it had abstained in the vote on
resolution 35/122 E because, although it strongly
opposed any move by Israel to annex the Golan

66 See footnote 50.
67 See Y.U.N., 1973, p. 213, resolution 338(1973) of 22 October

1973.
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Heights, it felt that the determination of the bor-
ders must be decided in negotiations between the
parties and not by unilateral action. Canada also
had particular reservations regarding a preambu-
lar paragraph recalling previous resolutions in
which the Assembly had called on Israel to put an
end to its illegal occupation and to withdraw, and
regarding the condemnation of Israel’s refusal to
comply with the relevant resolutions. With respect
to resolution 35/122 F, Canada had abstained
since it could not subscribe to the emotive charges
in parts of the text.

Norway stated that, although it shared the
concern of the sponsors, it had abstained on reso-
lution 35/122 E because it seemed to imply that
the legal status of the Golan Heights had already
been changed. Norway, as well as Finland and
Portugal which had abstained, voiced particular
reservations on the first two operative para-
graphs condemning Israel’s persistence in
making changes in the Golan Heights and its
refusal to comply with relevant United Nations
resolutions.

Sweden said it could not support resolution
35/122 E because it dealt in a sweeping way with
legislation not yet enacted; however, Sweden
hoped Israel would desist from enacting such a
law. Because of certain inappropriate formula-
tions, Sweden abstained on resolution 35/122 F
though it called on Israel to rescind all actions
and measures contrary to the fourth Geneva
Convention.

New Zealand abstained on resolution 35/122 E
because Israel had not taken any action with
regard to the Golan Heights, and it expressed the
hope that Israel would not do so. Japan also ab-
stained on that resolution, yet believed that Israel
must withdraw from the Golan Heights; it main-
tained its objection to any annexation measures.
Japan abstained on resolution 35/122 F because it
included some elements Japan could not support.

Portugal and Venezuela said they would vote
in favour of resolution 35/122 F to show support
for the Palestinian cause, yet they wished to
place on record reservations on the wording of
certain paragraphs, in particular that which
claimed that Israel pursued a deliberate policy
of opening fire on defenceless students.

Uruguay expressed reservations with regard
to the operative paragraph of resolution 35/122
C condemning specific policies and practices of
Israel, on the grounds that it had not been
proved that the practices and policies listed were
in fact engaged in by Israel. For the same reason,
it abstained on resolution 35/122 F.

Chile abstained on resolution 35/122 F be-
cause of its doubts about the language used and
about the propriety of dealing with such matters
in conjunction with situations of a different kind.

Tunisia said it had voted in favour of resolu-
tion 35/122 F, yet had some doubt whether mea-
sures decided on by the Security Council would
be effective, given the prevailing situation in the
Council.

Living conditions of the Palestinian people
In response to a General Assembly request of

14 December 1979,68 the Secretary-General sub-
mitted to the Assembly on 17 October 1980 a
report on the social and economic impact of Is-
rael’s occupation on the living conditions of the
Palestinian people in the occupied territories. As
permission to visit those territories had not been
granted by Israel, the three experts appointed to
prepare the report had had to rely on secondary
sources of information from Governments, PLO

and United Nations organs and specialized agen-
cies. Two of the experts visited Egypt, Jordan,
Lebanon and the Syrian Arab Republic, where
they held discussions with government officials,
Palestinian refugees, persons deported from the
occupied territories, residents of the occupied
territories visiting those countries, visitors to the
occupied territories and PLO representatives.

The experts reported that no human settle-
ments policy had been adopted for the occupied
territories to ensure a rational distribution of the
Palestinian people, as a consequence of the lack
of an overall economic and social development
policy and planning. Very little planning had
been devoted to the resettlement of refugees in
the West Bank, who constituted 46 per cent of
the population. No public housing seemed to
have been initiated commensurate with the
magnitude of needs. In the Gaza Strip and north-
ern Sinai, there was a resettlement policy, yet
only a fraction of refugees had been provided
with housing units. The dwelling units were
overcrowded, both in the Gaza Strip and the
West Bank, especially in the rural areas and refu-
gee camps.

Over the years, the occupied territories had
witnessed a deterioration of the infrastructure.
The appropriation by Israel of over a quarter of
the land in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip
had meant that less land was available to the
Palestinian people for their housing and agricul-
tural needs. Similarly, the diversion of water for
the needs of the Israeli settlements had adversely
affected the traditional habitat of the Palestinian
people. Environmental health services had not
improved commensurate with population in-
crease. As a consequence, gastro-intestinal dis-
eases had been a major cause of morbidity and
mortality. One significant development had
been the increase of the number of educational
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institutions both in the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip, and enrolment had also increased
significantly. However, the political climate
and actions of the occupying authorities had
not provided a learning environment free from
insecurity among both teachers and students.
Concerning social welfare services, the occupy-
ing authorities had increased the number of
wel fare bureaux and social  workers.  The
number of recipients of services, particularly
financial assistance, had decreased considerably,
due to the high level of employment in the
occupied territories and to the rehabilitative ser-
vices introduced by the occupying authorities,
with financial resources made available by in-
ternational organizations.

Having considered the Secretary-General’s
report, the Assembly on 5 December adopted
resolution 35/75, by which it deplored Israel’s
refusal to allow the Group of Experts to visit the
occupied territories, condemned Israel’s policy
resulting in the deterioration of the living condi-
tions of the Palestinian people in those territories
and called on all States to co-operate with the
United Nations and local Palestinian authorities
to alleviate the tragic living conditions caused
by the Israeli occupation.

Resolution 35/75 was adopted by a recorded
vote of 118 to 2, with 26 abstentions, on the
recommendation of the Second (Economic and
Financial) Committee, where the draft, spon-
sored by 40 Member States (see DOCUMENTARY

REFERENCES below), was approved on 14 Novem-
ber by a recorded vote of 110 to 2, with 23
abstentions.

Before the vote in Committee, Israel said that
one-sided resolutions would not bring peaceful
solutions any closer and, therefore, it would vote
against the resolution.

In explanation of vote, Bulgaria, which voted
in favour of the text, endorsed the struggle for in-
dependence led by PLO and said it would con-
tinue to support the Palestinian people. Bolivia,
which also voted in favour, would have preferred
a different wording of the paragraph which con-
demned Israeli policy resulting in the deteriora-
tion of the living conditions of the Palestinian
people in the occupied territories. Austria said it
had voted in favour with considerable hesitation
and was not convinced that the condemnation of
Israel was justified on the basis of the Secretary-
General’s report; if a separate vote had been
taken on that paragraph, it would not have
voted for it. Japan said it abstained because that
paragraph concerned a matter which, it felt,
could not appropriately be considered by the
Second Committee.

Luxembourg, on behalf of the nine members
of the European Community, said they had ab-

stained because of certain reservations. The
United States said it had voted against the reso-
lution because of unjustified criticism of Israel
and references to resolutions which the United
States had opposed.

Permanent sovereignty over national
resources in the occupied Arab territories

On 5 December 1980, the General Assembly
adopted another resolution relating to the situa-
tion in the territories occupied by Israel. By reso-
lution 35/110, on permanent sovereignty over
national resources in the occupied Arab territo-
ries, the Assembly emphasized the right of the
Arab States and peoples whose territories were
under Israeli occupation to full and effective
permanent sovereignty over their natural and all
other resources, wealth and economic activities.
It reaffirmed that measures taken by Israel to ex-
ploit those resources were illegal, called on Israel
to desist from such measures, reaffirmed the
right of the Arab States and peoples subjected to
Israel’s occupation to restitution of and compen-
sation for such exploitation, and called on Israel
to meet their just claims. The Assembly called
on all States to support the Arab States and peo-
ples in the exercise of these rights and called on
all States, international organizations and insti-
tutions not to co-operate with Israel in this
matter. It regretted that the report it had request-
ed in 1979 on this subject69 was not completed
and asked the Secretary-General to prepare a
report for the 1981 session.

The Assembly adopted resolution 35/110 by
122 votes to 2, with 23 abstentions. It acted on
the recommendation of the Second Committee
which had approved the text, sponsored by 36
Members (see DO C U M E N T A R Y  R E F E R E N C E S  below),
on 14 October by a recorded vote of 101 to 2,
with 22 abstentions.

After the vote, Luxembourg, speaking on
behalf of the European Community members,
said they had abstained because they felt the
issue was not within the competence of the
Second Committee. The United States said it
had voted against the resolution on the basis of
its position on the question of permanent sover-
eignty and because the matter was not within
the Committee’s competence. Portugal, which
voted in favour, expressed reservations with
regard to the paragraph reaffirming the right to
compensation.

Related General Assembly decisions
The General Assembly, on 14 November,

adopted two additional resolutions relating to
the Middle East problem.

69 Ibid., resolution 34/136 of 14 December 1979.
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By resolution 35/33, on the Decade for Action
to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination,
the Assembly expressed its satisfaction to the
Committee on the Exercise of the Inalienable
Rights of the Palestinian People for its contribu-
tion of the implementation of the Programme for
the Decade (for details, see p. 798).

By resolution 35/35 A, on the importance of
the right to self-determination, the Assembly re-
affirmed the inalienable right of the Palestinian
people to self-determination, national indepen-
dence, territorial integrity, national unity and
sovereignty without external interference (for
details, see p. 837).

Further consideration by the Security Council

Meetings of the Security Council (19 December)
On 19 December, the Security Council met,

for the third time, to consider the expulsion of
the three Palestinian leaders. Egypt, Israel and
Kuwait were invited, at their request, to partici-
pate in the discussion without the right to vote.

By 10 votes to 1 (United States), with 4 absten-
tions (France, Norway, Portugal, United King-
dom), the Council approved a Tunisian proposal
to invite PLO to participate in the debate. The
invitation conferred on PLO the same rights of
participation as those conferred on Member
States when invited under rule 37 of the Coun-
cil’s provisional rules of procedure.70 Upon Tuni-
sia’s request, the Council also invited, under rule
39 of the provisional rules of procedure,” the
Permanent Observer of the League of Arab
States and the two Mayors.

Opening the debate, the Secretary-General
gave an account of developments in the case
since 24 May. He told the Council that on 4
December the Supreme Court of Israel had
upheld the expulsion order but recommended
that the Government review the matter, in the
mean time allowing the Mayors to stay. On 5
December, the Secretary-General had learned
that Israel planned to deport the Mayors forth-
with. Despite his intervention, Israel had deport-
ed them that day.

Israel said that it had a primary duty to pre-
serve law and order and safeguard human life.
The three individuals concerned had been sys-
tematically engaged over the preceding months
in inciting the local Arab population to acts of
violence and subversion. Over the past few
months, they had had full recourse to the Israeli
judicial system. Israel could not accept any at-
tempt to interfere with its judicial process.

Tunisia noted that Article 25 of the United
Nations Charter72 made it binding on Members
of the United Nations to carry out Council deci-

sions. Israel did not comply with that Article.
The expulsion of the three Palestinian leaders
was part of Israel’s systematic defiance of inter-
national law and unanimously acknowledged
rules.

The USSR said it had long been clear that the
real sources of tension in the Middle East were Is-
rael’s occupation of Arab lands, the expulsion of
the indigenous population and its acts of terror,
violence and intimidation. The USSR believed
that the Council should most resolutely demand
that Israel strictly comply with the 1949 fourth
Geneva Convention. In the case of Israel’s non-
compliance, the Council should take appropriate
measures in accordance with the Charter.

Zambia said Israel had no legal right to expel
any Palestinian from Palestine. Since 1967, the
indigenous people had been dispossessed of their
land and property. The Council should prevail
on Israel to allow the Mayors to return to their
homeland.

China noted that Israel’s acts had aroused
strong condemnation from the international
community and vigorous resistance by Palestin-
ians. In China’s opinion, Israel could only make
itself even more isolated, should it persist in its
aggression and expansion and the persecution of
the Palestinian and other Arab peoples. If Israel
refused to implement the Council’s decision on
this matter, the Council would have to take
stronger and more effective measures.

The German Democratic Republic said that,
along with many other States, it condemned the
policy of separate deals pursued under the pro-
tection of the United States, since that policy
had increased obstacles to a comprehensive and
just peace settlement in the Middle East and had
already led to dangerous complications.

Bangladesh noted that the Council had recent-
ly met twice on the expulsion of the Palestinian
leaders; it felt grave concern over Israel’s latest
action.

The Council also heard statements on the
matter by Egypt, Kuwait, the representatives of
PLO and the League of Arab States, and the
Mayors of Hebron and Halhul.

The President, speaking as the representative
of the United States, said that the views of the
United States on the deportation of the Mayors
were well known. The fourth Geneva Conven-
tion applied to the West Bank and prohibited
deportations. While supporting the resolution
which was before the Council, the United States
continued to believe that the Council should
take the entire situation in the occupied territo-
ries into account. It hoped that any future inci-

70 See footnote 2.
71See footnote 3.
72 For text of Article 25 of the Charter, see APPENDIX II.
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dents of violence would be brought to the atten- Fur ther  communicat ions
tion of the Council, which should condemn On 23 December, Cuba transmitted the com-
violence against Israel as promptly as it con- muniqué of a plenary meeting of the non-aligned
demned Israel’s actions. countries, held at New York that day to consider

On 19 December, the Security Council adopt-
ed unanimously resolution 484(1980), prepared

the situation of the two Palestinian Mayors. The
meeting declared its full solidarity with them and

in the course of consultations among Council the Sharia Judge of Al-Khalil and called on the
members. It thereby reaffirmed the applicability Security Council to ensure full implementation of
of the 1949 fourth Geneva Convention to all the its resolutions adopted on this matter in 1980.
Arab territories occupied by Israel in 1967, By a letter of 24 December, Tunisia transmitted
called on Israel to adhere to the Convention, a message of the same date from the Secretary-
and declared it imperative that the Mayors be General of the League of Arab States, calling on
enabled to return to their homes and resume the Council to undertake all measures that would
their responsibilities. ensure the safe return of the two Mayors.

Documentary references, voting details and texts of resolutions

Status of Jerusalem

COMMUNICATIONS (FEBRUARY -24 JUNE)
S/13782 (A/35/87). Letter of 5 February from Jordan.
S/13793 (A/35/98). Letter of 12 February from Israel.
S/13840. Letter of 12 March from Chairman of Committee on

Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian People.
S/13945. Letter of 16 May from Egypt (transmitting statement

of 15 May by Ministry of Foreign Affairs).
S/14017. Letter of 24 June from Tunisia.
S/14018. Letter of 24 June from Bahrain.

CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL (24-30 JUNE)

Security Council, meetings 2233-2236, 2238, 2239, 2241,
2242.

S/13966. Letter of 28 May from Pakistan (request to convene
Council).

S/14012, S/14013. Letters of 20 June from Tunisia (re-
quests to extend invitations to address Council).

S/14031. Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Chad, Democratic
Yemen, Djibouti, Egypt, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Indonesia, Iran. Iraq. Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauri-
tania, Morocco, Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar. Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United
Republ ic  of  Cameroon,  Upper Vol ta,  Yemen: draf t
resolution.

S/14049. Letter of 2 July from Uganda.

Resolution 476(1980), as proposed by 39 powers, S/14031,
adopted by Council on 30 June 1980, meeting 2242, by 14
votes too, with 1 abstention (United States).

The Security Council,
Having considered the letter of 28 May 1980 from the rep-

resentative of Pakistan, the current Chairman of the Organi-
zation of the Islamic Conference, contained in document
S/13966,

Reaffirming that the acquisition of territory by force is
inadmissible,

Bearing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem and, in
particular, the need to protect and preserve the unique spir-
itual and religious dimension of the Holy Places in the city,

Reaffirming its resolutions relevant to the character and sta-
tus of the Holy City of Jerusalem, in particular resolutions 252
(1968), 267(1969), 271(1969), 298(1971) and 465(1980),

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,

character, demographic composition, institutional structure
and the status of the Holy City of Jerusalem,

Grave/y concerned about the legislative steps initiated in
the Israeli Knesset with the aim of changing the character
and status of the Holy City of Jerusalem,

1. Reaffirms the overriding necessity for ending the pro-
longed occupation of Arab territories occupied by Israel
since 1967, including Jerusalem;

2. Strongly deplores the continued refusal of Israel. the
occupying Power, to comply with the relevant resolutions of
the Security Council and the General Assembly;

3. Reconfirms that all legislative and administrative mea-
sures and actions taken by Israel, the occupying Power,
which purport to alter the character and status of the Holy
City of Jerusalem have no legal validity and constitute a fla-
grant violation of the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-
tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War and also constitute
a serious obstruction to achieving a comprehensive, just and
lasting peace in the Middle East;

4. Reiterates that all such measures which have altered
the geographic, demographic and historical character and
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem are null and void and
must be rescinded in compliance with the relevant resolu-
tions of the Security Council;

5. Urgently calls on Israel, the occupying Power, to abide
by the present and previous Security Council resolutions and
to desist forthwith from persisting in the policy and measures
affecting the character and status of the Holy City of
Jerusalem;

6. Reaffirms its determination, in the event of non-
compliance by Israel with the present resolution, to examine
practical ways and means in accordance with relevant provi-
sions of the Charter of the United Nations to secure the full
implementation of the present resolution.

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, pp. 12 and 13.

COMMUNICATIONS (30 JUNE-14 AUGUST)
A/35/390. Letter of 11 August from Iraq (transmitting excerpt

relating to Jerusalem from press communique issued jointly
with Saudi Arabia).

S/l  Note by President of Security Council (transmitting
letter of 30 June from Holy See enclosing text on question
of Jerusalem from Osservatore Romano of same date).

S/14042. Letter of 1 July from Iraq.
S/14084. Letter of 1 August from Pakistan (request to con-

vene Council).
S/14090 (A/35/378). Letter of 4 August from Chairman of

Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People.

Deploring the persistence of  in changing the physical S/14098. Letter of 11 August from Romania.
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S/14103. Letter of 12 August from Viet Nam (transmitting
statement of 6 August by Ministry of Foreign Affairs).

S/14115. Letter of 14 August from Afghanistan.

CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL (20 AUGUST)

Security Council, meeting 2245.

S/14084. Letter of 1 August from Pakistan.
S/14106. Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Chad, Democratic

Yemen, Djibouti, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Indone-
sia, Iran, Iraq. Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jama-
hiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco,
Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, Turkey,
United Arab Emirates, Upper Volta, Yemen: draft resolution.

S/14109. Letter of 15 August from Tunisia (request to extend
invitation to participate in Council discussion).

S/14113. Draft resolution prepared in course of consulta-
tions.

Resolution 478(1980), as proposed in S/14113, adopted by
Council on 20 August 1980, meeting 2245, by 14 votes to
0, with 1 abstention (United States).

The Security Council,
Recalling its resolution 476(1980),
Reaffirming again that the acquisition of territory by force

is inadmissible,
Deeply concerned over the enactment of a “basic law” in

the Israeli Knesset proclaiming a change in the character and
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem, with its implications for
peace and security,

Noting that Israel has not complied with resolution 476
(1980),

Reaffirming its determination to examine practical ways
and means, in accordance with the relevant provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations, to secure the full implementa-
tion of its resolution 478(1980), in the event of non-
compliance by Israel,

1. Censures in the strongest terms the enactment by
Israel of the “basic law” on Jerusalem and the refusal to
comply with relevant Security Council resolutions;

2. Affirms that the enactment of the “basic law” by Israel
constitutes a violation of international law and does not affect
the continued application 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 since June 1967, including Jerusalem;

3. Determines that all legislative and administrative mea-
sures and actions taken by Israel. the occupying Power,
which have altered or purport to alter the character and
status of the Holy City of Jerusalem, and in particular the
recent “basic law” on Jerusalem, are null and void and must
be rescinded forthwith;

4. Affirms a/so that this action constitutes a serious ob-
struction to achieving a comprehensive, just and lasting
peace in the Middle East;

5. Decides not to recognize the “basic law” and such
other actions by Israel that, as a result of this law, seek to
alter the character and status of Jerusalem and calls upon:

(a) All Member States to accept this decision;
(b) Those States that have established diplomatic mis-

sions at Jerusalem to withdraw such missions from the Holy
City;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Securi-
ty Council on the implementation of the present resolution
before 15 November 1980;

7. Decides to remain seized of this serious situation.

S/INF/36. ReŠolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, pp. 13 and 14.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORT (22 AUGUST-DECEMBER)
S/14124. Letter of 22 August from El Salvador.
S/14126. Letter of 26 August from Costa Rica.
S/14127. Letter of 26 August from Panama.
S/14135. Letter of 28 August from Colombia.
S/14137. Letter of 29 August from Haiti.
S/14138. Letter of 29 August from Bolivia.
S/14144. Letter of 29 August from Netherlands.
S/14151. Letter of 5 September from Guatemala.
S/14163. Note verbale of 9 September from Dominican

Republic.
S/14168. Note verbale of 9 September from Uruguay.
S/14169. Letter of 4 September from Morocco (transmitting

Final Declarstion adopted by Al-Quds (Jerusalem) Commit-
tee at its extraordinary session, Casablanca, 16-18
August).

S/14207 (A/35/508). Letter of 29 September from Morocco
(transmitting final communiqué of special session of Islam-
ic Conference of Foreign Ministers, Fez, 18-20 September).

S/14234 (A/35/563). Report of Secretary-General, Chapter
Ill (paras. 22, 26 and 27).

S/14241 (A/35/578). Letter of 29 October from Jordan
(transmitting statement issued on 16 October by official
spokesman).

S/14243 (A/35/595). Letter of 4 November from Israel.
S/14248. Report of Secretary-General under Security Coun-

cil resolution 478(1980) of 20 August.
S/14317 (A/36/58). Letter of 23 December from Jordan.

Other aspects of the
situation in the occupied territories

COMMUNICATIONS (JANUARY-FEBRUARY)
S/13732 (A/35/60). Letter of 9 January from Jordan.
S/13765. Letter of 25 January from Tunisia (transmitting

letter of 21 January from PLO).
S/13766 (A/35/77). Letter of 25 January from Israel.
S/13772 (A/35/81). Letter of 30 January from Jordan.
S/13781 (A/35/86). Letter of 5 February from Israel.
S/13791 (A/35/101). Letter of 11 February from Tunisia

(transmitting letter of 7 February from PLO).
S/13792 (A/35/97). Letter of 12 February from Israel.
S/13795 (A/35/102). Letter of 14 February from Egypt.
S/13798 (A/35/103). Letter of 14 February from Tunisia

(transmitting letter of 11 February from PLO).
S/13801. Letter of 15 February from Jordan (request to con-

vene Council).
S/13802. Letter of 15 February from Morocco (request to

convene Council).
S/13811 (A/35/111). Letter of 20 February from Acting

Chairman of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of
Palestinian People.

S/13815. Letter of 22 February from Morocco (transmitting
message from Secretary-General of Organization of Islamic
Conference).

CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY
COUNCIL (22 FEBRUARY-l MARCH)

Security Council, meetings 2199-2203.

S/13679. Report of Security Council Commission Estab-
lished under Resolution 446(1979) of 22 March 1979.

S/13801. Letter of 15 February from Jordan.
S/13802. Letter of 15 February from Morocco.
S/13813 and Corr.1, S/13814, S/13819. Letters of 20 and

22 February from Tunisia (requests to extend invitations to
address Council).

S/13824. Note by President of Security Council.
S/13827. Draft resolution prepared in course of

consultations.
S/13830. Letter of 29 February from Tunisia (transmitting

message from Mayor of Hebron).
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Resolution 465(1980), as proposed in S/13827, adopted
unanimously (15-0) by Council on 1 March 1980, meeting
2203.

The Security Council,
Taking note of the reports of the Security Council Commis-

sion established under resolution 446(1979) to examine the
situation relating to settlements in the Arab territories occu-
pied since 1967, including Jerusalem, contained in docu-
ments S/13450 and Corr.1 and Add.1 and S/13679,

Taking note also of letters from the Permanent Representa-
tive of Jordan and the Permanent Representative of Morocco,
Chairman of the Islamic Group,

Strongly deploring the refusal by Israel to co-operate with
the Commission and regretting its formal rejection of resolu-
tions 446(1979) and 452(1979),

Affirming once more 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,

Deploring the decision of the Government of Israel officially
to support Israeli settlements in the Palestinian and other
Arab territories occupied since 1967,

Deeply concerned by the practices of the Israeli authorities
in implementing that settlements policy in the occupied Arab
territories, including Jerusalem, and Its consequences for the
local Arab and Palestinian population,

Taking into account the need to consider measures for the
impartial protection of private and public land and property,
‘and water resources,

Bearing in mind the specific status of Jerusalem and, in
particular, the need to protect and preserve the unique spiri-
tual and religious dimension of the Holy Places in the city,

Drawing attention to the grave consequences which the
settlements policy is bound to have on any attempt to reach a
comprehensive, Just and lasting peace in the Middle East,

Recalling pertinent Security Council resolutions, specifi-
cal ly  resolut ions 237(1967),  252(1968),  267(1969),
271(1969) and 298(1971), as well as the consensus state-
ment made by the President of the Council on 11 November
1976,

Having invited Mr. Fahd Qawasma, Mayor of Al-Khalil
(Hebron), in the occupied territory, to supply it with informa-
tion pursuant to rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure,

1. Commends the work done by the Security Council
Commission established under resolution 446(1979) in
preparing the report contained in document S/13679;

2. Accepts the conclusions and recommendations con-
tained in the report of the Commission:

3. Calls upon all parties, particularly the Government of
Israel. to co-operate with the Commission;

4. Strongly deplores the decision of Israel to prohibit the
free travel of Mayor Fahd Qawasma in order to appear before
the Security Council and requests Israel to permit his free
travel to United Nations Headquarters for that purpose;

5. Determines that all measures taken by Israel to change
the physical character, demographic composition, institution-
al structure or status of the Palestinian and other Arab territo-
ries occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem, or any part
thereof have no legal validity and that Israel’s policy and prac-
tices of settling parts of its population and new immigrants in
those territories constitute a flagrant violation of the Geneva
Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War and also constitute a serious obstruction to
achieving a comprehensive, just and lasting peace in the
Middle East;

6. Strongly deplores the continuation and persistence of
Israel in pursuing those policies and practices and calls upon
the Government and people of Israel to rescind those mea-
sures, to dismantle the existing settlements and in particular
to cease, on an urgent basis, the establishment, construction
and planning of settlements in the Arab territories occupied
since 1967, including Jerusalem;

7. Calls upon all States not to provide Israel with any

assistance to be used specifically in connexion with settle-
ments in the occupied territories;

8. Requests the Commission to continue to examine the
situation relating to settlements in the Arab territories occu-
pied since 1967, including Jerusalem, to investigate the
reported serious depletion of natural resources, particularly
the water resources, with a view to ensuring the protection of
those important natural resources of the territories under
occupation, and to keep under close scrutiny the implementa-
tion of the present resolution;

9. Requests the Commission to report to the Security
Council before 1 September 1980 and decides to convene at
the earliest possible date thereafter in order to consider the
report and the full implementation of the present resolution.

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, p. 4.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORT (12 MARCH-6 MAY)
S/13839, S/13843. Letters of 12 and 14 March from Chair-

man of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of
Palestinian People.

S/13844. Letter of 14 March from Jordan.
S/13845 (A/35/133) and Corr.1. Letter of 14 March from

Egypt (transmitting statement by spokesman for Cabinet).
S/13849. Letter of 19 March from Acting Chairman of Com-

mittee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People.

S/13851. Letter of 21 March from Tunisia (transmitting letter
of 19 March from PLO to President of Security Council).

S/13854. Letter of 24 March from Chairman of Committee on
Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian People.

S/13859. Letter of 25 March from Morocco.
S/13861 (A/35/155). Letter of 25 March from Egypt.
S/13868 (A/35/158 (28 March)). Letter of 27 March from

Jordan.
S/13874 (A/35/166). Letter of 3 April from Israel.
S/13922 (A/35/206) and Corr.1. Letter of 2 May from

Democratic Yemen (transmitting letter of 1 May from PLO).
S/13923 (A/35/207). Letter of 4 May from Israel.
S/13926. Letter of 6 May from Tunisia (request to convene

Council).
S/13928 (A/35/218). Letter of 6 May from Democratic

Yemen (transmitting letter of 5 May from PLO).

CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL (8 MAY)

Security Council, meeting 2221.

S/13926. Letter of 6 May from Tunisia.
S/13930, Draftresolution prepared in course of consultations.
S/13932. Letter of 8 May from Tunisia (request to extend invi-

tation to participate in Council discussion).

Resolution 468(1980), as proposed in S/13930, adopted by
Council on 8 May 1980, meeting 2221, by 14 votes to 0,
with 1 abstention (United States).

The Security Council,
Recalling the Geneva Convention of 1949,a

Deeply concerned at the expulsion by the Israeli military
occupation authorities of the Mayors of Hebron and Halhul
and of the Sharia Judge of Hebron,

1. Calls upon the Government of Israel. as the occupying
Power, to rescind these illegal measures and to facilitate the
immediate return of the expelled Palestinian leaders so that
they can resume the functions for which they were elected
and appointed:

2. Requests the Secretary-General to report upon the
implementation of the present resolution.

a Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in
Time of War, of 12 August 1949.
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S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, p. 9.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORT (12-16 MAY)
S/13936 (A/35/225). Letter of 12 May from Jordan. (Annex:

Statement of 9 May regarding deportation of Mayors of
Hebron and Halhul.)

S/13938. Report by Secretary-General under Security Coun-
cil resolution 468(1980) of 8 May.

S/13940 (A/35/230). Letter of 14 May from Acting Chairman
of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestin-
ian People.

S/13941. Letter of 16 May from Jordan (request to convene
Council).

CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL (20 MAY)

Security Council, meetings 2222, 2223.

S/13941. Letter of 16 May from Jordan.
S/13942. Letter of 16 May from Tunisia (request to extend

invitation to address Council).
S/13949. Draft resolution prepared in course of consul-

tations.
S/13950. Letter of 16 May from Tunisia (request to extend

invitation to participate in Council discussion).

Resolution 469(1980), as proposed in S/13949, adopted by
Council on 20 May 1980, meeting 2223, by 14 votes to 0,
with 1 abstention (United States).

The Security Council,
Having considered the report submitted by the Secretary-

General on 13 May 1980, under Security Council resolution
468(1980),

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, and in
particular article 1, which reads “The High Contracting Par-
ties undertake to respect and to ensure respect for the pres-
ent Convention in all circumstances,” and article 49, which
reads “Individual or mass forcible transfers, as well as depor-
tations of protected persons from occupied territory to the ter-
ritory of the occupying Power or to that of any other country,
occupied or not, are prohibited, regardless of their motive,”

1. Strongly deplores the failure of the Government of
Israel to implement resolution 468(1980);

2. Calls again upon the Government of Israel, as the oc-
cupying Power, to rescind the illegal measures taken by the
Israeli military occupation authorities in expelling the Mayors
of Hebron and Halhul and the Sharia Judge of Hebron, and to
facilitate the immediate return of the expelled Palestinian
leaders so that they can resume the functions for which they
were elected and appointed;

3. Commends the Secretary-General for his efforts and
requests him to continue his efforts in order to ensure the im-
mediate implementation of the present resolution and to
report to the Security Council on the result of his efforts at the
earliest possible date.

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, p. 9.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORT (24 MAY-24 JUNE)
S/13960. Report of Secretary-General under Security Coun-

cil resolution 469(1980) of 20 May.
S/13976 (A/35/278). Letter of 2 June from Jordan.
S/13977. Letter of 3 June from Bahrain (request to convene

Council).
S/13978 (A/35/279). Letter of 2 June from Chairman of Com-

mittee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People.

S/13979. Letter of 3 June from Egypt.

S/13983 (A/35/281). Letter of 3 June from Bahrain (trans-
mitting letter of same date from Chairman of PLO Executive
Committee).

S/13985 (A/35/282). Letter of 4 June from Israel (transmit-
ting excerpts from political programme and resolutions
adopted by 4th Congress of al-Fatah, Damascus, Syrian
Arab Republic, end of May).

CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL (5 JUNE)

Security Council, meeting 2226.

S/13977. Letter of 3 June from Bahrain.
S/13982. Letter of 4 June from Tunisia (request to extend

invitation to participate in Council discussion).
S/13984. Draft resolution prepared in course of consul-

tations.

Resolution 471(1980), as proposed in S/13984, adopted by
Council on 5 June 1980, meeting 2226, by 14 votes to 0,
with 1 abstention (United States).

The Security Council,
Recalling once again the Geneva Convention relative to the

Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August
1949, and in particular article 27, which reads,

“Protected persons are entitled, in all circumstances, to
respect for their persons.. They shall at all times be
humanely treated, and shall be protected especially
against all acts of violence or threats thereof. .,”
Reaffirming the applicability of the Geneva Convention

relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War to
the Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967, including
Jerusalem,

Recalling a/so its resolutions 468(1980) and 469(1980),
Reaffirming its resolution 465(1980), by which the Security

Council determined “that all measures taken by Israel to
change the physical character, demographic composition, in-
stitutional structure or status of the Palestinian and other
Arab territories occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem,
or any part thereof have no legal validity and that Israel’s
policy and practices of settling parts of its population and
new immigrants in those territories constitute a flagrant viola-
tion of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War and also constitute a serious
obstruction to achieving a comprehensive, just and lasting
peace in the Middle East” and strongly deplored the “continu-
ation and persistence of Israel in pursuing those policies and
practices,”

Shocked by the assassination attempts against the Mayors
of Nablus, Ramallah and Al Bireh,

Deeply concerned that the Jewish settlers in the occupied
Arab territories are allowed to carry arms, thus enabling them
to perpetrate crimes against the civilian Arab population,

1. Condemns the assassination attempts against the
Mayors of Nablus, Ramallah and Al Bireh and calls for the im-
mediate apprehension and prosecution of the perpetrators of
these crimes;

2. Expresses deep concern that Israel. as the occupying
Power, has failed to provide adequate protection to the civil-
ian population in the occupied territories in conformity with
the provisions of the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-
tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War;

3. Calls upon the Government of Israel to provide the vic-
tims with adequate compensation for the damages suffered
as a result of these crimes;

4. Calls again upon the Government of Israel to respect
and to comply with the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War,
as well as with the relevant resolutions of the Security
Council:

5. Calls once again upon all States not to provide Israel
with any assistance to be used specifically in connexion with
settlements in the occupied territories;
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6. Reaffirms the overriding necessity to end the prolonged
occupation of Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967,
including Jerusalem:

7. Requests the Secretary-General to report on the imple-
mentation of the present resolution.

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1980. Decisions, p. 10.

COMMUNICATIONS (6 JUNE-DECEMBER)
S/13988 (A/35/283). Letter of 6 June from Yemen.
S/13997. Letter of 12 June from Acting Chairman of Commit-

tee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian People.
S/14057 (A/35/325). Note by Secretary-General (bringing to

attention of General Assembly and Security Council resolu-
tions 1 A and B (XXXVI) adopted by Commission on Human
Rights on 13 February).

S/14075, S/14082. Letters of 29 and 30 July from Tunisia
(transmitting letters of 25 and 29 July from PLO).

S/14089 (A/35/377). Letter of 4 August from Chairman of
Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People.

S/14096. Letter of 7 August from Qatar.
S/14110 (A/35/398). Letter of 15 August from Chairman of

Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People.

S/14209 (A/35/513). Letter of 29 September from Chairman
of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestin-
ian People to Secretary-General.

S/14215 (A/35/530). Letter of 10 October from Secretary-
General to Chairman of Committee on Exercise of Inalien-
able Rights of Palestinian People.

S/14234 (A/35/563). Report of Secretary-General, Chapter
Ill.

S/14235 (A/35/565). Letter of 24 October from Chairman of
Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People to Secretary-General.

S/14242 (A/35/581). Letter of 29 October from Secretary-
General to Chairman of Committee on Exercise of Inalien-
able Rights of Palestinian People.

S/14261 (A/35/648). Letter of 19 November from Chairman
of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestin-
ian People.

S/14262. Letter of 20 November from Tunisia (transmitting
letter of 18 November from PLO).

S/14264 (A/35/652), S/14273 (A/35/666). Letters of 20
and 26 November from Israel.

S/14291 (A/35/728), S/14292 (A/35/740). Letters of 8 and
9 December from Chairman of Committee on Exercise of In-
alienable Rights of Palestinian People.

REPORT OF THE SECURITY
COUNCIL COMMISSION (25 NOVEMBER)
S/14000. Note of 16 June by President of Security Council.
S/14116. Note of 20 August by President of Security Council.
S/14268 Report of Security Council Commission Estab-

lished under Resolution 446(1979) of 22 March 1979.
S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,

1980. Decisions, pp. 11 and 14.

Consideration by the General Assembly

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE
TO INVESTIGATE ISRAELI PRACTICES

General Assembly- 35th session
Special Political Committee, meetings 25-29,34,39.
Fifth Committee, meeting 42.
Plenary meeting 92.

A/35/60 (S/13732). Letter of 9 January from Jordan.
A/35/77 (S/13766). Letter of 25 January from Israel.
A/35/81 (S/13772), A/35/87 (S/13782). Letters of 30 Janu-

ary and 5 February from Jordan.

A/35/97 (S/13792), A/35/98 (S/13793). Letters of 12
February from Israel.

A/35/101 (S/13791). Letter of 11 February from Tunisia
(transmitting letter of 7 February from PLO).

A/35/102 (S/13795). Letter of 14 February from Egypt.
A/35/103 (S/13798). Letter of 14 February from Tunisia

(transmitting letter of 11 February from PLO).
A/35/111 (S/13811). Letter of 20 February from Acting

Chairman of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of
Palestinian People.

A/35/133 (S/13845) and Corr.1. Letter of 14 March from
Egypt (transmitting statement by spokesman for Cabinet).

A/35/155 (S/13861). Letter of 25 March from Egypt.
A/35/158 (S/13868). Letter of 28 March from Jordan.
A/35/166 (S/13874). Letter of 3 April from Israel.
A/35/186. Letter of 24 April from Jordan (transmitting

Government statement).
A/35/206 (S/13922) and Corr.1. Letter of 2 May from

Democratic Yemen (transmitting letter of 1 May from PLO).
A/35/207 (S/13923). Letter of 4 May from Israel.
A/35/218 (S/13928). Letter of 6 May from Democratic

Yemen (transmitting letter of 5 May from PLO).
A/35/225 (S/13936). Letter of 12 May from Jordan. (Annex:

Statement of 9 May regarding deportation of Mayors of
Hebron and Halhul.)

A/35/230 (S/13940). Letter of 14 May from Acting Chairman
of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestin-
ian People.

A/35/278 (S/13976). Letter of 2 June from Jordan.
A/35/279 (S/13978). Letter of 2 June from Chairman of Com-

mittee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People.

A/35/281 (S/13983). Letter of 3 June from Bahrain (trans-
mitting letter of same date from Chairman of PLO Executive
Committee).

A/35/282 (S/13985). Letter of 4 June from Israel (transmit-
ting excerpts from political programme and resolutions
adopted by 4th Congress of al-Fatah, Damascus, Syrian
Arab Republic, end of May).

A/35/283 (S/13988). Letter of 6 June from Yemen.
A/35/325 (S/14057). Note by Secretary-General (bringing to

attention of General Assembly and Security Council resolu-
tions 1 A and B (XXXVI) adopted by Commission on Human
Rights on 13 February).

A/35/377 (S/14089), A/35/378 (S/14090), A/35/398
(S/14110). Letters of 4 and 15 August from Chairman of
Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People.

A/35/419 (S/14129). Letter of 20 August from Pakistan (trans-
mitting resolutions and final communique of 11  Islamic Con-
ference of Foreign Ministers, Islamabad, 17-22 May).

A/35/425. Report of Special Committee to Investigate Israeli
Practices Affecting Human Rights of Population of Occu-
pied Territories. Note by Secretary-General (transmitting
report).

A/35/508 (S/14207). Letter of 29 September from Morocco
(transmitting final communique of special session of Islam-
ic Conference of Foreign Ministers, Fez. 18-20 September).

A/35/513 (S/14209). Letter of 29 September from Chairman
of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestin-
ian People to Secretary-General.

A/35/530 (S/14215). Letter of 10 October from Secretary-
General to Chairman of Committee on Exercise of Inalien-
able Rights of Palestinian People.

A/35/563 (S/14234). Report of Secretary-General.ChapterIII.
A/35/565 (S/14235). Letter of 24 October from Chairman of

Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestinian
People to Secretary-General.

A/35/578 (S/14241). Letter of 29 October from Jordan
(transmitting statement issued on 16 October by official
spokesman).

A/35/581 (S/14242). Letter of 29 October from Secretary-
General to Chairman of Committee on Exercise of Inalien-
able Rights of Palestinian People.
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A/35/586. Report of Secretary-General.
A/35/595 (S/14243). Letter of 4 November from Israel.
A/35/648 (S/14261). Letter of 19 November from Chairmen

of Committee on Exercise of Inalienable Rights of Palestin-
ian People.

A/35/652 (S/14264), A/35/666 (S/14273). Letters of 20
end 26 November from Israel.

A/35/728 (S/14291), A/35/740 (S/14292). Letters of 8 and
9 December from Chairman of Committee on Exercise of In-
alienable Rights of Palestinian People.

A/SPC/35/L.14. Bangladesh, India. Indonesia, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Nigeria, Pakistan. Yugoslavia:
draft resolution, approved by Special Political Committee
on 18 November, meeting 34, by recorded vote of 109 to 1,
as follows:

In favour: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR,
Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Cube, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen,
Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon,
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hun-
gary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica,
Japan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mal-
dives, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philip-
pines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore,
Spain, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United King-
dom. United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania, United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela.
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against:Israel.

A/35/674. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution A.

Resolution 35/122 A, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/674, adopted by Assembly on 11 Decem-
ber 1980, meeting 92, by recorded vote of 141 to 1, with 1
abstention, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar-
bados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil;
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic
Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin-
land, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Repub-
lic, Germany, Federal Republic of, 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, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiri-
ya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua
New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Ro-
mania, Rwanda, 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 Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United
States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel
Abstaining:Guatemala.

The General Assembly,
Recalling 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 and
34/90 B of 12 December 1979,

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 Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of
12 August 1949,

Noting that Israel and those Arab States whose territories
have been occupied by Israel since June 1967 are parties to
that Convention,

Taking into account that States parties to that Convention
undertake, in accordance with article 1 thereof, not only to re-
spect but also to ensure respect for the Convention 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 Palestinian and other Arab territories
occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem;

2. Strongly deplores the failure of Israel to acknowledge
the applicability of that Convention to the territories it has
occupied since 1967;

3. Calls again upon Israel to acknowledge and to comply
with the provisions of that Convention in Palestinian and
other Arab territories it has occupied since 1967, including
Jerusalem:

4. Urges once more all States parties to that Convention
to exert all efforts in order to ensure respect for and compli-
ance with its provisions in Palestinian and other Arab territo-
ries occupied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem.

A/SPC/35/L.15. Bangladesh, Cuba, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Indonesia. Mali, Pakistan, Zambia: draft resolution, ap-
proved by Special Political Committee on 18 November,
meeting 34, by recorded vote of 110 to 1, with 2 absten-
tions, as follows:

In favour: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR,
Canada, Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia. Democratic Yemen,
Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon,
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hun-
gary, Iceland. India, Indonesia, Iran. Iraq, Ireland. Italy,
Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malay-
sia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Ni-
geria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Peru.
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda.

 Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore,
Spain, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United King-
dom, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Israel
Abstaining : Malawi, United States.
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A/35/674. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso- compliance with its provisions in all the Arab territories occu-
lution B. pied by Israel since 1967, including Jerusalem.

Resolution 35/122 B, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/674, adopted by Assembly on 11 Decem-
ber 1980, meeting 92, by recorded vote of 140 to 1, with 3
abstentions, as follows:

A/SPC/35/L.16. Bangladesh, Cuba, Guinea-Bissau, Indo-
nesia, Malaysia, Mali, Pakistan, Zambia: draft resolution,
approved by Special Political Committee on 18 November,
meeting 34, by recorded vote of 91 to 2, with 22 absten-
tions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar-
bados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Comoros Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic
Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Domlnican Republic, Ecuador.
Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin-
land, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Repub-
lic, Germany, Federal Republic of, 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, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiri-
ya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua
New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar. Ro-
mania, Rwanda, 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 Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel
Abstaining:Guatemala, Malawi, United States.

In favour: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangla-
desh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma,
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Republic,
China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Egypt,
Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece,
Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India. Indo-
nesia. Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Paki-
stan, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu-
gal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe.
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Spain, Sudan, Swazi-
land, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR,
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Israel, United States
Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Den-

mark, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Iceland, Ireland, Italy. Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Nether-
lands. New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom,
Uruguay, Venezuela.

The General Assembly,

A/SPC/35/L.18, A/C.5/35/59, A/35/713. Administrative
and financial implications of draft resolution C recom-
mended by Special Political Committee in A/35/674. State-
ments by Secretary-General and report of Fifth Committee.

A/35/674. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution C.

Recalling its resolutions 32/5 of 28 October 1977, 33/113
B of 18 December 1978 and 34/90 C of 12 December 1979,

Expressing grave anxiety and concern at the present seri-
ous situation in the occupied Arab territories as a result of the
continued Israeli occupation and the measures and actions
taken by the Government of Israel, as the occupying Power,
and designed to change the legal status, geographical nature
and demographic composition of those territories,

Resolution 35/122 C, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/674, adopted by Assembly on 11 Decem-
ber 1980, meeting 92, by recorded vote of 118 to 2, with 23
abstentions, as follows:

Considering that the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-
tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,
is applicable to all the Arab territories occupied since 5 June
1967,

1. Determines that all such measures and actions taken
by Israel in the Palestinian and other Arab territories occu-
pied since 1967 have no legal validity and constitute a seri-
ous obstruction of efforts aimed at achieving a just and lasting
peace in the Middle East;

2. Strongly deplores the persistence of Israel in carrying
out such measures, In particular the establishment of settle-
ments in the Palestlnian and other occupied Arab territories;

3. Calls again upon Israel to comply strictly with its inter-
national obligations in accordance with the principles of in-
ternational law and the provisions of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of
12 August 1949;

4. Calls once more upon the Government of Israel. as the
occupying Power, to desist forthwith from taking any actlon
which would result in changing the legal status, geographical
nature or demographic composition of the Arab territories
occupied since 1967, including Jerusalem;

5. Urges all States parties to the Geneva Convention rela-
tive to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War to re-
spect and to exert all efforts in order to ensure respect for and

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma,
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African
Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampu-
chea. Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Sal-
vador. Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India. Indonesia.
Iran. Iraq, 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, Paki-
stan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines,
Poland. Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thai-
land, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United
Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against:lsrael, United States
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Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Den-
mark, Dominican Republic, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom.

The General Assembly,
Guided by the purposes and principles of the Charter of the

United Nations as well as the principles and provisions of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights,

Bearing in mind the provisions of the Geneva Convention
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 all its resolutions on the subject, in particular
resolutions 32/91 B and C of 13 December 1977, 33/113 C
of 18 December 1978 and 34/90 A of 12 December 1979, as
well as those adopted by the Security Council, the Commis-
sion on Human Rights and other United Nations organs con-
cerned 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,
infer alia. public statements made by leaders of the Govern-
ment of Israel,

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 task as-
signed 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. Calls again upon Israel to allow the Special Committee
access to the occupied territories;

4. Deplores the continued and persistent violation by
Israel of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, and
other applicable international instruments, and condemns in
particular those violations which that Convention designates
as “grave breaches” thereof;

5. Condemns the following Israeli policies and practices:
(a) Annexation of parts of the occupied territories, includ-

ing Jerusalem;
(b) Establishment of new Israeli settlements and expan-

sion of the existing settlements on private and public Arab
lands, and transfer of an alien population thereto;

(c) Evacuation, deportation, expulsion, displacement and
transfer of Arab inhabitants of the occupied territories and
denial of their right to return;

(d) Confiscation and expropriation of private and public
Arab property in the occupied territories and all other trans-
actions for the acquisition of land involving the Israeli authori-
ties, institutions or nationals on the one hand and the inhabit-
ants or institutions of the occupied territories on the other;

(e) Destruction and demolition of Arab houses;
(f) Mass arrests, administrative detention and ill-treat-

ment of the Arab population;
(g) Ill-treatment and torture of persons under detention;
(h) Pillaging of archaeological and cultural property;
(i) Interference with religious freedoms and practices as

well as family rights and customs;
(j) Illegal exploitation of the natural wealth, resources and

population of the occupied territories;
6. Reaffirms that all measures taken by Israel to change

the physical character, demographic composition, institution-
al structure or status of the occupied territories, or any part
thereof, including Jerusalem, are null and void, and that Is-
rael’s policy of settling parts of its population and new immi-
grants in the occupied territories constitutes a flagrant viola-
tion of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of
Civilian Persons in Time of War and of relevant United Nations
resolutions;

7. Demands that Israel desist forthwith from the policies
and practices referred to in paragraphs 5 and 6 above;

8. Reiterates its call upon all States, in particular those
States parties to the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-
tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, in accordance with
article 1 of that Convention, and upon international organiza-
tions and 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 annexa-
tion and colonization or any of the other policies and practices
referred to in the present resolution;

9. Requests the Special Committee, pending the early
termination of the Israeli occupation, to continue to investi-
gate Israeli policies and practices in the Arab territories occu-
pied 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 popu-
lation of the occupied territories and to report to the
Secretary-General as soon as possible and whenever the
need arises thereafter;

10. Requests the Special Committee to continue to inves-
tigate the treatment of civilians in detention in the Arab ter-
ritories occupied by Israel since 1967;

11. Requests the Secretary-General:
(a) To provide all necessary facilities to the Special Com-

mittee, including those required for its visits to the occupied
territories, with a view to investigating the 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 perfor-
mance of its tasks:

(c) To ensure the widest circulation of the reports of the
Special Committee, and of information regarding 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 which are
no longer available;

(d) To report to the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth ses-
sionon the tasks entrusted to him in the present paragraph;

12. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its
thirty-sixth session the item entitled “Report of the Special
Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the
Human Rights of the Population of the Occupied Territories.”

A/SPC/35/L.17. Bangladesh, Cuba, India. Indonesia, Mali,
Pakistan, Yugoslavia, Zambia: draft resolution, approved
by Special Political Committee on 16 November, meeting
34, by recorded vote of 117 to 1, with 2 abstentions, as
follows:

In favour: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR.
Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslova-
kia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Fiji, Fin-
land, France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guinea,
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India. Indone-
sia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland. Italy. Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab
Jamahiriya. Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philip-
pines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao
Tome and Principe. Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Singapore,
Spain, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emir-
ates, United Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon,
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay. Vene-
zuela, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Israel
Abstaining : Malawi, United States.
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A/35/674. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution D.

Resolution 35/122 D. as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/674, adopted by Assembly on 11 Decem-
ber 1960. meeting 92, by recorded vote of 140 to 1, with 3
abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar-
bados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada,
Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Comoros Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic
Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin-
land, France, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Repub-
lic, Germany, Federal Republic of, 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, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiri-
ya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua
New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Ro-
mania, Rwanda, 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 Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania. Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel
Abstaining : Guatemala. Malawi, United States.

The General Assembly,
Recalling Security Council resolutions 466(1980) of 8 May

1980 and 469(1980) of 20 May 1980,
Deeply concerned at the expulsion by the Israeli military

occupation authorities of the Mayors of Hebron and Halhul
and of the Sharia Judge of Hebron,

Grave/y concerned at the imprisonment by the Israeli mili-
tary occupation authorities of the Mayors of Hebron and
Halhul.

Recalling the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949, in par-
ticular article 1 and the first paragraph of article 49. which
read as follows:

“Article 1
“The High Contracting Parties undertake to respect and

to ensure respect for the present Convention in all circum-
stances.”

“Article 49
“Individual or mass forcible transfers, as well as deporta-

tions of protected persons from occupied territory to the terri-
tory of the occupying Power or to that of any other country,
occupied or not, are prohibited, regardless of their motive....,”

Reaffirming the applicability of the Geneva Convention
relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War to
Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by Israel
since 1967, including Jerusalem,

1. Calls upon the Government of Israel, as the occupying
Power, to rescind the illegal measures taken by the Israeli
military occupation authorities in expelling and imprisoning
the Mayors of Hebron and Halhul and in expelling the Sharia
Judge of Hebron and to facilitate the immediate return of the

expelled Palestinian leaders so that they can resume the
functions for which they were elected and appointed;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Gener-
al Assembly as soon as possible on the implementation of the
present resolution.

A/SPC/35/L.19. Algeria, Cuba, India. Indonesia, Jordan,
Mali, Pakistan, Qatar, Yemen: draft resolution, approved by
Special Political Committee on 21 November, meeting 39,
by recorded vote of 97 to 2. with 21 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Central African Republic,
China, Colombia, Comoros, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethio-
pia, Fiji, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India.
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq. Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.
Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Paki-
stan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland,
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR,
United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Israel, United States
Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Burma, Canada, Den-

mark, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Gua-
temala, Iceland. Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden,
United Kingdom.

A/35/674. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution E.

Resolution 35/122 E. as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/674, adopted by Assembly on 11 Decem-
ber 1960, meeting 92, by recorded vote of 119 to 2, with 23
abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African
Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Comoros Congo, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampu-
chea, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Sal-
vador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India, In-
donesia, Iran, 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, Nicara-
gua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New
Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tome and Princjpe. 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 Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against : Israel. United States
Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Burma, Canada, Den-

mark, Dominican Republic, Finland, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland, Italy.
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Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, Swaziland,a Sweden, United Kingdom.

aSubsequently advised the Secretariat that it had intended to
vote in favour.

The Genera/ Assembly,
Gravely concerned at reports indicating the intention of the

Israeli authorities to enact legislation embodying changes in
the character and status of the occupied Syrian Arab Golan
Heights,

Deeply concerned that the Arab territories occupied since
1967 have been under continued illegal Israeli occupation,

Recalling its previous resolutions, in particular resolutions
3414(XXX) of 5 December 1975, 31/61 of 9 December 1976,
32/20 of 25 November 1977. 33/26 and 33/29 of 7 Decem-
ber 1978 and 34/70 of 6 December 1979, in which it, inter
alia, called upon Israel to put an end to its illegal occupation
of the Arab territories and to withdraw from all those
territories,

Reaffirming that the acquisition of territory by force is inad-
missible 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 Protection
of Civilian Persons in Time of War of 1949,

1. Condemns the persistence of Israel in changing the
physical character, demographic composition, institutional
structure and legal status of the Syrian Arab Golan Heights;

2. Strongly condemns the refusal by Israel, the occupying
Power, to comply with relevant resolutions of the General As-
sembly and the Security Council;

3. Determines that all legislative and administrative mea-
sures and actions which might be taken by Israel, the occupy-
ing Power, that purport to alter the character and legal status
of the Syrian Arab Golan Heights are null and void, constitute
a flagrant violation of international law and the Geneva Con-
vention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War and have no legal effect;

4. Calls upon Member States not to recognize such
legislative and administrative measures and actions;

5. Calls upon Israel, the occupying Power, to desist from
enacting such legislation.

A/35/L.46 and Add.1. Cuba, German Democratic Republic,
Hungary, India. Iraq. Jordan, Maldives, Mauritania, Paki-
stan, United Arab Emirates, Yemen: draft resolution.

Resolution 35/122 F. as proposed by 11 powers, A/35/L.46
and Add.1, adopted by Assembly on 11 December 1980.
meeting 92, by recorded vote of 117 to 2. with 25 absten-
tions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma,
Burundi, Byeloruasian SSR. Cape Verde, Central African
Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cuba,
Cyprus. Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea,
Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial
Guinea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic
Republ ic ,  Ghana,  Greece,  Guinea,  Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, India. Indonesia. Iran, Iraq,
Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiri-
ya. Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauri-
tania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama.
Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe.
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Singa-
pore, Somalia,.Spain. Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian
Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tuni-
sia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of

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

Against: Israel. United States
Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Chile, Costa

Rica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Finland, France,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Iceland, Ireland,
Italy. Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Swaziland, Sweden, United
Kingdom, Uruguay.

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind the Geneva Convention relative to the Pro-

tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August 1949,
Recalling Security Council resolutions 466(1980) of 8 May

1980 and 469(1980) of 20 May 1980,
Deeply shocked by the most recent atrocities committed by

Israel. the occupying Power, against educational institutions
in the occupied Palestinian territories,

Taking cognizance of the recent repeated expulsion by
Israel. the occupying Power, of the Mayors of Hebron and
Halhul.

Condemning the rejection of Israel to accept and carry out
the above-mentioned decisions of the Security Council,

1. Reaffirms the applicability of the Geneva Convention
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. including Jerusalem;

2. Condemns Israeli policies and practices against
Palestinian students and faculty in schools, universities and
other educational institutions in the occupied Palestinian ter-
ritories, especially the policy of opening fire on defenceless
students, causing many casualties;

3. Condemns the systematic Israeli campaign of repres-
sion against universities in the occupied Palestinian territo-
ries, restricting and impeding academic activities of Palestin-
ian universities by subjecting selection of courses, textbooks
and educational programmes, admission of students and ap-
pointment of faculty members to the control and supervision
of the military occupation authorities, in clear contravention
of the Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian
Persons in Time of War;

4. Demands that Israel, the occupying Power, comply
with the provisions of the fourth Geneva Convention relative
to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War and re-
scind all actions and measures against all educational insti-
tutions and ensure the freedom of these institutions;

5. Requests the Security Council to convene urgently in
order to take the necessary measures, in accordance with the
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, to ensure that
the Government of Israel, the occupying Power, rescinds the
illegal measures taken against the Palestinian mayors and
the Sharia Judge Tamimi. and to facilitate their immediate
return so that they can resume the functions for which they
were elected.

LIVING CONDITIONS OF THE PALESTlNIAN PEOPLE

Genera/ Assembly- 35th session
Second Committee, meetings 5. 35,39.43.
Plenary meeting 83.

A/35/533 and Corr.1. Report of Secretary-General. (Annex I:
Report of Group of Experts on Social and Economic Impact
of Israeli Occupation on Living Conditions of Palestinian
People in Occupied Arab Territories.)

A/C.2/35/L.23. Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Guinea-Bissau,
Hungary, Iraq. Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jama-
hiriya. Madagascar, Mauritania, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nicaragua, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Sao Tome and Principe.
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab
Republic, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, United Arab
Emirates, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe: draft
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resolution approved by Second Committee on 14 Novem-
ber, meeting 43, by recorded vote of 110 to 2. with 23 ab-
stentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Austria, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin,
Bhutan. Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelo-
russian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad,
Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costs Rica,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dji-
bouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethi-
opia, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hondu-
ras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran. Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Leba-
non, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahlriya. Madagas-
car, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mon-
golia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian
SSR. USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against : Israel, United States
Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Fiji,

Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Haiti, Ice-
land, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg,
Malawi, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Papua
New Guinea, Sweden, United Kingdom.

A/35/592/Add.4. Report of Second Committee (part V) (on
development and International economic co-operation),
draft resolution V.

Resolution 35/75, as recommended by Second Committee,
A/35/592/Add.4, adopted by Assembly on 5 December
1980, meeting 83, by recorded vote of 118 to 2, with 26 ab-
stentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde, Central African
Republic, Chad, China, Colombia, Comoros. Congo, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampu-
chea Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Sal-
vador, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Grenada,
Guinea, Guyana. Honduras, Hungary, India. Indonesia,
Iran, Iraq. 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, Paki-
stan. Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu-
gal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, 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, Tuni-
sia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel, United States
Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Burma, Canada, Den-

mark, Dominican Republic, Fiji, Finland, France, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Guatemala, Haiti, Iceland. Ireland.
Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Malawi, Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Papua New Guinea, Samoa,
Sweden, United Kingdom.

The General Assembly,
Recalling the Vancouver Declaration on Human Settle-

ments, 1976, and the relevant recommendations for national
action adopted by Habitat: United Nations Conference on
Human Settlements,

Recalling also resolution 3, entitled “Living conditions of
the Palestinians in the occupied territories,” contained in the
recommendations for international co-operation adopted by
Habitat: United Nations Conference on Human Settlements
and Economic and Social Council resolutions 2026(LXI) of 4
August 1976 and 2100(LXlll) of 3 August 1977,

Recalling further its resolutions 31/110 of 16 December
1976,32/171 of 19 December 1977,33/110 of 18 December
1978 and 34/113 of 14 December 1979,

1. Takes note with satisfaction of the report of the
Secretary-General on the living conditions of the Palestinian
people in the occupied Arab territories;

2. Deplores the refusal of the Government of Israel to
allow the Group of Experts on the Social and Economic
Impact of the Israeli Occupation on the Living Conditions of
the Palestinian People in the Occupied Arab Territories to
visit the Palestinian and other Arab territories occupied by
Israel;

3. Condemns Israeli policy resulting in the deterioration
of the living conditions of the Palestinian people in the occu-
pied territories:

4. Calls upon all States to co-operate with United Nations
agencies, organizations and organs and local Palestinian au-
thorities to alleviate the tragic living conditions of the
Palestinian people caused by the Israeli occupation;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a compre-
hensive and analytical report to the General Assembly at its
thirty-sixth session, through the Economic and Social Coun-
cil, on the progress made in the implementation of the present
resolution.

PERMANENT SOVEREIGNTY OVER NATIONAL
RESOURCES IN THE OCCUPIED ARAB TERRITORIES

Genera/ Assembly- 35th session
Second Committee, meetings 15,17,18.
Fifth Committee, meeting 45.
Plenary meeting 84.

A/35/514. Note by Secretary-General.
A/35/577. Administrative and financial implications of, inter

alia. draft resolution III recommended by Second Committee
in A/35/545. Report of Fifth Committee.

A/C.2/35/L.9. Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Bangla-
desh, Burundi, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic Yemen,
Djibouti, Ethiopia, India. Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon.
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania,
Morocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab
Republic, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, Yugosla-
via: draft resolution, approved by Second Committee on 14
October, meeting 17, by recorded vote of 101 to 2. with 22
abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argenti-
na, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,
Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cape Verde,
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, German Democratic
Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Paki-
stan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Suriname,
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Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United
Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Repub-
lic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia. Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against: Israel. United States
Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Central

African Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Finland,
France, Gabon, Germany, Federal Republic of, Haiti, Ice-
land, Ireland. Italy. Ivory Coast, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom.

A/C.2/35/L.11, A/C.5/35/60. Administrative and financial
implications of 36-power draft resolution, A/C.2/35/L.9.
Statements by Secretary-General.

A/35/545. Report of Second Committee (part I ) (on report of
Economic and Social Council), draft resolution III.

States and peoples in the exercise of their above-mentioned
rights;

5. Calls upon all States, international organizations, spe-
cialized agencies, investment corporations and all other insti-
tutions not to recognize, or co-operate with or assist in any
manner in, any measures undertaken by Israel to exploit the
resources of the occupied territories or to effect any changes
in the demographic composition, geographic character or in-
stitutional structure of those territories;

6. Regrets the failure to prepare a report for submission
to the General Assembly at its thirty-fifth session in accor-
dance with Assembly resolution 34/136;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare and submit
to the General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session a report
which takes into consideration the provisions of paragraph 2
of resolution 32/161.

Resolution 35/110, as recommended by Second Committee,
A/35/545. adopted by Assembly on 5 December 1980,
meeting 84, by 122 votes to 2. with 23 abstentions.

Further consideration by the Security Council

MEETINGS OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (19 DECEMBER)

Security Council, meetings 2259, 2260.
The General Assembly,
Reaffirming its resolution 34/136 of 14 December 1979,
Bearing in mind the relevant principles of international law

and the provisions of the international conventions and regula-
tions, in particular Convention IV of The Hague of 1907. and
the fourth Geneva Convention of 12 August 1949, concerning
the obligations and responsibilities of the occupying Power.

S/13960. Report of Secretary-General under Security Coun-
cil resolution 469(1980) of 20 May 1980.

S/14302. Note by Secretary-General.
S/14303. S/14304, S/14305. Letters of 18 December from

Tunisia (requests to extend invitations to address Council).
S/14306. Draft resolution prepared in course of consultations.

Recalling its previous resolutions on permanent sovereign-
ty over natural resources, particularly their provisions sup-
porting resolutely the efforts of the developing countries and
the peoples of territories under colonial and racial domination
and foreign occupation in their struggle to regain effective
control over their natural and all other resources, wealth and
economic activities.

Resolution 484(1980), as proposed in S/14306, adopted
unanimously (15-0) by Council on 19 December 1980.
meeting 2260.

The Security Council,

Bearing in mind the pertinent provisions of its resolutions
3201(S-VI) and 3202(S-VI) of 1 May 1974. containing the
Declaration and the Programme of Action on the Establish-
ment  of  a New internat ional  Economic Order,  and
3281(XXIX) of 12 December 1974, containing the Charter of
Economic Rights and Duties of States,

Recalling its resolutions 466(1960) and 469(1980),
Taking note of General Assembly resolution 35/122 F of

11 December 1980,

Recalling further its resolutions 3175(XXVlIl) of 17 Decem-
ber 1973. 3336(XXIX) of 17 December 1974, 3516(XXX) of
15 December 1975, 31/186 of 21 December 1976 and
32/161 of 19 December 1977 on permanent sovereignty over
national resources in the occupied Arab territories,

Referring to the note by the Secretary-General concerning
the report on permanent sovereignty over national resources
in the occupied Arab territories requested by the General As-
sembly in its resolution 34/136,

1. Emphasizes the right of the Arab States and peoples
whose territories are under Israeli occupation to full and ef-
fective permanent sovereignty and control over their natural
and all other resources, wealth and economic activities;

2. Reaffirms that all measures undertaken by Israel to ex-
ploit the human, natural and all other resources, wealth and
economic activities in the occupied Arab territories are illegal
and calls upon Israel to desist immediately from such
measures:

3. Further reaffirms the right of the Arab States and peo-
ples subjected to Israeli aggression and occupation to the
restitution of, and full compensation for, the exploitation, de-
pletion and loss of and damages to their natural, human and
all other resources, wealth and economic activities, and calls
upon Israel to meet their just claims;

4. Calls upon all States to support and assist the Arab

Expressing its grave concern at the expulsion by Israel of
the Mayor of Hebron and the Mayor of Halhul,

1 Reaffirms the applicability of the Geneva Convention relative
to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, of 12 August
1949, to all the Arab territories occupied by Israel in 1967;

2. Calls upon Israel. the occupying Power, to adhere to
the provisions of the Convention;

3. Declares it imperative that the Mayor of Hebron and the
Mayor of Halhul be enabled to return to their homes and
resume their responsibilities;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to report on the imple-
mentation of the present resolution as soon as possible.

S/INF/36. Resolutions and decisions of Security Council,
1960. Decisions, p. 16.

FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS
S/14315. Note verbale of 23 December from Cuba (transmit-

ting communique adopted on same date by non-aligned
countries at meeting held in New York).

S/14319 (A/36/59). Letter of 24 December from Tunisia
(transmitting message of same date from Secretary-General
of League of Arab States).

Other documents
A/35/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1979-15 June

1980. Chapter 1 B (paras. 81-183).
A/36/2. Report of Security Council, 16 June 1960-15 June

1981, Chapter 1 D (paras. 153-168, 170).

Questions pertaining to refugees in the Near East

In 1980, the United Nations Relief and Works relief programmes for Palestine refugees in
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East Jordan, Lebanon, the Syrian Arab Republic and
( U N R W A )  maintained its education, health and the Israeli-occupied territories of the West Bank
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and the Gaza Strip. In spite of the continuing
insecure situation, programmes were almost
fully maintained.

As had been the case many times since UNRWA

began operations in 1950, it did not receive
enough voluntary contributions during the year
to meet all budgetary expenditures. Income for
1980 was just over $190 million against budget
expenditures of $211 million. To overcome this
deficit, the basic food ration had had to be kept
at the reduced 1978 level, a number of capital
improvements were deferred, and improvements
in local staff remuneration to keep pace with in-
flation were not fully implemented. A survey of
conditions of employment in the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip by the International Civil Service
Commission did, however, lead to an upward ad-
justment of staff remuneration in those areas late
in the year.

Activities in 1980
The number of refugees registered with

UNRWA rose through natural increase by 41,229
since 31 December 1979, to 1,863,162 at 31
December 1980. Of these, about 834,000 were
eligible to receive food rations and approximate-
ly 1.5 million were eligible for health and educa-
tion services. However, 565,036 registered eligi-
ble persons, mostly children, did not receive
rations because of ceilings put on the number of
recipients.

The Agency also distributed rations to about
230,000 displaced persons and displaced refugee
children (registered for services only) in Jordan
at the expense of the Jordanian Government.

About 35 per cent of the registered population
lived in camps. At 31 December, there were
656,485 refugees in 61 camps.

The Agency continued its efforts, in co-
operation with the World Health Organization,
in health education and integrated family health
care, with emphasis on preventive medicine,
including supplementary feeding for nutritional-
ly vulnerable groups. Despite money shortages,
specialized medicine programmes and laboratory
facilities were improved. In 1979, UNRWA had ex-
tended its hot-meal programme to all children
under the age of eight, but for financial reasons
had to limit it again in 1980 to the age of six. Ex-
penditure on health services totalled $31.0 mil-
lion in 1980.

Expenditure on relief services in 1980 was
$44.1 million, which represented mainly the
value of food commodities donated in kind and a
small programme of assistance to hardship cases.
Spending on education was over $100.1 million.
The programme, operated with the technical
assistance of the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO),
included the first nine years of general education

(10 years in Lebanon), some assistance for refu-
gee pupils in government and private secondary
schools, vocational and teacher training in eight
centres, and 354 university scholarships (for the
1979/80 academic year). Of UNRWA'S 16,700 em-
ployees, almost all Palestine refugees themselves,
more than 11,000 were working in the education-
al field, and most of them were teachers (9,479).

In the 1979/80 school year, some 314,000
children were enrolled in the 627 UNRWA elemen-
tary and junior secondary schools, an increase of
approximately 3,000 over 1978/79. There were
also 87,641 refugee pupils enrolled in govern-
ment and private schools. Double shifts were
necessary in 74 per cent of UNRWA schools as
only 13 prefabricated classrooms, 77 standard
class- and administration-rooms and eight spe-
cialized rooms were completed during the year.

The eight UNRWA/UNESCO training centres had
places for 4,695 young persons. By the end of
1980, more than 33,500 trainees had graduated
from these centres. The UNRWA/UNESCO Institute
of Education continued to emphasize refresher
courses for qualified teachers and courses in
educational techniques to meet special needs
and new curricula developments.

The Department of Education opened educa-
tion development units in Lebanon and the
Syrian Arab Republic. An Education Develop-
ment Centre was established in the West Bank
during the year, joining centres established in
Jordan and Gaza in 1974.

Consideration by the General Assembly
As in previous years, the Assembly considered

the question of refugees in the Near East both in
its Special Political Committee and in plenary
meetings.

The Committee, which discussed the matter
between 15 and 22 October, had before it six
reports- the annual report of the Commissioner-
Genera l  o f  U N R W A ,  t h ree  repor t s  by  the
Secretary-General, a report of the United
Nations Conciliation Commission for Palestine
and a report by the Working Group on the
Financing of UNRWA.

Report of the Commissioner-General
In his report covering the period from 1 July

1979 to 30 June 1980, the Commissioner-General
of UNRWA, after detailing the various activities of
the Agency, indicated that the year under
review had been a very difficult one, primarily
because of the insufficiency of income in the face
of ever-rising costs. The precariousness and un-
predictability of UNRWA'S finances were likely to
affect not only the future of its services but also
its very existence.

Referring to the political factors affecting
UNRWA'S work, the Commissioner-General in-
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dicated that Israeli military operations against
Palestinian targets in southern Lebanon had
caused massive and repeated displacement of
refugees which had led to serious interruptions
of Agency operations and necessitated emergen-
cy assistance to some 50,000 displaced refugees.
In the occupied West Bank, measures of collec-
tive punishment imposed by the Israeli authori-
ties, particularly on students in UNRWA educa-
tional establishments, had affected the Agency’s
services.

Reports of the Secretary-General
In September and  Oc tobe r  1980 ,  t he

Secretary-General submitted three reports pur-
suant to three Assembly resolutions of 23
November 1979.73

The first report included the substance of re-
sponses by Member States and United Nations
agencies to an Assembly appeal for allocations,
scholarships and grants to refugee students.
Australia had indicated that it intended to offer
scholarships to Palestine refugees for higher-
education studies in Australia, and the Sudan
had informed that it had consistently offered 25
to 30 scholarships annually to Palestinian stu-
dents, and that 30 scholarships were being al-
located to Palestinians for higher-education stud-
ies in 1980/81. Egypt advised that in 1979/80 it
had awarded 13,239 scholarships to Palestinian
students. These included 739 scholarships to stu-
dents from the Gaza Strip and 549 distributed
by PLO.

Several United Nations specialized agencies
had also informed the Secretary-General of the
assistance they were providing to the Palestin-
ians, including training facilities and fellowships
for higher studies.

The Secretary-General’s second report con-
cerned Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip. The
Assembly, by a resolution of 23 November 1979,
had called on Israel to stop removing and reset-
tling those refugees and destroying their shel-
ters.” The Secretary-General reported that he
had requested Israel to forward to him informa-
tion on the implementation of that resolution.
Israel replied on 2 September 1980 that, thanks
to measures it had taken in Gaza, refugees in
that District for the first time since 1948 had
been given the opportunity to leave the camps
and take possession of new homes in housing
projects. In Israel’s view, the Assembly resolu-
tion in question did not stem from genuine
humanitarian concern for the refugees. The only
rational explanation for it was that its initiators
sought to perpetuate the misery of the refugees
as a propaganda tool in their political warfare
against Israel.

At  the same t ime, the Secretary-General

reported that information received from the
Commissioner-General indicated that in Gaza
there had been two occasions of punitive demoli-
tion of refugee shelters. The Agency had present-
ed claims to Israel for compensation, but had
had no response, nor had it secured any settle-
ment in respect of its claims for compensation
for refugee shelters demolished on punitive
grounds in previous years. With regard to con-
tinuing references by Israel to “squalid and
cramped conditions” in the refugee camps, the
Commissioner-General had again noted that
such references were more generalized than was
warranted by the facts.

The Secretary-General submitted his third
report, concerning the return of displaced in-
habitants of territories occupied by Israel since
1967, in response to an Assembly request for a
report on Israel’s compliance with its directive
that Israel take immediate steps for their return
and desist from obstructing that return.75

He reported that, replying to his request for in-
formation, Israel had maintained that its policy
with regard to persons who had left the area as a
result of the 1967 hostil it ies remained un-
changed; it allowed freedom of movement in
both directions across the Jordan River. How-
ever, in implementing that policy, Israel had to
be guided by certain security considerations.

The Secretary-General reported that informa-
tion from the Commissioner-General indicated
that the number of displaced registered refugees
who were known by UNRWA to have returned to
the occupied territories since June 1967 was
about 9,600. The Agency was unable to estimate
their total number since its records accounted
only for UNRWA -registered refugees.

On 24 October, the Secretary-General report-
ed on the developments in the Middle East, in
all their aspects, as requested by the Assembly
on 6 December 1979.76 In that report, he
reviewed the developments of the past year in re-
lation to Assembly actions on the Palestine refu-
gee problem.

Report of the United Nations
Conciliation Commission for Palestine

In accordance with an Assembly resolution of
23 November 1979,77 the United Nations Concil-
iation Commission for Palestine submitted to
the Assembly a report covering the period from
1 October 1979 to 30 September 1980. Under
that resolution, the Commission had been

73  See Y.U.N.,1979 416. resolution 34/52 C; 418, resolutionp.    p.
34/52 E; and p. 419, resolution 34/52 F.

74  Ibid., p, 419, resolution 34/52 F.
75  Ibid, p. 418, resolution 34/52 E of 23 November 1979.
76  Ibid., p. 375, resolution 34/70.
77  Ibid, p. 415, resolution 34/52 A.
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requested to exert continued efforts towards
the implementation of paragraph 11 of Assem-
bly resolution 194(III) of 11 December 194878

and to report to the Assembly by 1 October
1980.

The Commission noted that circumstances
limiting its possibilities of action had remained
essentially unchanged. It expressed the hope,
however, that the situation in the region would
improve, enabling it to carry forward its work.

Report of the Working Group
on the Financing of UNRWA

In its report, submitted to the Assembly on 10
October 1980, the Working Group on the
.Financing of UNRWA reiterated its conviction
that, as long as a just and lasting settlement of
the problem of the Palestine refugees had not
been achieved, the Agency’s humanitarian ser-
vices remained indispensable.

It emphasized the gravity of the continuing
cr i t ical  f inancial  s i tuat ion of  U N R W A .  Only
through the continued generous support of a
relatively few donors, a drastic reduction of ser-
vices during 1980 had been avoided, and the out-
look for 1981 gave rise to serious concern. There-
fore, the Working Group reiterated its call on all
countries to participate in the financing of
UNRWA.

General Assembly discussion
The Commissioner-General of UNRWA, in pre-

senting his report to the Special Political Com-
mittee on 15 October, noted that year after year
the Agency had to reduce services, defer mainte-
nance of installations, withhold compensation
from the staff for rising costs of living, and cover
the remaining deficit by reducing working capi-
tal to practically nil. Unless Governments came
to UNRWA’S aid and the annual pledging confer-
ence resulted in a marked increase of income,
further reductions, especially in the education
programme, were unavoidable. The health pro-
gramme was already at a minimum level, while
the main component of the relief programme,
the basic ration, was limited to the distribution
of foodstuffs contributed by Governments.

The representative of Norway, speaking as
Rapporteur of the Working Group on the
Financing of U N R W A, presented the Group’s
report to the Committee. He pointed out that at
the beginning of 1980 estimated expenditures of
$211.5 million had left a deficit of $56.3 million
in the regular budget; in addition, $6 million
were needed to replenish the Agency’s working
capital. By October 1980, the revised budget esti-
mates amounted to $211.3 mill ion, while
pledged or expected income had risen to $174.2
million, resulting in a reduction in the budgetary

deficit to $37.1 million. Unless further substan-
tial contributions were received by the end of
the year, it would not be possible for the
Commissioner-General to approve expenditures
on the remaining suspended budgetary items.
The Agency’s financial needs in 1981 were es-
timated at $236.9 million. Unless income was in-
creased substantially over the 1980 level, the
Agency would again face the possibility of
having to reduce the education programme.

During discussion in the Special Political
Committee, there was general concern at
UNRWA’S continued financial crisis and the possi-
bility that it might have to curtail essential ser-
vices due to insufficient funds. Jordan, in partic-
ular, expressed deep concern that the Agency’s
continuing diminution of services might result
in the host countries’ having to bear the entire
burden.

While recognizing the importance and urgen-
cy of providing immediate assistance to the
Palestine refugees, many Members emphasized
other aspects. A number, including the Arab
States, expressed the view that the refugee prob-
lem should be dealt with in all its dimensions.

Romania, the USSR, Yugoslavia and several
others pointed out that the Palestine refugee
problem was not merely a humanitarian issue,
but rather a major political problem whose solu-
tion resided in a just and lasting settlement. The
USSR added that the problem had its origin in
Israeli aggression, strengthened by the separate
Camp David agreement, which was contrary to
the interest of the Palestinian people.

Speaking on behalf of the member States of the
European Community, Luxembourg stressed the
humanitarian aspect, but said that only acompre-
hensive settlement would bring about a definite
solution.

The United States, affirming its commitment
to the ongoing negotiations in the Camp David
framework, said it aimed at a comprehensive
peace in which legitimate Palestinian rights
would be realized. In the mean time, it would
continue to give full support to UNRWA’S essential
programmes.

Burundi and India were among Members
which expressed the view that a lasting solution
to the Palestine refugee problem could only be
found on the basis of the realization of Palestin-
ian national rights and Israel’s withdrawal.
Meanwhile, the international community had a
moral obligation to assist UNRWA.

The representative of the Palestine Liberation
78 Paragraph II of resolution 194(III) states. in part, that “the refu-

gees wishing to return to their homes and live at peace with their
neighbours should be permitted to do so at the earliest practicable
date, and that compensation should be paid for the property of those
choosing not to return and for loss of or damage to property...” See
Y.U.N., 1948-49. p. 174, for full text of resolution.
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Organization said the problem of the refugees was
only one aspect of the question of Palestine as a
whole. The only solution was the exercise of their
inalienable rights by the Palestinian people, espe-
cially the right to return to their homeland and
property and the right to sovereign national inde-
pendence in an independent Palestinian State.
Responsibility for the situation, he said, rested
with Israel and the States which supported it, par-
ticularly the United States.

Concerning UNRWA’S financial situation, some
European countries, particularly the European
Community members, felt that too small a group
of nations supported the Agency. They ex-
pressed the hope that all Member States would
respond to its appeal by increasing their financial
support as much as possible.

As a means of putting UNRWA'S finances on a
firmer basis, the United Arab Emirates proposed
an objective study of UNRWA'S financing in an in-
ternational framework. Voluntary contributions,
it said, could be supplemented with an allocation
from the United Nations regular budget.

The USSR, on the other hand, reiterated its
position favouring retention of the voluntary
system of financing.

Some States pointed out difficulties other than
financial facing UNRWA. Thus, Lebanon observed
that continuing Israeli aggression hindered the
Agency’s work in the occupied territories and in
the Arab countries of asylum, especially in south-
ern Lebanon. Egypt condemned Israel’s continu-
ing policy of demolishing the houses of refugees as
an arbitrary, punitive measure.

A number of Members, referring to legal mat-
ters dealt with in the Commissioner-General’s
report, expressed the view that certain Israeli poli-
cies vis-à-vis UNRWA'S staff seriously interfered
with the Agency’s work. Austria considered it
totally unacceptable that staff should be detained
for a prolonged period without charge or trial, that
travel restrictions should be imposed on them,
and that UNRWA schools in the West Bank should
be adversely affected by security measures.

Israel called for an adjustment of UNRWA lists of
refugees to remove those who had become self-
supporting, thus alleviating the Agency’s finan-
cial burden. Further, Israel considered that ac-
count must be taken of the situation which had
developed in UNRWA camps in Lebanon. When it
was clear that a camp had passed under the control
of a terrorist organization, UNRWA was not obliged
to continue administering it and supplying it with
relief. The United Nations could not give assis-
tance to persons engaged in warfare against a
Member State. Israel believed that in the Camp
David framework the prospects of achieving real
progress towards peace were better than ever
before and in that framework the refugee problem
would find its proper and agreed solution.

Decisions of the General Assembly
On 3 November 1980, the General Assembly

adopted six resolutions dealing with the Pales-
tine refugees. They had been approved by the
Special Political Committee on 22 October.

By resolution 35/13 A, on assistance to Pales-
tine refugees, the Assembly noted with deep
regret that repatriation or compensation of the
refugees as provided for in paragraph 11 of its reso-
lution 194(III)79 had not been effected and that no
substantial progress had been made either by
repatriation or resettlement. It also noted with
regret that the United Nations Conciliation Com-
mission for Palestine had been unable to find a
means to implement that resolution and called for
continued Commission efforts.

The Assembly drew attention to U N R W A 'S
financial position and called on all Governments
as a matter of urgency to make the most generous
efforts possible to meet the Agency’s anticipated
needs, particularly in the light of its budgetary
deficit. It urged them to contribute regularly
and to increase their contributions, and renewed
UNRWA'S mandate for three years, until 30 June
1984. The Assembly also repeated its request for
relocation of UNRWA'S headquarters within its
area of operations.

The resolution, sponsored by the United
States, was approved by the Committee by a
recorded vote of 119 to 0, with 1 abstention; the
Assembly adopted it by a recorded vote of 109 to
0, with 1 abstention.

By resolution 35/13 B, the Assembly appealed
to all States, specialized agencies and non-
governmental organizations to augment the spe-
cial allocations for scholarships and grants to
Palestine refugees, to contribute generously to
the Palestinian universities in the occupied ter-
ritories, and to contribute towards the establish-
ment of vocational training centres for Palestine
refugees. It requested UNRWA, to act as recipient
and trustee for such special allocations and schol-
arships. The Assembly also asked the Secretary-
General to study ways and means to establish at
Jerusalem a university of arts and sciences for
the Palestine refugees in the area.

Resolution 35/13 B, sponsored by Bangladesh,
Jordan, Lebanon, Oman, Pakistan and Qatar,
was approved by the Committee by a recorded
vote of 116 to 1, with 2 abstentions; the Assembly
adopted it by a recorded vote of 109 to 1, with 1
abstention.

By resolution 35/13 C, on assistance to persons
displaced as a result of the June 1967 hostilities,
the Assembly endorsed the efforts of the
Commissioner-General to continue to provide
humanitarian assistance, on an emergency basis
and as a temporary measure, to other displaced

79 Ibid.
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persons in the area who were in need of assis-
tance. It appealed for generous contributions
for this purpose.

Sponsored by Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium,
Canada, Denmark, Finland, the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany, Greece, India, Indonesia, Ire-
land, Italy, Japan, Malaysia, the Netherlands,
Norway, Pakistan, the Philippines and Sweden,
resolution 35/13 C was approved without objec-
tion by the Committee and adopted without
vote by the Assembly.

By resolution 35/13 D, the Assembly com-
mended the Working Group on the Financing of
UNRWA for its efforts to assist in ensuring the
Agency’s financial security and requested it to
continue those efforts for another year.

The Committee approved the text, sponsored
by Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, Denmark, the
Federal Republic of Germany, India, Indonesia,
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Pakistan, the
Philippines, Spain, Sweden, Trinidad and
Tobago, Yugoslavia and Zaire, without objec-
tion. The Assembly adopted it without vote.

By resolution 35/13 E, the Assembly reaffirmed
the inalienable rights of all the displaced inhabit-
ants to return to their homes or former places of
residence in the territories occupied by Israel
since 1967. It considered that any agreement em-
bodying any restriction on that right was null and
void. Deploring Israel’s continued refusal to take
steps for the return of the displaced inhabitants,
the Assembly called on it to take immediate steps
for their return and to desist from all measures ob-
structing that return, including measures affecting
the physical and demographic structure of the
occupied territories.

The draft, sponsored by Bangladesh, India, In-
donesia, Madagascar, Pakistan and Yugoslavia,
was approved by the Committee by a recorded
vote of 100 to 3, with 18 abstentions. The Assem-
bly adopted it by a recorded vote of 96 to 3, with 16
abstentions.

By resolution 35/13 F, adopted by a recorded
vote of 112 to 1, with 3 abstentions, the Assembly
called once more on Israel to desist from removal
and resettlement of Palestine refugees in the
Gaza Strip and from destruction of their shelters.
The Committee had approved the text by a
recorded vote of 116 to 1, with 4 abstentions; it
was sponsored by Bangladesh, India, Indonesia,
Madagascar, Pakistan and Yugoslavia.

Explanations of vote
Following the votes on the six draft resolutions

in the Special Political Committee, a number of
Member States explained their votes. Most of
those speaking referred to the text proposing a
study of the possibility of an arts and sciences
university for Palestinians in Jerusalem or to the
text on the return of persons displaced since
1967. With regard to the latter, Australia be-
lieved the matter could only be settled in the
framework of an overall settlement. Portugal
and Spain interpreted the resolution as not ex-
cluding the possibility of a negotiated settlement,
while Luxembourg, on behalf of the European
Community members, said they had abstained
because the text seemed to exclude that possibil-
ity. Sweden had abstained because of ambigui-
ties in the text and Suriname said its favourable
vote should not be construed as a repudiation of
the treaties concluded between Egypt and Israel.

As for the proposed university, the United
States considered that it constituted an inap-
propriate attempt to introduce the question of
Jerusalem. Austria and Canada thought it would
be better to make use of outside educational es-
tablishments, while Japan and Sweden noted re-
spectively their understanding that the resolu-
tion called only for a study and would not
burden the UNRWA budget. Jordan, on the other
hand, felt the establishment of a university
at Jerusalem would give the city a universal
character.

Pledges and contributions
For the calendar year 1980, governmental and

intergovernmental contributors provided the
equivalent of $152,930,127 towards UNRWA'S
budget. In addition, contributions were received
from the United Nations, specialized agencies,
non-governmental organizations, private indi-
viduals and business corporations. Total income
from all sources in 1980 was $166,850,554.

On 17 November, the Ad Hoc Committee of
the General Assembly for the Announcement of
Voluntary Contributions to the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees
in the Near East met at United Nations Head-
quarters, New York, where 39 States pledged
contributions for 1981 in cash or kind. Pledges
announced were estimated at $103.9 million.

Contributor

Argentina
Australia
Austria

CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNRWA FOR THE YEAR ENDING 31 DECEMBER 1980

(in US dollar equivalents)

Payments
in kind

-
-

Payments
in cash

5,000
466,433
132,000

Payments Payments
Total Contributor in kind in cash Total

5,000 Bahamas - 500 500
466,433 Bahrain - 15,000 15,000
132,000 Belgium 1,293,233a 635,257 1,926,490

-



Contributor 
Payments

In kind Total
Benin -
Canada 3,012,689a

Chile -
Cyprus
Denmark
Egypt
EEC
Finland

-
-

24,190,163a

France 356,240
Gazaauthorities
Germany. Federal

100,352

Republic of 560,427
Ghana -
Greece 14,342
Holy See -
Iceland -
Indonesia -
Iraq -
Ireland -
Israel 450,625
Japan 3,211,009
Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Liberia
Libyan Arab

Jamahiriya
Luxembourg
Malaysia
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mexico
Monaco

355,219
-

61,564
-

-
-
-

-
-
-

Morocco
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Oman
OPEC Fund

aAt donor’s valuation.

-

-
-
-
-

Payments Payments
in cash

Payments
Total Contributor in kind in cash

1,000 1,000 Pakistan 20,843
1,864,407 4,677,096 Panama - 500

3,000 3,000 Philippines - 5,000
2,690 2,690 Portugal 2,000

2,166,665 2,166,665 Qatar - 250,000
8,560 8,560 Republic of Korea - 5,ooo

- 24,190,163 San Marino 1,638
274,725 274,725 Saudi Arabia - 5,000,000
936,000 1,292,240 Singapore 1,500

100,352 Sri Lanka 1,000 -
Suriname - 1,000

5,316,611 5,677,036 Sweden - 11,235,027
5,200 5,200 Switzerland 3,919,652a 670,766

22,000 36,342 Syrian Arab
2,500 2,500 Republic 160,020 -

17,500 17,500 Thailand - 17,620
6,000 6,000 Trinidad and Tobago - 4,975

5,121,600 5,121,600 Tunisia 6,533
164,975 164,975 United Arab

- 450,625 Emirates - 670,000
6,422,016 9,633,027 United Kingdom - 10,442,250

- 355,219 United States 52,000,000
2,100,000 2,100,000

- 61,564 Subtotal 37,686,535 115,243,592
5,000 5,000

1,250,000
16,644

1,500
543

2,000
5,000

735
59,220

2,852,206
116,174

3,919,667
25,000

923,390

1,250,000
United Nations and Payments in

16,644
specialized agencies kind and cash Total

1,500 United Nations 5,320,000
543 UNESCO 642,180

2,000 WHO 304,042
5,000

735 Subtotal 6,266,222
59,220

2,852,206 Non-governmental sources 2,662,013
116,174 Miscellaneous income and

3,919,667 exchange adjustments 4,972,192
25,000

923,390 Total 166,850,554

442 Political and security questions

20,843
500

5,000
2,000

250,000
5,000
1,638

5,000,000
I ,500
1,000
1,000

11,235,027
4,590,418

160,020
17,620

4,975
6,533

670,000
10,442,250
52,OOO,OOO

152,930,127

5,320,OOO
642,160
304,042

6,266,222

2,662,013

4,972,192

166,650,554

Documentary references, voting details and texts of resolutions

Consideration by the General Assembly

General Assembly- 35th session
Ad Hoc Committee of General Assembly for Announcement

of  Voluntary Contr ibut ions to UNRWA. meet ing 1
(A/AC.205/SR.1) of 17 November.

Special Political Committee, meetings 6-13.
Plenary meeting 50.

A/35/13. Report of Commissioner-General of UNRWA, 1 July
1979-30 June 1990.

A/35/316(S/14045). Letter of 27 June from Israel.
A/35/419(S/14129). Letter of 20 August from Pakistan

(transmitting resolutions and final communique of 11th
Islamic Conference of Foreign Ministers, Islamabad 17-22
May).

A/35/438 and Corr.1. Offers of scholarships and grants for
higher education for Palestine refugees. Report of
Secretary-General.

A/35/472. Population and refugees displaced since 1967.
Report of Secretary-General.

A/35/473. Palestine refugees in Gaza Strip. Report of
Secretary-General.

A/35/474. Report of United Nations Conciliation Commission
for Palestine. Note by Secretary-General.

A/35/526. Report of Working Group on Financing of UNRWA.
A/35/563 (S/14234). Report of Secretary-General. Chapter

IV.

A/SPC/35/L.3. United States: draft resolution, approved by
Special Political Committee on 22 October, meeting 13. by
recorded vote of 119 to 0, with 1 abstention, as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burma. Burundi, Byelorussian SSR. Canada, Chad, Chile,
China. Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El
Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, German
Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of,
Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Ice-
land. India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq. Ireland. Italy. Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar,
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mon-
golia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zea-
land. Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suri-
name, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United King-
dom, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania, United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: None
Abstaining: Israel.

A/35/579. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution A.

Resolution 35/13 A, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/579, adopted by Assembly on 3 Novem-
ber 1980. meeting 50, by recorded vote of 109 to 0, with 1
abstention, as follows:

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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In favour: Afghanistan. Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Aus-
tria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR. Canada,
Chad, Chile, China, Congo, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland,
France, Gambia, German Democratic Republic, Greece,
Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, In-
donesia, Iran. Iraq. Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Ro-
mania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Suri-
name, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Trinidad
and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United
Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United Republic of
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United States,
Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam. Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: None
Abstaining: Israel.

7. Calls upon all Governments as a matter of urgency to
make the most generous efforts possible to meet the antic-
ipated needs of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, 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 increasing their regular contribu-
tions;

8. Decides to extend until 30 June 1984, without preju-
dice to the provisions of paragraph 11 of General Assembly
resolution 194(III). the mandate of the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East.

A/SPC/35/L.4 and Rev.1. Bangladesh, Jordan, Lebanon,
Oman, Pakistan, Qatar: draft resolution and revision, ap-
proved by Special Political Committee on 22 October, meet-
ing 13. by recorded vote of 116 to 1, with 2 abstentions, as
follows:

Assistance to Palestine refugees

The General Assembly.
Recalling its resolution 34/52 A of 23 November 1979 and

all previous resolutions on the question, including resolution
194(lll) 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
1979 to 30 June 1980,

1. Notes with deep regret that repatriation or compensa-
tion of the refugees as provided for in paragraph 11 of Gener-
al Assembly resolution 194(lll) has not been effected, that no
substantial progress has been made in the programme en-
dorsed by the Assembly in paragraph 2 of its resolution
513(VI) of 26 January 1952 for the reintegration of refugees
either by repatriation or resettlement and that, therefore, the
situation of the refugees continues to be a matter of serious
concern;

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burma. Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central Afri-
can Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Dji-
bouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland,
France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana,
Honduras, Hungary, Iceland. India, Indonesia, Iran. Iraq,
Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Luxembourg. Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mauri-
tania. Mexico. Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Ro-
mania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Repub-
lic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukrainian SSR. USSR, United Arab Emirates, United King-
dom, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of
Tanzania. Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Israel
Abstaining: Malawi. United States.

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 specialized
agencies and private organizations for their valuable work in
assisting the refugees;

A/35/579. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution B.

3. Reiterates its request that the headquarters of the
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-
gees in the Near East should be relocated within the area of
its operations as soon as practicable;

Resolution 35/13 B, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/579. adopted by Assembly on 3 Novem-
ber 1980. meeting 50, by recorded vote of 109 to 1, with 1
abstention, as follows:

4. Notes with regret that the United Nations Conciliation
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 Com-
mission to exert continued efforts towards the implementation
of that paragraph and to report to the Assembly as appropri-
ate, but no later than 1 October 1961;

5. Directs attention to the continuing seriousness of the
financial position of the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, as outlined
in the report of the Commissioner-General;

6. 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 United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East is still insuffi-
cient to cover essential budget requirements in the present
year and that, at currently foreseen levels of giving, deficits
will recur each year;

In favour: Afghanistan. Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Aus-
tria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil,
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Canada,
Chad. Chile, China, Congo, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia.
Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Fin-
land, France, German Democratic Republic, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras,
Hungary, Iceland, India. Indonesia. Iran. Iraq. Ireland. Italy.
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jama-
hiriya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives,
Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger.
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines,
Poland. Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Prin-
cipe. Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Swaziland. Sweden, Syrian
Arab Republic, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Turkey, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates,
United Kingdom, United Republic of Cameroon, United
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Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela,
Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against; Israel
Abstaining: United States.

Offers by Member States of grants and scholarships for
higher education, including vocational training,

for the Palestine refugees

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 212(III) of 19 November 1948 on

assistance to Palestine refugees,
Recalling also its resolution 34/52 C of 23 November 1979,
Cognizant of the fact that the Palestine refugees have, for

the last three decades, lost their lands and means of
livelihood,

Having examined with appreciation the report of the
Secretary-General on offers of scholarships and grants for
higher education for Palestine refugees and the scope of the
implementation of resolution 34/52 C.

Having a/so examined with appreciation the report of the
Commissioner-General of the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, cover-
ing the period from 1 July 1979 to 30 June 1980, dealing with
this subject,

Noting that fewer than one per thousand of the Palestine
refugee students have the chance to continue higher educa-
tion, including vocational training,

Noting a/so that over the past several years the number of
scholarships offered by the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East has dwindled
to half of what it was because of the Agency’s recurring
budgetary difficulties,

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 the 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 scholarships and grants to Palestine refugees
in addition to their contributions to the regular budget of the
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-
gees in the Near East;

3. Expresses its appreciation to all Governments, special-
ized agencies and non-governmental organizations which re-
sponded favourably to General Assembly resolution 33/112
C of 18 December 1978;

4. Invites the relevant United Nations agencies to con-
tinue to expand the inclusion, within their respective spheres
of competence, of assistance for higher education for the
Palestine refugee students;

5. Requests the Secretary-General, in co-ordination with
the Council of the United Nations University, the United
Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in
the Near East and the United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization. to study ways and means of estab-
lishing at Jerusalem a university of arts and sciences to cater
to the needs of Palestine refugees in the area, under the aegis
of the United Nations;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a report on
the establishment of the said university to the General As-
sembly at its thirty-sixth session;

7. 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:

8. Also appeals to all States, specialized agencies and
other international bodies to contribute towards the estab-
l ishment  of  vocat ional  t ra in ing centres for  Palest ine
refugees;

9. Requests the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East to act as recipient
and trustee for such special allocations and scholarships
and to award them to qualified Palestine refugee candidates;

10. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the
General Assembly at its thirty-sixth session on the implemen-
tation of the present resolution.

A/SPC/35/L.5. Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Canada, Den-
mark. Finland, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece,
India, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy. Japan, Malaysia, Nether-
lands, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, Sweden: draft resolu-
tion. approved without objection by Special Political Com-
mittee on 22 October, meeting 13.

A/35/579. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution C.

Resolution 35/13 C, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/579, adopted without vote by Assembly
on 3 November 1980, meeting 50.

Assistance to persons displaced as a result
of the June 1967 hostilities

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 34/52 B of 23 November 1979 and

all 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
1979 to 30 June 1980,

Concerned about the continued human suffering resulting
from the June 1967 hostilities in the Middle East,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 34/52 B and all previous reso-
lutions on the question;

2. Endorses, bearing in mind the objectives of those reso-
lutions, 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 tempo-
rary measure, to other persons in the area who are at present
displaced and in serious need of continued assistance as a
result of the June 1967 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 intergov-
ernmental and non-governmental organizations concerned.

A/SPC/35/L.6. Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, Denmark,
Germany, Federal Republic of, India. Indonesia. Nether-
lands, New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines, Spain, Sweden,
Trinidad and Tobago, Yugoslavia, Zaire: draft resolution,
approved without objection by Special Political Committee
on 22 October, meeting 13.

A/SPC/35/L.9. Administrative and financial implications of
16-power draft resolution, A/SPC/35/L.6. Statement by
Secretary-General.

A/35/579. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution D.

Resolution 35/13 D, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/579, adopted without vote by Assembly
on 3 November 1980, meeting 50.

Working Group on the Financing of the United Nations
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 1972, 3090(XXVlll) of 7
December 1973, 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 and 34/52 D of 23 November 1979,

Having considered the report of the Working Group on the
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Financing of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees in the Near East,

Taking into account 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 1979 to 30 June 1980.

Grave/y concerned at the critical financial situation of the
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-
gees in the Near East, which has already reduced the essen-
tial minimum services being provided to the Palestine refu-
gees and which threatens even greater reductions in the
future,

Emphasizing the urgent need for extraordinary efforts in
order to maintain, at least at their present minimum level, the
activities of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees in the Near East,

1. Commends the Working Group on the Financing of the
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-
gees 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 Working
Group;

3. Requests the Working Group to continue its efforts, in
co-operation with the Secretary-General and the Commis-
sioner-General, for the financing of the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East for
a further period of one year:

4. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the neces-
sary services and assistance to the Working Group for the
conduct of its work.

A/SPC/35/L.7. Bangladesh, India. Indonesia, Madagascar,
Pakistan, Yugoslavia: draft resolution, approved by Special
Political Committee on 22 October, meeting 13. by recorded
vote of 100 to 3, with 18 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bar-
bados, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian
SSR. Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia,
Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dji-
bouti, Ecuador. Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, German
Democratic Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana,
Honduras. Hungary, India, Indonesia. Iran. Iraq. Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho, Li-
beria, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mal-
dives, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozam-
bique, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru,
Philippines. Poland, Portugal, Qatar. Romania, Rwanda, Sao
Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sin-
gapore, 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 Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
Upper Volta. Uruguay, Venezuela. Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugosla-
via. Zaire. `Zambia

Against: Canada. Israel, United States
Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Fin-

land, France, Gabon, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ice-
land, Ireland, Italy. Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom,

A/35/579. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution E.

Resolution 35/13 E. as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/579, adopted by Assembly on 3 Novem-
ber 1980. meeting 50. by recorded vote of 96 to 3. with 16
abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Barbados,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil. Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelo-
russian SSR. Chad, Chile, China, Congo, Cyprus, Czecho-
slovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,
Ecuador. Egypt. Ethiopia, Fiji, Gambia, German Democratic

Republic, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Iran. Iraq. Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar,
Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu-
gal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri
Lanka, Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thai-
land, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrai-
nian SSR, USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia

Against: Canada, Israel, United States
Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Fin-

land, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Iceland, Ire-
land, Italy. Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom.

Population and refugees displaced since 1967

The General Assembly.
Recalling Security Council resolution 237(1967) of 14

June 1967,
Recalling a/so its resolutions 2252(ES-V) of 4 July 1967,

2452 A (XXIII) of 19 December 1968, 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 1973,333l
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 Decem-
ber 1977. 33/112 F of 16 December 1978, 34/52 E of 23
November 1979 and ES-7/2 of 29 July 1980,

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
1979 to 30 June 1980, and the report of the Secretary-
General of 8 October 1980,

1. Reaffirms the inalienable rights of all the displaced in-
habitants to return to their homes or former places of resi-
dence 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 of return by any
displaced person is inconsistent with that inalienable right
and inadmissible;

2. Considers any and all agreements embodying any re-
striction on or condition for the return of the displaced in-
habitants as null and void;

3. 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 the dis-

placed 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 by the opening of its thirty-
sixth session on Israel’s compliance with paragraph 4 above.

A/SPC/35/L.8. Bangladesh, India. Indonesia, Madagascar,
Pakistan. Yugoslavia: draft resolution, approved by Special
Political Committee on 22 October, meeting 13, by recorded
vote of 116 to 1, with 4 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR. Central African Repub-
lic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,
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Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland,
France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana,
Honduras, Hungary, Iceland. India, Indonesia. Iran. Iraq.
Ireland. Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya.
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway,
Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, 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
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uru-
guay, Venezuela, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia

Against: Israel
Abstaining: Canada, Ivory Coast, Malawi, United States.

A/35/579. Report of Special Political Committee, draft reso-
lution F.

Resolution 35/13 F, as recommended by Special Political
Committee, A/35/579. adopted by Assembly on 3 Novem-
ber 1980, meeting 50. by recorded vote of 112 to 1, with 3
abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina,
Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Bhutan, Bo-
livia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR.
Chad, Chile, China, Congo, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gambia,
German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic
of, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland.
India. Indonesia. Iran, Iraq. Ireland, Italy. Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Luxembourg,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Paki-

stan. Panama,’ Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe. Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Suri-
name, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian
SSR. USSR, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United
Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, Upper
Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam. Yemen, Yugoslavia,
Zaire, Zambia

Against: Israel
Abstaining: Canada. Ivory Coast, United States.

Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip

The General Assembly,
Recalling Security Council resolution 237(1967) of 14

June 1967,
Recalling also its 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 Decem-
ber 1978 and 34/52 F of 23 November 1979,

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
1979 to 30 June 1980, and the report of the Secretary-
General of 8 October 1980.

Recalling the provisions of paragraph 11 of its resolution
194(lll) 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 consti-
tute a violation of their inalienable right of return,

1. Calls once more upon Israel to desist from removal and
resettlement of Palestine refugees in the Gaza Strip and from
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 by the opening of its thirty-
sixth session on Israel’s compliance with paragraph 1 above.

Other  documents
A/35/5/Add.3. UNRWA. Audited financial statements for year

ended 31 December 1979 and report of Board of Auditors.

Assistance for the reconstruction and development of Lebanon

At its April/May 1980 session, the Economic
and Social Council considered a report of the
Secretary-General on assistance for the recon-
struction and development of Lebanon under a
co-ordinated programme authorized by the
General Assembly in 1978.80

In  h i s  repo r t ,  da ted  20  Februa ry ,  t he
Secretary-General observed that since 1974 war
and civil disturbances in Lebanon had cost the
lives of over 60,000 people, led to a large-scale
exodus of persons and caused widespread de-
struction of property. He noted that a general
deterioration of services across all sectors had oc-
curred and that the Government was experienc-
ing serious problems in extending its authority
throughout ‘the country. These conditions
necessitated an emergency programme of assis-
tance for overall reconstruction and develop-
ment. The report outlined international assis-

tance given and pledged to Lebanon by the
United Nations as well as bilaterally.

On 25 April 1980, the United Nations Co-
ordinator, appointed by the Secretary-General
in 1979 to help and advise the Lebanese Govern-
ment in matters relating to reconstruction and
development, presented an oral report to the
Council, providing additional information on
the prevailing situation, the plans and pro-
grammes of the Lebanese Government for the
country’s reconstruction and development and
its request for United Nations assistance.

The Council adopted without vote on 29
April a resolution on the matter, sponsored by
22 States (see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below).
By that resolution - 1980/15 -the Council ap-

8OSee Y.U.N., 1978, p. 373, resolution 33/146 of 20 December
1978.
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pealed to all Governments to contribute to the ects as well as the programme as a whole. In
reconstruction and development of Lebanon, order to stay within the limited funds available,
requested the specialized agencies, organiza- the Government adopted an abridged pro-
t ions and programmes wi th in the Uni ted gramme and provided for an expenditure of
Nations system in a position to help in this $298.5 million for 12 months, with half this
field to do so, and requested the Secretary- amount to be spent in the south.
General to continue to render support. For its programme in the south, Lebanon

In a second report, submitted on 3 October, designated the United Nations Children’s Fund
the Secretary-General gave the General Assem- (UNICEF) as executing agency for water-supply
bly a comprehensive account of developments projects and the repair and construction of schools
through mid-1980 and of the activities of the and hospitals. On 14 October, UNICEF and the
United Nations agencies and others concerned Council for Development and Reconstruction
with reconstruction efforts in Lebanon. The signed an agreement according to which UNICEF

report outlined a short-term reconstruction and would provide assistance in identifying, drawing
development programme prepared by Lebanon’s up and implementing those projects in 1980-1981.
Council for Development and Reconstruction, At its regular 1980 session, the Assembly, with
to be financed mainly with assistance pledged by the adoption of resolution 35/85 on 5 December,
the League of Arab States at the Tenth Arab
Summit Conference (Tunis, Tunisia, November

requested the Secretary-General to continue to
render assistance which could be mobilized

1979). At that Conference, it had been decided within the United Nations system to help Leba-
that the contribution of the Arab countries non in its reconstruction and development plans
would be $2 billion over a five-year period, with and in their implementation. It noted with satis-
half of that amount to be spent in the south. In faction the assistance already provided or
addition, the Conference of Arab Ministers for pledged by a number of countries and called on
Social Affairs (Beirut, Lebanon, May 1980) of- the specialized agencies, organs and other
fered $64 million for immediate rehabilitation bodies of the United Nations to intensify their ef-
and relief projects in the south. forts in this field.

The Council for Development and Recon- The Assembly adopted resolution 35/85, with-
struction based its programme on three criteria: out vote, on the recommendation of its Second
economic and social priorities; whether a given (Economic and Financial) Committee which had
project could be carried out in the existing un- approved, on 19 November, also without vote, a
satisfactory security conditions; and whether the text sponsored by 30 Members (see DOCUMENTA-
Government could implement the different proj- RY REFERENCES below).

Documentary references and texts of resolutions

Economic and Social Council- 1st regular session. 1980
Plenary meetings 13,14,16.

A/35/99. Report of Secretary-General.
E/1960/L.29. Argentina, Brazil, Cyprus, Ecuador, Ethiopia,

France, Indonesia, Iraq, Italy. Japan, Jordan, Lebanon,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan,
Senegal, Sudan, United Arab Emirates, United States,
Yugoslavia: draft resolution.

Resolution 1960/15. as proposed by 22 powers, E/1980/
L.29, adopted without vote by Council on 29 April 1980,
meeting 16.

The Economic and Social Council,
Recalling General Assembly resolutions 33/146 of 20

December 1978 and 34/135 of 14 December 1979 and
Economic and Social Council decision 1979/15 of 4 May
1979,

Having studied the report of the Secretary-General on
assistance for the reconstruction and development of Leba-
non, and the supplementary information conveyed in the oral
statement made by the United Nations Co-ordinator for Assis-
tance to Lebanon,

Commending the Co-ordinator for his efforts in the dis-
charge of his duties,

Sharing fully the concern of the Government of Lebanon
that reconstruction and development must not await a politi-

cal settlement and the full restoration of public order, since
such reconstruction and development will contribute to a cli-
mate of peace and promote national reconciliation,

Bearing in mind that the restoration and reconstruction of
the economy of the country and its long-term development on
a balanced and equitable basis will call for a vast and sus-
tained national effort, which will need to be supplemented by
external assistance,

Taking note of the programme of reconstruction and devel-
opment for the current year drawn up by the Government of
Lebanon and its request for United Nations assistance in ex-
ecuting that programme and in the preparation and imple-
mentation of long-term plans,

Welcoming the aid already furnished or pledged by a
number of countries, including the countries of the League of
Arab States at the Tenth Arab Summit Conference, held at
Tunis from 20 to 22 November 1979,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for
his report:

2. Appeals to all Governments to contribute to the recon-
struction and development of Lebanon:

3. Requests the specialized agencies and other organiza-
tions and programmes within the United Nations system
which are in a position to help in this field to do so;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render
support and assistance which can be mobilized within the
United Nations system to help the Government of Lebanon in
its reconstruction and development plans;
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5. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Gener-
al Assembly at its thirty-fifth session on the steps taken to
implement the present resolution.

Genera/Assembly- 35th session
Second Committee, meetings 36-38,40,42-44
Plenary meeting 84.

A/35/381 and Corr.1,2. Report of Secretary-General.
A/C.2/35/L.57. Bangladesh, Chad, Cyprus, Djibouti, Ecua-

dor, Egypt, France, Guinea, Italy. Japan, Jordan, Kuwait,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Mauritania, Morocco,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Philippines, Qatar, Senegal,
Somalia, Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Tunisia, United
Arab Emirates, United States, Uruguay, Yemen: draft reso-
lution, approved without vote by Second Committee on 19
November, meeting 44.

A/35/663. Report of Second Committee (on special economic
and disaster relief assistance). draft resolution II.

Resolution 35/85. as recommended by Second Committee,
A/35/663, adopted without vote by Assembly on 5 Decem-
ber 1980, meeting 84.

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 33/146 of 20 December 1976 and

Chapter XIII

Situation in Cyprus

In 1980, the Security Council twice extended,
by resolutions 472(1980) and 482(1980) of 13
June and 11 December, the mandate of the
United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus
( U N F I C Y P ) .

Throughout the year, efforts to narrow the
political differences between the two communities
in Cyprus and to find a just, negotiated solution to
the Cyprus problem continued. The Secretary-
General, in pursuance of the mission of good of-
fices entrusted to him by the Security Council,
continued his efforts, directly and through his Spe-
cial Representative in Cyprus, to bring the parties
closer together. By August, agreement was
reached by the parties, and the intercommunal
talks resumed formally on 9 August and entered
their substantive phase on 16 September. The

Political and related developments

Communications (January-May)
Be tween  January  and  May  1980 ,  t he

Secretary-General received from Cyprus and
Turkey a number of communications charging
provocative actions or containing statements on
behalf of one or the other of the two communities

34/135 of 14 December 1979 on assistance for the recon-
struction and development of Lebanon,

Recalling a/so Economic and Social Council resolution
1980/15 of 29 April 1980,

Noting with satisfaction the reports of the Secretary-
General on assistance for the reconstruction and develop-
ment of Lebanon,

Noting also the statement made by the United Nations Co-
ordinator of Assistance for the Reconstruction and Develop-
ment of Lebanon before the Second Committee,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for
his report:

2. Commends the United Nations Co-ordinator of Assis-
tance for the Reconstruction and Development of Lebanon for
his unstinted efforts in the discharge of his duties:

3. Notes with satisfaction the assistance already provided
or pledged by a number of countries:

4. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to render
assistance which can be mobilized within the United Nations
system to help the Government of Lebanon in its reconstruc-
tion and development plans and in their implementation;

5. Calls upon the specialized agencies, organs and other
bodies of the United Nations system to intensify their efforts
in this field;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Gener-
al Assembly at its thirty-sixth session on the progress
achieved in the implementation of the present resolution.

Secretary-General also continued to draw atten-
tion to the worsening financial situation of the
United Nations operation in Cyprus.

Having received a report of the Secretary-
General on the resumption of the talks, the
General Assembly in December deferred consid-
eration of the question of Cyprus to its regular
1981 session.

In conformity with Security Council resolu-
tions, UNFICYP continued to discharge its man-
date of preventing the recurrence of fighting, as
well as efforts to discharge its humanitarian func-
tions and to promote normalization of the living
conditions of citizens of both communities in
Cyprus.

Details of these and other related matters are
to be found in the following subchapters.

in Cyprus. Those from Turkey transmitted let-
ters from representatives of the Turkish Cypriot
community.

By letters of 16 January and 22 February,
Turkey transmitted letters of the same dates
from Nail Atalay, identified in the covering let-


