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CHAPTER IX

THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

COMMUNICATIONS RELATING TO THE OBSERVANCE OF THE ARMISTICE

AGREEMENTS IN THE PERIOD JANUARY-MAY 1967

COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNING

RELATIONS BETWEEN

ISRAEL AND SYRIA

In five successive letters dated 8, 9, 11, 15

and 17 January 1967, Israel complained to the

Security Council of a serious intensification by

Syria of acts of aggression along and across

the border with Israel. These included machine-

gun fire and shelling from tanks from Syrian

military positions at Israel villages, tractors,

farmers and fishing boats on Lake Tiberias,

in the Demilitarized Zone and defensive area.

Acts of sabotage by mines and explosives also

had been committed by terrorists coming from

Syria. Such gross violations of the Israel-Syrian

General Armistice Agreement, Israel said, in-

flamed the tension along the border, endan-

gered the peace of the whole area and could

not be tolerated.

In letters of 10 and 13 January 1967, Syria

informed the Council that the grave deteriora-

tion along the demarcation lines was the result

of the dual Israel aim to increase tension so as

to justify subsequent large-scale aggression

against Syria and to expand its illegal occupa-

tion of the Demilitarized Zone by liquidating

what remained of the rights of Arab cultivators.

Regarding charges made in Israel's letters of

8, 9 and 11 January, Syria stated that in every

instance where there was a Syrian firing, it

was in return of provocative Israel fire directed

against peaceful Arab farmers or Syrian posts.

APPEAL BY SECRETARY-GENERAL

On 15 January 1967, the Secretary-General

informed the Security Council that he had, by

cable, urgently appealed to the Governments

of Israel and Syria, in view of disturbing re-

ports received that morning from the Chief of

Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization in Palestine (UNTSO) of a

threatening military build-up on both sides of

the Armistice Demarcation Line, to restrain

their military forces from any action which

might result in an armed clash, and to accept,

without delay or pre-conditions, the proposal

of the Chief of Staff for holding an immediate

emergency or extraordinary meeting of the

Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commission

(ISMAC) on an agreed agenda, with a view

to reaching an understanding on the problems

of cultivation in the area which had given rise

to the recent incidents.

In response to the Secretary-General, Syria

stated, on 16 January, that it accepted, without

any condition, the proposal of the Chief of

Staff to hold an emergency meeting and that

his proposed agenda was fully agreeable. The

Syrian Government later informed the Chief

of Staff that Syria undertook not to initiate

the opening of firing and that it would not

enter the disputed areas provided the other

party did not enter them. In its reply of 18

January, Israel said that it had on 16 January

accepted the proposal of the Chief of Staff and

was in consultation with him on the agenda

and procedure.

As later reported by the Secretary-General,

the Chief of Staff of UNTSO obtained the

agreement of Israel and Syria to attend an

"emergency and extraordinary meeting" of

ISMAC on an agreed agenda item on cultiva-

tion problems. The first meeting took place on

25 January. After the parties had met three

times, an impasse was reached. On 7 April,

a serious incident broke out between Israel and

Syria over a cultivation problem, and this led

to a further increase of the tension between the

two countries.

A number of communications were submitted

to the Security Council by Israel and Syria

between January and May concerning the

meetings of ISMAC, an incident of 7 April,

other firing incidents along the border, acts of

sabotage inside Israel and the responsibility

of the parties for increased tension.
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In its communications, Israel said that, at

meetings of ISMAC, Syria had not responded

to Israel's concrete proposals for cultivation

arrangements but had put forward pre-condi-

tions to discussing the agreed agenda and had

obstructed the resumption of meetings by re-

fusal to attend. Also, renewed and frequent

opening of fire by Syrian forces against Israel

farms in the Demilitarized Zone, in violation

of the unconditional cease-fire commitment,

showed that Syria would rather shoot than

settle cultivation problems by negotiation.

Israel charged that by firing on 7 April at

Israel tractors cultivating in the Demilitarized

Zone, Syria had initiated a major clash, involv-

ing use of machine-guns, mortars, artillery,

tanks and planes and had then violated cease-

fire arrangements of United Nations Military

Observers. Israel aircraft eventually had silenced

Syrian gun positions and shot down Syrian

planes.

Simultaneously, renewed acts of sabotage,

mine-laying and armed infiltration into Israel

had been carried out by terrorists trained in

and directed from Syrian territory. The Syrian

Government did not conceal its responsibility,

Israel continued. Its spokesmen repeatedly de-

clared that Syria would in no way be pro-

tectors of Israel from the Palestine Arab

fedayeen. Thus, Israel charged, Syria had bla-

tantly repudiated its obligations under the Ar-

mistice Agreement "to refrain from all kinds

of hostile or aggressive actions." In Security

Council debates which had, for instance, taken

place in October and November 1966,
1
 Israel

added, the Syrian claim of non-responsibility

for infiltration across the border had been cate-

gorically rejected by a great majority of the

Council's members.

In addition, Syrian leaders had frankly mani-

fested their avowed aim to open a total war

against Israel. The statements of Israel leaders,

from which Syria deduced aggressive intentions

on the part of Israel, clearly referred to the

intolerable situation created by Syrian aggres-

siveness and the need to take counter-measures

to curb it. So long as the Syrian Government

persisted in this policy, the Government of

Israel must hold it responsible for all the con-

sequences; and, in the face of continuous Syrian

provocation and threats, Israel regarded itself

as fully entitled to act in self-defence as circum-

stances warranted.

Syria, in its communications during this pe-

riod, charged that Israel was constantly harass-

ing Arab farmers in the Demilitarized Zone and

opening fire on Syrian military positions, while

Israel armoured tractors were cultivating Arab

land in the Demilitarized Zone, backed by Is-

rael armed forces illegally placed there.

While it falsely attributed incidents to Syria,

Israel, Syria also charged, was undertaking pro-

vocative acts which were aimed at paralysing

the work of ISMAC and blaming it on Syria.

As proof of Israel's ill faith, Syria cited the

contradiction between (i) Israel's attendance at

meetings to discuss cultivation problems in the

Demilitarized Zone while reiterating its claim

to and imposing its sovereignty over that Zone,

and denying the competence of the Mixed

Armistice Commission and its Chairman (the

only responsible authority in the Demilitarized

Zone according to the General Armistice Agree-

ment) to deal with the cultivation problems

there which Israel had agreed to discuss, and

(ii) Israel's refusal to consider Syria as a party

to any dispute concerning the Demilitarized

Zone. Syria rejected these Israel positions.

Syria stated that reports by the Secretary-

General of 1 November 1966 and 2 November

1966 (dealing respectively with the inability

of ISMAC to function and the status of the

Demilitarized Zone set up by the General Ar-

mistice Agreement between Israel and Syria)

had established that Israel had been responsible

for the inability of ISMAC to function since

1951 and that Israel's military occupation of

the Zone was illegal. Syria said it would con-

tinue to accept attending the agreed-upon meet-

ings of ISMAC to make practical arrangements

to assure cultivation and other civilian work

along the Armistice Line, provided that such

arrangements did not in any way prejudice its

rights provided for in the General Armistice

Agreement or in the final solution of the Pal-

estine question.

The incident of 7 April, Syria charged, was

initiated by an Israel tractor cultivating a dis-

puted land parcel. Israel had carried out a pre-

meditated attack in accordance with a well-

1 See Y.U.N., 1966, pp. 170-172.
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prepared plan to provoke Syria into a full-scale

war. During the battle, Israel had refused a

cease-fire proposal of the Chairman of ISMAC

and had resumed its air bombardment. More-

over, Israel had continued its acts of provoca-

tion after 7 April, encouraged by the imperialist

powers and the forces of reaction.

As for Israel's accusation of a "people's war"

against Israel, Syria stated that it was not

responsible for and would not obstruct the

activities of Palestinian Arabs seeking to restore

their inalienable right to self-determination. The

Government and people of Syria were deter-

mined not to accept more humiliation from the

Zionist settlers in Arab Palestine, in spite of all

the backing they received from their masters

and regardless of the results. The threats and

invocation of the right of self-defence by Israel

officials pointed to the conclusion that another

Suez was in the making, Syria stated.

On 8 May, the Secretary-General circulated

to the Security Council a message which he

had sent that day to the Chief of Staff of

UNTSO, noting the latter's untiring efforts to

effect resumption of the eightieth emergency

and extraordinary meeting of ISMAC and his

disturbing conclusion that the serious incidents

of 7 April had widened the gap between the

positions of the parties on the resumption of

that meeting and that consequently it was not

possible for the time being to expect any fruit-

ful convening of such a meeting. The interests

of peace in the area nevertheless dictated con-

tinued efforts and he had asked the Chief of

Staff to initiate separate talks with each of

the parties with a view to achieving an under-

standing on practical arrangements for cultiva-

tion problems along the Armistice Demarca-

tion Line without prejudice to the positions of

either party. Also, he had strongly endorsed

the appeal of the Chief of Staff to both parties

to exercise the utmost restraint, to observe the

unconditional cease-fire and to make use of the

ISMAC machinery in order to resolve any dif-

ferences which arose between them.

COMMUNICATIONS ABOUT AN ISRAEL

MILITARY PARADE IN JERUSALEM

On 6 February 1967, in a communication to

the Secretary-General, Jordan protested a de-

cision by Israel to hold a military parade on

15 May 1967 in Jerusalem in defiance of the

General Armistice Agreement and a Security

Council resolution (162(1961)) of 11 April

1961.
2
 In a further communication dated 18

May, Jordan said that Israel had held the pa-

rade, not heeding the warning of the Chairman

of the Mixed Armistice Commission concerned,

who had said that as the proposed parade in

Jerusalem would increase tension in the area,

he could not support it.

In replies dated 9 February and 2 June, re-

spectively, Israel said that the Israel Govern-

ment had publicly announced on 11 December

1966 that the army parade on Independence

Day would be held in Jerusalem, "within the

framework of the Israel-Jordan Armistice

Agreement." The parade had been held as

planned.

On 10 May, the representative of Algeria,

acting in that capacity and as Chairman of the

Arab group of Members for the month of May,

drew the Secretary-General's attention to the

serious situation arising from Israel's decision

to hold a military parade in Jerusalem, stating

that it was nothing but a step toward strength-

ening the Israel conquest of the "Holy City"

of Jerusalem to establish that city as Israel's

political capital.

FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS

FROM ISRAEL AND JORDAN

On 6 February, Jordan, referring to an Israel

complaint of 30 December in which Israel

alleged that landmines, laid by persons coming

from and withdrawing to Jordan, had been

discovered on 9 December on tracks near the

Hebron sector, said that adequate investigation

of the Israel charges had not been permitted

by the Israel authorities who had refused to

comply with the provisions of the General Ar-

mistice Agreement and were intent on destroy-

ing the United Nations Armistice machinery in

the area. Jordan asked the Secretary-General to

circulate to the Council a comprehensive report

covering the full investigation of Israel's charges

against Jordan.

In a communication of 9 February, Israel

stated, inter alia, that questions concerning the

investigation of a complaint to the Israel-Jordan

2 See Y.U.N., 1961, p. 155.
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Mixed Armistice Commission were matters to

be dealt with on the local Commission level.

On 15 March, the Secretary-General submit-

ted to the Council the requested report on the

investigation by the Israel-Jordan Mixed Armis-

tice Commission, based on information received

from the Chief of Staff of UNTSO. The Com-

mission stated that at first Israel had limited

its co-operation with the Commission, in par-

ticular by rejecting a request to show footprints

referred to by a witness. By the time the in-

vestigation was resumed, no additional physical

evidence could be found, owing to weather con-

ditions, and the investigation had ended incon-

clusively.

In two communications dated 16 and 23

March, Jordan said that the report, as sub-

mitted, was not the whole truth and that the

findings of the Chairman of the Mixed Armis-

tice Commission had corroborated Jordan's

presentation of the facts.

In two communications dated 21 and 23

March, the Secretary-General emphasized that

the primary purpose of reports submitted by

the Chief of Staff and by the Secretary-General

was to try to bridge differences and not to aggra-

vate them; he added that he was satisfied that

the report submitted fairly covered the essential

facts.

In a letter dated 17 April, addressed to the

Secretary-General, Jordan complained that on

16 March, Israel forces had crossed the Armis-

tice Demarcation Line south of Hebron, causing

the death of two Jordanian civilians. The Israel-

Jordan Mixed Armistice Commission had

found that the Israel act constituted a complete

disregard and a flagrant violation of the Gen-

eral Armistice Agreement.

In a further communication dated 17 May,

Jordan said that the Mixed Armistice Commis-

sion had, in a decision of 3 May, condemned

the Israel authorities for crossing the Armistice

Demarcation Line into Latrun no-man's land

on 15 April, and for ploughing areas situated

in Jordan and in no-man's land.

COMMUNICATIONS ON REPARATION

CLAIM AGAINST JORDAN

Four letters were addressed by the Secretary-

General to Jordan, on 24 April, 4 May, 12 May

and 1 June, concerning a claim for reparation

from Jordan in connexion with the death of

a United Nations Military Observer, Lieut.-

Colonel George A. Flint of the Canadian Army,

on Mount Scopus on 26 May 1958 while serv-

ing on behalf of the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization (UNTSO). The Sec-

retary-General said that the claim for repara-

tion was presented under the authority given to

the Secretary-General by General Assembly res-

olutions of 1 December 1949
3
 and 21 Decem-

ber 1952
4
 because reports had established that

the death of Lieut.-Colonel Flint was caused

by a deliberate shot fired from Jordanian terri-

tory while Lieut.-Colonel Flint was carrying a

white flag. Having carefully studied the reasons

given in a Jordan letter dated 23 August 1966,

to the effect that the Government of Jordan

was not responsible in this matter, the Secre-

tary-General said he was bound to point out

that those reasons did not appear reconcilable

with the relevant findings reported to the Se-

curity Council. In making this claim for repara-

tion, he was in no way seeking to attribute

responsibility for the incident in the Mount

Scopus area on 26 May 1958; nor did he con-

sider the total investigation carried out by

UNTSO into the chain of events which brought

it about relevant to the issue.

In three communications to the Secretary-

General on 1, 8 and 15 May, Jordan reaffirmed

its position that the whole chain of events

which had culminated in the death of Lieut.-

Colonel Flint had commenced with Israel's

violation of the Mount Scopus Area Agreement,

and that the bullet causing the death had come

from an Israel position. Israel was therefore

fully and solely responsible and liable to pay

reparations.

Jordan also disagreed with the conclusions

and statements contained in the reports about

the incident submitted to the Security Council

in 1958 by the UNTSO Chief of Staff, General

Carl Von Horn. It had been said that these

reports seemed to be strongly at variance, to

say the least, with the views expressed some

years later in a book by General Von Horn,

3
See Y.U.N., 1948-49, p. 945, text of resolution

365 (IV).
4 See Y.U.N., 1952, p. 815, text of resolution 690
(VII).
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entitled Soldiering for Peace, concerning the maintained, the facts were still in dispute and

nature of the investigation. On this basis, Jordan needed further investigation.
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On 18 May 1967, the Secretary-General sub-

mitted a special report to the General Assembly

concerning the withdrawal of the United Na-

tions Emergency Force (UNEF) from Sinai

and the Gaza Strip. On that day, the report

said, the Secretary-General received a message

from the Foreign Minister of the United Arab

Republic, informing him that the Government

of the United Arab Republic had decided to

terminate the presence of UNEF in Sinai and

the Gaza Strip and requesting that the neces-
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sary steps be taken for the withdrawal of the

Force as soon as possible.

In a reply sent on the evening of the same

day, the Secretary-General recalled that UNEF

had entered Egyptian territory with the consent

of the United Arab Republic Government and

in fact could remain there only as long as that

consent continued, and he stated that the

United Arab Republic Government's request

would be complied with and that instructions

would be issued for the necessary arrangements

to be put in train without delay for the orderly

withdrawal of the Force. The Secretary-Gen-

eral also indicated in the reply that he had

serious misgivings about the action taken by

the United Arab Republic, as he believed that

UNEF had been an important factor in main-

taining relative quiet in the area of its deploy-

ment during the past 10 years and that its with-

drawal might have grave implications for peace.

The special report to the General Assembly

also contained an account of the events which

had led to the present situation. On the evening

of 16 May, the report stated, the Commander

of UNEF, Major-General I. J. Rikhye, received

from the Chief of Staff of the United Arab

Republic Armed Forces, General Fawzy, a re-

quest to withdraw all United Nations troops

at observation posts along the border. General

Rikhye replied that he had noted the contents

of the letter and would report immediately to

the Secretary-General since he had no author-

ity to withdraw any troops of UNEF or in any

other way to redeploy them except on instruc-

tions from the Secretary-General.

On learning of the substance of General

Fawzy's letter, the Secretary-General met with

the Permanent Representative of the United

Arab Republic who was requested to convey

urgently to his Government the Secretary-Gen-

eral's views to the effect, in particular, that

General Rikhye was correct in taking no action

until he had received instructions from the

Secretary-General and that any request for the

withdrawal of UNEF must come directly to the

Secretary-General from the United Arab Re-

public Government.

On 17 May, the Commander of UNEF re-

ported that United Arab Republic troops had

moved into the UNEF area at El Sabha and

El Kuntilla and that General Fawzy had re-

quested the withdrawal of UNEF troops from

Sinai, including Sharm El Sheikh, within 24

hours. On that day, the Secretary-General

handed to the Permanent Representative of the

United Arab Republic an aide-mémoire recall-

ing the aforementioned events, together with

an aide-mémoire recording the declaration

made by the Government of Egypt at the time

of the establishment of UNEF that, in exercis-

ing its sovereign rights on any matter concern-

ing the presence and functioning of UNEF, it

would be guided, in good faith, by its accept-

ance of the General Assembly resolution (1000

(ES-I) ) of 5 November 1956
5
 and the declara-

tion of the United Nations that the activities

of UNEF would be guided, in good faith, by

the task established for the Force in this reso-

lution.

In the late afternoon of 17 May, the Sec-

retary-General held an informal meeting with

the representatives of the countries providing

contingents to UNEF to inform them of the

situation and exchange views.

On 18 May, troops of the United Arab Re-

public asked UNEF forces to withdraw from

El Amr, Sharm El Sheikh, and Ras Nasrani;

two artillery shells, apparently ranging rounds

from United Arab Republic artillery, were re-

ported to have burst between the UNEF Yugo-

slav camps at El Quseima and El Sabha. Later

in the afternoon of 18 May, the Secretary-

General convened a meeting with the UNEF

Advisory Committee to inform it of the devel-

opments and consult it on the situation.

After mentioning the foregoing events, the

Secretary-General set forth the reasons which

had compelled him to agree to withdraw UNEF.

UNEF, he pointed out, was introduced into

the territory of the United Arab Republic on

the basis of an agreement reached in 1956 in

Cairo between the Secretary-General and Pres-

ident Nasser and therefore, since United Arab

5 See Y.U.N., 1956, pp. 36-37, text of resolution

1000 (ES-I). by which the Assembly decided, inter

alia: to establish a United Nations command for an

emergency international force to secure and supervise

the cessation of hostilities arising from Israel military

action into Egyptian territories; and to invite the

Secretary-General to take such administrative meas-

ures as might be necessary for the prompt execution of

the actions envisaged in the resolution.
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Republic consent had been, withdrawn, it was

incumbent on the Secretary-General to give

orders for the withdrawal of the Force. The

consent of the host country was a basic prin-

ciple which had applied to all United Nations

peace-keeping operations, and in practical fact,

UNEF could not remain or function without

the continued consent and co-operation of the

host country. The Secretary-General said he

was also influenced by his deep concern to avoid

any action which would either compromise or

endanger the contingents which made up the

Force. In the face of the request for the with-

drawal of the Force, there seemed to the Sec-

retary-General to be no alternative course of

action which could be taken by him without

putting in question the sovereign authority of

the Government of the United Arab Republic

within its own territory.

In concluding his special report, the Secre-

tary-General expressed the deepest concern as

to the possible implications of the latest devel-

opments for peace in the area. He recalled

that for more than 10 years, UNEF, acting as

a buffer between the opposing forces of Israel

and the United Arab Republic on the Armistice

Demarcation Line in Gaza and the international

frontier in Sinai, had been the principal means

of maintaining quiet in the area. Its removal

inevitably restored an armed confrontation of

the United Arab Republic and Israel and re-

moved the stabilizing influence of an interna-

tional force operating along the boundaries of

the two nations. Much as he regretted this

development, the Secretary-General had no op-

tion but to respect and acquiesce in the request

of the Government of the United Arab Repub-

lic and he could only express the hope that

both sides would exercise the utmost calm and

restraint in this new situation which otherwise

would be fraught with danger.

(See also pp. 258-59.)

On 19 May, the Secretary-General submit-

ted a report to the Security Council in which

he conveyed his deep anxiety about recent de-

velopments in the Near East and the increas-

ingly dangerous deterioration in the relations

between the Arab States and Israel. In his

opinion, the current situation was more dis-

turbing, indeed more menacing, than at any

time since the autumn of 1956. Since January

1967, there had been a steady deterioration

along the line between Israel and Syria, par-

ticularly with regard to disputes over cultiva-

tion rights in the Demilitarized Zone. In late

January, the Chief of Staff of the United

Nations Truce Supervision Organization

(UNTSO) had obtained the agreement cf

Israel and Syria to attend an emergency and

extraordinary meeting of the Israel-Syrian

Mixed Armistice Commission (ISMAC) on an

agreed agenda item on cultivation problems.

Although three meetings had actually been

held, the agreed item had not been discussed

because both parties had insisted on first bring-

ing up broader issues. Resumption of the meet-

ings had not been possible owing to an impasse

over a position taken firmly by Syria. In the

absence of an agreement on cultivation arrange-

ments, tension along the line continued high

and the possibility of new armed clashes in

disputed areas was ever present.

A number of factors had served to aggravate

the situation to an unusual degree, the Sec-

retary-General's report added. A major factor

was the sabotage and terrorist activities of El

Fatah, which provoked strong reactions in Is-

rael from the Government and population

alike, and which UNTSO was unable to arrest.

There was no verified information available

about the organization, central direction and

originating source of these acts. The Govern-

ments of Jordan, Lebanon and Syria had offi-

cially disclaimed responsibility for those acts

but the fact was that they recurred with dis-

turbing regularity. Intemperate and bellicose

utterances eagerly reported by press and radio

were unfortunately more or less routine on both

sides of the line. Recent reports from Israel

attributed to some high officials in Israel state-

ments so threatening that they could only in-

crease tensions on the other side of the line.

Persistent reports in the previous few days about

troop movements and concentrations, particu-

larly on the Israel side of the Syrian border,

had caused anxiety, although reports from

UNTSO observers had confirmed the absence

of troop concentrations and significant troop

movements on both sides of the line. The deci-

sion of the Government of the United Arab

Republic to terminate its consent for the con-

tinued presence of UNEF was sudden and un-
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expected, the Secretary-General continued. The

reasons for that decision certainly had nothing

to do with the conduct of UNEF, which had

discharged its responsibilities for more than 10

years with remarkable effectiveness and great

distinction. That was a very long time for any

country to have foreign troops, even under an

international banner, operating autonomously

on its soil. But, because of the prevailing ten-

sions in the area, the timing of the withdrawal

of UNEF left much to be desired. It added one

more frontier on which there was direct con-

frontation between the military forces of Israel

and those of her Arab neighbours.

The Secretary-General noted that there was

widespread misunderstanding about the nature

of the United Nations peace-keeping operations

in general, and UNEF in particular. As he had

pointed out in his special report of 18 May

1967 to the General Assembly, the United Na-

tions Emergency Force was a peace-keeping op-

eration, not an enforcement operation. It was

based entirely on its acceptance by the govern-

ing authority of the territory on which it op-

erated and it was not in any sense related to

Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter.

(For text of Chapter VII of the Charter, see

APPENDIX II.) Neither UNEF nor any other

United Nations peace-keeping operation thus

far undertaken would have been permitted to

enter the territory involved if there had been

any suggestion that it had the right to remain

there against the will of the governing author-

ity. Moreover, United Nations peace-keeping

operations, such as UNEF, depended for their

presence and effectiveness not only on the con-

sent of the authorities in the area of their de-

ployment but on their goodwill and co-opera-

tion. When the United Arab Republic decided

to move its troops up to the line, the buffer

function of UNEF was eliminated; its contin-

ued presence was thus rendered useless and its

position untenable, and its withdrawal became

virtually inevitable.

The Secretary-General observed that the pres-

ence of UNEF had been a deterrent, particu-

larly in sensitive areas such as Sharm El Sheikh

and Gaza, and had to a considerable extent

allowed the Organization for 10 years to ignore

some of the hard realities of the underlying

conflict. The Governments concerned and the

United Nations were now confronted with a

brutally realistic and dangerous situation.

Referring to the Egyptian-Israel Mixed Ar-

mistice Commission (EIMAC), the Secretary-

General said it remained in existence with its

headquarters in Gaza and could, as it had prior

to the establishment of UNEF, provide a lim-

ited form of United Nations presence in the

area, as in the case of the other Mixed Armis-

tice Commissions which were served by the

United Nations Truce Supervision Organiza-

tion (UNTSO). The Government of Israel,

however, had denounced EIMAC and for some

years had refused to participate in it. The

United Nations had never accepted as valid that

unilateral action by Israel. It would be very

helpful if the Government of Israel were to

reconsider its position and resume its participa-

tion.

Finally, the Secretary-General stated that, al-

though troop movements on both sides of the

Israel-United Arab Republic line had been ob-

served following the decision of the United

Arab Republic regarding UNEF, as of the eve-

ning of 19 May these did not seem to have

attained alarming proportions, nor was there

any indication of any major offensive action.

Nevertheless, the confrontation along the line

between the armed forces of the two countries

had begun to reappear; unless there was great

restraint on both sides of the line, a series of

local clashes which might easily escalate into

heavy conflict could readily be envisaged, the

Secretary-General's report concluded.

CONSIDERATION BY SECURITY

COUNCIL ON 24 MAY 1967

In order to discuss the situation with the

Government of the United Arab Republic,

and especially in order to examine with that

Government the situation created by the with-

drawal of UNEF, the Secretary-General trav-

elled to Cairo, United Arab Republic, where

he stayed from 23 to 25 May. While he was

still in Cairo, the Security Council met to con-

sider the situation in the Middle East.

On 23 May 1967, Canada and Denmark

requested an urgent meeting of the Security

Council to consider the extremely grave situa-

tion in the Middle East which was threatening

international peace and security, and they cited
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further deterioration of the situation since the

issuance of the Secretary-General's report of 19

May 1967. On 24 May, the Council decided

to place the question on its agenda.

During its discussion of the situation in the

Middle East, at 23 meetings held between 24

May and 9 July, the Security Council invited

the representatives of the following United Na-

tions Members, at their request, to participate

in the debate, without vote: Algeria, Iraq,

Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mo-

rocco, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia

and the United Arab Republic.

During the two meetings held by the Coun-

cil on 24 May, the representatives of Canada

and Denmark maintained that since the begin-

ning of the withdrawal of the United Nations

Emergency Force (UNEF), the situation along

the border between Israel and the United Arab

Republic had been deteriorating at an alarming

speed. There had been a military build-up

along the border. Moreover, on 22 May, the

President of the United Arab Republic had

announced that Israel ships and other ships

carrying certain cargoes to Israel would be

prevented from passing through the Strait of

Tiran; the Government of Israel, on the other

hand, had declared that it would consider such

a move as an attack. The slightest miscalcula-

tion or misunderstanding by either side of the

other's intentions could lead to large-scale hos-

tilities. The Secretary-General's current mission

to that area, which their delegations fully sup-

ported, could not relieve the Council of any of

its responsibilities.

A draft resolution was submitted by Canada

and Denmark whereby the Security Council

would: (1) express full support for the efforts

of the Secretary-General to pacify the situation;

(2) request all Member States to refrain from

any steps which might worsen the situation;

and (3) invite the Secretary-General to report

to the Council upon his return to enable it to

continue its consideration of the matter.

The representative of the United States, sup-

porting the initiative taken by Canada and

Denmark, said that the Security Council would

be burying its head in the sand if it did not

recognize the threat to peace implicit in devel-

opments in the Middle East since the Secretary-

General's departure for Cairo, in particular

the threat to customary international rights

exercised for many years in the Gulf of Aqaba.

The Council should support the efforts of the

Secretary-General to work out a peaceful ac-

commodation of the situation and to call upon

all States to avoid any action which might ex-

acerbate the tense situation. The United States

was on record as opposed to the use of violence

and aggression by any side in the situation and

was firmly committed to the support of the

political independence and territorial integrity

of all nations in the area. It was prepared to

join with other great powers—the USSR, the

United Kingdom and France—in a common

effort to restore and maintain peace in the

Middle East.

The representatives of Japan and the United

Kingdom welcomed the request for action by

the Security Council. The United Kingdom

stated that the Council's first aim must be to

counsel restraint and to keep the peace until

new plans for peace-keeping could be worked

out.

The representative of France declared that

his country was deeply attached to the mainten-

ance of peace in the Middle East and had, from

the outset of the crisis, advised moderation to

all parties concerned. As long as the principal

powers were not in agreement, the Security

Council could take no action and must limit

itself to an appeal to the parties to refrain

from any initiatives that might jeopardize peace.

The representatives of Bulgaria and the

USSR did not see sufficient grounds for such

a hasty convening of the Security Council. In

their view, the situation in the Middle East was

being dramatized by certain Western powers

for reasons other than a true concern for peace.

The USSR representative drew attention to a

statement issued by his Government on 23 May

which said, inter alia, that a situation giving

rise to anxiety from the viewpoint of the in-

terests of peace and international security had

been taking shape in the Near East. After the

armed attack by Israel forces on Syrian territory

on 7 April, the ruling circles of Israel had

threatened punitive operations against Syria.

Israel could not have so acted without en-

couragement from certain imperialist circles

which sought to restore colonial oppression and

to have Israel play the role of colonial overseer
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over Arab lands which pursued independent

national policies. The statement warned that

any aggression in the Middle East would be met

not only with the united strength of the Arab

countries but also with strong opposition from

the USSR and all peace-loving States. The

USSR would do everything in its power to

prevent a violation of peace and security in the

Near East and to safeguard the legitimate rights

of its peoples.

The United Arab Republic's representative

said that his country was discharging its respon-

sibility to safeguard its security and to uphold

its obligations towards the Arab nation. The

countries which had championed the submission

of the question to the Security Council had

deliberately ignored repeated provocations by

Israel. It was his country's legitimate right, as

well as its national obligation and inescapable

duty, to rise up in self-defence in the face of

Israel's overt aggression against its Arab neigh-

bours. The draft resolution which had been

introduced by Canada and Denmark was, in

his opinion, an attempt to sabotage the mission

on which the Secretary-General was at that

moment engaged.

The representative of Israel said that his

Government had in recent months brought to

the attention of the Security Council its grow-

ing concern about the campaign of ever-increas-

ing violence being carried out by neighbouring

States against Israel and the ceaseless threats

against the very existence of Israel. The allega-

tion that Israel had concentrated large forces

along the Israel-Syrian border was, as the

Secretary General's report had indicated, with-

out any foundation. On the other hand, massive

troop concentrations had been built up in the

Sinai Peninsula along Israel's southern borders

and, along with the peremptory eviction of

UNEF, were part of an over-all plan culminat-

ing in the threats of President Nasser to interfere

with shipping in the Gulf of Aqaba. The Prime

Minister of Israel had stated on 23 May that

interference with freedom of navigation in the

Gulf of Aqaba and the Strait of Tiran was a

gross violation of international law and would

be an act of aggression against Israel.

The representatives of Mali and India con-

sidered the meeting of the Council untimely

and felt that any precipitate action by the

Council could only complicate the Secretary-

General's mission. The representatives of Ethio-

pia and Nigeria, while not opposing the discus-

sion of the question in the Council, thought

that it would be best to await the report of

the Secretary-General on his mission before

taking any action.

SECRETARY-GENERAL'S

REPORT OF 26 MAY 1967

After returning to United Nations Head-

quarters, New York, the Secretary-General, on

26 May 1967, submitted a report to the Security

Council on his visit to Cairo.

In that report, the Secretary-General stated

that he could only reiterate the assessment he

had made in his report of 19 May to the effect

that the general situation in the Middle East

was at present more disturbing, indeed more

menacing, than at any time since the autumn

of 1956. He added that the allegation that the

prompt withdrawal of the United Nations

Emergency Force (UNEF) was the primary

cause of the crisis in the Middle East ignored

the fact that the underlying basis for this and

other crisis situations in the area was the con-

tinuing Arab-Israel conflict, which had been

present all along.

Reviewing both legal and practical reasons

for his decision, the Secretary-General stated

that the essential basis of UNEF's presence

ceased to exist with the withdrawal of consent

by the United Arab Republic. In no official

document relating to UNEF had there been

any suggestion of a limitation of the sovereign

authority of the United Arab Republic. Delay

in complying with that Government's request,

after its troops had already moved up to the

Line, would have endangered the personnel of

UNEF which itself would also have quickly

disintegrated due to withdrawal of individual

contingents. He also noted that UNEF had

functioned in a buffer zone exclusively on the

United Arab Republic side of the Line. Had

UNEF been deployed on both sides of the

Line, as originally envisaged by the General

Assembly, its buffer function would not neces-

sarily have ended; however, its presence on the

Israel side of the Line had never been permitted.

That fact was a recognition of the unquestioned

right of Israel to withhold its consent for the
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stationing of the Force. Acquiescence to the

United Arab Republic request for withdrawal

of the Force—after more than 10 years—was

likewise a recognition of the sovereign authority

of that Government.

The Secretary-General stated that the deci-

sion of the United Arab Republic to restrict

shipping in the Strait of Tiran had created a

new situation. Free passage through the Strait

was one of the questions which Israel considered

most vital to its interests. The position of the

United Arab Republic was that the Strait was

territorial waters in which it had a right to

control shipping; Israel contested that position

and asserted the right of innocent passage

through the Strait. Furthermore, Israel had

declared that it would regard the closing of the

Strait of Tiran to Israel flagships and any

restrictions on cargoes of ships of other flags

proceeding to Israel as a casus belli.

While in Cairo, the Secretary-General said,

he had called to the attention of the Govern-

ment of the United Arab Republic the danger-

ous consequences which could ensue from

restricting innocent passage of ships in the

Strait of Tiran and had expressed the hope

that no precipitate action would be taken. He

had received assurances from both President

Nasser and the Foreign Minister that no offen-

sive action would be initiated against Israel.

Their general aim as expressed to him, he

reported, was a return to the conditions prevail-

ing prior to 1956 and to full observance by

both parties of the provisions of the General

Armistice Agreement between Egypt and Israel.

The Secretary-General pointed out that a

legal controversy had existed prior to 1956 as

to the extent of the right of innocent passage

by commercial vessels through the Strait of

Tiran and the Gulf of Aqaba. Since March

1957, when UNEF forces were stationed at

Sharm El Sheikh and Ras Nasrani, at the

entrance of the Gulf of Aqaba, there had been

no interference with shipping in the Strait of

Tiran. He would not, he added, go into the

legal aspects of the controversy or discuss the

merits of the case. His major concern at that

critical juncture was to try to gain time in order

to lay the basis for a détente. The fact was

that, in view of the conflicting stands taken

by the United Arab Republic and Israel, the

situation in the Strait of Tiran represented a

serious potential threat to peace. He feared that

a clash between the two countries over freedom

of navigation through the Strait would inevita-

bly set off a general conflict in the Middle East.

However, the situation in the Strait of Tiran,

the Secretary-General said, was not the only

immediate issue which was endangering peace

in the area; other problems, such as sabotage

and terrorist activities and rights of cultivation

in disputed areas in the Demilitarized Zone

between Israel and Syria could also lead to

further serious fighting.

In the Secretary-General's view, a peaceful

outcome to the crisis would depend upon a

breathing spell which would allow tension to

subside from its present explosive level. He

therefore urged all the parties concerned to

exercise special restraint, to forgo belligerence

and to avoid all other actions which could in-

crease tension, in order to allow the Council

to deal with the underlying causes of the crisis

and to seek solutions.

There were other possible courses of action

which could contribute substantially to a reduc-

tion of tension in the area, such as reactivation

of the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commis-

sion (ISMAC) and the Egyptian-Israel Mixed

Armistice Commission (EIMAC), as had been

suggested in his report of 19 May. It would

also be useful for the Council to recall that,

by its resolution 73(1949) of 11 August 1949
6
,

the Council had found that the General Ar-

mistice Agreements constituted an important

step towards the establishment of permanent

peace in Palestine, had reaffirmed to the parties

concerned its order to observe an unconditional

cease-fire and had relied upon the parties to

ensure the continued application and observance

of those Armistice Agreements.

CONSIDERATION BY SECURITY

COUNCIL (29 MAY-3 JUNE 1967)

On 27 May 1967, the United Arab Republic

requested the inclusion of an additional item

in the agenda of the Council entitled: "Israel

aggressive policy, its repeated aggression threat-

ening peace and security in the Middle East and

endangering international peace and security."

6 See Y.U.N., 1949, p. 189, for text of resolution.
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On 29 May, the United Kingdom requested

that the Secretary-General's report of 26 May

be included in the Council's provisional agenda.

At its meeting of 29 May, the Council agreed

to consider together the three items on its

agenda. They were considered at four meetings

from 29 May to 3 June.

The President, in an opening statement, ex-

pressed the belief that the Secretary-General's

report would provide the basis for urgent and

constructive action by the Council.

The United States representative declared

that the Council should, as an interim measure

and without delay, endorse the Secretary-Gen-

eral's appeal for a breathing spell—which would

allow tension to subside from the explosive

level—and his urgent request that the parties

concerned exercise special restraint and forgo

belligerence so that the Council could deal with

and seek solutions for the underlying causes of

the crisis. The Council must also address itself

in longer-range terms to the points of tension

mentioned in the Secretary-General's report—

namely, the Gulf of Aqaba situation, the con-

frontation in the Gaza area and on the Syrian-

Israel frontier, and the problem of terrorism.

The United States considered the Gulf of

Aqaba an international waterway and felt

that a blockade of Israel shipping was illegal

and potentially dangerous to the cause of peace.

Not only were the rights of the immediate

parties at stake but also the rights of all trading

nations under international law. It was par-

ticularly important, in the light of what the

Secretary-General had stated in his report, that

the long-established practice in the Gulf of

Aqaba not be disturbed unilaterally while efforts

were being made under Article 33 of the United

Nations Charter
7
 to deal with the claims raised.

This, said the United States representative, was

the United States Government's specific under-

standing of the meaning, in the context of

the Aqaba problem, of the Secretary-General's

appeal to the parties to exercise special restraint

and to forgo belligerence. The Council must

also find practical means, through whatever

United Nations machinery was available, to

minimize the danger of a military clash and to

help the opposing forces to disengage. As to

sabotage, terrorism and the rights of cultivation

in the disputed areas of the Demilitarized Zone

between Israel and Syria, the United States

representative added, effective steps must be

taken by the Security Council to reaffirm the

General Armistice Agreements and revitalize the

armistice machinery.

The United Kingdom representative stated

that the report of the Secretary-General con-

firmed the immediate dangers of the situation

and pointed the way in which the Council

should act. First and foremost was the need

to find a solution to the critical problem of the

Gulf of Aqaba, one which took into account

not only the normal requirements of the States

bordering on the Gulf but also the interests of

all maritime powers. With regard to other issues

causing tension in the area, the Secretary-Gen-

eral in his report had made practical proposals,

which the Council should urgently study, for

reducing tension, keeping the peace and achiev-

ing a just settlement of the problem within the

framework of the United Nations.

The representative of the United Arab Re-

public observed that the basic problem now

before the Council was the aggressive policy of

Israel and its repeated aggression against the

Arab States. Since its implantation in the area

as a tool of colonial interests, Israel's record

had been one of a long series of violations of

international law and agreements concluded

under United Nations auspices, intimidation of

its neighbours and insatiable expansionism.

More recently, Israel's repeated attacks against

the Arab States had been intensified and es-

calated. The United Arab Republic had every

reason to believe that on 17 May the Israel

authorities had seriously contemplated an attack

against Syria. The United Arab Republic, in

co-operation with other Arab countries, had

decided to defend the Arab nation by all meas-

ures. Since the presence of the United Nations

Emergency Force (UNEF) would have conflict-

7 Article 33 of the United Nations Charter states :

"1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance

of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of

international peace and security, shall, first of all,

seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation,

conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort

to regional agencies or arrangements, or other

peaceful means of their own choice.

"2. The Security Council shall, when it deems

necessary, call upon the parties to settle their dis-

pute by such means."
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ed with that decision, and also for the safety

of UNEF, his Government, in the exercise of

its sovereign rights, had requested the Secretary-

General to withdraw the Force, thus peacefully

bringing the situation back to what it was

before the Israel aggression against his country

in 1956.

The Gulf of Aqaba, the representative of the

United Arab Republic stated, had always been

a national inland waterway subject to Arab

sovereignty. Since the Gulf's only three legiti-

mate littoral States—Jordan, Saudi Arabia and

the United Arab Republic—were all in a state

of war with Israel, their right to bar enemy

vessels was recognized under international law.

The claim that Israel had a port on the Gulf

had no validity, as Israel had illegally occupied

several miles of coastline on the Gulf, including

Om Rashrash, in violation of Security Council

resolutions of 1948 and the Egyptian-Israel

General Armistice Agreement. The Armistice

Agreements did not vitiate his Government's

rights to impose restrictions on navigation in the

Strait; nor had the 1956 aggression changed the

legal status of the Gulf of Aqaba or the United

Arab Republic's rights over its territorial waters.

Furthermore, the Secretary-General had stated

in his report of 22 February 1957
8
 that the

stationing of UNEF could not be used to im-

pose a solution for a political or legal question

that was controversial, since its function was to

prevent hostilities. Nothing that had been said

in the General Assembly by Israel or some

other delegations could affect the lawful rights

of the United Arab Republic. While his Govern-

ment did not contemplate any offensive action,

it would not hesitate to exercise its inherent

right of self-defence to repel any aggression.

The representative of Israel said that the

unfounded charge of alleged Israel troop con-

centration for an attack on Syria was the key-

stone of the Egyptian case for moving its

forces against Israel. When, on 16 May,

President Nasser had moved against UNEF,

the Government of Israel had taken limited

precautionary measures. Regarding the pro-

clamation of a blockade of the international

waterway of the Gulf of Aqaba, he confirmed

the position of his Government that every inter-

ference with the freedom of navigation in those

waters was an act of aggression against Israel.

He recalled that the international character of

the Strait of Tiran had been recognized by

many countries in the General Assembly in

March 1957 and that, in response to the recent

unilateral action of the United Arab Republic,

many statements by these and other Govern-

ments had supported Israel's vital rights and

interests in the Strait and the Gulf. The eviction

of UNEF from its position at Sharm El Sheikh

not only defied the will of the United Nations

and violated Egypt's pledged word, but signaled

the revival of belligerence after 10 years of

tranquillity in the Gulf of Aqaba. The policy

of belligerence pursued by the United Arab

Republic was the underlying cause of past and

present crisis in the Middle East and had made

an empty shell of the Egyptian-Israel General

Armistice Agreement. The two central violations

of that Agreement were the denial of free pass-

age in the Suez Canal and the denial of free

passage in the Gulf of Aqaba. Whereas the

Security Council had ruled that belligerence

was incompatible with the Armistice régime,

Egypt wanted to use the Armistice Agreements

and United Nations machinery as a cover for

the continuation of its belligerence. That was

the meaning of President Nasser's assurance

that all he wanted was "a return to the condi-

tions prevailing prior to 1956." Israel would not

permit a return to those conditions. In 1948,

Egypt and other Arab States had attacked

Israel with the avowed aim of destroying it.

Today, Egypt's objectives were the same.

It was not too late for reason to prevail, Israel

believed. Israel's representative called for: an

end to inflammatory statements and threats

against the territorial integrity and political in-

dependence of any State; strict compliance with

the Charter obligation of non-belligerence;

withdrawal of armed forces from their positions

as at the beginning of the month; and an end

to sabotage, terrorism and interference with

shipping in the Gulf of Aqaba.

The USSR representative said that the real

culprit in the dangerous aggravation of tensions

in the Middle East was Israel, which did not

wish to abandon its policy of provocation and

military adventures against the neighbouring

Arab States—acts made possible by aid from

8  See also Y.U N., 1956, pp. 42-43.
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certain imperialist powers seeking to restore

colonial domination over the lands of the

Arabs. He expressed regret that the United

States was showing partiality and was defend-

ing the extremist circles in Israel which it so

generously assisted, while making pious appeals

to both sides. Military provocations by Israel

and the declarations of its leaders had proved

the intention to settle Israel-Arab differences

through force of arms. He warned that those

who were pushing Israel to the brink of war

should realize the dangers involved in fanning

the flames of a military conflict. The USSR

condemned the designs of the forces of im-

perialism against the freedom and independence

of the Arab peoples and decisively supported

their struggle to strengthen their security and

protect their inalienable and sovereign rights.

The USSR Government considered that the

maintenance of peace and security in the Middle

East which was adjacent to its own shores, was

vital to the interests of its own people, and that

the Security Council must decisively condemn

Israel's provocations and threats against the

Arab States.

The representatives of Argentina, Brazil,

Canada, China, Denmark, Ethiopia and Japan

supported the Secretary-General's appeal to the

parties concerned to exercise special restraint

and to avoid armed confrontation and any

action that might increase tensions.

The representative of India stated that the

utmost restraint by all parties concerned was

necessary to allow the Security Council to work

for a détente and seek to consolidate peace in

the area. He supported the Secretary-General's

suggestions for reactivation of the Egyptian-

Israel Mixed Armistice Commission (EIMAC)

and the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Com-

mission (ISMAC). The United Arab Republic,

he also said, was only exercising its sovereignty

in asking for the withdrawal of UNEF and the

Secretary-General had acted wisely in acced-

ing to the request. India understood the reasons

for certain precautionary measures taken by the

United Arab Republic, which were defensive

in nature. In his Government's view, expressed

as far back as 1957, the Gulf of Aqaba was an

inland sea and entry into it lay within the

territorial waters of the United Arab Republic.

No State or group of States should attempt to

challenge by force the sovereignty of the United

Arab Republic over the Strait of Tiran. A

modus vivendi was most desirable, although any

arrangement worked out must be within the

framework of the sovereignty of the United

Arab Republic.

The representative of Nigeria supported, as

a first step, an immediate appeal for restraint

but declared that his Government would not

support any action that might imply interfer-

ence with the sovereign right of a country to

maintain the integrity of its territory and waters.

Serious consideration should be given to the

Secretary-General's proposals—for instance, the

proposal to reactivate the Mixed Armistice

Commissions. Further, the Secretary-General

should be encouraged to continue his most use-

ful contacts with the principal parties in the

Middle East and with the other interests in-

volved.

The representative of Lebanon declared that

his Government would stand beside the United

Arab Republic in the defence of its sovereign

rights over the entrance to the Gulf of Aqaba.

He warned that if Israel committed aggression,

the responsibility would fall fully and squarely

on Israel. The resulting war would be a total

war that would array all the Arab States against

Israel. The Arab peoples would pursue their

aim of undoing the great injustice inflicted on

the Arabs of Palestine and of restoring their

rights to their usurped homeland. He appealed

to the Security Council to prevent Israel ag-

gression and to preserve peace.

The representative of Syria stated that the

crisis in the Middle East was the direct out-

come of the unprovoked massive attack carried

out on 7 April 1967 by Israel forces against

Syrian villages. That aggression had taken place

over the issue of cultivation rights in the

Demilitarized Zone which, over the years, Israel

had used as an instrument to provoke Syria.

In contravention of the General Armistice

Agreement and Security Council resolutions,

Israel had carried out a policy of piecemeal

invasion in the Demilitarized Zone on the

Syrian-Israel Armistice Demarcation Line, ex-

pelling hundreds of Arab civilians and build-

ing military fortifications. The basic cause of

the tragedy with which the Council was deal-

ing was the fact that the Arab people of Pales-
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tine had been completely and consistently ig-

nored. No peace could be lasting until and

unless the rights of the Arab people of Palestine

to their homeland were fully recognized.

On 31 May 1967, the United States sub-

mitted a draft resolution by which the Security

Council would: (1) call upon the parties con-

cerned, as a first step, to comply with the

Secretary-General's appeal; (2) encourage the

immediate pursuit of international diplomacy

in the interests of pacifying the situation and

seeking reasonable, peaceful and just solutions;

and (3) decide to keep the issue under urgent

and continuous review so that the Council

might determine what further steps it might

take in the exercise of its responsibilities for the

maintenance of international peace and security.

This draft resolution, the representative of

the United States stressed, was an interim

measure designed to provide the time for more

deliberate disposition of the underlying issues

without prejudice to the ultimate rights and

claims of any party.

Also on 31 May, the representative of the

United Arab Republic introduced a draft re-

solution containing, he said, suggestions in

support of ideas in the Secretary-General's

report which were essential in his Government's

opinion for partial alleviation of the tension

in the Middle East. By the United Arab

Republic's draft resolution, the Security Coun-

cil would: (1) decide that the Egyptian-Israel

General Armistice Agreement was still valid and

reiterate that the United Nations machinery

emanating therefrom should be fully operative;

(2) call upon the Israel Government to respect

and abide by its obligations and responsibilities

as stipulated in that Agreement; (3) instruct

the Chief of Staff of UNTSO to proceed

promptly and to reinstitute within two weeks

the headquarters of EIMAC in El-Auja from

which it had been expelled by Israel's unilateral

action; (4) decide to take additional measures

for the full implementation of this resolution

in case of non-compliance by the Israel Gov-

ernment; (5) request the Secretary-General to

contact the parties to the Egyptian-Israel Gen-

eral Armistice Agreement for the immediate

implementation of the decision and report to

the Council within 15 days for its approval

with regard to additional measures; and (6)

decide to reconvene to discuss the Secretary-

General's report immediately upon its submis-

sion.

The representative of Iraq stated that the

crisis in the Middle East had arisen because

of Israel's threat to start a war if its demands

concerning navigation in the Gulf of Aqaba

were not met. The Government of the United

Arab Republic, he observed, had declared that

it would not initiate any offensive action, but

no such assurance had been given by the Israel

Government.

He fully endorsed the views of the United

Arab Republic about its right to control naviga-

tion through its territorial waters whenever it

felt that its security was threatened. Those

powers that demanded an immediate solution

to the problem of navigation in the Gulf of

Aqaba, on which the United Nations had

taken no position, showed no such urgency,

he said, regarding the fundamental question of

Palestine and the one and a quarter million

Arabs whose rights to repatriation to their

homeland had been proclaimed and reaffirmed

in no less than 18 General Assembly resolutions.

Nor did they seem perturbed by Israel's repeated

violations of the General Armistice Agreements.

The problem before the Council, in the opinion

of Iraq's spokesman, was to prevent Israel,

which alone was threatening war, from carry--

ing out its threat. The Council should not do

this by yielding to expediency, giving in to

demands and allowing itself to become an

instrument for the consolidation of aggression.

It should take up the real issues underlying the

crisis, for it they were not solved there could

be no peace in the area.

The representative of Jordan declared that

time and again his delegation had reminded

the Security Council of the determination of

the Israel authorities to create a situation con-

venient for their expansionist designs and had

recently brought before the Council accounts

of serious incidents and acts of aggression com-

mitted by Israel, which proved beyond doubt

Israel's repeated violation of the Armistice

Agreement, the Demilitarized Zone, the no man's

land and the Armistice Demarcation Line. The

situation had now reached serious dimensions.
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It was incumbent upon the Council to prevent

the recurrence of such acts of aggression, all

the more so since Israel was boycotting two

of four Mixed Armistice Commissions in the

area, despite repeated requests by the Security

Council to co-operate with them.

Some members of the Council, Jordan's

representative added, had spoken of sabotage

and terrorism, but could a Palestinian be called

a trespasser in his own land or a foreigner in

his own country? Could Israel cite a single

incident where El Fatah worked in any place

not an Arab area under United Nations resolu-

tions? The people of Palestine were becoming

impatient. They had waited for 19 years for

a just United Nations solution and their present

action was the result of the Council's inaction.

They were the victims of injustice and they

were determined to regain their homeland.

In a letter dated 2 June 1967, Israel drew

the attention of the Security Council to a new

act of aggression committed by Syria on that

day, when a group of marauders had been

intercepted by an Israel patrol at a distance

of one kilometre from the Syrian border. In the

subsequent exchange of fire, casualties had been

suffered on both sides.

By a letter dated 2 June 1967, the United

Arab Republic transmitted a statement to the

President of the Security Council noting that

certain maritime powers were attempting to

exercise pressure on the United Arab Republic

and declaring that it would consider any

collective measure undertaken by those States

an encroachment on its sovereignty in the

exercise of its legitimate rights over its territorial

waters.

At the Security Council's next meeting, on 3

June, the representative of Israel said that

the situation had deteriorated since the Council's

first meeting on 24 May. While claiming that

they would not initiate offensive action against

Israel, Arab States had advanced false allega-

tions before the Council to conceal their pre-

parations for war and to portray the intended

victim of their aggression as the aggressor. The

combined effect of the Arab States' headlong

rush to arms, a propaganda barrage of un-

precedented violence with the theme of wiping

Israel off the map and proclamations of a holy

war had created a most explosive situation and

made it the elementary duty of his Govern-

ment to place the country on a full defence

footing. This was not the first time Israel had

faced such an emergency; the Arab invasion of

1948 had been thrown back and the war ter-

minated by Armistice Agreements. The Arab

States had refused to take a single step towards

restoring the peaceful conditions envisaged in

the Agreements, but had, instead, illegally

continued the conflict and practised belliger-

ence. The mutual reduction and withdrawal

of armed forces to their normal levels and

positions was the obvious first step towards

alleviating the crisis. The representative of Israel

added that nothing less than complete non-

interference with free and innocent passage

through the Gulf of Aqaba was acceptable to

his Government.

The representative of Bulgaria said that the

measures taken by the Government of Israel

were only the outward manifestations of the

policy of intervention practised by certain im-

perialist circles to re-establish their control of

the region. In response to Israel provocations,

the Arab States had been compelled to adopt

the necessary measures to defend themselves.

The Council had the duty to call for the

strictest restraint and to make every effort to

ensure Israel's observance of the General Ar-

mistice Agreements and its participation in the

United Nations truce supervision machinery.

Bulgaria supported the draft resolution sub-

mitted by the United Arab Republic.

The representatives of Morocco and Saudi

Arabia maintained that Israel's persistent viola-

tions of the General Armistice Agreements, its

aggressive expansionist plans and its continued

defiance of United Nations decisions were at the

root of the present crisis. Twice in 20 years, said

the Moroccan representative, the Middle East

had had war and both times it had been caused

by Zionist aggression, prepared and supported

from outside. A considerable part of the present

territory of Israel had been conquered after the

Armistice Agreements of 1948 and the aggression

of 1956. For 20 years, one and a half million

Arabs had lived as stateless persons. Any resolu-

tion, said the representative of Saudi Arabia,

which fell short of dealing with the restoration
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of a united Palestine to its indigenous people

and the repatriation of the transplanted alien

Zionist Jews, would be an evasion by the Coun-

cil of its responsibilities. With reference to the

Gulf of Aqaba, the Arab representatives main-

tained: that the Gulf was and had always been

an Arab gulf; that Israel's presence on the

Red Sea was the result of an illegal occupation

by Israel in violation of Security Council re-

solutions; that the Arab States were in a state

of war with Israel and that therefore the United

Arab Republic was acting within its sovereign

rights in excluding Israel ships or any foreign

ships bearing cargo destined for Israel.

The representative of Mali declared that the

problem before the Council was the old ques-

tion of Palestine and would not be solved un-

less the Palestinians were allowed to return.

He supported the United Arab Republic's posi-

tion regarding the Gulf of Aqaba, adding that

Mali would support any objective measure that

would restore peace to the Middle East.

The representative of France observed that

the Council's immediate objective should be to

agree on the terms of an appeal to the parties

to abstain from supporting their claims by

resorting to force of any kind. In the view of

his delegation, the appeal should be fashioned

in such a way that it neither approved nor

disapproved of the positions of the parties. He

appealed to the other permanent members of

the Council to join in the efforts to steer the

crisis to the only road which in the opinion of

his Government could lead to peace, namely,

a reduction of tension and, later, negotiations.

It would be useless to continue the discussion

of draft resolutions on which the likelihood cf

consensus was highly doubtful.
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and security."
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discussion from Syria; Jordan; Lebanon; Iraq;

Morocco; Saudi Arabia; Kuwait; and Libya (dated
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dom.
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public.

OUTBREAK OF HOSTILITIES ON 5 JUNE 1967 AND

CONSIDERATION BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL

OUTBREAK OF HOSTILITIES AND

ADOPTION OF FIRST CEASE-FIRE

RESOLUTION ON 6 JUNE 1967

On the morning of 5 June 1967, the Security

Council met in emergency session following re-

ceipt of charges made to the President of the

Council by Israel and the United Arab Republic

concerning the outbreak of hostilities in the

Middle East earlier that same morning.

In explaining the circumstances of the meet-
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ing, the President of the Council stated that at

0310 hours, New York time, the representative

of Israel had informed him that Egyptian land

and air forces had moved against Israel, whose

armed forces were engaged in repelling the

attack. At 0330 hours, New York time, the rep-

resentative of the United Arab Republic had

informed him that Israel had launched a treach-

erous, premeditated aggression against the

United Arab Republic, attacking at points in

the Gaza Strip and Sinai, airports in Cairo and

the Suez Canal area and several other airports

inside the United Arab Republic.

At the same meeting, the Secretary-General

told the Security Council that the United Na-

tions sources had no means of ascertaining how

the hostilities had been initiated, particularly as

the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF)

was concentrated in its camps and was in the

process of being withdrawn. However, all reports

agreed that serious military action on land and

in the air was taking place at a number of

points and that it was spreading. The Com-

mander of UNEF had reported violations of

United Arab Republic air space by Israel air-

craft over Gaza and El Arish, heavy fighting

between United Arab Republic and Israel forces

across the frontier (these incidents both occur-

ring at 0800 hours local time), and the strafing

by Israel aircraft of a UNEF convoy on the

road between Gaza and Rafah, killing three

Indian soldiers and wounding others.

The Chief of Staff of the United Nations

Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO) had

reported that firing in Jerusalem had started

at 1125 hours, local time. United Nations ob-

servers had reported an attack on Damascus

airport at 1110 hours, local time, and air battles

between Israel and Syrian planes beginning at

1155 hours, local time, along the Armistice De-

marcation Line. Despite assurances received

from Israel and Jordan by the Chief of Staff

of UNTSO that they would respect the inviola-

bility of the UNTSO headquarters in Jerusalem,

Jordanian soldiers had occupied the garden of

Government House and an exchange of fire had

begun between them and Israel soldiers. The

Secretary-General said that he had sent an

urgent appeal to the King of Jordan for the

immediate removal of Jordanian troops from

the Government House compound.

The representative of Israel charged that in

the early hours of 5 June, Egyptian armoured

columns had moved in an offensive thrust

against Israel's borders while at the same time

Egyptian planes from airfields in Sinai had

struck out towards Israel. Egyptian artillery in

the Gaza Strip had shelled several Israel villages

in that area. Israel was acting in self-defence.

The representative of the United Arab Re-

public charged that Israel had once again com-

mitted an act of treacherous aggression against

his country. He asserted that the attacks carried

out in the early hours of the morning indicated

beyond doubt the premeditated nature of the

aggression which Israel had as usual engineered

and planned, in defiance of the United Nations

Charter. He called on the Security Council to

condemn vigorously the Israel aggression, against

which his country was defending itself.

Before the Security Council reconvened on

the evening of 6 June, the Secretary-General

circulated additional information. On the eve-

ning of 5 June, the Secretary-General informed

the Council that heavy firing was taking place

in and around Jerusalem and that Damascus

airport had been under intermittent air attack

since 1110 hours GMT. The Commander of

UNEF had reported that in artillery firing on

the Indian battalion main camp, near which

were United Arab Republic military positions,

one Indian officer and an Indian soldier had

been killed, and nine soldiers were wounded.

The Chief of Staff of UNTSO had reported

that the Jordanian soldiers in the Government

House compound had been attacked and later

driven out by Israel troops, who had subse-

quently forcibly occupied Government House

and that he and his staff had been escorted

into Israel. The report contained the texts of

messages sent by the Secretary-General to Israel

protesting the strafing of the UNEF convoy

in the Gaza Strip and the occupation of Gov-

ernment House in Jerusalem, and requesting

Israel to restore Government House to exclu-

sive United Nations control.

On 6 June, in a supplemental report, the

Secretary-General conveyed to the Security

Council further information received from the

Chief of Staff of UNTSO and United Nations

observers in the field on continued fighting in

Jerusalem, along the Israel-Syrian Armistice
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Demarcation Line, in Gaza and El Arish, as

well as on unsuccessful efforts by United Na-

tions observers to obtain a cease-fire. UNEF

headquarters in Gaza had come under direct

Israel artillery fire during the night of 5-6 June,

forcing the Commander of UNEF to re-estab-

lish headquarters at the Tre Kroner Camp, near

the beach in Gaza. During the shelling, three

Indian soldiers had been killed and another

three wounded.

On the evening of 6 June, the Council

adopted unanimously, without debate, as reso-

lution 233(1967), a draft text introduced by

the President by which it: (1) called upon the

Governments concerned to take forthwith, as

a first step, all measures for an immediate cease-

fire and cessation of all military activities in the

area; and (2) requested the Secretary-General

to keep the Council promptly and currently

informed on the situation. (For full text, see

DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below.)

The United States representative stressed that

adoption of the resolution calling for a cease-

fire, which his Government had been urging

for 36 hours, was the first step towards peace

in the Middle East, and expressed his fervent

hope that the Council's appeal would be im-

mediately and fully complied with.

The representatives of the United Kingdom

and the United States, denying categorically

charges that their aircraft had been involved

in the hostilities in the Near East, stated that

they would welcome an investigation by the

United Nations.

The representative of the USSR drew atten-

tion to a statement by his Government on 5

June, which had condemned Israel for commit-

ting aggression against the United Arab Re-

public and other neighbouring Arab States, in

flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter

and elementary rules of international law. The

United Nations must discharge its primary duty,

condemn the actions of Israel and take urgent

measures to restore peace in the Middle East,

the USSR declared.

The USSR and Bulgaria considered the

Council's resolution a minimum first step and

urged that a decision concerning the immediate

and unconditional withdrawal of Israel forces

behind the Armistice Lines be adopted without

further delay.

The representatives of Argentina, Brazil,

Canada, China
;
 Denmark, Ethiopia, France and

Japan stressed the need to put the cease-fire

into effect immediately and expressed the hope

that the resolution would be an effective and

constructive first step towards the restoration

of peace in the area and the solution of the

underlying problems.

The representative of Mali condemned Is-

rael's aggression and pledged his Government's

full support for the United Arab Republic and

other Arab peoples.

The representative of India stated that while

his delegation welcomed the unanimous deci-

sion of the Council, it would have preferred

a resolution that linked the cease-fire with a

withdrawal of armed forces to positions held

prior to the outbreak of hostilities. Such a de-

cision would have been in accordance with past

practice of the Council based on the principle

that the aggressor should not enjoy the fruits

of aggression. He strongly protested the Israel

attacks on the withdrawing Indian contingent

of UNEF and asked for guarantees for the

safety and security of those elements of UNEF

that remained in the area.

The representative of Israel told the Council

that his country, by its independent effort, had

passed from serious danger to successful resist-

ance against the combined forces of the United

Arab Republic, Jordan, Syria and Iraq whose

basic aim was the destruction of Israel. After

Egyptian forces had attacked on 5 June, Israel

had defended itself under Article 51 of the

United Nations Charter.
9
 Efforts by the Gov-

ernment of Israel to prevent the expansion of

the conflict had been ignored by Jordan, which

9 Article 51 of the United Nations Charter reads as
follows :

"Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the

inherent right of individual or collective self-defence

if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the

United Nations, until the Security Council has taken

measures necessary to maintain international peace

and security. Measures taken by Members in the
exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immedi-

ately reported to the Security Council and shall not in

any way affect the authority and responsibility of the

Security Council under the present Charter to take

at any time such action as it deems necessary in order

to maintain or restore international peace and se-
curity."
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had opened artillery fire across the whole fron-

tier, including Jerusalem, and by Syria, which

had started bombing and artillery attacks on

Israel villages.

The representative of Israel then stated that

the sudden withdrawal of UNEF had not been

accompanied by due international discussion

and that no attempt had been made to help

Israel surmount the grave prejudice to its vital

interests consequent on the withdrawal. When

the United Nations undertook a function, it had

the right to ask that the termination of that

function not take place in circumstances that

would lead to situations contrary to the Charter.

After reviewing the main elements of tension

that had led to the conflict, the Israel repre-

sentative said that it was now the task of the

Governments concerned to elaborate among

themselves a new system of relationships based

on the acceptance of Israel's statehood and on

the principle of the peaceful settlement of dis-

putes. It was also important that States outside

the region, and especially the great powers,

should have a balanced attitude towards the

problems of the area and exercise an even-

handed support for the integrity and independ-

ence of States. Israel welcomed the Council's

call for a cease-fire, but its implementation de-

pended on the acceptance and co-operation of

the Governments that were responsible for the

present situation.

The representatives of Iraq and Morocco

stated that the adoption of the cease-fire reso-

lution, without defining the responsibility of

Israel for its aggression, might have grave con-

sequences since it allowed Israel, the aggressor,

to maintain the fruits of that aggression. The

representative of Iraq asserted that negotia-

tions aimed at working out a cease-fire resolu-

tion, which would be accompanied by a call

for the withdrawal of forces back to positions

held before the outbreak of hostilities, had failed

because of the refusal of certain States, in par-

ticular the United States, to support such a

resolution.

The representative of Syria denounced Israel

as the aggressor and charged that the United

States and the United Kingdom had proved

themselves the enemies of the Arab nation,

having acted in collusion with Israel by joining

in the air attack against Arab towns and by

providing air cover for the Israel armed forces.

He announced that his country, along with

Algeria, Iraq and the United Arab Republic,

had severed diplomatic relations with the

United States. The solution of the Arab-Israel

conflict could be achieved by dealing with the

basic issue—the fate of the Arab people of Pal-

estine. The Syrian Government's position in

regard to the Security Council's resolution was

clear: it strongly opposed any gains made by

Israel stemming from a fait accompli. It was

the Council's absolute duty to take immediate

measures to condemn the aggressor and to

apply the sanctions provided for by the Charter.

The representatives of the United Kingdom

and the United States, in reply, reiterated their

categorical denials of participation in the con-

flict.

ADOPTION OF SECOND CEASE-FIRE

RESOLUTION (ON 7 JUNE 1967)

On 7 June 1967, the Security Council met

again at the urgent request of the representa-

tive of the USSR who stated that the forces

of the aggressor continued to engage in military

operations, paying no heed to Security Council

resolution 233(1967) of 6 June (see page 189 for

text). It was therefore essential that the Coun-

cil act without delay in reaffirming its call for

a cease-fire. The USSR submitted a draft reso-

lution whereby the Council would: (1) demand

that the Governments concerned should, as a

first step, cease fire and discontinue all mili-

tary activities at 2000 hours GMT on 7 June

1967; and (2) request the Secretary-General

to keep the Council promptly and currently in-

formed on the situation.

At the same meeting, the Secretary-General

reported receipt of a cable dated 7 June from

Jordan, stating that its Government accepted

the cease-fire resolution and had issued orders

to its armed forces to observe it, except in self-

defence. In view of the continued occupation

by Israel troops of the headquarters of both

UNTSO in Jerusalem and UNEF in Gaza, the

Secretary-General stated that he had approached

the Government of Israel to ask for assurances

that the records and documents of both of those

headquarters be preserved and protected. He

also informed the Council of casualties suffered

by UNEF and UNTSO and reported on efforts
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to find means for the evacuation of the remain-

ing UNEF contingents.

At a second Council meeting in the after-

noon of 7 June, the USSR proposal was adopted

unanimously as resolution 234(1967). (For text,

See DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below. )

The representative of Canada then proposed

a draft resolution whereby the Security Council

would request the President, with the assistance

of the Secretary-General, to take the necessary

measures to bring about full and effective com-

pliance with its resolutions of 6 and 7 June.

He explained that this proposal was intended

to fill a gap in definition of responsibility as

regarded implementation of the Council's cease-

fire resolutions. There was a requirement to do

more than simply keep the Council informed

of the situation.

In the discussion, the representative of the

United Arab Republic repeated earlier charges

that the United States and the United Kingdom

had participated in the air operations on Israel's

side. Israel, he said, was continuing its aggres-

sion against Jordan and the United Arab Re-

public, in violation of the Council's resolution,

and had not withdrawn its forces. Therefore

the Council should condemn Israel, order it to

cease fire immediately and to withdraw to posi-

tions behind the Armistice Demarcation Lines

and points held prior to the outbreak of hos-

tilities.

The Foreign Minister of Israel refuted charges

that his country was the aggressor and empha-

sized that Israel had received no help from

either the United States or the United Kingdom

in repelling Arab aggression. He noted that while

his country had accepted the cease-fire resolu-

tion, the United Arab Republic, Syria and Iraq

had not done so. Moreover, Jordan's acceptance

of the cease-fire was conditioned by the fact

that its forces were under United Arab Republic

command, and Egyptian commando units in

Jordan were carrying out military operations

against Israel. Therefore, acceptance of the

cease-fire by the United Arab Republic was

crucial not only for what happened on the

Egyptian-Israel front but also for what hap-

pened on the Jordan-Israel front. Algerian and

Kuwaiti troops, he said, were also taking part

in the fighting. He suggested that the Coun-

cil's cease-fire resolutions be communicated to

every State which could reasonably be regarded,

on the strength of its own pronouncements, to

be taking part in the conflict.

The representatives of the United States

and the United Kingdom again rejected the

charges made by the representative of the

United Arab Republic and repeated their pro-

posals for a United Nations investigation on

the spot.

The representative of the USSR drew atten-

tion to a USSR statement addressed on 7 June

1967 to the Government of Israel, declaring

that if Israel continued its aggressive war and

did not immediately comply with the Council's

cease-fire demand, the USSR would revise its

attitude in respect of Israel and adopt a deci-

sion concerning the further maintenance of

diplomatic relations.

The Secretary-General informed the Council

that, according to information received from

the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, the cease-fire in

the area of Jerusalem was not effective. During

the night of 6-7 June, Israel forces had bom-

barded and occupied the crest of Mount Scopus

dominating the city of Jerusalem. A sector of

the city had come under Jordanian mortar fire

for a short period in mid-morning on 7 June,

and at about 1030 hours GMT, heavy Israel

bombardment had started in the vicinity of

Bethlehem.

ADOPTION OF FURTHER

CEASE-FIRE RESOLUTIONS

ON 9 AND 11 JUNE 1967

On 7 June 1967, Israel informed the Security

Council by letter that, at 4:45 p.m. New York

time, it had advised the Secretary-General that

the Israel Government accepted the Security

Council's call for immediate cease-fire, provided

that the other parties accepted.

In cables dated 7 and 8 June, Jordan in-

formed the Secretary-General of its Govern-

ment's acceptance, respectively, of the cease-

fire resolutions of 6 and 7 June.

In a cable dated 8 June, Kuwait informed

the Secretary-General that it would not observe

nor adhere to the Security Council's cease-fire

resolutions, which did not condemn the Israel

aggressors and ignored the just rights of the

Palestinians in their homeland.

On 8 June, the Council met urgently at the
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request of both the United States and the

USSR in view of the continued fighting in the

Middle East. It held seven meetings between

8 June and 11 June.

The Secretary-General reported messages

from the Chief of Staff of UNTSO stating that

Jordan had charged bombing of Mafraq by

Israel on 8 June, and crossing of the Jordan

river by some Israel troops. Israel had subse-

quently informed him that Iraqi troops and

aircraft were in the Mafraq area.

The cease-fire resolutions, said the Secretary-

General, had been transmitted to Iraq but no

response had been received. The Chief of Staff

had also reported continuous air and ground

fire around the Israel-Syrian Demilitarized

Zone. The Secretary-General also announced

receipt of a letter dated 8 June, stating that

the United Arab Republic had decided to ac-

cept the cease-fire call, as prescribed by the

Council's resolutions of 6 and 7 June 1967, on

condition that the other party ceased fire.

The USSR introduced a draft resolution

whereby, as subsequently revised, the Security

Council, noting that Israel had disregarded the

Council's cease-fire resolutions of 6 and 7 June,

and that Israel not only had not halted mili-

tary activities but had made use of the time

elapsed to seize additional territory, would:

(1) vigorously condemn Israel's aggressive ac-

tivities and its violation of the Council's reso-

lutions 233(1967) of 6 June and 234(1967)

of 7 June (see p. 189); and (2) demand that

Israel immediately halt its military activities

against neighbouring Arab States, remove its

troops from the territory of those States and

withdraw them behind the Armistice Lines and

respect the status of the Demilitarized Zones.

The representative of the USSR declared that

the extremist circles of Tel Aviv, inebriated

by their temporary success, were continuing

their aggression against the Arab States, ignor-

ing the Council's decisions and taking advantage

of time to conquer additional Arab territories.

Israel had hurled a challenge at the United

Nations and the Security Council. This had

created a situation pregnant with great danger.

Appeals for cessation of military activity were

not enough. It was essential to condemn the

aggressor and to prevent Israel from enjoying

the fruits of its criminal aggression.

The United States introduced a draft resolu-

tion by which, as subsequently revised, the

Council would: (1) call for scrupulous com-

pliance by Israel, Jordan and the United Arab

Republic with their agreements to a cease-fire;

(2) insist that all the other parties concerned

immediately comply with the Council's repeated

demands for a cease-fire and cessation of all

military activity as a first urgent step towards

the establishment of a stable peace in the Mid-

dle East; (3) call for discussions promptly

thereafter among the parties concerned, using

such third party or United Nations assistance

as they might wish, looking towards the estab-

lishment of viable arrangements encompassing

the withdrawal and disengagement of armed

personnel, the renunciation of force regardless

of its nature, the maintenance of vital interna-

tional rights and the establishment of a stable

and durable peace in the Middle East; (4)

request the President of the Security Council

and the Secretary-General to take immediate

steps to seek to assure compliance with the

cease-fire and to report to the Council within

24 hours; and (5) also request the Secretary-

General to provide such assistance as might be

required in facilitating the discussions called

for in paragraph 3.

The purpose of this resolution, said the

United States representative, was to stop the

fighting and to provide for movement towards

the final settlement of all outstanding questions

between the parties. The objective must be a

decision by the warring powers to live in peace

and to establish normal relations, as contem-

plated and pledged by the United Nations

Charter. He renewed the pledge of his Govern-

ment to join in efforts to bring a lasting peace

to the Middle East.

The representative of the United Kingdom

stated that acceptance by the United Arab Re-

public of the Council's cease-fire resolutions

should transform the situation. He appealed

to the Council members and to the parties to

the conflict to realize and to accept that an

effective United Nations presence in the areas

of conflict must be established to cope with

the tasks ahead. The Canadian draft resolution

before the Council was a first step towards

restoring the effectiveness of the United Na-

tions. He trusted that the purposes of this draft
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resolution could be promptly achieved (see

above, p. 178).

The representative of Israel declared that,

owing to the failure of certain Arab States to

observe the cease-fire, fighting and bloodshed

continued in the Middle East. The only estab-

lished and effective cease-fire agreement was

that between Israel and Jordan. The acceptance

of the cease-fire by the United Arab Republic

raised the immediate prospect of the end of

hostilities, except in the case of Syria. Syria

had not accepted the cease-fire, and the fighting

on the Israel-Syrian border was becoming more

intense.

The Israel spokesman criticized the Soviet

draft resolution as based on premises that were

not accurate and upon responsibilities that were

not fairly distributed. Israel had been the first

to accept the cease-fire resolutions and had

halted military activities as soon as a cease-fire

had been achieved with any of its neighbours.

As for the draft resolution submitted by the

United States, he noted that the emphasis

seemed to be on the need to move not back-

wards to belligerence, but forward to peace,

and it was in the context of peace negotiations

that the draft proposed agreed measures of

disengagement. He added that the emphasis

in Israel's thinking was not so much on the

authority of international bodies, but on direct

bilateral contacts between the Governments

concerned to work out the conditions for their

coexistence.

The representative of Bulgaria stated that

the United States draft resolution was unaccept-

able because it placed Jordan and the United

Arab Republic on the same footing with the

aggressor. It amounted to allowing Israel troops

to remain where they were so as to make sure

that Israel's demands with respect to territorial

and other concessions from the Arab States

were satisfied.

The representative of Jordan expressed aston-

ishment that the Council had not attempted

to establish the clear fact of Israel aggression.

Israel had answered appeals for restraint by

further expansion of its dream of a Zionist

state. With the forces of Zionism and imperial-

ism working against the struggle for liberation

of the Arabs of Palestine, that struggle would

not be easy. Even if Jordan did not have the

means now to repel the aggressor, Jordan and

the other Arab states would not compromise

with aggression.

On 9 June, the Security Council held an

urgent meeting at the request of Syria. The

President informed the Council of the receipt

of a telegram dated 9 June from Syria announc-

ing its acceptance of the two appeals for a

cease-fire contained in the Council's resolu-

tions of 6 and 7 June, provided the other party

accepted it. The President also informed the

Council of charges made to him by Israel and

later by Syria that hostilities were continuing.

The Secretary-General told the Council that

early on the morning of 9 June, the Chairman

of the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commis-

sion (ISMAC) had advised him that he had

received a message from Syria stating that Syria

was being subjected to an Israel attack by air-

craft, tanks, artillery and infantry along the

whole length of the Israel-Syrian Armistice De-

marcation Line. The Chief of Staff of UNTSO

had reported shelling and air bombardment in

the Central Demilitarized Zone and also north

of Lake Tiberias. The report confirmed bombing

in the vicinity of Damascus, and movement of

troops and targets engaged as far east as Ku-

neitra. General Bull had also reported that

Israel authorities had informed him of heavy

shelling in the north, including the town of

Safad, and that earlier, about 16 Israel villages

had come under heavy Syrian artillery fire.

Following charges by Syria of continuing Is-

rael attacks inside Syria and counter-charges by

Israel of continued shelling of Israel villages,

the Council unanimously adopted, at 1306

hours on 9 June 1967, a proposal, introduced

by the President, as resolution 235(1967).

By this resolution, the Council: (1) con-

firmed its resolutions 233(1967) of 6 June 1967

and 234(1967) of 7 June 1967 (for texts, see

page 189) about immediate cease-fires and cessa-

tion of military action; (2) demanded that hos-

tilities should cease forthwith; and (3) requested

the Secretary-General to make immediate con-

tacts with Israel and Syria to arrange immedi-

ate compliance with the aforementioned Coun-

cil resolutions of 6 and 7 June and to report

to the Council in not later than two hours.

The representative of the United States re-

gretted the delay in adoption of the resolution,
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stating that part of the problem had been the

unwillingness of some Council members to

authorize the appropriate officials of the United

Nations to take action in the implementation

of the Council's resolutions.

The representatives of Bulgaria, India and

the USSR condemned Israel for continuing the

aggression and forcibly occupying new Arab

territory in violation of Council decisions and

the Charter. They criticized certain members

of the Council for refusing to include in the

Council's cease-fire resolutions provisions con-

demning the aggressor and demanding with-

drawal from the occupied territories. The rep-

resentative of India also proposed that the

Security Council should reinforce its call for

a cease-fire and immediately order the with-

drawal of all armed forces, reactivate and

strengthen the United Nations machinery to

enforce the cease-fire and secure withdrawal

on the lines proposed by the Secretary-General

in his report of 26 May 1967. He also suggested

that the Secretary-General be requested to send

a personal representative to the area to help

restore peaceful conditions and to ensure the

safety of the civilian Arab population in the

occupied areas.

The representatives of Argentina, Brazil, Can-

ada and the United Kingdom expressed the

hope that the adoption of the resolution would

bring the military operations to a halt and

strengthen the United Nations presence in the

area.

The representative of Syria informed the

Council at 1435 hours on 9 June that his Gov-

ernment had already accepted resolution 235

(1967) adopted earlier that day but that the

Israel attack was increasing and paratroopers

had been dropped over Kuneitra.

The representative of Israel declared that a

USSR statement to the Council that the Coun-

cil had proclaimed Israel to be an aggressor

was false. Not a single United Nations resolu-

tion had labelled Israel as an aggressor: in its

only application of Chapter VII of the Charter

of the United Nations, in 1948. the Council

had referred to Arab aggression against the new

State of Israel. (For text of Chapter VII, see

APPENDIX II.)

In reply, the representative of Syria stated

that no other Member of the United Nations

had ever been condemned or censured so often

by the Security Council and General Assembly

as Israel had been.

The representative of Israel announced that

Israel accepted the Council's resolution (235

(1967)) of 9 June 1967, provided that Syria

accepted and implemented the cease-fire. A

report, he said, indicated that Syrian forces

were continuing to shell Israel border villages.

The Secretary-General read communications

from Syria and Israel confirming their accept-

ance of the Council's resolution 235(1967) of

9 June, in the terms previously announced by

their representatives.

After some discussion on the implementation

of the resolution, the Council adjourned for

two hours, pending confirmation that orders to

cease fire had been issued on both sides and

that fighting had actually stopped.

When the Security Council reconvened in the

evening of 9 June 1967, the Secretary-General

reported that Syria had replied that orders had

been issued to its forces to stop military opera-

tions forthwith, but that Israel was continuing

military activities inside Syria, including air

attacks. Israel had replied that it had issued

orders for the cessation of hostilities and that

on its part all fighting had stopped except for

measures of self-defence where Israel was still

being attacked.

During the discussion, the representative of

Syria repeated charges that Israel was continu-

ing, with increasing intensity, vast air and land

operations, leaving no doubt that its aim was

total invasion of Syria. The representative of

the United Arab Republic told the Council that

many parts of his country had been bombed

by Israel after acceptance of the cease-fire by

his Government.

Israel denied both charges and accused Syria

of continuing its shelling of Israel villages.

In response to requests by some members of

the Council that further information on the

charges of cease-fire violations be obtained from

United Nations sources in the area, the Secre-

tary-General stated that if certain conditions

in respect of co-operation with the United Na-

tions observers by the parties concerned were

obtained, including restoration of the use of

Government House in Jerusalem, with its com-

munications facilities, to the Chief of Staff of
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UNTSO and freedom of movement for United

Nations observers on both sides, he would be

able to report promptly to the Council regard-

ing the observance of the cease-fire.

Following a brief discussion, the President

stated that members agreed the Council should

request the parties concerned to extend all pos-

sible co-operation to United Nations observers

in the discharge of their responsibilities, request

the Government of Israel to restore the use of

Government House to the Chief of Staff of

UNTSO and ask the parties to re-establish free-

dom of movement for United Nations observers.

On 9 June, the United States draft resolu-

tion (see p. 179) was again revised. By this

revision, the first operative paragraph would

insist on an immediate scrupulous implementa-

tion by all the parties concerned of the Coun-

cil's repeated demands for a cease-fire and

cessation of all military activity as a first urgent

step toward the establishment of a stable peace

in the Middle East.

On 10 June, the Security Council held a

pre-dawn emergency meeting at the request of

the representative of Syria who had stated that

there had been a serious deterioration of the

situation, with Israel forces occupying the Syrian

town of Kuneitra and moving towards Damas-

cus. The USSR had requested in a letter of 9

June that an item entitled "Cessation of military

action by Israel and withdrawal of the Israeli

forces from those parts of the territory of the

United Arab Republic, Jordan and Syria

which they have seized as a result of an aggres-

sion" be placed on the Council's agenda. The

Council agreed to include the USSR item in

its agenda and to consider the four items now

before it simultaneously.

In the course of the meeting, the Secretary-

General gave the Council oral reports on the

developing military situation as reported to him

by the Chief of Staff of the United Nations

Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO) and

the Chairman of the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armis-

tice Commission (ISMAC). These reports in-

cluded an assessment of the situation to the

effect that United Nations observers had re-

ported bombing and hostilities continuing in

Syria, along the ridges overlooking the eastern

shores of Lake Tiberias, and on the eastern

bank of the Jordan River, and that Damascus

airport and suburbs had been bombed by the

Israel air force. The Israel Foreign Office had

denied the air attack on Damascus or its airport,

asserting that Israel aircraft were over Syria

only to provide protective cover for Israel

forces, and had requested that UNTSO observ-

ers be sent to Kuneitra to confirm that Israel's

forces were not in Kuneitra. The Secretary-

General observed that the fragmentary reports

reflected the extreme difficulties under which

UNTSO was operating because its observers

had no freedom of movement.

In the debate over responsibility for viola-

tions of the cease-fire, Syria charged that the

representative of Israel was deliberately attempt-

ing to mislead the Council by his assertions

that Israel was abiding by the cease-fire, and

asked the Security Council to apply sanctions

against Israel for its flagrant violations of the

cease-fire resolutions.

The representatives of Bulgaria, India, Mali

and the USSR made similar statements calling

on the Council to take immediate measures to

halt Israel's aggression.

The representative of Israel declared that,

despite the acceptance of the cease-fire resolu-

tions, Syria had not ceased, for 36 hours, the

shelling of Israel villages. He maintained that

the only Israel activity was against those gun

emplacements in Syria.

The representative of the United States de-

clared that his Government did not condone

any violation of the cease-fire by any party and

believed that both parties had an obligation to

comply with the cease-fire. But his Government

would not pass judgment on which party was

responsible on the basis of allegations coming

from the parties.

When the Council reconvened later the same

morning, the Secretary-General reported that

the Chairman of ISMAC had confirmed air

attacks in the vicinity of Damascus. General

Odd Bull, Chief of Staff of UNTSO, had re-

ported that Israel was ready to make arrange-

ments for a cease-fire. The Secretary-General

added that a meeting had been arranged be-

tween General Bull and the Israel Defence

Minister.

The representative of the USSR drew atten-

tion to a statement issued by his Government

on 10 June declaring that if Israel did not forth-
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with put an end to its military activities, the

USSR, together with all peace-loving States,

would have to apply sanctions against Israel.

It further declared that in view of the con-

tinuation of aggression by Israel, the USSR had

decided to break off diplomatic relations with

Israel.

The representative of Jordan charged that

thousands of Jordanians were being expelled

from their homes in the Israel-invaded territory

of the western bank of the Jordan River, and

were fleeing to Amman. He requested the Coun-

cil, as a matter of the utmost urgency, to adopt

measures which would prevent further atroci-

ties against the civilian population.

Bulgaria, Canada, Ethiopia, Japan and the

United Kingdom expressed their concern over

the plight of the refugees and appealed to the

parties to give the utmost humanitarian consid-

eration to the civilian victims of the war and

prisoners of war.

The representative of Israel said that at the

meeting between the Minister of Defence of

Israel and the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, the

Defence Minister had stated that Israel would

accept any proposal by the Chief of Staff for

the implementation of the Security Council

cease-fire resolutions and arrangements for the

supervision of the cease-fire. He stressed that

those arrangements would not be part of the

General Armistice Agreements.

The representative of the United States de-

clared that his Government deemed it of the

gravest importance that the Security Council

resolutions should be complied with in letter

and in spirit by Israel and by the Arab coun-

tries involved.

The Secretary-General informed the Coun-

cil that General Odd Bull had proposed prac-

tical arrangements for the cessation of all firing

and troop movements to be effective at 1630

hours GMT on 10 June. Israel had advised

General Bull that it was ready to agree to the

proposal provided that Syria also agreed and

provided that United Nations observers were

deployed on each side at the time of the cease-

fire.

In a supplemental report issued on 10 June,

the Secretary-General stated that both Israel

and Syria had accepted the proposed cease-fire

arrangements. On the morning of 11 June,

United Nations observers would be deployed

from Kuneitra on the Syrian side and from

Tiberias on the Israel side.

On 10 June, Argentina, Brazil and Ethiopia

submitted a draft resolution which was subse-

quently revised on 14 June. By the revised text,

the Council would : ( 1 ) call upon Israel to en-

sure the safety, welfare and security of the

inhabitants of the areas where military opera-

tions had taken place and to facilitate the re-

turn of those inhabitants who had fled the

areas since the outbreak of hostilities; (2) rec-

ommend to the Governments concerned the

scrupulous respect of the humanitarian prin-

ciples governing the treatment of prisoners of

war and the protection of civilian persons in

time of war, contained in the Geneva Conven-

tions of 12 August 1949; and (3) request the

Secretary-General to follow the effective imple-

mentation of the resolution and report to the

Council.

In the evening of 10 June, the Council was

convened in response to a request of the repre-

sentative of the USSR that it consider the ques-

tion of the flagrant violation by Israel of the

Council's decisions calling for a cessation of

military activities.

The representative of the USSR said that,

despite the decision of the Security Council,

Israel had not given up its intention to continue

trying to achieve its military purposes on the

territory of Syria. He stressed that the Security

Council had no right to postpone the resolute

condemnation of the Israel aggressors for their

flagrant violation of its decisions.

The Secretary-General stated that in response

to inquiries which he had made to General Bull

regarding the current military situation, he had

received confirmation of a bombing raid south

of Damascus and of artillery shelling directed

from Syria to Israel—both incidents occurring

after the time fixed for a cease-fire. Israel and

Syria had confirmed the occupation of Kuneitra

by Israel forces, Israel claiming that this had

taken place prior to the cease-fire.

The representative of India believed that the

Council should take swift action not only to

assert its authority but also to put a stop to the

loss of life and to ensure that the defiance of

its decision by one of the parties did not con-

tinue.
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The representative of the United States de-

clared that it had been the consistent view of

his Government from the very beginning of

the conflict that the Council should have a

single goal: to quench the flames of war in the

Middle East and to begin to move towards

peace in the area.

He submitted another draft resolution where-

by the Council would: (1) condemn any and

all violations of the cease-fire; (2) request the

Secretary-General to order a full investigation

of all reports of violations and to report to the

Council as soon as possible; (3) demand that

the parties scrupulously respect its cease-fire

appeals contained in Council resolutions 233

(1967), 234(1967) and 235(1967) of 6, 7

and 9 June respectively; and (4) call upon the

Governments concerned to issue categoric in-

structions to all military forces to cease all firing

and military activities as required by those reso-

lutions.

In reply to questions raised by the representa-

tive of France concerning the Secretary-Gen-

eral's report of 10 June, the Secretary-General

stated, among other things, that Israel claimed

that its forces had occupied Kuneitra prior to

the cease-fire. The United Nations observers

were not in a position to report on that point.

The representative of the USSR, referring to

the United States draft resolution, said that its

object was to assist the Israel aggressor in legal-

izing the occupation of Arab territory by means

of violence.

In a further oral report, the Secretary-General

informed the Council that, according to infor-

mation received from the Chief of Staff of

UNTSO: (a) bombs had definitely been

dropped south of Damascus; (b) there had been

no Arab breaches of the cease-fire; (c) a spokes-

man of the Israel Foreign Office had categori-

cally denied the bombing by Israel aircraft;

and (d) steps taken to achieve observance of

the cease-fire on either side had been reported.

Late in the evening of 11 June, the Security

Council was convened at the request of Syria

to consider the continued deterioration of the

situation resulting from Israel's further mili-

tary penetration into Syrian territory.

The Secretary-General informed the Council

orally that he had received messages from the

Chief of Staff of UNTSO that same evening

indicating movement of Israel tanks south-west

of Rafid. The Secretary-General stated that he

had urgently sought further information from

the Chief of Staff on whether Israel troops were

in Rafid and its environs before the cease-fire

of 10 June or whether they had advanced to

that sector after the time fixed for the cease-fire

to go into effect.

The representative of Syria charged that a

column of Israel armoured cars and tanks sup-

ported by military helicopters had moved, at

1800 hours local time, eastward and southward

from Rafid, which had been occupied three

hours and 17 minutes after the cease-fire had

gone into effect, and had occupied new sites

and localities where fighting had not taken

place previously. The new advance was aimed

at the Yarmuk River, a large tributary of the

Jordan River.

The representative of Israel said, with re-

spect to the Rafid area, that there had been

no advance beyond the truce lines established

by the cease-fire on 10 June at 1630 hours GMT.

He also stated that there was no fighting what-

soever anywhere along the front line, that the

cease-fire was being scrupulously observed, and

that the Kuneitra Control Centre had been re-

opened with the co-operation of the Israel au-

thorities.

The representative of the USSR stated that

Israel was trying by every means, with the sup-

port of the United States and others, to enable

the Israel army to take as much territory as

possible. He demanded the adoption of decisive

and immediate measures to ensure the imple-

mentation by Israel of the Security Council

resolutions. He stressed the importance, in this

connexion, of the USSR draft resolution sub-

mitted on 8 June.

The representatives of Canada, the United

Kingdom and the United States favoured ac-

tion to bring about a complete cessation of

hostilities and appealed to the parties for com-

pliance with the previous cease-fire resolutions

and a return to an atmosphere of calm that

would facilitate the examination of problems

created by the war.

Argentina, Canada and France strongly en-

dorsed the Secretary-General's request that

Government House be returned to the Chief

of Staff of UNTSO.
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The representatives of Bulgaria and Mali

demanded that Israel be condemned for its

aggression and for its violation of the cease-

fire agreements and demanded the unconditional

withdrawal of the Israel troops to the position

of 4 June.

The representative of India said that the

most important step the Council could take

would be to order an immediate withdrawal of

all forces to the positions they occupied on 4

June 1967. He urged the Council to consider

his programme of 9 June (see p. 181).

After a brief recess, the Council resumed its

meeting and adopted unanimously, as resolu-

tion 236(1967), a draft resolution which had

been introduced by the President. By this reso-

lution, the Council: (1) condemned any and

all violations of the cease-fire; (2) requested the

Secretary-General to continue his investigations

and to report to the Council as soon as possible;

(3) affirmed that its demand for a cease-fire

and discontinuance of all military activities in-

cluded a prohibition of any forward military

movements subsequent to the cease-fire; (4)

called for the prompt return to the cease-fire

positions of any troops which might have moved

forward subsequent to 1630 hours GMT on 10

June 1967; and (5) called for full co-operation

with the Chief of Staff of UNTSO and the

observers in implementing the cease-fire, in-

cluding freedom of movement and adequate

communications facilities.

Meanwhile the Secretary-General, in a sup-

plemental information report, indicated that

the cease-fire arrangements of 10 June, as pro-

posed and negotiated by the Chief of Staff of

UNTSO, were being observed and that as of

1500 hours, New York time, on 11 June, no

serious breaches had been reported.

He regarded it as highly serious that Israel

continued to refuse to permit the return of

UNTSO to its headquarters in Government

House in Jerusalem, where its communications

set-up and its records were located.

Between 5 and 11 June, Bulgaria, Czecho-

slovakia, Guinea, Hungary, Mauritania, Mon-

golia. Romania and Yugoslavia transmitted to

the Council statements condemning Israel's ag-

gression against the United Arab Republic and

other Arab countries defending their independ-

ence.

SECURITY COUNCIL

RESOLUTION OF 14 JUNE 1967

Between 12 and 13 June 1967, the Secretary-

General issued three additional reports concern-

ing compliance with the Security Council cease-

fire resolutions and the positioning of United

Nations observers on the Israel and Syrian

sides. In connexion with the question of Israel

troop positions in Rafid and its environs, raised

earlier, the Secretary-General informed the

Council that the Chief of Staff had no infor-

mation as to whether Israel troops were in Rafid

and environs before the time fixed for the cease-

fire to go into effect, or whether they had

advanced to that sector after that time.

The Secretary-General also referred to the

serious handicap imposed by the continued lack

of access to UNTSO headquarters in Govern-

ment House, Jerusalem. In a telegram to the

Prime Minister of Israel he had again urged

the return of Government House to UNTSO.

He had also addressed a note to the representa-

tive of Israel requesting assurances regarding

the safety and well-being and the protection of

the interests and rights of the civilian popula-

tions in the areas under military occupation.

On 13 June, the Security Council met at

the request of the representative of the USSR,

who submitted a revision of the draft resolution

he had proposed on 8 June (see p. 179), by

which the Security Council, noting that Israel,

in defiance of the three Council resolutions,

had seized additional territory of the United

Arab Republic, Jordan and Syria, would: (1)

vigorously condemn Israel's aggressive activities

and continued occupation of part of the terri-

tory of those States, regarding that as an act of

aggression and the grossest violation of the

United Nations Charter and generally recog-

nized principles of international law; and (2)

demand that Israel should immediately and

unconditionally remove all its troops from

the territory of those States and withdraw them

behind the Armistice Lines and that it should

respect the status of the Demilitarized Zones

as prescribed in the General Armistice Agree-

ments.

The representative of the USSR stated that

the Council's decisions on cessation of hostili-

ties had been only the minimum first step pos-

sible in the face of resistance by some members
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of the Council to more radical and necessary

measures. The Council should no longer merely

repeat or confirm earlier resolutions which were

totally inadequate, but must insist on the im-

mediate and unconditional withdrawal of Israel

forces from the occupied territories of the neigh-

bouring Arab States. In its resolution 236(1967)

of 11 June (see p. 190), the Council had taken

a first step towards the condemnation of Israel's

actions. He rejected any attempts at linking

withdrawal of Israel forces with a settlement of

the general situation in the Middle East.

The representative of Jordan charged that

Israel was carrying out a well-calculated plan

to expel more Arabs with a view to repeating

the pattern of 1948. He was grateful for the

efforts of the Secretary-General to alleviate the

situation of the civilian population and hoped

for a report from him on that important and

most urgent matter. He considered that the

most serious and important question was the

condemnation of the invaders and a demand

for their immediate withdrawal.

The representative of the United States con-

sidered the revised USSR draft resolution as

a prescription for renewed hostilities, a step

backwards towards another war. The purpose

of the United States draft resolution was to

encourage the warring parties to live together

in peace. It was necessary to move promptly

towards a full settlement of all outstanding

questions between the parties, such as that

contemplated in resolutions of the United Na-

tions for nearly 20 years. He urged Israel to

exert every effort for the return to their homes

of civilians displaced by the conflict.

The representative of Saudi Arabia, uphold-

ing the rights of the Palestinian Arabs, said that

the Arabs would never accept an artificial State

created in their midst.

The representative of Israel, while noting that

the cease-fire was in full effect with Jordan,

Syria and the United Arab Republic, said that

the Governments of Algeria, Iraq and Yemen

had openly proclaimed their intention to pursue

belligerence against his country. Until all the

Governments concerned had accepted the

Council's resolutions, Israel considered that the

cease-fire could not be regarded as fully in

effect. Speaking on the situation of the civilian

population, he said there had been movement

of civilians, but he asserted that a large-scale

return movement from east to west had begun

and the Israel authorities were doing nothing

to prevent it. The USSR draft resolution was

negative and one-sided. It was designed to re-

store the conditions of Arab belligerence to-

wards Israel.

Tunisia asserted that the Israel authorities

were exerting intolerable pressure on the popu-

lation of the western bank of the Jordan to

leave their homes and called upon the Council

to adopt a clear-cut resolution putting an end

to those inhuman actions.

The representative of Morocco requested the

Secretary-General and the specialized agencies

to render at once all possible humanitarian aid

to the refugees and the civilian population. He

reviewed the events leading to the conflict and

pointed out that the Council had done nothing

to safeguard the territorial integrity of the area.

Peace could not be established when two thirds

of Jordan, the Gaza Strip and Elath had been

occupied and the Suez Canal was controlled.

The representative of Bulgaria, supporting

the USSR draft resolution, said that the United

States draft resolution was designed to serve

the aims of Israel and to legalize its aggression.

The representative of the United Arab Re-

public said that it was the elementary duty of

the Council to condemn the Israel aggression

and to call upon the aggressor to withdraw its

forces immediately behind the Armistice Demar-

cation Lines without any conditions. Referring

to the paragraph of the revised United States

draft resolution of 8 June 1967, calling for

discussions among the parties (see p. 179), he

said that it would clearly amount to legalizing

Israel aggression.

The representative of Canada pointed out

that the cease-fire call by the Council was only

a first step which should be followed by other

steps, including, first, an arrangement for the

disengagement and withdrawal of forces; sec-

ond, immediate attention to the human prob-

lems; and third, the development of under-

standing which would guarantee the vital in-

terests of the States in the area. He endorsed

the idea of dispatching to the area a special

representative of the Secretary-General.

Mali warned that Israel could not keep con-

trol indefinitely of the Arab regions which it
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occupied. The first positive action for peace

would be the unconditional withdrawal of the

Israel troops to the positions of 4 June.

In a supplemental information report issued

on 14 June, the Secretary-General stated that

the situation remained calm.

At a Security Council meeting on 14 June,

the representative of the United Kingdom urged

that the Council should turn to the problems

of disengagement, withdrawal and the building

of a just and lasting peace. Disengagement and

withdrawal could not in fact be secured without

discussions and action on the spot. The Coun-

cil should appoint a mediator who could at

once undertake discussions with the Govern-

ments concerned.

The representative of Pakistan thought that

there was no way for the Security Council to

repair the situation except by, first, a condem-

nation of the aggression committed by Israel;

second, a demand under Article 39 of the

United Nations Charter
10

 for the immediate

withdrawal of the Israel forces to the Armistice

Demarcation Lines; and third, after the com-

pletion of withdrawals, active participation by

the Council in the exploration of ways and

means for implementing the substantive United

Nations resolutions on the Palestine question.

The representative of Argentina considered

that the necessary conditions for a permanent

settlement could not be established unless, on

the one hand, troops were withdrawn and, on

the other, assurances were given of free transit

through international waterways. No one should

have to negotiate under the threat of force.

The representative of France stated that a

right to occupy territory could not be based on

conquest by force of arms. On the level of

principles, he could only support the USSR

draft resolution. He considered that the mem-

bers of the Council should strive together to

facilitate conversations which could lead to

agreements acceptable to all parties.

The Ethiopian representative insisted on the

prompt withdrawal of forces and on the crea-

tion of just conditions for a negotiated settle-

ment of the underlying causes of the crisis. He

favoured the reactivation of the United Nations

presence in the area.

Nigeria reiterated its firm conviction that the

first matter requiring the Council's urgent atten-

tion was the withdrawal of forces to their re-

spective territories as they were before the out-

break of hostilities.

The representative of the USSR opposed the

Canadian draft resolution as introduced on 7

June 1967 (see p. 178) because to implement

it could lead to a violation of the United Na-

tions Charter. With regard to the draft resolu-

tion of Argentina, Brazil and Ethiopia (see

p. 183), he remarked that it was limited to one

aspect of the problem. In order to put an im-

mediate end to the human suffering it was

necessary to take energetic measures for the

withdrawal of the Israel troops.

China, while opposed to the use of force,

said it was not unmindful of Israel's declara-

tions that it had no territorial designs against

its neighbours and therefore would abstain on

the USSR's draft resolution.

The representative of Japan stated that it

was necessary for the Council to proceed in

complete unity in order to achieve a settlement.

His delegation doubted that the USSR revised

draft resolution would facilitate that task and

therefore he would abstain.

The representative of Israel assured the Coun-

cil that his Government had made great efforts

to restore normal civilian life in the area of the

recent conflict. With regard to the treatment

of prisoners of war, he asserted that they were

treated by Israel with full regard to their legal

and human rights in accordance with the inter-

national conventions.

Commenting on the USSR revised draft

resolution, the representative of Brazil said that

he was not in a position to state categorically

which of the parties involved in the conflict had

first violated the cease-fire resolutions. He stated

further that the occupation by Israel of territory

of the neighbouring Arab States had resulted

from the state of war. He took note of the

statement made by the Minister of Defence of

Israel that his country had "no aim of conquest,"

10 Article 39 of the United Nations Charter reads:

"The Security Council shall determine the existence
of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or

act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or
decide what measures shall be taken in accordance

with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore inter-

national peace and security."
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and said his Government had been consistently

opposed to any territorial conquest by military

means; however, the problem of withdrawal

could not be envisaged as an isolated step.

Accordingly, he could not support the USSR

revised draft resolution.

The representative of Canada withdrew the

draft resolution submitted by Canada and Den-

mark on 24 May (see p. 166) because it had

been overtaken by events. He asked that voting

be deferred on the Canadian draft resolution

proposed on 7 June (see p. 178).

The representative of the United States sub-

mitted another revision of his draft resolution

of 8 June. By this new text, the Security Coun-

cil would: (1) insist on the continued scrupu-

lous implementation by all the parties concerned

of the Council's repeated demands for a cease-

fire, and on the cessation of all military activity

as a first urgent step towards the establishment

of a stable peace in the Middle East; (2) re-

quest the Secretary-General to continue to re-

port to the Council on compliance with the

cease-fire; (3) call for discussions promptly

among the parties concerned, using such third

party or United Nations assistance as they

might wish, looking towards the establishment

of viable arrangements encompassing the with-

drawal and disengagement of armed personnel,

the renunciation of force regardless of its nature,

the maintenance of vital international rights

and the establishment of a stable and durable

peace in the Middle East; and (4) also request

the Secretary-General to provide such assistance

as might be required in facilitating the discus-

sions called for in this text.

He said his delegation would be glad to

consider constructive suggestions for the im-

provement of the draft resolution and would

not ask for a vote today.

The representative of the United States added

that he would not press for a vote on the other

two United States draft resolutions which had

been submitted on 31 May and 8 June 1967.

(See pp. 172 and 179.)

The revised USSR draft resolution was put

to the vote, a separate vote being taken on

each operative paragraph. The first operative

paragraph (on condemning Israel's aggressive

activities and continued occupation of parts of

the territories of the United Arab Republic,

Jordan and Syria) received 4 votes in favour

(Bulgaria, India, Mali and the USSR), 0

against and 11 abstentions. The second opera-

tive paragraph (on demanding the immediate

and unconditional removal of all Israel troops

from those territories and their withdrawal be-

hind the Armistice Lines, and respect for the

status of the Demilitarized Zones) received 6

votes in favour (Bulgaria, Ethiopia, India, Mali,

Nigeria and the USSR), 0 against and 9 ab-

stentions. The draft resolution was not adopted,

the paragraphs having failed to obtain the re-

quired majority.

The representative of the USSR stated that,

as a consequence of the vote, an extreme situa-

tion had been created demanding extreme meas-

ures by the United Nations and all peace-loving

States for the immediate and decisive cessation

of the continuing aggression in the Middle East.

The representatives of Iraq and the United

Arab Republic stated that the outcome of the

vote on the USSR draft resolution was one

more injustice to be added to the many injus-

tices directed against the Arabs. Referring to

the United Arab Republic's resolution submit-

ted on 31 May (see p. 172), the representative

of the United Arab Republic said that for the

time being he would not insist on its being put

to the vote.

RESOLUTION ON HUMANITARIAN ASPECTS

OF PROBLEMS ARISING FROM HOSTILITIES

At the Security Council's meeting in the eve-

ning of 14 June 1967, several representatives,

including those of Argentina, Bulgaria, Canada,

France, India and Mali, stressed the need for

adopting a draft resolution proposed by Argen-

tina, Brazil and Ethiopia on 10 June on the

humanitarian aspects of the problem. The pro-

posal was adopted unanimously, as resolution

237(1967), on 14 June.

The preambular paragraphs of this resolution

stressed the urgent need to spare the civilian

populations and the prisoners of war in the

area of the conflict in the Middle East from

additional sufferings, and further stressed that

essential and inalienable human rights should

be respected even during the vicissitudes of war.

By the operative paragraphs of the resolu-

tion, the Security Council: (1) called upon

Israel to ensure the safety, welfare and security
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of the inhabitants of the areas where military

operations had taken place and to facilitate

the return of those inhabitants who had fled

the area since the outbreak of the hostilities;

(2) recommended to the Governments con-

cerned the scrupulous respect of humanitarian

principles governing the treatment of prisoners

of war and the protection of civilian persons in

time of war, as contained in the Geneva Con-

ventions of 12 August 1949; and (3) asked the

Secretary-General to follow up the effective im-

plementation of this resolution and to report

to the Security Council. (For full text, see DOC-

UMENTARY REFERENCES below.)

DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES

OUTBREAK OF HOSTILITIES AND

ADOPTION OF FIRST CEASE-FIRE

RESOLUTION ON 6 JUNE 1967

SECURITY COUNCIL, meetings 1347, 1348.

S/7926. Letter of 5 June 1967 from United Arab

Republic.

S/7928. Letter of 5 June 1967 from Tunisia (contain-

ing request to participate in discussion).

S/7929. Note verbale of 5 June 1967 from Yugo-

slavia.

S/7930 and Add.l. Supplemental information received

by Secretary-General, dated 5 and 6 June 1967.

S/7932. Letter of 6 June 1967 from Italy.

S/7933. Note verbale of 5 June 1967 from Guinea.

S/7935. Draft resolution by Security Council mem-

bers.

S/7936. Letter of 6 June from United Kingdom.

S/7937. Letter of 6 June 1967 from Mauritania.

S/7942. Letter of 6 June 1967 from Bulgaria.

RESOLUTION 233(1967), as presented by Council

members, S/7935, adopted by Council, unani-

mously, on 6 June 1967, meeting 1348.

"The Security Council,

"Noting the oral report of the Secretary-General in

this situation,

"Having heard the statements made in the Council,

"Concerned at the outbreak of fighting and with

the menacing situation in the Near East,

"1. Calls upon the Governments concerned to take

forthwith as a first step all measures for an immediate

cease-fire and for a cessation of all military activities

in the area;

"2. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the

Council promptly and currently informed on the

situation."

ADOPTION OF SECOND CEASE-FIRE

RESOLUTION (ON 7 JUNE 1967)

SECURITY COUNCIL, meetings 1349, 1350.

S/7938. Letter of 7 June 1967 from USSR (contain-

ing request for immediate meeting of Security

Council).

S/7939. Letter of 7 June 1967 from United Kingdom.

S/7940. USSR: draft resolution.

S/7941. Canada: draft resolution.

S/7943 and Corr.1. Telegram of 7 June 1967 from

Jordan.

RESOLUTION 234(1967), as proposed by USSR,

S/7940, adopted unanimously by Council on 7 June

1967, meeting 1350.

"The Security Council,

"Noting that, in spite of its appeal to the Govern-

ments concerned to take forthwith as a first step all

measures for an immediate cease-fire and for a cessa-

tion of all military activities in the Near East (reso-

lution 233(1967)), military activities in the area are

continuing,

"Concerned that the continuation of military ac-

tivities may create an even more menacing situation

in the area,
"1. Demands that the Governments concerned

should as a first step cease fire and discontinue all

military activities at 2000 hours GMT on 7 June 1967;

"2. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the

Council promptly and currently informed on the

situation."

ADOPTION OF FURTHER CEASE-FIRE

RESOLUTIONS ON 9 AND 11 JUNE 1967

SECURITY COUNCIL, meetings 1351-1357.

S/7930/Add.2-5. Supplemental information received

by Secretary-General, dated between 10 and 12

June 1967.
S/7945. Letter of 7 June 1967 from Israel.

S/7946, S/7947. Cables of 7 and 8 June 1967 from

Jordan.

S/7948. Cable of 8 June 1967 from Kuwait.

S/7949. Letter of 7 June 1967 from Czechoslovakia.

S/7950. Letter of 8 June 1967 from United States

(containing request for urgent meeting of Security

Council).

S/7951 and Rev.l. USSR: draft resolution and re-

vision.

S/7952 and Rev.l, 2. United States: draft resolution

and revisions.

S/7953. Letter of 8 June 1967 from United Arab

Republic.

S/7954. Letter of 8 June 1967 from USSR (contain-

ing request to convene Security Council).

S/7955. Letter of 8 June 1967 from Hungary.

S/7956. Letter of 8 June 1967 from Haiti.

S/7957. Letter of 8 June 1967 from India (UNEF),

S/7958. Letter of 9 June 1967 from Syria,
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S/7959. Letter of 7 June 1967 from Philippines.

S/7960. Draft resolution, introduced by President.

RESOLUTION 235(1967), as presented by Council Presi-

dent, adopted unanimously by Council on 9 June

1967, meeting 1352.

"The Security Council,

"Recalling its resolutions 233(1967) of 6 June and

234(1967.) of 7 June 1967,

"Noting that the Governments of Israel and Syria

have announced their mutual acceptance of the Coun-

cil's demand for a cease-fire,

"Noting the statements made by the representatives

of Syria and Israel,

"1. Confirms its previous resolutions about imme-

diate cease-fire and cessation of military action;

"2. Demands that hostilities should cease forth-

with;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to make im-

mediate contacts with the Governments of Israel and

Syria to arrange immediate compliance with the

above-mentioned resolutions, and to report to the

Security Council not later than two hours from now."

S/7962. Letter of 9 June 1967 from Israel.

S/7963. Letter of 9 June 1967 from United States.

S/7964. Letter of 9 June 1967 from Tunisia.

S/7965. Letter of 8 June 1967 from Portugal.

S/7966. Letter of 9 June from Mongolia.

S/7967. Letter of 9 June 1967 from USSR (request

to place on agenda item entitled: "Cessation of

military action by Israel and withdrawal of the

Israeli forces from those parts of the territory of the

United Arab Republic, Jordan and Syria which

they have seized as the result of an aggression").

S/7968. Argentina, Brazil. Ethiopia: draft resolution.

S/7970. Letter of 10 June 1967 from USSR (con-

taining request for immediate meeting of Security

Council).

S/7971. United States: draft resolution.

S/7972. Letter of 11 June 1967 from Romania.

S/7973. Letter of 11 June 1967 from Syria (con-

taining request to convene Council).

S/7974. Letter of 12 June 1967 from Tunisia.

S/7975. Letter of 12 June 1967 from Jordan.

RESOLUTION 236(1967), introduced after consulta-

tions, adopted unanimously by Council on 11 June

1967, meeting 1357.

"The Security Council,

"Taking note of the oral reports of the Secretary-

General on the situation between Israel and Syria,

made at the 1354th, 1355th, 1356th and 1357th meet-

ings and the supplemental information supplied in

documents S/7930 and Add.1-3,

"1. Condemns any and all violations of the cease-

fire;

"2. Requests the Secretary-General to continue

his investigations and to report to the Council as soon

as possible;

"3. Affirms that its demand for a cease-fire and

discontinuance of all military activities includes a

prohibition of any forward military movements sub-

sequent to the cease-fire;

"4. Calls for the prompt return to the cease-fire

positions of any troops which may have moved forward

subsequent to 1630 hours GMT on 10 June 1967 ;

"5. Calls for full co-operation with the Chief of

Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organ-

ization and the observers in implementing the cease-

fire, including freedom of movement and adequate

communications facilities."

FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY

COUNCIL AND ADOPTION OF

RESOLUTION OF 14 JUNE 1967

ON HUMANITARIAN ASPECTS

SECURITY COUNCIL, meetings 1358-1361.

S/7930/Add.6, 7. Supplemental information received

by Secretary-General, dated 13 and 14 June 1967.

S/7951/Rev.2. USSR: revised draft resolution, re-

jected by Council on 14 June 1967, meeting 1360,

as follows : Operative para. 1, by 4 votes in favour

(Bulgaria, India, Mali, USSR), 0 against, 11 ab-

stentions (Argentina, Brazil, Canada, China, Den-

mark, Ethiopia, France, Japan, Nigeria, United

Kingdom, United States) ; operative para. 2, by 6

in favour (Bulgaria, Ethiopia, India, Mali, Nigeria,

USSR), 0 against, 9 abstentions (Argentina, Bra-

zil, Canada, China, Denmark, France, Japan, United

Kingdom, United States).

S/7952/Rev.3. United States: revised draft resolution.

S/7979. Letter of 13 June 1967 from USSR (con-

taining request to convene Council).

S/7980. Report by Secretary-General on credentials

(Israel).

S/7983. Letter of 13 June 1967 from Syria.

S/7984. Letter of 14 June 1967 from Pakistan (con-

ing request to participate in Council's discussion).

S/7985. Note verbale of 15 June 1967 from Israel.

S/7987 (A/6718). Letter of 15 June 1967 from

United States.

S/7989. Letter of 15 June 1967 from Israel (con-

cerning UNEF).

S/7997. Letter of 17 June 1967 from United King-

dom.

RESOLUTION ON HUMANITARIAN ASPECTS OF

PROBLEMS ARISING FROM HOSTILITIES

S/7968/Rev.l-3. Argentina, Brazil, Ethiopia: revised

draft resolution.

RESOLUTION 237(1967), as proposed by 3 powers, S/

7968/Rev.3, and orally amended by Mali, adopted

unanimously by Council on 14 June 1967, meeting

1361.

"The Security Council,

"Considering the urgent need to spare the civil

populations and the prisoners of the war in the area

of conflict in the Middle East additional sufferings,
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"Considering that essential and inalienable human

rights should be respected even during the vicissitudes

of war,

"Considering that all the obligations of the Geneva

Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners

of War of 12 August 1949 should be complied with

by the parties involved in the conflict,

"1. Calls upon the Government of Israel to ensure

the safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of

the areas where military operations have taken place

and to facilitate the return of those inhabitants who

have fled the areas since the outbreak of hostilities;

"2. Recommends to the Governments concerned

the scrupulous respect of the humanitarian principles

governing the treatment of prisoners of war and the

protection of civilian persons in time of war contained

in the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to follow the

effective implementation of this resolution and to re-

port to the Security Council."

CONSIDERATION OF THE MIDDLE EAST SITUATION

BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

CONSIDERATION AT FIRST PART OF

FIFTH EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION

(17 JUNE-5 JULY 1967)

In a letter dated 13 June 1967, the Minister

for Foreign Affairs of the USSR requested the

Secretary-General to convene an emergency

special session of the General Assembly as

promptly as possible. He stated that, despite the

Security Council's demands for a cease-fire,

Israel had seized further territories belonging

to the Arab States; accordingly, the Assembly

should act under Article 11 of the Charter (for

text, see APPENDIX II) to consider the situation

and take a decision to liquidate the consequences

of aggression and secure the immediate with-

drawal of Israel forces behind the Armistice

Lines.

The fifth emergency special session of the

General Assembly opened on 17 June. Between

that date and 5 July, 25 meetings were devoted

to the discussion of the question; many States

were represented by Heads of State or Minis-

ters for Foreign Affairs.

During this part of the session, seven draft

resolutions were placed before the Assembly.

On 4 July, the Assembly adopted two reso-

lutions (2252 and 2253 (ES-V) ) dealing, re-

spectively, with humanitarian assistance and

with measures taken by Israel to change the

status of the City of Jerusalem.

On the same day, four of the other five draft

resolutions, relating to underlying political as-

pects of the question, were voted upon and

rejected, none having obtained the required

majority of votes. (For further details, see be-

low.)

During a recess of the session for consulta-

tions between 5 and 12 July, the Security Coun-

cil met on 8 and 9 July (see pp. 226-28) to

consider complaints by the United Arab Re-

public and Israel of non-compliance with the

Council's cease-fire resolutions.

Upon resumption of the Assembly session,

nine meetings were held between 12 and 21

July. On 14 July, the Assembly adopted a fur-

ther resolution (2254(ES-V)) on measures

taken by Israel to change the status of the

City of Jerusalem. On 21 July, it adopted an-

other resolution ( 2256 ( ES-V ) ) by which it

decided to adjourn the session temporarily and

to request the Secretary-General to forward its

records to the Security Council in order to

facilitate the resumption by the Council, as a

matter of urgency, of its consideration of the

tense situation in the Middle East. The special

emergency session reconvened on 18 September

and adopted a resolution (2257(ES-V)) ex-

pressing its utmost concern about the situation

in the Middle East and deciding to place the

question on the agenda of its twenty-second

regular session as a matter of high priority. (For

further details, see below.)

At its fifth emergency special session, which

began on 17 June, the General Assembly de-

cided to place the USSR letter on its agenda.

Ninety-eight Member States had responded

affirmatively to the USSR request for the ses-

sion, three abstained and three did not concur

(Botswana, Israel and the United States). In

a letter of 15 June, the United States stated its

reservations as to the propriety, in the light of

the Assembly's "Uniting for Peace" resolution

of 3 November 1950,
11
 of convening an emer-

11  See Y.U.N., 1950, pp. 193-95, text of resolution

377 A(V).
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gency special session when the Security Coun-

cil was still engaged in consultations regarding

further action on the Middle East.

In the statements made by the 69 delegations

participating in the session's general debate,

divergent views were expressed on the origins

and development of the situation and of the

attitude and measures which the General As-

sembly should adopt with regard to it.

The Chairman of the Council of Ministers

of the USSR, speaking on 19 June, explained

that his Government had taken the initiative

in convening the session because a military

conflict could flare up at any moment with

new intensity as long as Israel troops continued

to occupy the territories seized by them and

urgent measures were not taken to eliminate

the consequences of the aggression. It was up

to the Assembly, he said, to adopt decisions that

would clear the way towards the restoration

of peace in the Middle East. This was a task

which concerned all States and which could be

solved only if the multiple and complex nature

of today's world did not push into the back-

ground the common objectives that joined

States and peoples together. Above all, he

stressed, there was the need to prevent a mili-

tary disaster; nobody doubted that if a new

world war started it would inevitably be a nu-
clear one.

He went on to say that relations between

Israel and the Arab States during the past year

had been characterized by continuously increas-

ing tension, a mounting scale of attacks by

Israel troops against one or another of Israel's

neighbours and concentration of Israel troops

on the Syrian border for an end-of-May strike,

all culminating on 5 June when Israel had

started war against the United Arab Republic,

Syria and Jordan. Not until the Security Coun-

cil had adopted a fourth decision on cessation

of hostilities and a number of States had sev-

ered diplomatic relations with Israel and given

a firm warning about the use of sanctions had

Israel troops stopped military actions. In fact,

the greater part of presently occupied Arab ter-

ritories had been seized after the Council had

taken a decision concerning immediate cessa-

tion of hostilities.

Israel had no arguments which could justify

its aggression, the Chairman of the USSR Coun-

cil of Ministers added. Israel should have pre-

sented any claims which it might have ha.d

against its neighbours to the United Nations

and searched there for a peaceful settlement as

prescribed by the United Nations Charter. There

was no alternative to the resolute condemnation

of the aggressor and the elimination of the con-

sequences of the aggression. On the basis of

the principle that every people enjoyed the

right to establish an independent national State

of its own, the USSR had voted for the parti-

tion of Palestine in 1947. However, it just as

resolutely condemned attempts by any State to

conduct an aggressive policy towards other

countries. Israel's ruling circles had unfortu-

nately conducted a policy of conquest and ter-

ritorial expansion into the lands of neighbour-

ing Arab States, as the records of the Security

Council since 1948 had made clear, and ha.d

enjoyed outside support from certain imperialist

circles. These powerful circles had made state-

ments and taken practical actions which might

have been interpreted by Israel extremists as

direct encouragement to commit acts of aggres-

sion. How else, he asked, could one qualify the

demonstrations by the United States Sixth

Fleet off the coast of the Arab States, the build-

up of the British Navy and Air Force in the

Mediterranean and the Red Sea area, or the

increase in modern arms and ammunition de-

liveries for the Israel army?

After the start of hostilities, he went on to

say, the same forces—accomplices in aggression

—did all they could to help Israel to gain time

and to carry out new conquests. As a result, the

Security Council found itself unable to take

the decision prompted by the existing emer-

gency—the adoption of the proposal concerning

an immediate withdrawal of Israel troops be-

hind the Armistice Lines. Statements by the

United States in support of the political inde-

pendence and territorial integrity of the Middle

East countries were meaningless.

In demanding that the Assembly condemn

the aggressor and ensure the withdrawal of

Israel troops from the occupied territories of

the United Arab Republic, Syria and Jordan,

the USSR said it had in mind not only the cre-

ation of the essential conditions for peace in

the Middle East, but its preservation in many

regions of the world where would-be aggressors
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eager to seize foreign territories might attempt

to overrun their neighbours if Israel's claims

were not rebuffed. Otherwise, many States might

conclude they could not expect protection from

the United Nations, and funds earmarked for

development would be channelled into the arms

race. Having fallen victim to aggression, the

Arab States were entitled to expect full recon-

stitution, without delay, of their sovereignty and

territorial integrity and full reimbursement for

material damages.

The USSR, the Chairman of the USSR

Council of Ministers added, was prepared to

work together with all other delegations in or-

der to attain those goals. Since much depended

on the efforts of the big powers, it would be

well if their delegations found a common lan-

guage in order to reach decisions meeting the

interests of peace in the Middle East and else-

where.

USSR DRAFT RESOLUTION

To that end, the USSR introduced a draft

resolution whereby the Assembly would, inter

alia: (1) vigorously condemn Israel's aggres-

sion; (2) demand that Israel immediately and

unconditionally withdraw all Israel's forces be-

hind the Armistice Demarcation Lines, as stip-

ulated in the General Armistice Agreements,

and respect the status of the demilitarized

zones, as prescribed in the Armistice Agree-

ments; (3) demand that Israel should make

good in full and within the shortest possible

time all the damage inflicted on the United

Arab Republic, Syria and Jordan and on their

nationals and should return to them all seized

property and other material assets; and (4)

appeal to the Security Council to take immedi-

ate effective measures to eliminate all the con-

sequences of Israel's aggression.

Speaking on 20 June, the representative of

the United States declared that the ultimate aim

of the Assembly must be nothing less than a

stable and durable peace in the Middle East.

The record of two decades revealed that crises

had been constant because of the failure of the

parties concerned to come to grips with the

underlying causes of tension in the area and to

seek permanent solutions.

During the early part of 1967, he said, ten-

sion had become greater in the area, acts of

violence more frequent, and threats and dec-

larations more bellicose. Then, on 17 May 1967,

President Nasser had demanded the withdrawal

of the United Nations Emergency Force

(UNEF), had immediately moved large forces

into the area and shortly thereafter had declared

a blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba and the Strait

of Tiran. With the major insulator, UNEF,

stripped away, the hostile forces stood in direct

confrontation. Threats of war filled the air;

peace hung suspended by a thread. On his

return from Cairo, the Secretary-General had

appealed for a breathing spell and the exer-

cise of special restraint by all parties. Efforts

by the United States on 30 May 1967 to secure

Security Council endorsement of a draft resolu-

tion to provide such a breathing spell had not

succeeded. When, on 5 June 1967, the thread

of peace was broken, the most urgent need was

to stop the fighting before its dimensions grew.

The United States had, with others, sought to

obtain a call by the Council for an immediate

cease-fire. That effort was resisted and pro-

longed discussion had gone on for 36 hours

before the Security Council had finally reached

a unanimous decision on a simple cease-fire.

The United States representative added that

efforts to secure a cease-fire on the Syrian front

had later met the same obstruction. Much time

had been devoted to totally false accusations

that the United States had encouraged and

prompted Israel to conflict and even that its

armed forces had intervened in the hostilities

on the side of Israel. The United States reiter-

ated its offer of co-operation with any impartial

investigation of those charges—charges which

had been made in an attempt to find a scape-

goat for what had occurred and perhaps for

an even more sinister purpose: to engage the

great powers with each other.

Now, the United States added, the problem

was before the General Assembly, where the

USSR had introduced a draft resolution essen-

tially the same as that which the overwhelming

majority of the Security Council had refused

to accept. Its one-sided condemnation of Israel

as an aggressor would be neither equitable nor

constructive, and its call for withdrawal of the

Israel forces would return the situation to that

of 5 June, with opposing forces standing in
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direct confrontation and with no international

machinery present to keep them apart. Once

again, in short, nothing would be done to resolve

the deep-lying grievances on both sides that

had fed the fires of war in the Middle East

for 20 years.

Rather than approve such a prescription for

renewed hostilities, the United States sought

steps towards real peace based on five essential

principles which the President of the United

States had enunciated on 19 June.

UNITED STATES DRAFT RESOLUTION

The United States therefore proposed a draft

resolution by which the Assembly would inter

alia: (1) endorse the cease-fire achieved by the

Security Council and call for its scrupulous re-

spect; (2) decide that its objective must be a

stable and durable peace in the Middle East;

(3) consider that the objective should be

achieved through negotiated arrangements with

appropriate third-party assistance based on: (a)

mutual recognition of the political independ-

ence and territorial integrity of all countries

in the area, encompassing recognized bound-

aries and other arrangements, including dis-

engagement and withdrawal of forces, that

would give them security against terror, destruc-

tion and war; (b) freedom of innocent maritime

passage; (c) a just and equitable solution of

the refugee problem; (d) registration and lim-

itation of arms shipments into the area; (e)

recognition of the right of all sovereign nations

to exist in peace and security: and (4) request

the Security Council to keep the situation under

careful review.

The United Kingdom's Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairs rejected the charges which had

been made against the United Kingdom and

repeated that his Government would welcome

investigation by the United Nations of the

allegations. He also rejected the implication

that the United Kingdom had caused delay in

the Security Council. On the contrary, it was

among the first to urge that the Council call

for an immediate cease-fire. The whole aim of

the United Kingdom's policy had been to pre-

vent a highly inflammable issue from develop-

ing into a war.

In reviewing the principles which should

guide the search for a lasting settlement, he

stressed that war should not lead to territorial

aggrandizement, and called upon Israel not to

take any steps in relation to Jerusalem that

would conflict with that principle. The problem

of the refugees required a great international

effort. Any settlement must recognize the right

of all States in the area to exist in true dignity

and real freedom, and that must include the

ability to earn their living in assured peace.

There must be respect for the right of free and

innocent passage through international water-

ways for the ships of all nations. The countries

of the Middle East must be freed from the pres-

sures which had driven them to waste their

resources in an arms race. It was imperative

that the Arab communities whose lands had

been overrun should be allowed to stay where

they were, or to return if they had fled. A fur-

ther escalation of the already intractable refugee

problem could not be allowed and no time must

be lost in bringing relief to those in need.

The United Kingdom called for the nomi-

nation by the Secretary-General of a representa-

tive to go at once to the area to advise the

Secretary-General on the whole conduct of

relations arising from the cease-fire and the

subsequent keeping of the peace on the frontier.

He should also play an active part in relations

with all the parties in the area itself, and advise

the United Nations on the form which a future

United Nations presence should take.

The Foreign Minister of France said that the

war had settled nothing and had made every-

thing more difficult. He recalled his Govern-

ment's insistence, prior to 5 June 1967, on the

necessity of avoiding hostilities and of arriving

at a negotiated settlement. It had made clear

that those first to take up arms would have

neither France's approval nor support. The

existing problems had been, apart from navi-

gation through the Gulf of Aqaba, the situation

of the Palestinian refugees and the situation

existing between the neighbouring States con-

cerned. As a result of the hostilities, the diver-

gencies were sharper than ever. The situation

was precarious and perilous and it was the

duty, interest and mission of all to see that it

did not continue as it was, for peace might rot
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last long. No fait accompli on the spot regard-

ing the territorial boundaries and the situation

of the citizens of the States concerned could

be considered as permanent. Only a freely ne-

gotiated settlement accepted by all the parties

and recognized by the international community

could one day solve all those problems as a

whole. Obviously, this was far away. After the

current discussion in the Assembly, it would

be incumbent on the international community

to take the first initiative. In that connexion,

the French Foreign Minister stressed the role

of the Security Council for taking action on

behalf of the United Nations. It was not in

the interest of any of the countries in the region

to become elements which the great powers

could use to further their policy. Nor was it

in the interest of the great powers themselves,

if they sincerely desired peace, to fan local

rivalries. He considered that the end of war

in Viet-Nam could also open up new prospects

for settlement.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Israel

declared that the crisis of recent weeks had

many consequences but only one cause. Israel's

right to peace, security, sovereignty, economic

development and maritime freedom, and in-

deed its very right to exist had been forcibly

denied and aggressively attacked. The threats

were directed against it by neighbouring Arab

States, but tension had been aggravated by the

unbalanced policy of the USSR, which had

provided Arab States with tremendous supplies

of offensive weapons, trained their armies and

encouraged their military preparations, and, by

use of the veto, inhibited the Security Council

from any constructive action in many disputes

between an Arab State and Israel.

Describing the course of events, the Israel

Foreign Minister insisted that statements and

actions of Arab Governments proved beyond

any doubt that between 14 May and 5 June

they had methodically prepared and mounted

an aggressive assault designed to bring about

Israel's immediate and total destruction. His con-

victions about this were based on statements

and actions of the Arab Governments, which

had remained blatantly hostile, despite hopes

for relative stability engendered by the arrange-

ments discussed in the General Assembly in

March 1957.
12

Statements by Syria, he went on to say, had

indicated that its policy was to deny Israel its

sovereignty, to destroy its statehood and to kill

as many of its citizens as possible. The Israel

Foreign Minister referred, in particular, to the

initiation by Syria in 1966 of what it called a

"popular war," a technique of aggression con-

sisting of inflaming the Israel frontier by train-

ing and dispatching terrorists through Jordan

and Lebanon to attack not the armed forces

but Israel's civilian population in an effort to

embroil other Arab States in conflict with

Israel.

The Egyptian and USSR claim about Israel

troop concentrations being poised for a mid-May

invasion of Syria was a monstrous fiction, Is-

rael's Foreign Minister stated. Egyptian forces

had begun on 14 May to move in strength

into Sinai, and two days later the Egyptian

command ordered the United Nations Emer-

gency Force to leave the border. On 18 May,

Egypt had called for the total removal of UNEF,

and the Secretary-General had with disastrous

swiftness acceded to that request without refer-

ence to either the Security Council or the Gen-

eral Assembly, without consulting Israel, with-

out heeding the protesting voices of some per-

manent members of the Security Council and

without seeking such delay as to enable alterna-

tive measures to be concerted for preventing

belligerency by sea and a dangerous confronta-

tion of forces by land. Israel was resolved never

again to allow a vital Israel interest to rest on

such a fragile foundation. As a consequence of

the above-mentioned developments, there had

been a sudden disruption of the local security

balance and a clear threat to an international

maritime interest. As the Egyptian concentra-

tions had increased daily in Sinai and their

precise intention made clear, Israel had taken

corresponding precautionary measures.

On 21 May 1967, the Israel Foreign Min-

ister continued, President Nasser had announced

that he would blockade the Gulf of Aqaba

and the Strait of Tiran to Israel ships, an act

12 See Y.U.N., 1956, pp. 51-53, 55-56.
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which was by definition an act of war and

which was regarded by Israel as an attack jus-

tifying her acting in self-defence under Article

51 of the United Nations Charter.
13
 In the

following week, the United Arab Republic had

signed a defence agreement with Jordan and

associated Iraq with it soon thereafter. By early

June, Israel had been surrounded by vast armies

on her borders in Sinai, the Syrian hills and

the frontier with Jordan, subjected to Egyptian

air reconnaissance and illegally blockaded from

all its commerce with the eastern half of the

world.

On 5 June 1967, when Egyptian forces moved

by air and land against Israel's western coast

and southern territory, the choice for Israel was

to live or to perish. For five days Israel em-

ployed armed force alone and unaided in a just

and righteous self-defence. Israel's Foreign Min-

ister rejected totally the USSR description of

Israel's resistance as aggression. What should

be condemned, he said, was not Israel's action,

but the attempt to condemn it. Israel had

showed that even a small State had the right

to live, which was the very essence of the

Charter.

The Security Council, he added, had wisely

rejected the backward step advocated by the

USSR of returning to the situation as it was

before 5 June 1967; such a course was totally

unacceptable. The Assembly must not prescribe

a formula for renewed hostilities, but a set of

principles for the construction of a new and

peaceful future in the Middle East, which would

only be elaborated in frank and lucid dialogue

between Israel and each of the neighbouring

States. Peace and security, with their juridical,

territorial, economic and social implications,

could only be built by the free negotiation which

was the true essence of sovereign responsibility.

The only constructive course for the Assembly,

Israel's spokesman considered, was to call upon

the recent combatants to negotiate the condi-

tions of their future coexistence. Israel would

maintain the cease-fire which the Security Coun-

cil had decided upon and would reject the

course of a return to the situation of bellig-

erency.

The President of Syria, the Deputy Premier

of the United Arab Republic and the King

of Jordan declared that the Arab people looked

to the emergency special session of the Assem-

bly as a last hope for the triumph of law, reason

and justice over the laws of the jungle and

the logic of force, since the Security Council

had been unable to discharge its responsibili-

ties.

Among the points they made were the fol-

lowing: The aggression of 5 June by Israel,

supported by imperialist powers, was but the

latest in a long list of acts scarcely interrupted

since 1948. Frequent condemnations, in many

United Nations resolutions, had been persist-

ently disregarded by Israel. An increase in the

frequency and destructiveness of aggressive acts

by Israel during the past year had culminated

in its aggression against Syria on 7 April 1967.

That had been followed in May 1967 and at

the beginning of June 1967 by military and

other Israel threats and provocations including,

in particular, a troop build-up against Syria.

The Arab countries, while trying to take the

necessary precautions, had exerted themselves

to keep the situation under control, taking—

in Sinai, as well as elsewhere—a posture of

defence and not of attack. On his visit to Cairo,

the Secretary-General had been assured that

it was their firm policy not to take the offensive.

They had not spared any effort to avoid an

eruption and had been in continuous consulta-

tions with many capitals in the world, including

Washington. But Israel, despite its claim not

to have any aggressive intentions, had launched

its sneak attack on 5 June 1967, plans for which

had long before been carefully prepared by

Israel and its co-conspirators. Israel's invasion

had been coupled with deliberate delaying tac-

tics in the Security Council by the representa-

tives of the United States and the United King-

13 Article 51 of the United Nations Charter states:

"Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the

inherent right of individual or collective self-defence

if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the

United Nations, until the Security Council has taken

measures necessary to maintain international peace

and security. Measures taken by Members in the exer-

cise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately

reported to the Security Council and shall not in any

way affect the authority and responsibility of the

Security Council under the present Charter to take

at any time such action as it deems necessary in order

to maintain or restore international peace and se-

curity."
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dom who had blocked all efforts to secure an

immediate cease-fire and withdrawal of forces.

The President of Syria added that it was only

after Syria and Israel had agreed to the Security

Council cease-fire order that the Israel invasion

and occupation of Syrian territory took place.

It was further pointed out that the claim

that the blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba itself

constituted an act of war and justified the Israel

aggression as an act of self-defence provided no

excuse for the massive assault. The Strait of

Tiran had never been opened to Israel until the

aggression of 1956. No vital interests had suf-

fered; not an Israel ship had passed through

the Strait in the last two and a half years. The

action of Israel was not legitimate self-defence

within the meaning of Article 51 of the Char-

ter because no armed attack on its territory

had in fact occurred. On 5 June 1967, the

United Arab Republic had not yet even com-

pleted its defensive precautions in Sinai, and

a similar condition had prevailed in Syria and

Jordan.

The United Nations must accordingly con-

demn the aggressor and enforce the withdrawal

of Israel troops to their pre-June 5 positions.

To permit Israel the use of the fruits of its

aggression as a bargaining weapon to gain its

ends would not be borne. Proof of the United

States blessing of aggression could be found in

its official statements seeking to impose solu-

tions that would accommodate aggression and

justify the logic of force. The Arab States would

reject any conditions or discussions based on

an invasion, and asked the General Assembly

to condemn aggression firmly and to liquidate

its traces immediately. Any other approach

sought through occupation would be firmly

rejected because it would mean giving in to the

logic of force and conquest. On the other hand,

approval of the USSR draft resolution would

lead to the safeguarding of peace and prevent

a new explosion and would constitute a victory

for the principles of the United Nations Or-

ganization.

While many countries had been subjected to

old and new forms of colonialist interference,

the Syrian President said, the Arab people had

the distinction of being subjected to the domi-

nation of a most peculiar alliance between tra-

ditional colonialism and international Zionism

in Israel, based in essence on the total extermi-

nation of the Arab people and their replace-

ment by other conquering elements. The gains

achieved through struggle and sacrifice by the

Arab masses were being nullified because the

colonial powers wished to exploit their strategic

location, their petroleum resources and their

huge potential wealth. The Arab struggle was

a part of the battle of all peace-loving peoples

who looked to a future free of threats, and was

waged so that the Arab homeland could be

built into a wall between the imperialist con-

querors and the countries of Asia and Africa,

added the President of Syria.

In reply to Israel comments on terrorism

coming from Syria, he said that neither Syria,

the United Arab Republic, Lebanon nor any

other State had any right to prevent the Pales-

tinian people, whose rights to their homeland

had been upheld by the United Nations, from

returning to their homeland.

In a statement to the Assembly on 20 June,

the Secretary-General said he felt it necessary

to reply to statements made by the Israel For-

eign Minister concerning the decision to comply

with the request of the United Arab Republic

for the withdrawal of the United Nations Emer-

gency Force (UNEF). The picture given by

the Foreign Minister of Israel, he said, could

be very damaging to the United Nations with

regard to its peace-keeping functions, past and

present. He sought to restore in that picture

the balance warranted by the facts. The reasons

for his decision, said the Secretary-General, had

been set forth in previous reports to the General

Assembly and the Security Council (see pages

162-65).

The Secretary-General went on to say that

the indispensable basis for the effective buffer

function exercised by UNEF for more than a

decade had been the voluntary decision of the

Government of the United Arab Republic to

keep its troops away from the line, with only

United Nations troops in the buffer zone, which

was exclusively on the United Arab Republic

side of the lines. Despite the intent of the Gen-

eral Assembly resolution that United Nations

troops should be stationed on both sides of the

line, Israel had always refused to accept them
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on Israel territory on the valid grounds of

national sovereignty. It would have been very

helpful if Israel had at any time accepted the

deployment of UNEF also on its side of the

line. Prior to receiving and replying to the

United Arab Republic request for the with-

drawal of UNEF, the Secretary-General said,

he had raised the possibility of stationing ele-

ments of UNEF on the Israel side of the line.

He had been told that the idea was completely

unacceptable to Israel. Moreover, he added,

for all those ten years Israel's troops regularly

patrolled alongside the line and had now and

again created provocations by violating it.

The Secretary-General subsequently submit-

ted a report, on 26 June, setting out a detailed

chronology of the dates and times of significant

events and actions between the first message

from the United Arab Republic's Chief of Staff

on 16 May to the completion of UNEF's with-

drawal on 17 June. The report also contained

comments on some of the main points at issue,

stating that the presence of UNEF had not

touched the basic problem of the Arab-Israel

conflict and that it was entirely unrealistic to

maintain that that conflict could have been

solved or its consequence prevented if a greater

effort had been made to maintain UNEF's

presence against the will of the United Arab

Republic. It was the negotiations with the Gov-

ernment of Egypt on the question of the with-

drawal of UNEF which had delayed the arrival

of the Force in November 1956 after its estab-

lishment by the General Assembly, and in dis-

cussions over the years it had invariably been

taken for granted by United Arab Republic

representatives that if their Government offi-

cially requested its withdrawal, the request

would be honoured by the Secretary-General.

As a practical matter, delay would have been

fruitless because the effectiveness of UNEF had

already vanished before the request for with-

drawal was received, owing to the movement

of United Arab Republic troops up to the line

and into Sharm El Sheikh. Moreover, the Sec-

retary-General's report added, once the United

Arab Republic had withdrawn its consent

to the presence of the Force, the Force's dis-

integration was automatically set off since con-

tributing Governments indicated that their con-

tingents would be withdrawn. As for consulta-

tions, the Secretary-General said he had not

only consulted with the Advisory Committee on

UNEF, as he was obliged to do, but he had

also consulted the representatives of the seven

countries providing contingents of UNEF.

The Secretary-General also dealt with the

legal and constitutional considerations which

had been of great importance in determining

his actions, and in that connexion set out a

chronology of the relevant actions in 1956 and

1957. The consent of the host country to the

presence and operation of United Nations peace-

keeping machinery was a basic prerequisite to

all such operations, and Egyptian representa-

tives appeared to have made it clear to Secre-

tary-General Dag Hammarskjold and in the

General Assembly that their Government held

to the view that if its consent was no longer

maintained, UNEF should be withdrawn.

In conclusion, the Secretary-General noted in

his report a failure to appreciate the essentially

fragile nature of the basis for UNEF's operation

throughout its existence. It depended completely

on the voluntary co-operation of the host Gov-

ernment. Its basis of existence was the willing-

ness of Governments to provide contingents to

serve under an international command and at

a minimum of cost to the United Nations. It

was a symbolic force, small in size, equipped

with light weapons only. It had no mandate

of any kind to open fire except in the last resort

of self-defence. It had no formal mandate to

exercise any authority in the area in which it

was stationed. In recent years it experienced an

increasingly uncertain basis of financial support,

which in turn gave rise to strong annual pres-

sures for reduction in its strength. Despite those

practical weaknesses, UNEF's remarkable suc-

cess for more than a decade might have led to

wrong conclusions about its nature. It had also,

however, pointed the way to a unique means

of contributing significantly to international

peace-keeping.

In the course of the general debate in the

Assembly, a number of speakers expressed con-

currence with the decision taken by the Secre-

tary-General to withdraw UNEF when so re-

quested by the Government of the United Arab

Republic. These included the representatives of

Afghanistan, Albania, Brazil, Burundi, Ceylon,

Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Guinea, India, Indo-
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nesia, Mauritania, Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan,

Poland, Sudan, the Ukrainian SSR, Yugoslavia

and Zambia.

Thus, Brazil, noting that it had contributed

a battalion to the Force and greatly regretting

that UNEF's services should have been termi-

nated at a time when it could still have fruitfully

discharged its functions, declared that it had

never disputed the right exercised by Israel to

decline to admit the Force on its territory nor

the right of the United Arab Republic to re-

quest its withdrawal.

Guinea considered that it was obvious that

in requesting the withdrawal of UNEF, the

United Arab Republic was exercising the pre-

rogatives of its national sovereignty. In accord-

ance with the agreement on the establishment

of the United Nations presence, and in keeping

with the spirit and practice of all peace-keeping

operations in any Member country, the Secre-

tary-General had acceded to that request, thus

discharging his obligations and reaffirming the

impartial and neutral character of the United

Nations.

The general debate revealed differences of

opinion over the assessment of responsibility for

the eruption of hostilities in the Middle East

on 5 June 1967, and on the advisability of

attempting to make any such assessment.

Denmark, for example, stated that the evi-

dence produced offered no grounds for identi-

fying the country which had struck first, let

alone for answering the question \vhether any

of the parties could be identified as an aggressor.

Belgium considered it would be pointless and

harmful for the Assembly to start trying to ap-

portion blame for the crisis. The representative

of Norway did not find it constructive or useful

to indulge in recrimination or condemnation.

The representative of New Zealand shared the

view that the Assembly could not usefully at-

tempt to ascribe blame for aggression solely to

one side, since any fundamental and objective

examination would require dissection, layer by

layer—a task which could not be essayed lightly

without ample time and sufficient evidence. The

Ivory Coast hoped the Assembly would not

waste its energies in seeking to attribute blame,

but would rather pin-point the causes and con-

sequences of the conflict and suggest ways of

ensuring a just and lasting peace.

Canada considered that no Government could

be held wholly responsible for what had hap-

pened and that the impartial reports of the

Secretary-General supported this assessment. In

Uruguay's opinion, the Assembly had not met

to point out responsibilities or to pass judgment

on attitudes, but to co-operate in a search for

solutions that would ensure a just and stable

peace in the Middle East. France's Minister

for Foreign Affairs recalled that since the crisis

had erupted—under conditions that it was no

longer necessary to bring up at this juncture—

France had not ceased to advocate moderation.

Other speakers shared the views of Jordan,

Syria, the United Arab Republic and the USSR

that Israel had launched an aggressive assault

on its neighbours on 5 June. Among those of

this opinion were representatives of Arab States

and of Albania, Bulgaria, Burundi, the Byelo-

russian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Guinea, Hungary,

India, Indonesia, Mali, Mongolia, Pakistan, So-

malia, Spain, Sudan, the Ukrainian SSR, the

United Republic of Tanzania, and Zambia.

The Prime Minister of Czechoslovakia, for

instance, observed that at a time when the

attention of the peace-loving States was con-

centrated on the peaceful solution of pending

questions, the militarist forces of Israel had

unleashed a premeditated, sudden and perfidious

attack and, with wide support from well-known

imperialist forces, had invaded the Sinai Penin-

sula, conquered part of Jordan and, despite in-

sistent appeals of the Security Council to cease

their military operations, attacked the territory

of Syria.

The United Republic of Tanzania made the

point that one of the striking features which

had accompanied the growth of Israel had been

its use of armed force as a means of territorial

expansion. Nowhere in the statement of the

representative of Israel was it categorically as-

serted or admitted who fired the first shot; but

it was clear from the record of events who did.

Israel had committed aggression against the

Arab States, aided and abetted by colonialist and

imperialist powers.

The representative of Spain said that one

need merely to consider the deployment of the

tank formation of the attacking army and its

lines of advance, as well as the technique of

mass bombardment by surprise, in order to
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reach a strong moral conviction about who un-

leashed the hostilities.

India's Minister of External Affairs consid-

ered it incontrovertible that Israel had struck

the first blow. The concept of a pre-emptive

strike or a preventive war was contrary to the

United Nations Charter.

The representative of Pakistan, drawing at-

tention to a basic Charter principle that force

should not be used against the territorial integ-

rity of Member States except in self-defence

against armed attack, said the very fact that

the Arab countries were caught unawares, and

had sustained grievous losses during the first

hours of the war when Israel wiped out their

air forces, showed who had taken the ini-

tiative. Despite any arguments relating to the

so-called blockade of the Strait of Tiran or

other assertions of belligerent rights, the concept

of casus belli was totally contrary to the Charter.

If each nation had a right by itself to determine

what constituted a cause justifying war, nothing

would be left of that international order predi-

cated in the Charter. As did other speakers,

he urged the Assembly to take note of and to

condemn Israel's aggression.

In reply to charges of Israel aggression, the

Foreign Minister of Israel declared that his

Government rejected with indignation any

statement that Israel was responsible for the

hostilities and accused the United Arab Re-

public and Jordan of unprovoked aggression.

During the last weeks of May and early June,

he said, a reckless decision had been taken by

the United Arab Republic to disrupt the secur-

ity balance established by general agreement in

March 1957. As the successive stages of the

United Arab Republic's aggressive design un-

folded, more than 50 declarations between 14

May and 4 June had been made by President

Nasser, his ministers, his army chiefs and his

officially controlled radio stations, explaining

that the aim was to fight a war for Israel's

annihilation. If there was anything unusual in

Israel's action, it lay in the patience it had

shown in the interval between the Egyptian

blockade and the movement of forces against

it on 5 June. How, he asked, would any other

Member State have reacted if a group of neigh-

bouring States had encircled it with divisions,

issued orders on how to bomb its airfields and
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capture its territory, announced their intention

to wage a war of annihilation, announced a

blockade of its coasts for the purpose of pre-

cipitating a war and then, with the Security

Council ignoring its peril, dispatched their air-

craft and shelled its frontier villages.

With regard to Jordan, the Foreign Minister

of Israel said that even after Jordan had opened

aggression on its front by firing on Jerusalem,

Israel had offered Jordan the opportunity to

disengage by having King Hussein informed

that Israel would not attack any State which

refrained from attacking it.

Throughout the discussion, emphasis was

placed on the principles and methods by which

the General Assembly might best attempt to find

a course of action leading to a peaceful solu-

tion of the problems which had for so long

plagued the Middle East. The questions raised

included: condemnation of aggression; with-

drawal from occupied territories uncondition-

ally or linked to a negotiated settlement; non-

recognition of acquisition of territory by force;

the end of the state of belligerency and ensuring

respect for the territorial integrity and political

independence of all States in the area; freedom

of innocent maritime passage through the Suez

Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba; development of

national economies and an end to the arms race;

the status of Jerusalem and the Holy Places;

humanitarian assistance and the refugee prob-

lem; and also the role of United Nations organs,

a special representative of the Secretary-Gen-

eral and United Nations military observers in

arrangements for a durable settlement.

A major question in the debate concerned the

relationship between the principle of the inad-

missibility of the acquisition of territory by force

and other principles or considerations mentioned

by various delegations as relevant to the prac-

tical problem of the withdrawal of Israel forces

from occupied Arab territories.

Calls for the immediate and unconditional

withdrawal of the Israel armed forces, together

with non-recognition of the acquisition of terri-

tory by force, before negotiations on other issues.

were demanded by the representatives of Af-

ghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi,

the Byelorussian SSR, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,

Ecuador, Greece, Guinea, Hungary, Indonesia,

Iran, Lebanon, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia,
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Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Poland, Saudi Arabia,

Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Tunisia, Turkey, the

Ukrainian SSR, the USSR, the United Arab

Republic, the United Republic of Tanzania,

Venezuela and Zambia. Some of them linked

that step with further measures to promote a

settlement. Several of these speakers also de-

manded condemnation of Israel for its aggres-

sion.

King Hussein of Jordan, noting that Israel

troops were on the soil of three Members of the

United Nations and that the whole of the West

Bank of his country, Jordan, was still occupied,

declared that that was a completely unaccept-

able and intolerable situation. It was the duty

of the United Nations swiftly to condemn the

aggressor and enforce the return of Israel troops

to the lines held before the attack of 5 June.

To permit Israel to retain its gains as a bargain-

ing weapon would be to permit the aggressor

to use the fruits of its aggression to gain the

ends for which it went to war.

In the opinion of Iraq's Minister for Foreign

Affairs, the central issue emerging from the

debate was whether the military occupation

of territories of United Nations Member States

was to be permitted, regardless of whether it

was used as a means for bargaining or as a step

towards formal annexation. To allow Israel to

maintain its occupation would be a prescription

for war. There could be no settlement, nor even

the beginning of a rational discussion of the

underlying causes, before withdrawal was ef-

fected—it was the sine qua non of peace.

Libya's Minister for Foreign Affairs said that

the Assembly must stand up to its responsibility

and order the invading forces to evacuate the

territories they had seized; that must be done

prior to an examination of any other aspect

of the problem. Moreover, by failing to con-

demn Israel, the Assembly would create a prece-

dent which would encourage other States to

achieve expansionist ambitions by the force of

arms without fearing either the United Nations

or the world's conscience.

Kuwait's Foreign Minister maintained that if

the United Nations did not secure the with-

drawal of Israel forces from the occupied terri-

tories, in accordance with the Charter, a situa-

tion would be created in which the Arab States

would feel compelled, sooner or later, to under-

take through all means at their disposal the

restoration of their lands and the safeguarding

of their rights. It would embolden Israel to

resort to armed aggression again in the future

in order to attain further territorial aggrandize-

ment and it would leave the door open for any

other State which harboured aggressive or ex-

pansionist designs against its neighbours to try

to use occupation by armed aggression as a

bargaining point for exacting political conces-

sions. It would undermine the United Nations

itself.

The Prime Minister of Afghanistan consid-

ered it impermissible for Israel to exploit the

fruits of its aggression and to blackmail its Arab

neighbours.

The representative of Hungary declared that

it was characteristic for an aggressor to make

the issue of unlawfully occupied territories a

bargaining point in negotiations. Israel had no

right to propose any settlement until it had

withdrawn from the occupied areas. Only then

could there be any question of negotiations. To

negotiate in a state of occupation and terror

would be contrary to the very concept of nego-

tiation.

The Chairman of the Council of Ministers

of Romania favoured the immediate withdrawal

of Israel troops from occupied territory and its

renunciation of all claims to territorial gains

resulting from its military actions. He stressed

that questions in dispute should be settled by

a negotiated arrangement between the parties

and that it was in the interest of the peoples

of the area that relations of co-operation be

established so as to ensure the economic, na-

tional and social progress of the countries con-

cerned. The second goal to be achieved, in his

view, was the elimination of all foreign inter-

ference in the affairs of the countries of the

region, because it hampered their normal devel-

opment and the exercise of their right freely

to determine their own destiny. Third, he em-

phasized respect for the fundamental interests

of each Middle Eastern State, with due regard

for its independent and sovereign existence, and

he also stressed that the question of the Arab

refugees of Palestine should be settled in ac-

cordance with the resolutions of the General

Assembly and that the newly displaced popula-

tion should be given assistance.
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The representative of Cuba declared that the

armed forces of Israel must withdraw and if

they did not do so without delay the Arab peo-

ples would be justified in resuming the fight in

the awareness that the restoration of their rights

would basically depend on their willingness and

determination to resist and fight, rather than

on the behaviour of this international Organi-

zation, which was obedient to the dictates of

imperialism.

Albania's Foreign Minister expressed the be-

lief that the world was faced by a great plot

by American imperialists and revisionist leaders

to divide world hegemony between the two

great powers, as was evidenced by recent meet-

ings between President Johnson and Chairman

Kosygin. Not only should Member States at-

tached to the cause of peoples vigorously con-

demn the imperialist-Israel aggressive plot

against the Arab peoples, but the Zionists must

get out of Arab lands, and the rights of the

Palestinian and all other Arab peoples must be

restored without delay.

ALBANIAN DRAFT RESOLUTION

Rejecting both the United States and the

USSR draft resolutions, Albania introduced a

draft resolution by the operative parts of which

the Assembly would: (1) resolutely condemn

the Government of Israel for its armed aggres-

sion against the United Arab Republic, Syria

and Jordan and for its continued aggression

through the maintenance of its occupation of

part of their territories; (2) firmly condemn

the United States and the United Kingdom for

their incitement, aid and direct participation

in the aggression and because they continued

to support the aggression and annexationist

claims of Israel; (3) insistently demand the

immediate and unconditional withdrawal of

Israel troops from the occupied territories; (4)

declare Israel responsible for all the conse-

quences of the aggression and demand complete

and immediate reparation for all damage caused

by it and the return of all property which had

been plundered; and (5) confirm that it rested

with the Government of the United Arab Re-

public alone to decide whether or not it could

permit the passage of vessels of the Israel ag-

gressors through the Suez Canal and the Strait

of Tiran.

The Foreign Minister of India insisted that

the first thing to be required was the total, un-

qualified, immediate and unconditional with-

drawal of all Israel forces from all Arab terri-

tories. The international community could not

acquiesce in Israel's reaping the fruits of con-

quest. Apart from that, other measures neces-

sary to strengthen and ensure lasting peace in.

the area were cited, including enlargement and

strengthening of the United Nations Truce Su-

pervision Organization (UNTSO) in order to

ensure strict compliance with the various pro-

visions of the General Armistice Agreements,

and appointment of a special representative of

the Secretary-General to help reduce tension in

the area and assure the safety and security of

the civilian Arab population under Israel occu-

pation, and facilitate the return of those who

were forced to leave their homes. In India's

opinion, control of the Strait of Tiran by

the United Arab Republic could not in itself

justify assertion by Israel of the right to use

force against several Arab States because it was

not established under international law that

there was a right of free passage through that

Strait.

The representative of Malaysia also consid-

ered it unacceptable that withdrawal of Israel

forces should be linked to a political settlement.

Unless they withdrew to the positions that ex-

isted prior to the recent fighting, a peace settle-

ment could not be worked out fairly and the

Assembly might, by implication, be condoning

aggression by one State against another.

The Foreign Minister of Pakistan maintained

that the United Nations could not take a more

disastrous course than to allow the continuance

of Israel forces on Arab territory as a means of

putting pressure on the Arab States in the oft-

misused name of peace.

The Foreign Minister of Indonesia declared

that neither international law nor morality

would ever condone territorial expansion

through acts of aggression and conquest. The

cease-fire and unconditional withdrawal would

not alone constitute a solution but should serve

as a sound and equitable basis for further ef-

forts to achieve an integral and permanent solu-

tion of the whole problem, taking into full con-

sideration the legitimate aspirations of the peo-

ples concerned, including the rights of the Pal-
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estine refugees set out under the General As-

sembly's resolution 194(III) of 11 December

1948.
14

The representative of Ceylon stated that the

withdrawal of Israel forces should not be sub-

ject to pre-conditions or tied up with negotia-

tions on wider issues. He stressed the principle

that the sovereign rights of States over their

territories, on land, at sea and in the air, should

be respected, and any adjustment should be the

result of negotiations and discussions, within the

framework of the United Nations, independent

of the issue. Any attempt to compel recognition

of the State of Israel by the Arab States in the

present context would amount to a proposal

which would place the Arab States under duress

to do so. He further supported any proposal for

the establishment or reactivation of any United

Nations presence or peace-keeping force which

might contribute to the easing of tension before

long-term solutions were sought.

Expressing views similar to those of several

other speakers, the Prime Minister of Yugo-

slavia said that the Middle East had been an

area of constant unrest because the Arab coun-

tries had been ceaselessly subjected to various

pressures by those powers which could not

reconcile themselves to the emancipation of the

Arab countries from colonial and imperialist

subjection. The realization of territorial and

other pretensions through the use of force could

not be tolerated. Nor was it permissible to use

force to impose political solutions violating the

sovereignty, territorial integrity and independ-

ence of States. Such solutions would give rise

to hatred and resistance and inevitably lead to

more serious conflicts fraught with danger to

world peace. Consequently, he considered it im-

perative to condemn the aggression and demand

the immediate and unconditional withdrawal

of all the armed forces of the aggressor to the

positions of 4 Tune 1967. Israel and others who

were linking the withdrawal with, or making

it dependent on, negotiations involving the en-

tire Arab-Israel dispute, he said, intended to dic-

tate conditions to the victims of the aggression.

Such attempts must be resolutely opposed ; there

could be no negotiations prior to the execution

of the withdrawal, nor could there be any search

for arrangements that would otherwise be nec-

essary for the long-term stabilization of the

situation as long as the forces of the aggressor

were not withdrawn from the occupied terri-

tory. Any other approach would be tantamount

to rewarding the aggression and sanctioning at-

tempts to solve disputes among States by force.

The arguments cited above with regard to

withdrawal were rejected by Israel's Minister

for Foreign Affairs. On 26 June he declared that

the USSR proposal called for withdrawal to

the same situation out of which the conflict

arose: the same situation, the same frontiers,

the same insecurity, the same blockade of water-

ways, the same belligerent doctrine, the same

divided city, the same choked access on vital

roads, the same confrontation of unseparated

armies, the same guns on Syrian hills threaten-

ing settlements in the valley, the same arms

race and, above all, the same absence of peace

treaties requiring a mutual recognition of sov-

ereignty. Every proposal or resolution, how-

ever worded, which recommended an unnegoti-

ated withdrawal without a prior mutual and

effective commitment to peace would have the

same consequences. They were prescriptions for

a renewal of the conflict. However, if a peace

treaty were established, the entire solution would

become transformed ; therefore, the problem of

troop dispositions was integrally linked to the

manner in which political and juridical rela-

tions were defined. That, said Israel's Foreign

Minister, was why the problem of the with-

drawal of troops was integrally linked, in law

and reality, to withdrawal from a state of war,

14 See Y.U.N., 1948-49, pp. 174-76, for text of

resolution 194(III). By operative paragraph 11 of this

resolution, the General Assembly:

"Resolves that the refugees wishing to return to

their homes and live at peace with their neighbours

should be permitted to do so at the earliest prac-

ticable date, and that compensation should be paid

for the property of those choosing not to return

and for loss of or damage to property which, under

principles of international law or in equity, should

be made good by the Governments or authorities
responsible ;

"Instructs the Conciliation Commission [for Pal-

estine] to facilitate the repatriation, resettlement and

economic and social rehabilitation of the refugees

and the payment of compensation, and to maintain

close relations with the Director of the United Na-

tions Relief for Palestine Refugees and, through

him, with the appropriate organs and agencies of

the United Nations."
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with a corollary advance to peace and the es-

tablishment of conditions of security.

Representatives of other Member States con-

sidered that the withdrawal of Israel forces was

essential, but linked it to various other essential

steps which they considered should be taken

to promote a peaceful and enduring settlement.

Among these Members were: Argentina, Aus-

tralia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Colombia,

Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Finland, France,

Ireland, Italy, the Ivory Coast, Malta, the

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru,

Sweden, Thailand, the United Kingdom, the

United States and Uruguay.

The representative of Sweden, for instance,

emphasized that the United Nations must un-

equivocally confirm the principle that no right

to occupy and no right to annex territory could

be based on military conquest; occupation

troops must be withdrawn. That was one of

the conditions for a constructive outcome of

the Assembly's discussion.

Denmark's Prime Minister suggested that the

Security Council dispatch a special representa-

tive to the capitals directly involved, and linked

the necessity of withdrawal of troops to the

urgent solution of the political problems under-

lying the crisis. Withdrawal of troops could not

be envisaged as an isolated step apart from

such sensitive political problems as the final

settlement of borders and the claim of all States

for safeguarding their territorial and political

integrity. Part of a comprehensive arrangement

would require a great concession also for the

Arab States—to recognize Israel de jure or even

de facto, and also, possibly, the arrangement

of international guarantees, in a United Nations

context, for safeguarding political and terri-

torial integrity, together with provisions for

halting the military build-up, thus reducing ten-

sion and promoting economic development. A

durable solution of the problem of innocent

passage through international waterways in the

area would be dependent on firm guarantees.

The Prime Minister of Denmark added that

the United Nations could play a useful role if

United Nations observer teams were interposed

between the forces of the parties, and he be-

lieved further consideration should be given to

the creation of demilitarized zones sufficiently

deep to be effectively controlled.

The representatives of Canada, the Nether-

lands and Norway were also among those who

favoured a United Nations presence, either an

enlargement of UNTSO or some other kind of

organization, and were willing to contribute to

such an operation.

Reviewing his country's close association with

United Nations efforts in connexion with the

Palestine question, Canada's Secretary of State

for External Affairs stated that his Government

still considered the valid basis of peace in the

Middle East to be its expectations of 1948 and

1957: if Israel had a right to live free from

the fear of strangulation by its neighbours, the

Arab States also had the right to feel confident

that Israel would not attempt to expand its

territory by conquest. One-sided political solu-

tions were no solutions at all. The chief respon-

sibility for finding a solution rested with the

parties to the dispute. However, the United

Nations must help. The United Nations Relief

and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in

the Near East (UNRWA) and UNTSO would

continue to have an indispensable contribution

to make. The function of conciliation would

also be a vital one on the road to a settlement.

Perhaps the most important action the Assembly

could take would be to recommend the appoint-

ment of a special representative of the Secre-

tary-General to maintain full contact with all

the Governments concerned and prepare the

way for subsequent negotiations towards peace.

For any enduring settlement the withdrawal of

the Israel forces, vital as it was, must be related

to other essential requirements.

The Canadian Secretary of State for External

Affairs also laid stress on the principle of respect

for the territorial integrity of the nations of the

area, including provision for the security and

international supervision of frontiers. The rights

of all nations to innocent passage through inter-

national waterways must be assured. There must

be an early and just solution of the refugee

problem. International concern for Christian,

Jewish and Moslem religious interests in Jeru-

salem must be recognized, perhaps by giving;

the United Nations an international supervisory

responsibility.

A vital step to durable peace in the Middle

East, in Canada's view, required that justice

be done to the Palestinian refugees. The prob-
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lem was, however, of such magnitude that only

a combination of methods could produce a so-

lution. It would be an illusion, he thought, to

go on believing that the problem of the refugees

would be solved simply on the basis of their

return to Israel. Similarly, the Arab States

could not be expected to shoulder alone the

burden of resettling and integrating in Arab

countries those refugees who might make this

choice. An international effort in a United Na-

tions context directed at regional economic de-

velopment in the Middle East and related to

resettlement was a prime requirement which

Members of the United Nations had an obliga-

tion to consider.

The Prime Minister of Italy considered that

once the urgent humanitarian relief measures

were taken, the Assembly must attack the more

basic unresolved problems. First, it must re-

affirm that, under Articles 1 and 2 of the United

Nations Charter (for text, see APPENDIX II),

every Member State had the right to political

independence, territorial integrity and protec-

tion against the threat and use of force. That

was the framework in which it must deal with

the problem of disengagement and withdrawal

of troops and of an equitable territorial settle-

ment which ought to be freely accepted by the

parties and be permanent in nature. Pointing

out that peace-keeping operations were, by defi-

nition, provisional measures, he said that the

role of the United Nations should be primarily

a political and subsequently an economic one.

The United Nations should be the forum for

securing a pledge from all Members to facilitate

the process of rapprochement between the par-

ties and for avoiding an arms race in the Middle

East. He also advocated that the United Na-

tions take the initiative in setting up a plan

for economic development of the entire region.

The Italian Prime Minister favoured explora-

tion of the idea advanced by others of appoint-

ing a special United Nations representative to

assist in reducing tension and restoring peace-

ful conditions or to facilitate the starting of

discussions with the Governments concerned.

The Foreign Minister of the Netherlands be-

lieved that a mere withdrawal of troops which

was not encompassed by arrangements to solve

the basic problems of the area would merely

result in a revival of the dangerous conditions

existing before 5 June 1967. A just settlement

must take into account both the pressure created

by Israel's military occupation of large amounts

of Arab territory and the equally intolerable

pressure upon Israel by the constant refusal of

the Arab States to recognize its existence. De-

claring that the arrangements should be just

and acceptable to all parties, he outlined ele-

ments of a settlement essentially similar to those

suggested by Canada and Italy.

Ireland's Minister for External Affairs stated

that anything less than complete withdrawal

would be intolerable on the part of a signatory

of the United Nations Charter. Making a point

expressed by a number of other speakers, he

said that blame for the recent conflict could

not be laid entirely on the States of the Middle

East, but reflected to some degree on all who

had neglected to press with sufficient energy

for effective collective measures to eliminate

the conditions inevitably leading to hostilities.

He appealed to the great powers to live up to

their primary responsibility under the Charter,

to keep their dangerous rivalry within the bounds

of common sense, to refrain from promoting

further dissension in the Middle East, to pre-

vent another arms race in the area, and to make

a formal declaration that they were prepared,

in co-operation with the other Members of the

United Nations, to guarantee a treaty of peace

and non-aggression signed by the parties to the

conflict.

Referring to the recent meeting between

Chairman Kosygin of the USSR and President

Johnson of the United States, the representa-

tives of Canada and Sweden also stressed the

responsibility of all Member States, in partic-

ular the great powers, to assist in the solution

of the Middle East crisis.

The Foreign Minister of Brazil observed that

inflexible positions had caused the Middle East

to live for 20 years under a régime of latent or

active belligerence—namely, the obstinacy on

the part of the Arab States in refusing to ac-

knowledge the fact of the legal existence of the

State of Israel, which came into being under

the aegis of the United Nations and which was

a Member State, and the refusal on the part

of the Government of Israel to seek a just solu-

tion for the problem of the Arab refugees of

Palestine.
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An effective United Nations solution, in his

view, should include recommendation of the

following fundamental principles: ( i) recogni-

tion of Israel by the Arab States as a sovereign

State, and hence qualified to enjoy the privi-

leges and the guarantees which the Charter

assured Member States; (ii) a formal guarantee

on the part of Israel to settle the problem of

the refugees on equitable and permanent bases;

(iii) an equally formal guarantee on the part

of Israel not to incorporate into its national ter-

ritory the areas occupied as a result of its recent

military successes and, consequently, the with-

drawal of Israel troops; (iv) a formal guarantee

on the part of the United Arab Republic to

assure free navigation through the Strait of

Tiran under adequate international control;

(v) negotiations by the United Arab Republic

envisaging the opening of the Suez Canal to

ships of any flag, having in mind the sovereignty

of the Egyptian Government and the Constanti-

nople Convention of 1888, ratified by the Gov-

ernment of Cairo in its declaration of 24 April

1957; (vi) the placing of Jerusalem under per-

manent international administration, with spe-

cial guarantees for the protection of the Holy

Places with a corpus separatum, in accordance

with the spirit of the United Nations General

Assembly resolution of 29 November 1947;
15

(vii) negotiations for the settlement of all pend-

ing problems, including, on the basis of mutual

consent, the eventual establishment of demili-

tarized zones by the methods of peaceful solu-

tion envisaged in the Charter and with the

collaboration, if required, of a special repre-

sentative of the Secretary-General who could

play an important role in establishing contact

between the parties and in expediting the nego-

tiations.

Representatives of other Latin American

States, particularly Colombia, Costa Rica,

Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela, expressed similar

ideas. The representatives of Ecuador, Peru and

Venezuela placed special emphasis on with-

drawal of Israel forces.

As the debate progressed, various groups of

delegations engaged in intensive informal con-

sultations in an effort to arrive at texts which

would be able to command sufficient support

when put to the vote.

17-POWER DRAFT RESOLUTION

On 28 June 1967, the representative of Yugo-

slavia introduced a draft resolution on behalf

of delegations which believed that the first order

of priority must be withdrawal of Israel forces

and, later, consideration of ancillary questions.

The original version of this text was sponsored

by the following delegations: Afghanistan, Bu-

rundi, Ceylon, the Congo (Brazzaville), Cyprus,

Guinea, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mali, Pak-

istan, Somalia, the United Republic of Tan-

zania, Yugoslavia and Zambia. Voting priority

was requested for the text.

By the operative paragraphs of the original

version of this text, the General Assembly would :

(1) call upon Israel immediately to withdraw

all its forces behind the Armistice Lines estab-

lished by the General Armistice Agreements be-

tween Israel and the Arab countries; (2) re--

quest the Secretary-General to ensure compli-

ance with the resolution and, with the assistance

of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organ-

ization established by the Security Council, to

secure strict observance by all parties of the:

provisions of the General Armistice Agreement;;

between Israel and the Arab countries; (3) call

upon all States to render every assistance to the

Secretary-General in the implementation of this

resolution; (4) request the Secretary-General

to report urgently to the Assembly and to the

Council on Israel's compliance with the terms

of this resolution; and (5) request the Security

Council, after the withdrawal of Israel's armed

forces behind the Armistice Lines had been

completed, to give consideration to questions

pertaining to the situation in the area.

On 30 June, the representative of Yugoslavia

introduced a revised version of this text, stating

that the co-sponsors (which now included

Kenya and Senegal), had had extensive ex-

changes of views with a large number of dele-

gations and desired to take all constructive

suggestions into consideration. Operative para-

graph 1 (on the withdrawal of Israel's forces)

was revised to have the Assembly call upon

Israel to withdraw immediately all its forces

to the positions they held prior to 5 June 1967.

15 See Y.U.N., 1947-48, pp. 247-56, text of resolution

181(II) A.
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An additional operative paragraph was inserted

to have the Assembly ask the Secretary-General

to designate, at the appropriate time, a personal

representative who would be in contact with

the parties concerned in dealing with the prob-

lems of the area.

The original operative paragraph 5 (by

which the Assembly would ask the Security

Council to give consideration, after the with-

drawal of Israel's forces, to questions pertaining

to the situation in the area) was reworded to

have the Assembly ask the Security Council,

immediately after completion of the withdrawal,

to consider urgently all aspects of the situation

in the Middle East and seek peaceful ways and

means for the solution of all problems—legal,

political and humanitarian—through appropri-

ate channels, guided by the principles of the

Charter, in particular those contained in Arti-

cles 2 and 33. (For text of these Charter Articles,

see APPENDIX II.) By a second revision of the

text, circulated on 1 July, a reference was added

to the paragraph to point out that the Security

Council was "already seized of the question."

A third revision of the text, submitted on 3

July, was also sponsored by 17 countries, Cam-

bodia having joined the sponsors and Kenya

having withdrawn. The representative of Bu-

rundi, introducing the text, explained that the

sponsors had made concessions and revised their

draft resolution because they were aware that,

confronted with a crucial problem, all Mem-

bers must be determined to make the greatest

possible contribution to the achievement of a

positive solution. By this version, the paragraph

whereby the Assembly would call on all States

to render every assistance to the Secretary-Gen-

eral in the implementation of the resolution was

revised so as to have the Assembly call on all

States to render every assistance to the Sec-

retary-General in the implementation of the

resolution "in accordance with the Charter of

the United Nations." The paragraph asking the

Secretary-General to report urgently to the As-

sembly and to the Council on "Israel's compli-

ance with the terms" of the resolution was

revised to ask him to report on "compliance

with the terms" of the resolution.

In addition, the paragraph on the request

to the Security Council to consider urgently all

aspects of the situation "immediately after the

withdrawal of the Israel armed forces had been

completed" was reworded to have the Assembly

ask the Security Council to "consider all aspects

of the situation in the Middle East and seek

peaceful ways and means for the solution of all

problems—legal, political and humanitarian—

through appropriate channels, guided by the

principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

in particular those contained in Articles 2 and

33."

By the final version of the 17-power text, the

General Assembly, therefore, would: (1) call

upon Israel to withdraw immediately all its

forces to the positions they held prior to 5 June

1967; (2) request the Secretary-General to

ensure compliance with the present resolution

•and to secure, with the assistance of the United

Nations Truce Supervision Organization estab-

lished by the Security Council, strict observance

by all parties of the provisions of the General

Armistice Agreements between Israel and the

Arab countries; (3) further request the Sec-

retary-General to designate a personal repre-

sentative who would assist him in securing com-

pliance with this resolution and be in contact

with the parties concerned; (4) call upon all

States to render every assistance to the Secre-

tary-General in the implementation of this reso-

lution in accordance with the Charter of the

United Nations; (5) request the Secretary-Gen-

eral to report urgently to the General Assembly

and to the Security Council on compliance with

the terms of this resolution; and (6) request

that the Security Council consider all aspects

of the situation in the Middle East and seek

peaceful ways and means for the solution of all

problems—legal, political and humanitarian—

through appropriate channels, guided by the

principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

in particular those contained in Articles 2

and 33.

Amendments to the revised 17-power draft

resolution were submitted on 30 June by Al-

bania and by Cuba.

The Albanian amendment called for insertion

of a new first operative paragraph whereby the

Assembly would strongly condemn Israel for

its aggression against the United Arab Republic,

Syria and Jordan.
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By the Cuban amendments, the Assembly

would: (1) condemn "the aggression commit-

ted by the State of Israel against Jordan, Syria

and the United Arab Republic, and its principal

instigator, the imperialist Government of the

United States of America"; and (2) call upon

Israel to withdraw immediately all its forces to

the positions they held prior to 5 June 1967.

All the other operative paragraphs of the 17-

power text would be deleted.

20-POWER DRAFT RESOLUTION

Also on 30 June, the representative of Trini-

dad and Tobago introduced a draft resolution,

on behalf of the Latin American group, which

he hoped represented a suitable compromise

between conflicting views, having been prepared

by States not directly concerned and thus per-

haps able to view the situation more objectively.

As subsequently revised, the draft was co-

sponsored by the following 20 Members: Ar-

gentina, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Co-

lombia, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic,

Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana,

Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Pan-

ama, Paraguay, Trinidad and Tobago, and

Venezuela.

By this 20-power text, the Assembly, con-

sidering that all Member States had an ines-

capable obligation to preserve peace and, con-

sequently, to avoid the use of force in the

international sphere, and considering further

that the cease-fire ordered by the Security

Council and accepted by the States concerned

was a first step towards the achievement of a

just peace in the Middle East, a step which

had to be reinforced by other measures to be

adopted by the Organization and complied with

by the parties, would: (1) urgently request

Israel to withdraw all its forces from all the

territories occupied by it as a result of the re-

cent conflict, and urgently request the parties

in conflict to end the state of belligerency, to

endeavour to establish conditions of coexist-

ence based on good neighbourliness and to have

recourse in all cases to the procedure for peace-

ful settlement indicated in the Charter; (2)

reaffirm its conviction that no stable interna-

tional order could be based on the threat or

use of force, and declare that the validity of

the occupation or acquisition of territories

brought about by such means should not be

recognized; (3) request the Security Council

to continue examining the situation in the

Middle East with a sense of urgency, working

directly with the parties and relying on the

presence of the United Nations to: (a) carry

out the provisions of the first part of the first

operative paragraph (i.e., that which urgently

requested Israel to withdraw all its forces from

all the territories it occupied as a result of the

recent conflict) ; (b) guarantee freedom of

transit on the international waterways in the

region; and (c) achieve an appropriate and

full solution of the problem of the refugees and

guarantee the territorial inviolability and po-

litical independence of the States of the region,

through measures including the establishment

of demilitarized zones; and (4) reaffirm, as in

earlier recommendations, the desirability of es-

tablishing an international régime for the City

of Jerusalem, to be considered by the Assembly

at its twenty-second session (due to open in

September 1967).

Also discussed by the General Assembly at

its fifth emergency special session were pro-

posals concerning the status of Jerusalem and

the Holy Places (for further details, see pp.

209-11), and the provision of humanitarian

assistance to alleviate the suffering inflicted on

civilians and on prisoners of war as a result of

the recent hostilities in the Middle East (for

further details, see pp. 211-15).

On 4 July, the Assembly agreed, without ob-

jection, to the request of Yugoslavia for priority

to be given to the 17-power draft resolution

(see pp. 206-07).

The first Cuban amendment to this proposal

was rejected by a roll-call vote of 78 against

to 20 in favour, with 22 abstentions. Cuba did

not insist on a vote on the rest of its amend-

ments. (For details of Cuban proposals, see

above.)

The Albanian amendment (see p. 207) was

rejected by a roll-call vote of 66 against to "2

in favour, with 22 abstentions.

An Albanian procedural motion requesting

separate votes on the operative paragraphs of

the 17-power draft was rejected by a vote of

83 to 12. with 22 abstentions.

The 17-power draft resolution, on a roll-call

vote, received 53 votes in favour to 46 against,
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with 20 abstentions, and was not adopted, hav-

ing failed to obtain the required two-thirds ma-

jority.

The USSR draft resolution (see above, p. 193)

was then voted upon, in parts, by roll-call. The

first operative paragraph was rejected by 57

votes against to 36 in favour, with 23 absten-

tions; the second operative paragraph was re-

jected by 48 votes to 45, with 22 abstentions;

the third operative paragraph was rejected by

54 votes to 34, with 28 abstentions; and the

fourth operative paragraph was rejected by 54

votes to 36, with 26 abstentions. The preambular

paragraphs were rejected by 57 votes to 36, with

24 abstentions. Since all the parts had been

rejected, no vote was taken on the draft as a

whole.

After stating that he had been informed that

the United States was not pressing for a vote

on the draft resolution it had submitted (see

page 194), the President of the General As-

sembly put to a vote the Albanian draft resolu-

tion (see page 202). This was rejected by a

roll-call vote of 71 against to 22 in favour, with

27 abstentions.

The 20-power draft resolution (see above, p.

208) was also voted upon by roll-call. It received

57 votes in favour to 43 against, with 20 ab-

stentions, and, having failed to obtain the re-

quired two-thirds majority, was not adopted.

STATUS OF JERUSALEM

AND THE HOLY PLACES

Noting the special importance of Jerusalem

as recognized in such General Assembly resolu-

tions as 181(II) of 29 November 1947, 194

(III) of 11 December 1948
16
 and 303(IV) of

9 December 1949,
17
 Pakistan, in a letter of 16

June 1967, demanded action calling upon

Israel to cease and desist from its contemplated

action, according to press reports, of making

the Holy City a part of Israel forever.

During the General Assembly's fifth emer-

gency special session, the question of the status

of Jerusalem and its Holy Places was discussed

not only in connexion with general principles

for a peaceful settlement but also as a separate

problem, particularly after certain measures re-

lating to Jerusalem were taken by Israel on 28

June 1967. Among the delegations expressing

concern, in addition to Israel and Jordan, were

those of Afghanistan, Argentina, Canada, Costa

Rica, Ecuador, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Kuwait,

Malaysia, Malta, Morocco, Nigeria, Norway,

Pakistan, Peru, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Sudan,

Turkey, the United Kingdom, the United

States, Uruguay and Venezuela.

On 21 June 1967, the Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairs of the United Kingdom called

upon Israel not to take any steps relating to

Jerusalem which would conflict with the prin-

ciple that war should not lead to territorial

aggrandizement and warned that if Israel pur-

ported to annex the Old City or legislate for

its annexation, Israel would isolate itself from

world opinion.

The Foreign Minister of Israel replied that

Jordan was the only Government in recorded

history which, since its annexation of the Holy

City in 1948, had done these two things: made

Jerusalem a battlefield and denied to all reli-

gions universal access to the Holy Places. Israel's

policy was the preservation of the unity of

Jerusalem, the elevation of its material and

cultural life, free access to the Holy Places to

all faiths and perfect respect for religious inter-

ests. Later he said that Christian and Moslem

life in Jerusalem was active and secure. He

charged, however, that during its régime, Jordan

had not only denied access to Judaism's holiest

shrine, the Western Wall, but had razed all but

one of the 35 synagogues in the Old City.

On 29 June 1967, replying to charges that

legislation of the previous day amounted to the

annexation of Old Jerusalem, Israel's Foreign

Minister stated that the administrative legisla-

tion contained no new political statement but

was concerned exclusively with the urgent neces-

sities of repairing the ravages and dislocations

arising from the previous division of the city

and the hostilities, and assuring all inhabitants

equal municipal services. Israel's views on the

need to separate the sacred from the secular

aspects of the City's life were well known.

Israel, he added, remained willing to discuss

arrangements for the safeguarding of the Holy

Places with those concerned both in and beyond

Israel.

16 See Y.U.N., 1948-49, pp. 174-76, text of resolu-
tion 194(III) .
17 Ibid., pp. 196-97, text of resolution 303(IV).
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The Foreign Minister of Jordan charged that

the "euphemisms" of the spokesman for Israel

could not hide the fact that Israel had carried

out an act of military and political annexation,

another political fait accompli based on naked

violence. The din of bulldozers razing Arab

quarters could not be muffled, nor could the

talk of Arabs sightseeing in the Israel part of

the city beguile the starving and beleaguered

inhabitants of Arab Jerusalem. To Moslems,

the most shockingly slanderous implication of

the Israel representative's statement was that

the Arabs had desecrated the Holy Places of

Judaism, since it was a simple fact that the

Holy Places of Judaism and Christianity were

doctrinally and theologically holy to Islam. If

the Wailing Wall still stood in Jerusalem, it

was as a monument to the tolerance and rev-

erence of 1,300 years of Islamic guardianship.

Unfortunately, the reverse position did not ob-

tain; in Jerusalem the dust had hardly settled

on the ancient Moroccan Quarter before price-

less architectural gems were brutally bulldozed

into non-existence in one afternoon. The stra-

tegic position of Jerusalem was the key to the

strangulation of the entire West Bank of Jordan,

and that was the real purpose of the recent

Israel legislation.

The Prime Minister of Sudan was among

those who stressed the holiness of Jerusalem to

the world of Islam. For centuries, he said, Arabs

had guarded the Holy Places for Moslems, Chris-

tians and Jews in the City of Jerusalem, until

the Zionists in 1948 expelled both Moslems and

Christians and seized half of the City. Now they

had usurped the rest of it and declared it their

capital.

The representative of Morocco, referring to

the problem of the protection of the Holy Places

—which, he said, had already begun to be dese-

crated—declared that no Moslem in the world

could agree to Israel's carrying out its plan to

annex the Holy Places.

The representative of Saudi Arabia said that

Moslems would never accept the occupation of

Jerusalem.

Among those who outlined general princi-

ples required for any enduring settlement was

the Secretary of State for External Affairs of

Canada. He declared that international concern

for the preservation of the special spiritual and

religious interests in Jerusalem of Christians,

Jews and Moslems must be recognized, perhaps

by giving the United Nations an international

supervisory responsibility for the protection of

those interests. Nor, he added, should there be

any precipitate action which might prejudice

them.

The representative of Norway considered that

the solution of the problem of Jerusalem de-

pended on collaboration not only among nations

but also among religions, so that the Holy Places

could be protected and administered for the

benefit of the faithful of the great religions

which meet in the Holy City.

The representative of the United States main-

tained that safeguarding of the Holy Places, and

freedom of access to them, should be interna-

tionally guaranteed, and that the status of Jeru-

salem in relation to them should be decided not

unilaterally but in consultation with all con-

cerned. The United States Government did not

recognize the unilateral administrative action

taken by Israel.

The Prime Minister of Italy said that the

Holy Places had long awaited a special status

which would guarantee access to them.

The representative of Nigeria considered that

an international commission should be estab-

lished for the Holy Places, with a United Na-

tions guarantee of free access to them by all

who so desired.

Representatives of Spain and Latin American

States made more specific suggestions. Argen-

tina, Brazil and Spain called for the placing

of Jerusalem under permanent international ad-

ministration, with special guarantees for the

protection of the Holy Places with a corpus sep-

aratum, in accordance with the spirit of Gen-

eral Assembly resolution 181(II) of 29 Novem-

ber 1947.
18
 Uruguay and Venezuela also wanted

Jerusalem to be the subject of an international

régime. The latter stressed that annexation by

Israel of the portion of the city and its environs

which were beyond Israel's borders was inad-

missible in any form and was neither more nor

less than an effort of final annexation by Israel.

Recalling Assembly resolutions on the interna-

tionalization of Jerusalem, the representative of

Ecuador felt that the problem of Jerusalem

18 See footnote 15 above.
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might better be discussed outside the context of

the immediate peace negotiations, perhaps as a

separate item on the agenda of the next regular

session of the General Assembly. While express-

ing appreciation of Israel's search for what was

sometimes called "functional internationaliza-

tion" to protect the Holy Places, he thought

that negotiations to that end might not be as

juridically valid as territorial internationaliza-

tion would be, if established in direct relation-

ship with the United Nations as representative

of the international community within the terms

defined by His Holiness the Pope.

Attention was also drawn during the discus-

sion to the proposal of Latin American Members

that the General Assembly reaffirm, as in pre-

vious recommendations, the desirability of es-

tablishing an international régime for the City

of Jerusalem, to be considered at the General

Assembly's regular twenty-second session (due

to open in September 1967). A provision to that

effect was contained in the draft resolution pro-

posed on 30 June by 20 Latin American Mem-

ber States (see page 208). Considering that

this provision in the 20-power text would have

the effect of permitting Israel to consolidate

its illegal annexation, Pakistan, on 4 July, in-

troduced a draft resolution which was also

sponsored by Guinea, Iran, Mali and Turkey.

By this text, the Assembly, deeply concerned

at the situation prevailing in Jerusalem as a

result of the measures taken by Israel to change

the status of the city, would: (1) declare that

these measures were invalid; (2) call upon Is-

rael to rescind all measures already taken and

to desist forthwith from taking any action which

would alter the status of Jerusalem; and (3)

request the Secretary-General to report to the

General Assembly and the Security Council on

the situation and the implementation of this res-

olution not later than one week from its adop-

tion. Subsequently, this text was revised so that

the Assembly would "consider" rather than

"declare" that Israel's measures to change the

status of Jerusalem were invalid. This text was

co-sponsored by six Members, the additional co-

sponsor being Niger.

Before the vote, in which Israel did not par-

ticipate, its representative declared that Israel

had conscientious objection to allowing Jeru-

salem to fall under divided jurisdiction. Since

the draft resolution sought to violate Jerusa-

lem's unity and to advocate return to religious

discrimination, it could not be accepted.

On 4 July 1967, the Assembly approved the

revised six-power proposal by a roll-call vote

of 99 to 0, with 20 abstentions, as resolution

2253 (ES-V). (For text, see DOCUMENTARY REF-

ERENCES below.)

HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

AND REFUGEES

REPORTS BY COMMISSIONER-GENERAL

OF UNRWA AND STATEMENT

BY PRESIDENT OF GENERAL ASSEMBLY

On 19 June 1967, the Secretary-General sub-

mitted a report to the General Assembly on the

existing situation with regard to humanitarian

assistance to refugees in the Middle East from

the Commissioner-General of the United Na-

tions Relief and Works Agency for Palestine

Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA).
19

The Commissioner-General stated that, fol-

lowing a request from Israel, arrangements had

been agreed upon by 15 June 1967 with Israel

enabling UNRWA to resume its vital humani-

tarian task without any commitment by the

Agency with regard to the status of the areas

in question. The report outlined the situation

and UNRWA's problems in the areas in which

major hostilities had occurred. The Commis-

sioner-General thought that in Gaza casualties

among the civilian population had been higher

than elsewhere, but that the civilian population

had virtually all remained there, where the

Agency's camps were more or less intact and

medical supplies were adequate for immediate

needs.

While no Agency staff had been able to enter

southern Syria, initial reports indicated that

some 50,000 people had moved into the Da-

mascus and Deraa areas, of whom only 8,000

were UNRWA-registered refugees. On the West

Bank of the Jordan, damage in the Old City

of Jerusalem, while widespread, did not amount

to devastation in any areas inspected. However,

there was a highly provisional figure of 100,000

persons who had moved eastwards from the

West Bank of the Jordan Valley. In Jericho,

the UNRWA camps were almost empty. The

19
 For fuller information, see below, pp. 260-61.
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Commissioner-General said he had been en-

couraged by the rapid recovery of UNRWA's

organization and capacity in these areas to pro-

vide services, except for southern Syria. Imme-

diate problems were dispersal of locally re-

cruited staff, restrictions on freedom of move-

ment, heavy loss of vehicles, some loss from

stocks and stores and difficulties of communi-

cation. The authorities had promised full co-

operation in removing those difficulties, and

supplies for UNRWA-registered refugees were

generally good for one month.

The Commissioner-General said he had au-

thorized distribution of some supplies to other

Arab civilians on an emergency basis, but any

indefinite increase in UNRWA's beneficiaries

would require additional financial support and

a change in its mandate.

As for the areas in which no major hostilities

had occurred, the Commissioner-General re-

ported that the major problem was to cope with

the 100,000 or more newly displaced persons

on the East Bank in Jordan. He had made clear

that the Agency could best cope with their

needs if they returned to their previous camps.

The Jordanian Government was co-operating

in setting up emergency camps for which facili-

ties were badly needed. While the Agency's addi-

tional expenses could not yet be assessed, they

would be considerable. The Agency was work-

ing in close liaison with Governments, the

United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF),

the Red Cross and other organizations.

On 26 June 1967, the President of the Gen-

eral Assembly stated that the situation of the

civilian and refugee population in the Middle

East was so purely a humanitarian issue that

their care and relief represented a most immedi-

ate and direct obligation upon all United Na-

tions Member States. The Commissioner-Gen-

eral had personally confirmed to him that there

were 100,000 or more newly displaced persons

in Jordan in immediate need of all the essen-

tials of life. While everything possible was being

done through the United Nations and other

humanitarian agencies, with the assistance of

many Governments, it was evident that the

funds and resources available were in no way

sufficient to meet the needs. He therefore ap-

pealed to all Members, both as signatories of

the Charter and as morally obligated human

beings, to make whatever contribution they

could, however slender their resources, to ease

the suffering of those men, women and children.

In a second report, circulated on 4 July, the

Commissioner-General brought his earlier re-

port up to date. Among other things, the report

noted with regard to the movement eastward

of the civilian population that in Syria the total

might be on the order of 80,000 persons, of

whom approximately 16,800 were Palestinians.

As for Jordan, the best estimate was that at

least 150,000 persons had now left the West

Bank, of whom 80,000 to 100,000 might be for-

mer UNRWA-registered refugees. A "second

wave" had begun about 20 June, and in the

preceding 10 days perhaps 30,000 persons had

crossed the Jordan. Co-operation with the Jor-

danian Goverment in dealing with the influx of

displaced persons had reached a fairly advanced

stage. The principal concern remained food

supplies, as shipping had been disrupted by the

closure of the Suez Canal. After mid-July, how-

ever, the port of Ashdod would receive new

supplies through arrangements made with the

Government of Israel.

With regard to the prospects for the return

of refugees who had fled with the outbreak of

hostilities—which return the Security Council

had, on 14 June 1967,20 called upon Israel to

facilitate—the Commissioner-General had twice

discussed with the Israel Government the ques-

tion of allowing the displaced persons to return

and had emphasized that the Agency could best

serve their needs in the established camps in

Gaza and on the West Bank. After the Israel

announcement of 2 July 1967 that, under con-

ditions to be specified, the return of refugees

to the West Bank would be permitted until 10

August 1967, the Commissioner-General had

issued an appeal that further flight should stop

and that those who had already fled should

return; the Agency had announced its readi-

ness to do all in its power to assist.

The majority of speakers in the Assembly's

general discussion on the matter referred to the

urgent necessity of taking measures to assist the

innocent victims of the most recent hostilities

in the Middle East.

20 See pp. 190-91 above, text of Security Council

resolution 237(1967).
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In addition, spokesmen for the parties directly

concerned were involved in charges and denials

of acts of terrorism and deliberate harassment.

The representatives of Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon,

Libya, Syria and the United Arab Republic,

among others, complained on many occasions

that Israel was committing atrocities in the ter-

ritories it had invaded. The United Arab Re-

public, for instance, charged Israel with bom-

barding hospitals in Sinai and the Gaza Strip,

killing wounded and young men, looting store-

houses and leaving wounded stranded in the

desert without food or water, stripped of their

clothes, to travel on foot some 250 miles.

The Foreign Minister of Jordan asserted that

the West Bank of Jordan, under Israel occupa-

tion, was being subjected to a plan to obliterate

its demographic structure in order that the oc-

cupied areas might be more easily incorporated

into the State of Israel. Villages were being

wiped out and the Jordanian population was

being forcibly uprooted and evicted, left with-

out shelter and deliberately starved. The increas-

ing numbers of West Bank Jordanians who were

fleeing to the East Bank for refuge were creating

a fearfully acute problem for Jordan.

Speaking at a later meeting of the General

Assembly, King Hussein of Jordan stated that

the Israel army was as vicious in its treatment

of Jordanian soldiers and civilians as any bar-

barian invaders. Specifically, he charged it with

widespread use of napalm and fragmentation

bombs, with inhuman treatment of prisoners

of war, with looting and destroying Arab towns

and villages and driving the inhabitants from

their homes, and with adding to the refugee

problem by acts of vandalism, terror and con-

fusion. Unless the General Assembly acted speed-

ily and effectively, he said, the plight of the

refugees would double in regard to extent, sor-

row, misery and death, as not only were thou-

sands of older refugees fleeing from the camps

that had been their lot for 19 years, but thou-

sands more new refugees were being created

by Israel's actions.

The representative of Syria also presented a

list of charges of atrocities carried out by Is-

raelis against young and old in the occupied

parts of Syria; and, further, charged Israelis

with looting, destroying crops and driving away

cattle.

The Foreign Minister of Iraq said that the

policy of terror and intimidation pursued by

Israel in the occupied territories was substan-

tially the same as the brutally effective tactics

of 1948: massive violence against chosen civilian

targets, cunning psychological warfare to ex-

ploit the fears produced thereby and, finally,

limited violence to keep the trek of refugees

in motion.

Israel rejected as worthless such atrocity

stories of the spokesmen for Arab countries

which Israel claimed were figments of their

imagination. On the contrary, Israel stated,

while the fighting was in progress, the Israel

army took extreme care to spare the civilian

population from all undue suffering, and as

soon as the fighting was over, every effort had

been made by the Israel authorities to restore

conditions of normal civilian life. On the West

Bank, a civilian administration was operating,

with services, food supplies and factory and

farm work being carried out. An agreement

had been signed between the Government of

Israel and UNRWA for the continuation of

the Agency's work in refugee camps. While

granting that there was traffic of people from

the West Bank eastward, the Israel Government

repeated that there were no expulsions nor pres-

sure to induce anyone to leave. There was, how-

ever, a strong economic pull drawing people

across the river. Refugees who had lived in the

camps in Jericho had fled because they wished

to receive their rations in Jordan and feared

loss of the financial support of their relatives

in Kuwait. Others crossing eastward included

many Jordanian Government officials with their

families, and soldiers who had discarded their

uniforms. In the Gaza area, where refugees

under Egyptian rule had been in what he termed

concentration camps, the people were now per-

mitted to move and visit their relatives on the

West Bank. Israelis were not being allowed to

settle in the West Bank area and Arab inhabi-

tants had not been moved from their homes

with the exception of those who had lived in

the synagogues of the Old City. Moreover, the

Israel representative stated, families who wished

to migrate from East Jordan to the West Bank

would be permitted to do so. Every effort would

be made to ensure normal and humane condi-

tions throughout the cease-fire area.
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Czechoslovakia—expressing opinions which

were also shared by the Byelorussian SSR, Ro-

mania and Yugoslavia, among others—stressed

Israel's responsibility for the forcible expulsion

of Arab inhabitants to swell the ranks of the

refugees and emphasized the need for an oppor-

tunity for their return; it further stressed Is-

rael's responsibility for damage inflicted upon

the Arab States and their citizens, victims of

its aggression, and endorsed the urgency ex-

pressed in the USSR's draft resolution (see

p. 193) of compelling the Government of Is-

rael to make full compensation within the

shortest possible time and to return to the Arab

States and their citizens all seized property and

other material assets. Czechoslovakia joined the

Byelorussian SSR and the USSR in charging

Israel with crimes against the indigenous popu-

lation in the territories it had seized.

The representative of Mali agreed that in

strict point of law, the question of reparations

should be immediately settled by Israel for all

the consequences of its aggression.

The spokesmen for Burundi, Cyprus, Indo-

nesia, Romania and the United Republic of

Tanzania were among those who shared the

view of Arab States that the Palestine refugee

problem had been too long aggravated by fail-

ure to implement the General Assembly's reso-

lutions—reiterated annually since 1948—on

repatriation or compensation of the refugees.

The United Kingdom stressed that it was

imperative that the Arab communities whose

lands had been overrun should be allowed to

stay where they were or to return if they had

fled and wished to go back. They could not be

allowed to suffer further. What had happened

to them must not result in a further escalation

of the already intractable refugee problem.

France noted the urgency of the problem

of the refugees, both the new ones and those

whose precarious 18-year status was again in

jeopardy, and said that it imposed new obliga-

tions not only on the Government responsible

but on the international community as a whole,

which should take effective measures.

Canada suggested that the problem of secur-

ing justice for the Palestine refugees was of

such magnitude that only a combination of

methods could produce a solution. It would be

illusory to believe that it could be solved sim-

ply on the basis of their return to Israel, or

to expect the Arab States to shoulder alone the

burden of resettling and integrating those so

choosing. United Nations Members had an ob-

ligation to consider an international effort in

a United Nations context directed at regional

economic development, related to resettlement,

in the Middle East.

Similarly, Nigeria, noting the urgency of re-

lief measures, also considered that the great

powers should lead in the provision of funds

for indemnification and resettlement of the refu-

gees, that Israel should provide homes and

opportunities for such as might return to Israel,

and that for the others, the great powers and

Israel should provide the funds, the Arab States

the land, and the United Nations the technical

assistance for resettlement.

Ireland urged that Israel and the great pow-

ers provide the necessary funds to settle the

refugee problem, recalling its suggestion in 1958

that restoration of their lands, or full compen-

sation and an opportunity to settle elsewhere

with capital amounting to $1,000 per person,

should be offered to the refugees.

The representative of Colombia believed that

the problem should be tackled not simply as a

Red Cross operation but through an economic

and social campaign bringing about a complete

economic transformation in the area.

Many other speakers in the general discussion

stressed the urgency of providing humanitarian

assistance to the victims of the fighting and con-

sidered that a just solution to the refugee prob-

lem should be given highest priority in the

eventual negotiations on the over-all problems.

It was suggested that a special United Nations

representative or commissioner might be en-

trusted with refugee problems among his other

tasks. All stressed the significance of the con-

tinuing refugee question in contributing to the

maintenance of tension and hostility in the area.

On 3 July, the representative of Sweden

introduced a draft resolution concerning hu-

manitarian assistance which was sponsored by

Argentina, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada,

Chile, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, Iceland,
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India, Iran, Ireland, Japan, Nigeria, Norway,

Pakistan, Rwanda, Singapore, Sweden and Yu-

goslavia. Subsequently, Afghanistan, Italy, Li-

beria, Niger and Turkey joined as co-sponsors.

By the operative paragraphs of this text, the

Assembly would, inter alia: (1) welcome with

great satisfaction Security Council resolution

237(1967) of 14 June 1967; (2) endorse the

appeal made by the President of the General

Assembly on 26 June 1967 (see p. 212) ; (3)

note with gratification the work of the Inter-

national Committee of the Red Cross, the League

of Red Cross Societies, the United Nations

Children's Fund and other voluntary organiza-

tions to provide humanitarian assistance;

(4) commend the Commissioner-General of

UNRWA for his efforts to continue the Agen-

cy's activities with respect to all persons coming

within his mandate; (5) endorse the Commis-

sioner-General's efforts to provide humanitarian

assistance, as far as practicable, on an emer-

gency basis and as a temporary measure, to

other persons in the area presently displaced

and in serious need of immediate assistance as

a result of the recent hostilities; (6) call upon

all Members concerned to facilitate the trans-

port of supplies to all areas in which assistance

was being rendered; (7) appeal to all Gov-

ernments, as well as organizations and individ-

uals, to make special contributions for the above

purposes to UNRWA and to the other inter-

governmental and non-governmental organiza-

tions concerned; and (8) request the Secretary-

General, in consultation with the Commissioner-

General, to report urgently to the Assembly on

the needs arising under the terms of the reso-

lution, and to follow its effective implementa-

tion and report thereon to the Assembly.

This 26-power draft resolution on humani-

tarian assistance was adopted by the Assembly

on 4 July 1967 by a roll-call vote of 116 to 0,

with 2 abstentions, as resolution 2252 (ES-V).

(For text, see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES be-

low.)

STATEMENT ON 5 JULY BY

PRESIDENT OF GENERAL ASSEMBLY

On 5 July 1967, the President of the General

Assembly made a statement which, he explained,

was not an expression of a consensus of the

Assembly, but was a part of his duty to let the

peoples of the world know clearly that the

emergency special session had not been in vain.

He pointed to important contributions which

had been made to the cause of peace in the

Middle East, through the virtual unanimity

with which Heads of State, Heads of Govern-

ment, Foreign Ministers and Permanent Rep-

resentatives had agreed that the crisis merited

the attention and full participation of all Mem-

bers in the earnest labours to achieve results.

Important contributions had been made to a

proper diagnosis of the illness, in that they had

agreed that the time had come when peace in

the Middle East must be made finally and for

all time, instead of hoping that time alone would

heal. He stated there had been a broad con-

sensus that the effort to achieve that final peace

could be hoped for only within the framework

of the United Nations.

Finally, he said, there was virtual unanimity

in upholding the principle that conquest of

territory by war was inadmissible in our time

and under the Charter. Virtually all statements

had affirmed that principle, and virtually all

had laid down the corollary that withdrawal

of forces to their original position was expected.

What had not been agreed upon was a pro-

cedure and the sequence by which that principle

should be implemented. In addition, there was

a broad consensus that the political sovereignty

and territorial integrity of States allowed them

a rightful freedom from the threat of belliger-

ency. If, on the basis of the common denomi-

nators he had outlined, new efforts were made

to find a programme of action, the small differ-

ences could be resolved and the broad agree-

ments expanded.

At the close of the meeting, the President

noted that some representatives had expressed

a desire for further consultations in the interest

of the work of the Assembly. After consulta-

tions, a majority were in favour of the prin-

ciple of allowing time for such consultations,

although there were differences of view con-

cerning the amount of time to be allowed. He

therefore proposed a week's recess until 12 July,

which was agreed to after a brief discussion.
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CONSIDERATION AT SECOND PART OF

FIFTH EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION

(12-21 JULY 1967)

STATUS OF CITY OF JERUSALEM

AND HOLY PLACES

Pursuant to the request made to him by the

General Assembly in its resolution 2253 (ES-V)

of 4 July 1967 (see p. 211) to report not later

than one week from the adoption of the resolu-

tion on the implementation of the resolution

concerning measures taken by Israel to change

the status of the City of Jerusalem, the Sec-

retary-General submitted a report to the Gen-

eral Assembly and the Security Council on 10

July 1967.

On 5 July, the Secretary-General said, he had

drawn the resolution to the attention of the

Government of Israel as a matter of urgency,

through a letter addressed to the Minister for

Foreign Affairs.

The Secretary-General's report reproduced

the reply received on 10 July 1967 by the Sec-

retary-General. In this reply, the Foreign Min-

ister of Israel charged that since 1948 the section

of Jerusalem in which the Holy Places were con-

centrated had been governed by a régime which

had refused to give due acknowledgement to

universal religious concerns, and which had

refused to agree to any special arrangements

for the Holy Places as proposed in United Na-

tions bodies in 1949 and 1950. Despite Israel's

appeals to Jordan to abstain from hostilities,

Jordanian forces on 5 June 1967 had launched

a destructive and unprovoked armed assault on

the part of Jerusalem outside the walls, which

resulted in civilian casualties and material de-

struction through firing directed from positions

in and near the Holy Places themselves. Since

7 June 1967, the entire city had experienced

peace and unity, and the Holy Places of all

faiths were open to access by those who held

them sacred. The term "annexation" used by

supporters of the General Assembly's resolution

of 4 July was out of place since, he stated, the

measures adopted related to the integration of

Jerusalem in the administrative and municipal

spheres and furnished a legal basis for the pro-

tection of the Holy Places. The measures

adopted by the Israel Parliament on 27 June

1967 provided for the protection of the Holy

Places, for civic co-operation between Arabs

and Jews in free and constant association, for

ensuring a continuous supply of water in the

Old City and for equalizing welfare rights, op-

erating hospitals and clinics and establishing

health services in schools and stations for mother

and child care, and for preparing for the school

year and ensuring compulsory education in all

parts of the city. The letter added that the

Government of Israel had embarked on a con-

structive and detailed dialogue with representa-

tives of universal religious interests which, it

was hoped, would give effective expression to

the universal character of the Holy Places.

The Foreign Minister of Israel said that the

changes which had affected Jerusalem's life and

destiny as a result of the measures adopted were

that where there had been hostile separation,

there was now harmonious civic union; where

there had been a constant threat of violence,

there was now peace; where there had been an

assertion of unilateral control over the Holy

Places exercised in sacrilegious discrimination,

there was now a willingness to work out arrange-

ments with the world's religious bodies of three

faiths which would ensure the universal reli-

gious character of the Holy Places.

When the General Assembly reconvened or.

12 July, the President stated that he had not

been formally advised of the result of the con-

sultations which had been in progress during

the adjournment, and which he thought were

still going on. He urged all engaged in those

consultations to inform the Assembly as soon

as possible about the result of their efforts, in

view of the emergency nature of the session.

The representative of Pakistan—noting Is-

rael's response to Assembly resolution 2253

(ES-V) of 4 July 1967 on the status of the City

of Jerusalem, which had called upon Israel

to rescind and desist forthwith from any meas-

ures that would alter the status of Jerusalem—

concluded that it constituted a refusal to com-

ply with that resolution which the Assembly

had adopted by an overwhelming vote and

without dissent. The letter from Israel's Foreign

Minister had served only to deepen Pakistan's

worst apprehensions about Israel's intentions

and indicated non-recognition of the Assembly.

He denied that any representative of the uni-

versal Islamic interest had entered into a dia-
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logue with Israel, as implied in the Israel For-

eign Minister's letter to the Secretary-General.

He considered it necessary for the Assembly to

take measures to reassert its authority and over-

come Israel's defiance and he therefore sub-

mitted a draft resolution, stating that anything

less than its provisions would mean abdication

of the Assembly's power and position on a mat-

ter crucial to world peace.

By the draft resolution, as originally submit-

ted, the Assembly would : ( 1 ) deplore the fail-

ure of Israel to implement General Assembly

resolution 2253 (ES-V) of 4 July 1967; (2)

reiterate its call to Israel in that resolution of

4 July 1967 to rescind all measures already

taken and to desist forthwith from taking any

action which would alter the status of Jerusalem;

(3) request the Secretary-General to report to

the Security Council and the General Assembly

on the situation and on the implementation of

the resolution; and (4) request the Security

Council to take the necessary measures to en-

sure its implementation.

The following day a revised text of the draft

resolution was submitted, eventually co-spon-

sored by Afghanistan, Guinea, Iran, Malaysia,

Mali, Pakistan, Somalia and Turkey, in which

the fourth operative paragraph was reworded

to have the Assembly ask the Security Council

to "ensure the implementation" of the resolu-

tion (rather than "take the necessary measures

to ensure the implementation" of the resolu-

tion) .

The discussion in the Assembly, in the course

of five meetings held between 12 and 14 July,

dealt mainly with charges that Israel had failed

to comply with Assembly resolution 2253 (ES-V)

of 4 July 1967. Those making statements in-

cluded representatives of Afghanistan, Belgium,

Bulgaria, the Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Czecho-

slovakia, France, Hungary, Iraq, Jordan, Ku-

wait, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, Poland, Syria,

the Ukrainian SSR, the USSR, the United Arab

Republic, the United Kingdom and Venezuela.

Among the arguments advanced during the

debate by some representatives were the follow-

ing: Israel's defiance of the Assembly's resolu-

tion was provocative; its assertion that the ad-

ministrative measures were not of a political

nature but only related to "the integration of

Jerusalem in the administrative and municipal

spheres" and to furnishing "a legal basis for the

protection of the Holy Places" was nothing but

an attempt to conceal the fact of annexation;

the alleged consequence of annexation—unifica-

tion, pacification and compassionate humani-

tarianism—was the logic of imperialism; the

arguments put forward in defence of the ad-

ministrative measures were false, demagogic and

based on sophistry; Israel's contempt for the

United Nations arose from the support it re-

ceived in its collusion with imperialist powers;

and the authority of the United Nations would

be undermined unless firm measures were taken

to assure Israel's withdrawal not only from

Jerusalem but from the other Arab territories

which it was occupying and trying to absorb

in order to present the world with another fait

accompli.

The representative of Jordan said that the

Holy Places of Judaism and Christianity were

theologically holy to Islam. Jordan's guardian-

ship had been true to that faith. Although the

same attitude had never been displayed by

Israel towards Islamic and Christian shrines

and Holy Sites, never had any desecration of

any Holy Site taken place in Jordan.

Other representatives stated that they could

not recognize measures which were untimely,

unlawful and which tended to aggravate ten-

sion, and urged that pending the achievement

of a balanced permanent settlement no uni-

lateral measures should be taken which would

prejudice the eventual decision concerning the

status of Jerusalem and measures to secure pro-

tection of and freedom of access to the Holy

Places.

In statements of reply, the representative of

Israel said that the administrative measures

added up to one thing alone—namely, that

Jerusalem's citizens should live together in peace

instead of living apart in hostility. These meas-

ures did not prejudice his Government's readi-

ness and intention to work towards the goal

of safeguarding universal, spiritual interests and

it had in fact recently pursued an intensive dia-

logue over a wide field in an effort to give effec-

tive expression to universal concerns. It went

without saying that custody of the Moslem Holy

Places in Jerusalem should be in the hands of

authoritative representatives of Islam, with free

access to all Moslems assured. Because of the
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universal reverence for Jerusalem, Israel pro-

posed to replace the assertion of exclusive and

unilateral control of the Holy Places by arrange-

ments giving effective expression to that uni-

versal interest, and this was a positive innova-

tion which he considered the Pakistan draft

resolution ignored.

On 14 July, the representative of Pakistan

announced, on behalf of the co-sponsors of the

draft resolution, that they had agreed, follow-

ing consultations and in the light of objections

of a constitutional nature which had been raised,

that the draft resolution should be put to the

vote without the operative paragraph whereby

the Assembly would ask the Security Council

to ensure the implementation of the resolution.

On the same day, the Assembly adopted their

text by a roll-call vote of 99 to 0, with 18

abstentions, as resolution 2254(ES-V). Israel

did not participate in the vote. (For text, see

DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below.)

In explanation of his delegation's abstention,

the representative of the United States recalled

his statement of 3 July 1967 that the safeguard-

ing of the Holy Places and freedom of access

to them should be internationally guaranteed,

and the status of Jerusalem in relation to them

should be decided not unilaterally but in con-

sultation with all concerned. His Government

did not accept or recognize Israel's administra-

tive measures as altering the status of Jerusa-

lem. Since resolution 2254 ( ES-V) built on reso-

lution 2253 (ES-V), his delegation had again

abstained because the resolution appeared to

accept, by calling for their rescission, that the

measures taken constituted annexation of Jeru-

salem, and because the problem of Jerusalem

could not be realistically solved apart from other

related aspects of the Jerusalem and Middle

Eastern situations.

ADJOURNMENT OF ASSEMBLY'S FIFTH

EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION

On 17 July, at the first of four further meet-

ings of the Assembly, the more general situa-

tion in the Middle East was discussed. The

President of the Assembly noted that while

Members were united in the conviction that a

solution must be found in full accord with the

purposes and principles of the United Nations

Charter, the consultations in search of ways and

means by which that joint conviction could

become a reality had not ended; there was a

prospect, however slight, of reaching agreement.

In order that the consultations might end as

soon as possible, and since if there was no agree-

ment the Assembly should not continue indefi-

nitely, he proposed that the Assembly should

consider the consultations concluded by the

morning of 20 July 1967. That suggestion was

agreed upon. On the proposal of the representa-

tive of Finland, the Assembly further agreed,

on 20 July, to defer action until the following

afternoon.

On 21 July, Sweden introduced a draft reso-

lution, co-sponsored by Austria and Finland,

whereby the Assembly, having considered the

grave situation in the Middle East and bearing

in mind the resolutions adopted and proposals

considered during its fifth emergency special ses-

sion, would: (1) recommend to the Security

Council to resume its consideration of the tense

situation in the Middle East as a matter of

urgency; (2) request the Secretary-General to

forward the records of the Assembly's fifth

emergency special session to the Security Coun-

cil; and (3) decide to adjourn the fifth emer-

gency special session temporarily and to au-

thorize the President of the General Assembly

to reconvene the session as and when necessary.

In introducing this proposal, the representa-

tive of Sweden said that while it had become

clear that there was in fact broad agreement

on many basic purposes and principles, it had

not been possible to formulate them in such

a manner as to command the support required

for the adoption of a resolution establishing the

basis for peace in the area. The sponsors had

therefore concluded, after wide consultations,

that it would be advisable to adjourn the ses-

sion temporarily, without meaning to suspend

efforts to reach peaceful solutions through the

United Nations.

The representatives of Albania, Algeria,

Guinea, Iraq. Kuwait, Mali, Saudi Arabia, So-

malia, Sudan and the United Republic of Tan-

zania criticized the draft resolution and deplored

the failure of the General Assembly to live up

to its responsibilities. Subsequently, the Assem-

bly agreed, by 36 votes to 34, with 40 absten-

tions, to recess briefly to consider the draft reso-

lution before proceeding to a vote.
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Upon resumption of the meeting on the eve-

ning of 21 July, the representative of Finland

introduced a revised text on behalf of the co-

sponsors. By this text, the Assembly, consider-

ing that the Security Council continued to be

seized of the problem (this was an addition to

the previous text), would: (1) ask the Secre-

tary-General to forward to the Council the

records of the General Assembly's fifth emer-

gency special session to facilitate the Council's

resumption, as a matter of urgency, of its con-

sideration of the tense situation in the Middle

East; and (2) decide to adjourn the fifth emer-

gency special session of the Assembly tempo-

rarily and to authorize the President of the

Assembly to reconvene the session as and when

necessary.

The first paragraph, voted on separately at

the request of Sudan, was adopted by a roll-

call vote of 62 to 27, with 27 abstentions. There-

after, the text of the resolution as a whole was

adopted by a roll-call vote of 63 to 26, with

27 abstentions, as resolution 2256 (ES-V) of 21

July 1967. (For text of resolution, see DOCUMEN-

TARY REFERENCES below.)

Statements, explaining votes and assessing re-

sponsibility for the inability of the Assembly to

achieve a substantive resolution, were made by

the representatives of the Byelorussian SSR,

Czechoslovakia, France, Iraq, Israel, Saudi Ara-

bia, Trinidad and Tobago, the Ukrainian SSR,

the USSR, the United Arab Republic and the

United States.

The President of the Assembly pointed out

that the Assembly still faced the major crisis for

which it had been convened. It was generally

felt that Members should continue by consulta-

tions their search for a solution. The Security

Council should also, with a sense of urgency,

continue its efforts on this question which had

never been a Council case or an Assembly case

but the problem of the United Nations as a

whole.

By a letter dated 21 July, the Secretary-Gen-

eral transmitted to the President of the Security

Council the text of resolution 2256(ES-V) and

forwarded the records, documents, draft resolu-

tions and adopted resolutions of the fifth emer-

gency special session of the General Assembly.

REFERRAL OF QUESTION

TO GENERAL ASSEMBLY'S

TWENTY-SECOND REGULAR SESSION

The General Assembly's fifth emergency spe-

cial session reconvened for the last time on 18

September 1967. A draft resolution was sub-

mitted by Austria, Finland and Sweden whereby

the Assembly, having considered the grave situ-

ation in the Middle East and expressing its ut-

most concern about that situation, would decide

to place on the agenda of its twenty-second

regular session, as a matter of high priority,

the question considered by the fifth emergency

special session.

This proposal was adopted by 93 votes to

0, with 3 abstentions, as resolution 2257(ES-V).

(For text of resolution, see DOCUMENTARY REF-

ERENCES below.)

On 19 December 1967, at the closing meeting

of the first part of the twenty-second regular

session of the General Assembly, the President

noted that the item on its agenda concerning

the situation in the Middle East had not been

discussed, and that it therefore remained on the

agenda. Frequent references to the situation in

the Middle East were made, however, in the

course of the General Debate in the opening

phases of the Assembly's twenty-second session

and also in the course of discussions on assist-

ance to refugees in the Middle East.

DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES

CONSIDERATION AT FIRST PART OF

5TH EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION

(17 JUNE-5 JULY 1967)

GENERAL ASSEMBLY——5TH EMERGENCY SPECIAL

SESSION

Plenary Meetings 1525-1549.

A/6717. Letter of 13 June 1967 from USSR (request

for convening of emergency special session of Gen-

eral Assembly "to consider the question of liquidat-

ing the consequences of Israel's aggression against

the Arab States and the immediate withdrawal of

Israel troops behind the Armistice Lines."

A/6718. Letter of 15 June 1967 from United States.

A/6719. Note verbale of 15 June 1967 from USSR.

A/6728. Letter of 22 June 1967 from Hungary (trans-
mitting statement by Government of German Demo-
cratic Republic).

A/6730 (A/6669) and Add. 1-3, Add.S/Corr.l. Report
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of Secretary-General on withdrawal of United Na-
tions Emergency Force (UNEF) dated 26 June

1967.

A/6732. Letter of 28 June 1967 from Israel.

A/6737. Letter of 29 June 1967 from Federal Re-

public of Germany.

A/6740. Letter of 29 June 1967 from Jordan.

A/6741 .(S/8025). Letter of 1 July 1967 from United

Arab Republic.

PROPOSALS ON THE MORE GENERAL ASPECTS
OF THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

A/L.519. USSR: draft resolution, rejected by Assem-

bly on 4 July 1967, meeting 1548, by separate

votes on individual paragraphs. (For voting details,
see p. 209.)

A/L.520. United States: draft resolution.

A/L.521. Albania: draft resolution, rejected by As-

sembly on 4 July 1967, meeting 1548, by roll-call

vote of 71 to 22, with 27 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Albania, Algeria, Bulgaria, Byelorussian

SSR, Cambodia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,

Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Mauritania, Mon-

golia, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria, Ukrain-

ian SSR, USSR, United Arab Republic, Yemen.
Against: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Barbados,

Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Canada, Chile,

China, Colombia, Democratic Republic of Congo,

Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican

Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland,

Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Hon-

duras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Is-

rael, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Lesotho,

Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malay-

sia, Malta, Mexico, Nepal, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama,

Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Rwanda,

Sierra Leone, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Togo,

Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uganda, United
Kingdom, United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay,

Venezuela.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Burma, Burundi, Came-

roon, Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad,

Congo (Brazzaville), France, Gabon, Guinea,

Kenya, Laos, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria,

Romania, Senegal, Singapore, Somalia, South Af-

rica, Tunisia, United Republic of Tanzania, Yugo-

slavia, Zambia.
A/L.522 and Add.l. Afghanistan, Burundi, Ceylon,

Congo (Brazzaville), Cyprus, Guinea, India, Indo-

nesia, Malaysia, Mali, Pakistan, Somalia, United

Republic of Tanzania, Yugoslavia, Zambia: draft

resolution.

A/L.522/Rev.l and Add.l, and Rev.2. Revised draft

resolutions sponsored by above powers and, in addi-

tion, by Kenya and Senegal.

A/L.522/Rev.3 and Corr.1. Afghanistan, Burundi,

Cambodia, Ceylon, Congo (Brazzaville), Cyprus,

Guinea, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Mali, Pakistan,

Senegal, Somalia, United Republic of Tanzania,

Yugoslavia, Zambia: revised draft resolution, re-

jected by Assembly on 4 July 1967, meeting 1548,

by roll-call vote of 53 to 46, with 20 abstentions
(failed to obtain required two-thirds majority).

Vote was as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bulgaria, Burma,
Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cambodia, Cameroon,

Ceylon, Congo (Brazzaville), Democratic Republic

of Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, France,

Gabon, Greece, Guinea, Hungary, India, Indonesia,

Iran, Iraq, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya,

Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco,

Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Saudi Arabia,

Senegal, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia,

Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United

Arab Republic, United Republic of Tanzania,

Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Barbados,

Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Canada, Chile,

Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominican Re-

public, Ecuador, El Salvador, Gambia, Ghana,

Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Iceland, Ireland,

Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxem-

bourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Mexico, Netherlands,

New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Para-

guay, Peru, Philippines, Togo, Trinidad and To-

bago, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay,

Venezuela.

Abstaining: Central African Republic, Chad, China,

Dahomey, Ethiopia, Finland, Ivory Coast, Kenya,

Laos, Malta, Nepal, Niger, Portugal, Rwanda,

Sierra Leone, Singapore, South Africa, Sweden,

Thailand, Upper Volta.

A/L.523 and Add.l, 2: A/L.523/Rev.l. Argentina,
Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador,

Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico,

Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Trinidad, and To-

bago, Venezuela: draft resolution and revision,

rejected by Assembly on 4 July 1967, meeting 1548,

by roll-call vote of 57 to 43, with 20 abstentions

(failed to obtain required two-thirds majority.]

Vote was as follows:
In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Barbados,

Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Cameroon,

Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile,

China, Colombia, Democratic Republic of Congo,

Costa. Rica, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican

Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Gam-

bia, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Ice-
land, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan,
Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Ma-

lawi, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara-

gua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,

Sierra Leone, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and To-

bago, United Kingdom, United States, Upper Volta,

Uruguay, Venezuela.

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Bulgaria,

Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Ceylon, Congo (Brazza-

ville), Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Finland,

Guinea, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan,

Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, Mali, Mauri-

tania, Mongolia, Morocco, Pakistan, Poland, Ro-
mania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan,

Syria, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR,
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United Arab Republic, United Republic of Tan-

zania, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Abstaining: Burma, Cambodia, France, Gabon,

Greece, Iran, Israel, Kenya, Laos, Malta, Nepal,

Niger, Nigeria, Portugal, Rwanda, Singapore, South

Africa, Spain, Sweden, Turkey.

A/L.524. Albania: amendment to 17-power revised

draft resolution A/L.522/Rev.l.

A/L.525. Cuba: amendments to 17-power revised

draft resolution, A/L.522/Rev.l.

OTHER DOCUMENTS

A/6746. Letter of 5 July 1967 from Jordan.

A/6754. Letter of 11 July 1967 from Nepal.

A/6760 (S/8065). Letter of 17 July 1967 from Israel.

A/6765 (S/8075). Letter of 18 July 1967 from Jordan.

A/6770 (S/8087). Letter of 19 July 1967 from Israel.

A/6771 (S/8090). Letter of 24 July 1967 from USSR.

A/6775 (S/8094). Letter of 25 July 1967 from Syria.
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A/6722 (S/7994). Letter of 16 June 1967 from

Pakistan.

A/6732. Letter of 28 June 1967 from Israel.

A/6743. Letter of 29 June 1967 from Saudi Arabia.

A/6744. (S/8030). Letter of 4 July 1967 from Israel.

A/L.527 and Add.l. Guinea, Iran, Mali, Pakistan,

Turkey: draft resolution.

A/L.527/Rev.l. Guinea, Iran, Mali, Niger, Pakistan,

Turkey: revised draft resolution.

RESOLUTION 2253(ES-V), as proposed by 6 powers,

A/L.527/Rev.l, adopted by Assembly on 4 July

1967, meeting 1548, by roll-call vote of 99 to 0,

with 20 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argen-

tina, Austria, Belgium, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria,

Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian SSR, Cambodia,

Cameroon, Canada, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, China,

Congo (Brazzaville), Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,

Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic,

Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, France,

Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guy-

ana, Honduras, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran,

Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait,

Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libya, Luxembourg, Mada-

gascar, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mon-

golia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Pan-

ama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,

Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Syria, Thailand,

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,

Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab

Republic, United Kingdom, United Republic of

Tanzania, Upper Volta, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugo-

slavia, Zambia.

Against: None.

Abstaining: Australia, Barbados, Bolivia, Central

African Republic, Colombia, Democratic Republic

of Congo, Dahomey, Gabon, Iceland, Italy, Jamaica,
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Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Malta, Portugal, Rwanda,

South Africa, United States, Uruguay.

"The General Assembly,

"Deeply concerned at the situation prevailing in

Jerusalem as a result of the measures taken by Israel

to change the status of the City,

"1. Considers that these measures are invalid;

"2. Calls upon Israel to rescind all measures al-

ready taken and to desist forthwith from taking any

action which would alter the status of Jerusalem;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to

the General Assembly and the Security Council on the

situation and on the implementation of the present

resolution not later than one week from its adoption."

HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE AND REFUGEES

A/6723 (S/8001) and Corr.1, Add.l, Add.l/Corr.l.

Note by Secretary-General, submitting reports

(dated 19 June and 4 July 1967) of Commissioner

General of United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in Near East

(UNRWA).

A/6725 (S/8004). Letter of 21 June 1967 from

Jordan.

A/6726 (S/8007). Telegram of 21 June 1967 from

United Arab Republic.

A/6727 (S/8010). Letter of 21 June 1967 from

Greece.
A/6728. Letter of 22 June 1967 from Hungary (trans-

mitting statement by German Democratic Republic).

A/6729 (S/8013). Letter of 23 June 1967 from

Israel.

A/6731 (S/8016) and Add.l. Letters of 27 June and

3 July 1967 from Syria.

A/6732. Letter of 28 June 1967 from Israel.

A/6733 (S/8017). Letter of 28 June 1967 from

United Arab Republic.

A/6734 (S/8019). Letter of 27 June 1967 from

Israel.

A/6735. Letter of 29 June 1967 from Canada.

A/6736. Letter of 29 June 1967 from United States.

A/6737. Letter of 29 June 1967 from Federal Re-
public of Germany.

A/6738 and Add.l. Letters of 30 June and 4 July

1967 from Bulgaria.

A/6739. Letter of 30 June 1967 from Democratic

Republic of Congo.

A/6744 (S/8030). Letter of 4 July 1967 from Israel.

A/L.526 and Add.1-3. Afghanistan, Argentina, Aus-

tria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Denmark,

Ethiopia, Finland, Iceland, India, Iran, Ireland,

Italy, Japan, Liberia, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakis-

tan, Rwanda, Singapore, Sweden, Turkey, Yugo-

slavia: draft resolution.

RESOLUTION 2252(ES-V), as proposed by 26 powers,

A/L.526, adopted by Assembly on 4 July 1967,

meeting 1548, by roll-call vote of 116 to 0, with

2 abstentions as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Aus-

tralia, Austria, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia, Bots-
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wana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorus-

sian SSR, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, Central
African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, China,

Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville), Democratic Re-
public of Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslo-

vakia, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican Republic,

Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, France,
Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,

Guinea, Guyana, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland,

India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy,

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Ku-

wait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya,

Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali,

Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,

Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,

Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Para-

guay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Romania,

Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia,

South Africa, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Thailand,

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,

Uganda, Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Re-

public, United Kingdom, United Republic of Tan-

zania, United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Vene-

zuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against: None.

Abstaining: Cuba, Syria.

"The General Assembly,

"Considering the urgent need to alleviate the suf-

fering inflicted on civilians and on prisoners of war

as a result of the recent hostilities in the Middle East,

"1. Welcomes with great satisfaction Security

Council resolution 237(1967) of 14 June 1967, where-

by the Council:
"(a) Considered the urgent need to spare the civil

populations and the prisoners of war in the area of

conflict in the Middle East additional sufferings;

"(b) Considered that essential and inalienable hu-

man rights should be respected even during the vicis-

situdes of war;

"(c) Considered that all the obligations of the

Geneva Convention relative to the Treatment of Pris-

oners of War of 12 August 1949 should be complied

with by the parties involved in the conflict;

"(d) Called upon the Government of Israel to

ensure the safety, welfare and security of the inhabi-

tants of the areas where military operations had taken

place and to facilitate the return of those inhabitants
who had fled the areas since the outbreak of hostilities ;

"(e) Recommended to the Governments concerned

the scrupulous respect of the humanitarian principles

governing the treatment of prisoners of war and the

protection of civilian persons in time of war, con-

tained in the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949,

"(f) Requested the Secretary-General to follow the

effective implementation of the resolution and to

report to the Security Council;
"2. Notes with gratitude and satisfaction and

endorses the appeal made by the President of the

General Assembly on 26 June 1967;

"3. Notes with gratification the work undertaken

by the International Committee of the Red Cross, the

League of Red Cross Societies and other voluntary

organizations to provide humanitarian assistance to

civilians;

"4. Notes further with gratification the assistance

which the United Nations Children's Fund is pro-

viding to women and children in the area;

"5. Commends the Commissioner-General of the

United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine

Refugees in the Near East for his efforts to continue

the activities of the Agency in the present situation

with respect to all persons coming within his man-
date;

"6. Endorses, bearing in mind the objectives of the

above-mentioned Security Council resolution, the

efforts of the Commissioner-General of the United

Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-

gees in the Near East to provide humanitarian assist-

ance, as far as practicable, on an emergency basis

and as a temporary measure, to other persons in the

area who are at present displaced and are in serious

need of immediate assistance as a result of the recent

hostilities;

"7. Welcomes the close co-operation of the United

Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-

gees in the Near East, and of the other organizations

concerned, for the purpose of co-ordinating assistance:

"8. Calls upon all the Member States concerned to

facilitate the transport of supplies to all areas in which

assistance is being rendered;

"9. Appeals to all Governments, as well as organ-

izations and individuals, to make special contributions

for the above purposes to the United Nations Relief

and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near

East and also to the other inter-governmental and

non-governmental organizations concerned;

"10. Requests the Secretary-General, in consulta-
tion with the Commissioner-General of the United

Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-

gees in the Near East, to report urgently to the Gen-

eral Assembly on the needs arising under paragraphs

5 and 6 above;

"11. Further requests the Secretary-General to fol-

low the effective implementation of the present reso-

lution and to report thereon to the General Assembly."

CONSIDERATION AT SECOND PART OF
5TH EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION
(12 JULY-18 SEPTEMBER 1967)

GENERAL ASSEMBLY——5TH EMERGENCY SPECIAL

SESSION

Plenary Meetings 1550-1554.

STATUS OF JERUSALEM AND THE HOLY PLACES

A/6753 (S/8052). Measures taken by Israel to change

status of City of Jerusalem. Report of Secretary-

General dated 10 July 1967.

A/L.528. Pakistan: draft resolution.

A/L.528/Rev.l. Afghanistan, Guinea, Iran, Mali,

Pakistan, Somalia, Turkey: revised draft resolution.

A/L.528/Rev.2. Afghanistan, Guinea, Iran, Malaysia,

Mali, Pakistan, Somalia, Turkey: revised draft reso-

lution.
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RESOLUTION 2254(ES-V), as proposed by 8 powers,
A/L.528/Rev.2, adopted by Assembly on 14 July

1967, meeting 1554, by roll-call vote of 99 to 0,

with 18 abstentions, as follows:*
In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina,

Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,

Byelorussian SSR, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada,

Ceylon, Chad, Chile, China, Congo (Brazzaville),

Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey,

Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador,

Ethiopia, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana,

Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Honduras,

Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy,

Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon,

Lesotho, Libya, Luxembourg, Mali, Mauritania, Mex-

ico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New

Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan,

Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Ro-

mania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singa-

pore, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Syria, Thailand,

Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,

Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Arab Republic,

United Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania,

Upper Volta, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against: None.

Abstaining: Australia, Barbados, Bolivia, Central

African Republic, Colombia, Democratic Republic

of Congo, Iceland, Jamaica, Kenya, Liberia, Mada-
gascar, Malawi, Malta, Portugal, Rwanda, South

Africa, United States, Uruguay.

* At the same meeting, the representative of Malay-

sia stated that had he been present at the time of

voting, his delegation would have voted in favour of

the draft resolution.

"The General Assembly,

"Recalling its resolution 2253(ES-V) of 4 July
1967,

Having received the report submitted by the Sec-

retary-General,

"Taking note with the deepest regret and concern

of the non-compliance by Israel with resolution 2253

(ES-V),

"1. Deplores the failure of Israel to implement

General Assembly resolution 2253(ES-V) ;

"2. Reiterates its call to Israel in that resolution

to rescind all measures already taken and to desist

forthwith from taking any action which would alter

the status of Jerusalem;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

Security Council and the General Assembly on the

situation and on the implementation of the present
resolution."

OTHER DOCUMENTS

A/6774 (S/8093) and Corr.1. Letter of 25 July 1967
from Syria.

A/6780 (S/8107), A/6782 (S/8109). Letters of 2 and
3 August 1967 from Jordan.

A/6785 (S/8121) and Corr.1. Note by Secretary.

General dated 14 August 1967.

A/6793 (S/8146). Report of Secretary-General under

General Assembly resolution 2254(ES-V) dated 12

September 1967.

ADJOURNMENT OF ASSEMBLY'S

5TH EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION

GENERAL ASSEMBLY——5TH EMERGENCY SPECIAL

SESSION

Plenary meetings 1555-1558

A/L.529 and Rev.l. Austria, Finland, Sweden: draft

resolution and revision.

RESOLUTION 2256(ES-V), as proposed by 3 powers,

A/L.529/Rev.l, adopted by Assembly on 21 July

1967, meeting 1558, by a roll-call vote of 63 to 26,

with 27 abstentions, as follows:
In favour: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Barbados,

Belgium, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelo-

russian SSR, Canada, Central African Republic,

Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Czecho-

slovakia, Dahomey, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland,

Gabon, Ghana, Hungary, Iceland, India, Ireland,

Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Laos, Liberia,

Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Mexico, Mon-

golia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,

Niger, Norway, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland,

Romania, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Swe-

den, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,

Ukrainian SSR, USSR, United Kingdom, United

States, Upper Volta, Uruguay.

Against: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Burundi,

Democratic Republic of Congo, Cuba, Guinea, Iraq,

Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia. Mali.

Mauritania, Morocco, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, So-

malia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, United Arab Republic,

United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen, Zambia.

Abstaining: Cameroon, Ceylon, Congo (Brazza-

ville), Cyprus, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El

Salvador, France, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana,

Honduras, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Kenya, Malta,

Nigeria, Panama, Portugal, Senegal, South Africa,

Spain, Turkey, Uganda, Venezuela, Yugoslavia.

"The General Assembly,

"Having considered the grave situation in the

Middle East,

"Considering that the Security Council continues

to be seized of the problem,

"Bearing in mind the resolutions adopted and the
proposals considered during the fifth emergency special

session of the General Assembly,

"1. Requests the Secretary-General to forward the

records of the fifth emergency special session of the

General Assembly to the Security Council in order to

facilitate the resumption by the Council, as a matter

of urgency, of its consideration of the tense situation

in the Middle East;

"2. Decides to adjourn the fifth emergency special

session temporarily and to authorize the President of

the General Assembly to reconvene the session as and

when necessary."
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OTHER DOCUMENTS
S/8088. Letter of 21 July 1967 from Secretary-General

(transmitting to Security Council Assembly resolu-

tion 2256(ES-V) of 21 July 1967).

S/8090 (A/6771). Letter of 24 July 1967 from USSR.

OTHER COMMUNICATIONS AND
REPORTS TO GENERAL ASSEMBLY

(JULY-SEPTEMBER 1967)

COMMUNICATIONS RELATING TO TREATMENT

OF CIVILIAN POPULATION, PRISONERS OF WAR,

HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED MATTERS

A/6745 (S/8032), A/6747 (S/8033). Letters of 5

July 1967 from Jordan.

A/6748 (S/8034). Letters of 5 July 1967 from Israel.

A/6749 (S/8037), A/6750 (S/8040). Letters of 6

and 7 July 1967 from Syria.

A/6751 (S/8041), A/6752 (S/8042). Letters of 7
July 1967 from Israel.

A/6755. Letter of 7 July 1967 from France.

A/6756 and Rev.l (S/8055 and Rev.l). Letter of 12

July 1967 from Israel.

A/6757 (S/8056). Letter of 13 July 1967 from

Jordan.

A/6758 (S/8058). Letter of 14 July 1967 from Israel.

A/6759 (S/8064). Letter of 17 July 1967 from United

Arab Republic.

A/6762 (S/8069), A/6763 (S/8073). Letters of 17

and 11 July 1967 from Israel.

A/6767 (S/8077). Letter of 19 July 1967 from Syria.

A/6768 (S/8082). Letter of 19 July 1967 from Israel.
A/6769 (S/8086). Letter of 16 July 1967 from United

Arab Republic.

A/6772. Letter of 24 July 1967 from USSR.

A/6773 (S/8092). Letter of 24 July 1967 from Israel.

A/6776. Note verbale of 25 July 1967 from Poland.

A/6777 (S/8101). Letter of 27 July 1967 from

Jordan.

A/6778 (S/8104), A/6779 (S/8105), A/6781

(S/8108). Letters of 1, 2 and 3 August 1967 from

Israel.

A/6783 (S/8115), A/6784 (S/8117) and Corr.1.

Letters of 8 and 10 August 1967 from Jordan.

A/6786 (S/8123). Letter of 16 August 1967 from

Israel.

A/6788 (S/8125). Letter of 18 August 1967 from

Syria.

A/6790 (S/8134). Letter of 25 August 1967 from

Israel.

A/6791 (S/8138). Letter of 1 September 1967 from

Syria.
A/6794 (S/8147). Letter of 8 September 1967 from

Israel.

REPORTS OF SECRETARY-GENERAL
A/6787 (S/8124) and Corr.1. Report of Secretary-

General, dated 18 August 1967, under General

Assembly resolution 2252(ES-V) and Security

Council resolution 237(1967).

A/6789 (S/8133). Note by Secretary-General dated

25 August 1967.

A/6792 and Add.l. Report of Secretary-General,

dated 6 and 15 September 1967, on implementation

of paragraphs 8 and 9 of General Assembly reso-

lution 2252 (ES-V).
A/6795 (S/8153). Note by Secretary-General dated

12 September 1967.

A/6796 (S/8155). Note by Secretary-General (on

report A/6797).

A/6797 (S/8158). Report of Secretary-General, dated

15 September 1967, under General Assembly reso-

lution 2252(ES-V) and Security Council resolu-

tion 237(1967).

COMMUNICATIONS RELATING TO VIOLATIONS

OF CEASE-FIRE (JULY-AUGUST 1967)

A/6757 (S/8056). Letter of 13 July 1967 from

Jordan.

A/6761 (S/8068). Letter of 17 July 1967 from

Israel.
A/6764 (S/8071) and Corr.1. Letter of 17 July

1967 from USSR.

A/6766 (S/8076). Letter of 19 July 1967 from Israel.

A/6784 (S/8117) and Corr.1. Letter of 10 August

1967 from Jordan.

A/6786 (S/8123). Letter of 16 August 1967 from

Israel.

REFERRAL OF QUESTION TO

GENERAL ASSEMBLY'S

TWENTY-SECOND REGULAR SESSION

GENERAL ASSEMBLY——5TH EMERGENCY SPECIAL

SESSION

Plenary Meeting 1559.

A/L.530. Austria, Finland, Sweden: draft resolution.

RESOLUTION 2257(ES-V), as proposed by 3 powers,

A/L.530, adopted by Assembly on 18 September

1967, meeting 1559, by 93 votes to 0, with 3 ab-

stentions.

"The General Assembly,

"Having considered the grave situation in the Mid-

dle East,

"Expressing its utmost concern about that situa-

tion,

"1. Decides to place on the agenda of its twenty-

second regular session, as a matter of high priority,

the question on the agenda of its fifth emergency

special session;

"2. Refers to its twenty-second regular session, for

consideration, the records of the meetings and the

documents of its fifth emergency special session."

GENERAL ASSEMBLY——22ND SESSION

General Committee, meeting 166.

Plenary Meeting 1642.

A/6702 and Corr.1. Report of Security Council to

General Assembly, 16 July 1966-15 July 1967,

Chapters 1 and 2.
A/6847 and Add.1-5. Implementation of paragraphs
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8 and 9 of General Assembly resolution 2252 A/6980 (S/8295). Letter of 12 December 1967 from

(ES-V). Report of Secretary-General, 4 October- Israel.
12 December 1967. A/7031 (S/8311). Letter of 22 December 1967 from

A/6863, A/6956 (S/8290). Letters of 16 October Jordan.
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COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS CONCERNING MIDDLE EAST SITUATION

AND CONSIDERATION BY SECURITY COUNCIL AFTER ADOPTION

OF COUNCIL'S CEASE-FIRE RESOLUTIONS IN JUNE 1967 AND

RESOLUTIONS OF GENERAL ASSEMBLY'S EMERGENCY SPECIAL SESSION

STATUS OF CEASE-FIRE IN

ISRAEL-SYRIA SECTOR

(JUNE-OCTOBER 1967)

On 1 July 1967, the Secretary-General re-

ported to the Security Council, in pursuance of

its resolutions 235(1967) and 236(1967) of 9

and 11 June 1967 respectively,
21
 on the demar-

cation of the limits of the Forward Defended

Localities occupied by the respective armed

forces at the time of the cease-fire. That demar-

cation had been completed on the Israel side

on 15 June 1967 and on the Syrian side on

26 June 1967. Those limits would constitute

the cease-fire line on each side across which the

respective armed forces would not fire or move

forward. The Syrian representative, the report

continued, had stressed that the cease-fire line

thus established was a purely practical arrange-

ment for facilitating observation of the cease-

fire and should not prejudice the claims and

positions of the Syrian Government; he also

asserted that when both Syria and Israel had

accepted the cease-fire on 9 June 1967, the

Israelis were not at any point beyond the Armis-

tice Line established by the Armistice Agreement

of 1949. The report stated that as of 27 June

1967 observation of the cease-fire was being

carried out by 110 United Nations military ob-

servers (UNMO's), deployed on both sides,

and manning and patrolling from a total of

16 observation posts.

In a letter of 5 July 1967, Syria listed nu-

merous Israel ground and air violations of the

cease-fire between 18 and 30 June which had

been the subject of complaints to the

United Nations Truce Supervision Organization

(UNTSO).

Replying on 10 July 1967, Israel stated that

there were no grounds for the Syrian allegations

and charged numerous violations by the Syrian

forces since the cease-fire took effect, mainly

crossings of the Syrian cease-fire line and open-

ing of fire at Israel forces. All had been re-

ported to General Odd Bull (the Chief of Staff

of UNTSO) and effective steps had apparently

been taken, as the number of violations had

decreased.

In reports submitted at intervals between 11

June and 24 July 1967, the Secretary-General

transmitted information from the Chief of Staff

of UNTSO on minor incidents and complaints

from both sides, including movement of armed

personnel and vehicles and aircraft across the

Forward Defended Localities and exchanges of

small-arms fire. In further reports between 13

July and 28 August, the Secretary-General re-

ported that since 7 July the situation in general

had remained quiet in the Israel-Syria sector.

In two communications dated 27 September

and 3 October 1967, Syria rejected as being

false the accusations by Israel attributing to

Syria responsibility for local resistance on the

West Bank in Jordan against the Israel occupa-

tion. Syria, one letter said, could not be held

responsible for national resistance by the Pal-

estine people. Syria also claimed that the de-

struction by Israel of the villages of Kafr El

Ma and El-Hurriah in occupied Syrian terri-

tory was linked to Israel expansionist plans for

moving new settlers and colonies into that area.

In its reply of 4 October 1967, Israel declared

that Syrian incitement to and involvement in

21
 For text of Security Council resolution 235(1967),

see page 190. For text of Security Council resolution
236(1967), see page 190.
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subversive activities against Israel had continued

since the cease-fire. Such attacks had recently

increased. Interrogation of captured partici-

pants had revealed that Syrian military officers

were conducting the training of saboteurs

who were then sent into Israel. These actions

in violation of the cease-fire resolutions were

part of the Syrian policy of encouraging the

so-called "popular war" against Israel.

STATUS OF THE CEASE-FIRE

IN SUEZ CANAL SECTOR

CONSIDERATION BY SECURITY COUNCIL

OF COMPLAINTS OF 8 JULY 1967 FROM

UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC AND ISRAEL

ABOUT VIOLATION OF THE CEASE-FIRE

On 8 and 9 July 1967, the Security Council

again considered the situation in the Middle

East, after deciding on 8 July, to take up two

complaints of violations of the cease-fire con-

tained in letters of 8 July from the United Arab

Republic and Israel.

In its letter, the United Arab Republic stated

that Israel's armed forces had again, at 1015

hours that morning, violated the cease-fire order

by launching an attack against armed forces

of the United Arab Republic stationed south

of Port Fouad on the eastern bank of the Suez

Canal, had by air raid destroyed United Arab

Republic control stations in El Tina, Ras El

Ish and El Kap in the Suez Canal area and

had also bombarded heavily populated areas

in Port Said.

Israel, in its letter, complained of further seri-

ous breaches of the cease-fire by the armed

forces of the United Arab Republic on 8 July,

at 0925 hours, when fire had been opened on

troops stationed in the area of Ras-El-Ish some

15 kilometres south of Port Said. In order to

repel the attack, the letter stated, Israel planes

had taken action against the Egyptian gun po-

sitions outside Port Said.

At the Security Council's meeting of 8 July,

the Secretary-General expressed regret that he

was unable to provide verified information on

the reported hostilities on 8 July, just as he had

similarly been unable to report on alleged fight-

ing in the area on 1 July. As he had reported

on 4 July, there were no United Nations observ-

ers stationed in the Suez Canal area. Unlike

the two resolutions relating exclusively to the

cease-fire between Israel and Syria (Security

Council resolution 235(1967) of 9 June, and

Security Council resolution 236(1967) of 11

June 1967) which explicitly invoked the assist-

ance of such observers, the Security Council's

cease-fire resolutions 233(1967) and 234(1967)

of 6 and 7 June 1967 respectively,
22
 which were

applicable to the cease-fire between Israel and

the United Arab Republic, requested the Secre-

tary-General to keep the Council informed about

the situation, but made no provision for any

assistance with regard to the implementation

of the cease-fire. Realizing that he could not

discharge his reporting responsibility under the

latter resolutions without any means of obtain-

ing reliable information, the Secretary-General

said he had taken the initiative on 4 July 1967

towards a possible alleviation of this situation

by undertaking separate exploratory talks with.

the United Arab Republic and Israel. He had

inquired what the reactions of their Govern-

ments would be to a suggestion from him that

United Nations military observers might be sta-

tioned in the sector of the Suez Canal where

there was now confrontation between the armed

forces of the United Arab Republic and those

of Israel. Such observers, of course, would have

to be stationed on both sides, as had been done

in the sector where the forces of Israel and Syria

were in confrontation. He had, as yet, had no

word about the reaction of either Government

to that suggestion. If it should be agreed that

United Nations observers should proceed to

Sinai and the Suez sector, that could be done

quickly, according to information from the Chief

of Staff, within his present observer strength,

but it would be necessary to increase the num-

ber of observers available to him at a very

early date thereafter.

The representative of the United Arab Re-

public stated that Israel had committed a seri-

ous additional act of unprovoked aggression

in violation of the Security Council resolutions,

including use not only of artillery but also of

air bombardment against heavily populated

areas on the western bank of the Canal. The

Council could not and should not condone such

Tor text of Security Council resolution 233(1967),

see p. 189. For text of Security Council resolution

234(1967), see p. 189.
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violations of its decisions. The United Nations

had to take decisive action against the aggressor,

who, because of his ruthless behaviour and the

support of certain Western powers, above all

the United States, was endangering the very

existence of the world Organization as an effec-

tive instrument for maintaining international

order.

In reply, the representative of Israel stated

that the policy of his Government was not only

to preserve the cease-fire but to do its best to

see it reinforced. The Israel forces had gone

into action only in response to armed attacks

by the United Arab Republic forces and after

their cease-fire positions and safety had been

threatened. There had been no alternative to

limited use of aircraft against specified United

Arab Republic gun positions.

At the Security Council's meeting on 9 July

1967, the representative of the USSR said that

so long as the armed forces of Israel occupied

the lands of the Arab countries, the flames of

war could again break out at any time and give

rise to a new, large-scale armed conflict. That

was why the most important and urgent prob-

lem was the immediate withdrawal of Israel

troops and the liquidation of the aftermath of

the aggression committed by Israel. Accord-

ingly, should Israel further ignore the decisions

of the Security Council, it would be essential to

apply sanctions against Israel as an aggressor

under Chapter VII of the United Nations

Charter (for text, see APPENDIX II). The USSR

Government had indicated that it would be

an irremediable mistake to become accustomed

to the thought that aggression could go unpun-

ished. A policy of condoning acts of aggression

created the most dangerous situation and en-

couraged aggression in other parts of the world.

The representative of the United Kingdom

said that the first action of the Council when

the conflict started had been to call for and

establish a cease-fire. It must condemn any and

every breach of it. Wide agreement had now

been reached on the need for the withdrawal of

forces from occupied territory, on the need not

only to preserve the cease-fire but to make sure

that firing never started again, and on the need

to give freedom of worship to all religions in

the Holy City of Jerusalem and to secure free-

dom of passage on international waterways. The

Secretary-General should be authorized to send

observers to Sinai and to the Suez Canal with-

out any delay and without reservations, and also,

he hoped, to send a special representative to

make progress in dealing with all aspects of the

situation.

The representative of the United States said

that because of the lack of objective informa-

tion he welcomed the Secretary-General's pro-

posals for acceptance by the United Arab Re-

public and Israel of United Nations observers

to report on compliance with the Security

Council's cease-fire orders. The withdrawal of

forces was, of course, an important and essen-

tial part of any over-all peaceful solution of the

problem of the area. But, as the discussions

which had taken place the previous month in

the Security Council and as, more recently, the

debates and the voting in the General Assembly

had shown, a substantial body of world opinion

supported the idea that withdrawal must be

accompanied at the very least by a termination

of any state of war and of any claims to the

exercise of belligerent rights.

The representatives of India and Mali main-

tained that the call for cease-fire orders by the

Security Council must be followed up by the

immediate withdrawal of Israel troops back to

the positions they had occupied on 4 June 1967.

The representative of Mali declared that there

could not be belligerency on the part of an

occupied country trying to throw out the occu-

pier. Its population had to defend itself against

the occupier. He also commented on the dis-

couragement among Afro-Asian and Latin

American Members of the United Nations be-

cause of the inability of the Security Council

to defend justice. The Indian representative fa-

voured steps by the Security Council to

strengthen United Nations machinery in the

area with a view to securing the withdrawal of

Israel forces and observance of the Armistice

Agreements. He also favoured designation by

the Secretary-General of a special representative

to go to the area for these purposes and to help

bring about a reduction in tension and restora-

tion of peaceful conditions and to report to the

Security Council. He stressed that the solution

of the Middle East problem should be based on

principles recognized by the overwhelming

majority of Member States, namely, that no dis-



pute should be settled through the use of force,

and that Member States had an obligation to

respect the territorial integrity and political in-

dependence of other States.

The Secretary-General stated that the

UNTSO Chief of Staff had now informed him

that, for observation of the cease-fire in the

Suez sector, an estimated additional 25 observers

would be needed as soon as possible. Pending

their arrival, the Chief of Staff, if called upon

to do so, could dispatch to the Suez Canal area

a small team of observers now on his staff. They

could institute patrols on both the United Arab

Republic and Israel sides of the front. There

had been 700 United Nations observers serving

in, the Near East in 1948, as against the present

133. The Secretary-General stated that the es-

tablished practice continued of having the

approval of the Governments directly concerned

regarding the countries from which observers

for a particular operation might be drawn.

The representative of Syria emphasized that

every inch of Syrian territory occupied by Israel

forces had been occupied after Syria's accept-

ance of the cease-fire of 9 June 1967. He re-

jected Israel's unilateral statement of 29 June

1967 that the sole function of the Chief of

Staff was with the Council's cease-fire resolu-

tions and no longer with the General Armistice

Agreements: In his view, the United Nations

machinery in the area was still functioning in

accordance with the appropriate resolutions of

the Security Council concerning the Armistice

régime. He also drew the attention of the

Council to a statement by the Israel Defence

Minister regarding Israel decisions to annex

parts of the occupied territories.

The representative of Israel said that his

Government proposed that local Israel and

United Arab Republic commanders in the area

of the incidents should meet and agree upon

appropriate arrangements to avoid breaches of

the cease-fire in the future. He declared that

the United Nations had rejected the USSR's

basic premise that Israel was an aggressor. He

also stressed that the fundamental change in

the situation would come about not through

the immediate and unconditional withdrawal

of Israel forces from the territory where they

stood as a result of Arab belligerence and as

a protection against renewal of hostilities, but

only by Arab withdrawal from the policy of

hostility and belligerence.

The Security Council's meeting of 9 July

1967 concluded with acceptance by the Coun-

cil of the following consensus of members' views

read by the President:

Recalling Security Council resolutions 233

(1967) of 6 June, 234 (1967) of 7 June, 235 (1967)

of 9 June and 236(1967) of 11 June 1967, and

emphasizing the need for all parties to observe

scrupulously the provisions of these resolutions,

having heard the statements made by the Secre-

tary-General and the suggestions that he has ad-

dressed to the parties concerned, I believe that I

am reflecting the view of the Council that the

Secretary-General should proceed, as he has sug-

gested in his statements before the Council on 8

and 9 July 1967, to request the Chief of Staff of

the United Nations Truce Supervision Organiza-

tion in Palestine, General Odd Bull, to work out
with the Governments of the United Arab Re-

public and Israel, as speedily as possible, the

necessary arrangements to station United Nations

military observers in the Suez Canal sector under

the Chief of Staff of UNTSO.

In a report dated 11 July 1967, the Secretary-

General informed the Council that the Govern-

ments of the United Arab Republic and Israel

had informed him of their acceptance of the

proposed stationing of United Nations military

observers in the Suez Canal sector and that

he was recruiting the needed 25 additional

observers.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS BETWEEN

13 JULY AND 13 OCTOBER 1967

On 13 July, the Secretary-General informed

the Council that necessary consultations were

being carried on by the Chief of Staff of

UNTSO for stationing United Nations observ-

ers in the Suez Canal area.

In four communications dated 12, 13, 14

and 15 July 1967, the United Arab Republic

charged that Israel had undertaken exceptional

concentrations of its armed forces on the eastern

bank of the Suez Canal and had at various

times, in violation of the cease-fire order,

opened fire on United Arab Republic positions

and civilian-populated areas, as a result of

which 26 people had been killed and 36

wounded on 14 July 1967. Another communi-

cation, dated 17 July 1967, stated that per-

sistence by Israel in attemping to launch boats

228 POLITICAL AND SECURITY QUESTIONS
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in the Suez Canal would force the United

Arab Republic forces to open fire.

In four letters dated 14, 15, 17 and 18 July

1967, Israel charged that United Arab Republic

violations of the cease-fire since 8 July 1967

had culminated on 14 and 15 July 1967 in the

opening of heavy fire on Israel positions

east of the Canal and on an Israel patrol boat

in the Canal. Aircraft had also been used. Israel

casualties on 14 July 1967 included seven killed

and 20 wounded. The United Arab Republic's

effort to justify opening fire was based on a

unilateral interpretation of the cease-fire reso-

lutions. Israel had ultimately deployed its air-

craft against United Arab Republic gun em-

placements. Israel also drew attention to press

reports that Algerian troops had participated

in these violations of the cease-fire and urged

a further effort by the Secretary-General to

obtain acceptance by Algeria of the cease-fire

resolutions of the Council.

On 17 July 1967, the Secretary-General re-

ported in connexion with the heavy fighting

between Israel and United Arab Republic forces

on 15 July 1967, that both sides had accepted

a cease-fire proposal by the UNTSO Chief of

Staff, General Odd Bull. He also reported that

advance parties of the United Nations military

observers would begin observation operations

on both sides of the Suez sector on 17 July.

In a letter addressed to the Security Coun-

cil dated 17 July 1967, referring to the United

Arab Republic's letters of 13, 14 and 15 July

1967, the USSR declared that to prevent fur-

ther violations of the cease-fire by Israel, the

United Nations should seek to obtain imme-

diate withdrawal of Israel forces from occupied

Arab territory.

Replying on 19 July 1967, Israel denied the

charge of Israel aggression and declared that

the Security Council and the General Assembly

had rejected the one-sided view of the USSR

that Israel should withdraw its forces from the

cease-fire line without any simultaneous and

parallel action by the Arab States to establish

a situation of peace with Israel.

On 10 August 1967, the Secretary-General re-

ported on the arrangements made for the

UNTSO cease-fire observation operation in the

Suez sector which had begun on 17 July 1967.

United Nations military observers had, by

5 August 1967, been increased to 16 on each

side of the Canal, with three observation posts

on the United Arab Republic side and four

on the Israel side. On the basis of revised esti-

mates calling for a total of 46 temporary

observers in the sector, the Secretary-General

proposed to secure 21 additional observers on

the same basis as the original 25 observers.

The Secretary-General also reported an ar-

rangement proposed by the Chief of Staff of

UNTSO and agreed to by the parties, under

which all military activity in the Suez Canal,

including the movement in or into the Canal

of boats, should be stopped for a period of one

month starting on 27 July 1967, it being under-

stood that the boats of the Suez Canal Author-

ity would continue to revictual and ensure the

safety of the ships stranded in the Canal. On

28 August 1967, the Secretary-General further

reported that both Israel and the United Arab

Republic had agreed that the arrangement of

27 July 1967 should continue in effect until

otherwise agreed by the two parties.
In a letter dated 6 September 1967, the

United Arab Republic charged that on 4 Sep-

tember 1967 three Israel naval units, in viola-

tion of the above-mentioned agreement and

the cease-fire, had attempted, despite warnings,

to enter the Canal at Suez, had opened fire

on positions at Port Tawfiq and later shelled

the city of Suez. As a result, 42 civilians had

been killed and 161 wounded, several build-

ings had been destroyed and vessels had been

sunk.

Israel denied the charges in a letter dated

8 September 1967, and countercharged that

United Arab Republic forces had opened fire

on Israel boats and positions on 4 September

and again on 5 and 6 September 1967. One

Israel soldier had been killed, another wounded.

Israel charged the United Arab Republic with

responsibility for the regrettable civilian casual-

ties because it located military positions in

populated areas.

On 4 and 7 September 1967, the Secretary-

General communicated reports from United

Nations military observers indicating that the

heavy exchange of fire on 4 September 1967

had been started by a United Arab Republic

shot directed at Israel boats in Suez Bay and

that the United Arab Republic had again
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initiated firing on 6 September in the Ismailia

area. Observers had eventually obtained effec-

tive cease-fires.

On 22 September 1967, the United Arab

Republic charged violations of the cease-fire

by Israel on seven dates between 5 and 21

September, which had resulted in nine persons

being killed, 21 wounded and much property

being destroyed.

On 26 September 1967, Israel denied these

charges, stating that the United Arab Republic

had opened fire in each case, killing altogether

four Israel soldiers and wounding six. Israel

claimed further that, on four occasions between

22 and 25 September 1967, United Arab Re-

public forces had again opened fire.

The Secretary-General reported on exchanges

of fire on 12, 20, 21, 22 and 25 September

1967, stating that reports of United Nations

military observers indicated that the firing on

12 and 20 September had been initiated by

the United Arab Republic and that the firing

on 21 September 1967 had been initiated by

Israel. He reported further exchanges of fire

on 27 September 1967 along the whole area

from Kantara to Suez and appealed to both

parties to exercise utmost restraint in the Suez

Canal sector, observe strictly the agreed ar-

rangements, and use the United Nations cease-

fire machinery.

The exchanges of fire on 27 September 1967

were also reported by Israel in a letter dated

29 September 1967 charging numerous viola-

tions of the cease-fire, initiated by United Arab

Republic forces, and resulting in 14 military

and civilians being killed and 11 wounded in

the Sinai area.

In a letter of 6 October 1967, the United

Arab Republic charged that previously reported

Israel shelling had been systematically designed

to damage Suez Canal Authority installations

and boats and that Israel should be held liable

for indemnities. Replying on 10 October 1967,

Israel denied any policy of "selective shelling"

and rejected responsibility for damage to near-

by buildings when returning fire, in self-defence,

at United Arab Republic gun emplacements.

On 13 October 1967, the Secretary-General

informed the Council that the situation in the

Suez Canal sector was generally quiet as of

that date.

COMMUNICATIONS TO SECURITY COUNCIL

BETWEEN 21 AND 25 OCTOBER 1967

AND CONSIDERATION BY COUNCIL

ON 24 AND 25 OCTOBER 1967

In letters to the Security Council, dated 21

and 22 October 1967, Israel charged the United

Arab Republic with a premeditated and un-

provoked attack at 1730 hours on 21 October

1967 on the Israel destroyer Eilat, at position

31° 20.5' North, 32° 8' East on the high seas

to the north of the Sinai peninsula, while it

was on a routine patrol which had been known

to the United Arab Republic for several

months. The first surface-to-surface missiles

launched from within Port Said harbour, ap-

proximately 14 nautical miles distant, had im-

mobilized the ship which dropped anchor. Two

more missiles fired at 1930 hours at the help-

less vessel had forced abandonment of the

sinking Eilat at 2030 hours. Casualties included

15 killed, 36 missing and 48 wounded, eight

of them seriously. Israel denied that the ship

had opened fire on Port Said at 1755 hours, as

alleged by the United Arab Republic author-

ities. It charged that this aggressive act was

the culmination of a series of violations of the

cease-fire resolutions and an outrageous viola-

tion of the international law of the sea.

On 22 October 1967, the Secretary-General

reported, on the basis of information submitted

by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, that the

Senior United Arab Republic Liaison Officer

reported that at 1750 hours one Israel boat

had entered territorial waters, that it had

opened fire at 1755 hours and that fire had

been returned and the destroyer sunk at 1817

hours. At 2045 hours, the Israel Liaison Officer

had confirmed that the Israel destroyer had

been attacked and presumably sunk. He be-

lieved the ship was approximately 13 miles east

of Port Said and approximately 10 miles off

shore. In response to a message from the

UNTSO Chief of Staff that he expected no

interference with any rescue operations, the

Senior United Arab Republic Liaison Officer

had replied that the local commander had been

forbidden to shoot. The Chief of Staff had no

verified information about the nature of the

attack as the United Nations military observers

in the Suez Canal sector had no means of ob-

serving such incidents at sea. On 24 October
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1967, the UNTSO Chief of Staff had been in-

formed that the destroyer had been shot by a

guided missile from a United Arab Republic

torpedo-boat outside Port Said when it was 11

nautical miles north-east of Port Said.

In a letter dated 22 October 1967, the United

Arab Republic informed the Security Council

that at 1730 hours, 21 October, an Israel de-

stroyer was seen speeding in its territorial waters

off Port Said shores and that the naval units

in Port Said were compelled to act in self-

defence to stop the advance of the Israel vessel.

The subsequent exchange of fire which took

place resulted in the sinking of the destroyer.

This latest aggressive violation of the cease-fire

followed the series of attacks on populated cities

in the Suez Canal sector which had prompted

the United Arab Republic to evacuate over

300,000 of that sector's inhabitants.

In a further letter, dated 24 October 1967,

the United Arab Republic charged Israel forces

with unprovoked premeditated flagrant aggres-

sion at 1430 hours on 24 October 1967 when

they started a continuous shelling of the city

of Suez resulting in extensive human losses and

severe damage to property. The Israel forces

had also systematically shelled and completely

or severely damaged industrial installations in-

cluding the petroleum refineries in Suez, the

Nasr plants for fertilizer, and installations in

the Suez harbour. Those military operations

could not be justified as a retaliatory measure

against the sinking of the Israel destroyer in

territorial waters because they were conducted

against civilian and industrial installations, not

military targets. The Israel forces had not re-

sponded to the cease-fire requests of United

Nations military observers until their planned

aggression had been implemented. An urgent

meeting of the Security Council was requested.

Also on 24 October 1967, Israel charged in

a letter that United Arab Republic forces had

opened fire from the cities of Port Ibrahim and

Suez on the west bank of the Suez Canal on

Israel forces on the east bank north of Port

Tawfiq at 1430 hours on that day. The artillery

fire had been returned. Because of the location

of the Egyptian artillery some oil refineries were

believed to have been hit. A cease-fire proposed

by United Nations military observers for 1730

hours had been accepted by both parties and

had taken effect. The representative of Israel

requested an urgent meeting of the Council

to deal with the open aggression and violations

of the cease-fire resolutions by the United Arab

Republic.

On 24 and 25 October 1967, the Secretary-

General transmitted reports from the UNTSO

Chief of Staff. According to reports submitted

by United Nations military observers, the firing

had taken place in the Geneifa area, south of

Little Bitter Lake, but the observers had not

been able to ascertain the initiator of the firing.

At 1431 hours, Israel forces had initiated ar-

tillery fire at the oil refinery south-west of Port

Suez. A heavy exchange of fire had developed

at 1435 hours in the Port Tawfiq-Suez area. At

1445 hours, United Nations military observers

had proposed a cease-fire for 1530 hours. The

United Arab Republic had accepted at 1550

hours. At 1525 hours, Israel had stated it

would agree to a cease-fire at 1730 hours. After

vain efforts by United Nations military observers

to obtain acceptance by Israel for an earlier

cease-fire, the UNTSO Chief of Staff had

finally, at 1635 hours, proposed one for 1730

hours, which had been accepted by the United

Arab Republic at 1645 and by Israel at 1713

hours. Heavy to sporadic firing had continued

until the cease-fire time.

The letters of 24 October 1967 from the

United Arab Republic and Israel were placed

on the Security Council's agenda and con-

sidered at three meetings of the Council on

24 and 25 October 1967. The representatives of

Israel, Jordan, Syria and the United Arab

Republic were invited to participate in the

discussion without the right to vote.

The representative of the United Arab Re-

public charged that Israel's act of war on 24

October 1967 was the most violent since its

aggression of 5 June 1967 and was carried

out against the entire civilian and industrial

life in the Suez area, one of the most vital in-

dustrial sites in his country. The reports of the

UNTSO Chief of Staff had made it clear that

Israel had rejected the first cease-fire proposal

because two more hours were needed to im-

plement Israel's plan of aggression and destruc-

tion. That aggression was totally unprovoked

and premeditated. It followed the sinking of

the Israel destroyer on 21 October 1967 in self-
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defence by the United Arab Republic Govern-

ment's forces as a result of the destroyer's viola-

tion of the territorial waters of the United

Arab Republic and its attempt to carry out

aggression against Port Said. That destroyer

had sunk two United Arab Republic boats in

the territorial waters of Port Said on 12 July

1967. The United Arab Republic representative

called upon the Council to condemn the Israel

aggression and to apply enforcement measures

under the provisions of Chapter VII of the

Charter. (For text of Chapter VII of the

Charter, see APPENDIX II.)

The representative of Israel charged that the

destroyer Eilat had been attacked by United

Arab Republic naval craft equipped with USSR

Komar missiles while on routine patrol outside

United Arab Republic territorial waters. The

later renewal of the attack and sinking of the

helpless vessel showed its premeditated nature.

The United Arab Republic had been preparing

for the situation by evacuating the Suez area

population and creating tension by radio and

press announcements that renewal of fighting

was imminent. The incidents of 24 October

1967: were the culmination of a long series of

provocative Egyptian violations of the cease-fire

by shelling Israel forces from gun emplacements

near built-up areas. If there was no reciprocity

in regard to the cessation of fire, he declared,

then the whole system collapsed. Israel was

ready now to meet representatives of the United

Arab Republic and of any other Arab State

to discuss measures to lay the basis for a peace-

ful future.

With regard to the argument that Israel had

been at fault in not agreeing to the first cease-

fire proposal, the representative of Israel stated

that the delay in effecting the cease-fire was

due to the fact that an Israel communications

centre had been hit at the beginning of the

incidents. Israel was prepared to co-operate in

an investigation to determine the position of the

Eilat when it was sunk and was confident that

such an investigation would corroborate that

the ship was sunk on the high seas.

The representative of the United Kingdom

considered that the Security Council should

have met and acted earlier. The whole weight

of the Council should be applied to a demand

that the cease-fire be observed and that bel-

ligerence from both sides be abandoned. The

United Kingdom had repeatedly urged the ap-

pointment of a United Nations special repre-

sentative. The proposals of the United Kingdom

Government had been absolutely clear. It could

not be accused of delay, or of opposition to

United Nations action when the 1967 war

broke out. It was delay which had led to con-

flict, then to deadlock and currently to more

death and destruction. The Security Council

should take urgent action towards a fair and

balanced resolution appointing a United Na-

tions special representative to deal with the

situation on the spot.

The representative of Canada said that, as

the delegations of Canada, India and the

United Kingdom had advocated since early

June, the Secretary-General should be imme-

diately authorized to send a special representa-

tive to the Middle East to start the process

towards restoring peace on the basis of a "fair

and balanced" resolution. He proposed that the

Secretary-General submit a report on what

additional resources the Chief of Staff might

need to carry out his task under the consensus

of the Council of 9 July 1967 (cited on

p. 228).
The representatives of Denmark and Ethiopia

stated that observance of the cease-fire was only

a first step towards the Council's duty to strive

for a just and durable peace. The representative

of Denmark suggested that the Council should

formulate, in a fair and balanced way, the prin-

ciples that should guide a lasting settlement.

The representative of Ethiopia supported the

suggestion to dispatch a special representative

who should make contacts with the Govern-

ments concerned and operate within the context

of general and comprehensive guidelines set out

by the Council. Both Denmark and Ethiopia

were prepared to consider a request from the

Secretary-General to strengthen the cease-fire

machinery in the area.

The representative of the USSR condemned

the premeditated shelling of inhabited areas and

industrial targets by Israel forces which had

opened fire and had disregarded appeals by

United Nations military observers for an im-

mediate cease-fire. This action followed the

provocative sending of an Israel destroyer into

territorial waters of the United Arab Republic
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which had had to take measures in legitimate

self-defence. Israel had not answered the main

question why it had shelled Suez. Peace could

not be restored in the Near East until the

illegal occupation of Arab lands by Israel was

ended.

The representative of the USSR then intro-

duced a draft resolution by which the Council

would : ( 1 ) strongly condemn Israel for the act

of aggression committed by it in the area of

the city of Suez; (2) demand that Israel com-

pensate the United Arab Republic for the dam-

age caused by that act; and (3) call upon

Israel strictly to observe the Council's cease-

fire resolutions of 6 and 7 June (resolutions

233(1967) and 234(1967)).

The representatives of Bulgaria and Mali,

supporting the USSR draft resolution, also con-

demned Israel for its premeditated attack on

Suez and for its continued occupation of Arab

territory. They urged the Council to take im-

mediate steps to find a solution to the situation

created by Israel's aggression in June.

The representative of the United States em-

phasized that the first step towards peace was

a complete cease-fire. The United States would

co-operate in giving the United Nations ma-

chinery in the area a strength commensurate

with its tasks. The events of the last days under-

scored the need to move towards a just settle-

ment of all the questions outstanding between

the parties.

The United States representative introduced

a draft resolution by which the Council would:

(1) condemn any and all cease-fire violations;

(2) insist that the United Nations Member

States concerned respect the cease-fire as con-

tained in Council resolutions 233, 234, 235 and

236 (of 6, 7, 9 and 11 June 1967, respectively)

and in the Council's consensus (of 9 July) and

co-operate fully with the Chief of Staff of

UNTSO and the United Nations military ob-

servers; and (3) call on these Governments to

issue categoric instructions to all military forces

to refrain from firing.

The representative of India declared that the

deliberate nature of the attack by Israel on the

Suez area was proved by Israel's refusal to

accept UNTSO's first cease-fire proposal.

Israel's policy of retaliation was impermissible.

In view of the conflicting statements by Israel

and the United Arab Republic concerning the

destroyer Eïlat, he suggested that the Secretary-

General should order further investigation to

determine whether the Eilat was in territorial

waters or on the high seas when sunk. This

suggestion was supported by Ethiopia. The rep-

resentative of India added that there could be

no reduction of tensions in the area unless

Israel forces first withdrew from the occupied

territories. He agreed on the need for a fair

and balanced resolution — which should be

based on certain fundamental guidelines.

The representative of France regretted that

there had once again been a resort to force

which could only reopen the cycle of reprisals

and counter-reprisals. Without more informa-

tion he did not wish to pass judgment on re-

sponsibility for the incidents, but stressed that

only on the basis of strict observance of the

cease-fire by both parties could the wider task

of re-establishing normal conditions in the

whole area be undertaken.

Brazil said that the regrettable military action

could only postpone the date of a lasting settle-

ment. Strict observance of the cease-fire was the

necessary first step.

The representative of Argentina said further

information was needed to decide on the re-

sponsibilities of each of the parties. The Council

should find a formula which would establish a

clear-cut balance of interests and obligations on

the part of the parties concerned and set up

a constructive dialogue among the parties.

The representatives of Jordan and Syria con-

demned the premeditated Israel attack on the

Suez area as but one link in a chain of con-

tinued aggression since 5 June 1967. So far

nothing had been done, said the representative

of Jordan, to suppress aggression and remove

its consequences—the occupation of Arab ter-

ritories. The reason was that United Nations

organs, notably the Security Council, were

shrinking from the responsibility of an effective

stand because of the attitude of some major

powers which served to encourage Israel to

persist in its defiance.

When the Security Council met on 25 Octo-

ber 1967, the representative of Nigeria said that

if it were proved that the Israel destroyer had

been sunk in circumstances in which it should

not have been attacked and if there were con-
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elusive evidence that the Israel action against

Suez was a reprisal action, he would join in

condemning both actions. Commenting on the

draft resolutions of the USSR and the United
States, he considered it would be reckless to

vote upon them since a resolution not having

the general support of the Council did not have

the effect it should.

The Council accepted his appeal for adjourn-

ment of the meeting to allow, as the repre-

sentative of Nigeria said, consultations on a

compromise draft resolution which would not

damage the position of the two major powers

but produce an effective decision as a necessary

step towards continuing efforts to deal with

the Arab-Israel question as a whole.

The President of the Council opened the next

meeting on 25 October by announcing that as

a result of consultations, agreement had been

reached on a draft resolution by which the

Security Council, gravely concerned over recent

military activities in the Middle East in viola-

tion of the Council's cease-fire resolutions,

would: (1) condemn the violations of the

cease-fire; (2) regret the resulting casualties

and property damage; (3) reaffirm the neces-

sity of strict observance of the resolutions; and

(4) demand that the Member States concerned

cease immediately all prohibited military ac-

tivities in the area and co-operate with UNTSO.

The text was adopted unanimously at the

same meeting as resolution 240(1967). (For

full text, see DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES below.)

The representative of the USSR declared that

though the USSR draft resolution was com-

pletely justified and Israel's sole responsibility

clear, he had not opposed the resolution pre-

sented by the President because of the desire

of some members for unanimity. In the circum-

stances there was no need to put the USSR

draft resolution to a vote. Consultations must

be speeded to work out a decision leading to a

political settlement in the Near East.

The representative of the United States ob-

served that the Council had refused to take a

one-sided view of the situation and had dealt

with the incidents in a balanced manner. As a

result there was no need to vote on his draft

resolution.

The representatives of China and Japan

stated that the resolution was the essential first

step to pave the way for the Security Council

to find a formula which, acceptable to the

parties, would establish a durable and just

peace in the Middle East.

After adoption of the resolution of 25 Oc-

tober 1967, the Secretary-General stated to the

Council that the need to strengthen the ob-

server operation established in the Suez Canal

sector following the Council's consensus of 9

July 1967, had become increasingly apparent.

Consultation with the Chief of Staff of UNTSO

on means to make the operation more fully

effective in maintaining the cease-fire had made

apparent the necessity of steps along the follow-

ing lines: (1) increasing the number of ob-

servers from the present 43 to 90; (2) doubling

the number of observation posts from 9 to 18;

(3) using, possibly, four small craft to patrol

the waters of the Canal and adjacent waters;

(4) acquiring and making use of four small

helicopters to increase observer mobility and

for air observation, two on each side of the

Canal. All such measures would relate exclu-

sively to the Council's cease-fire resolutions and

its consensus, but they would require a sub-

stantial increase in the cost of operations in

the Suez sector. The estimated financial im-

plications would be submitted to the Council

as soon as possible. The Secretary-General also

reminded the Council that there was only token

observer representation in the Israel-Jordan and

Israel-Lebanon sectors and therefore no ma-

chinery to assist in implementing the Council's

resolutions of 6 and 7 June 1967, which applied

to all sectors.

The representatives of Canada and the

United States welcomed the statement of the

Secretary-General. The United States regarded

the steps proposed by the Secretary-General to

be in accord with his responsibilities and his

authority under the Charter and established

practices of the United Nations.

The representative of the USSR stated that

he was ready to examine the arguments of the

Secretary-General and the details yet to be

transmitted. He underlined that the question of

increased observers must be examined by the

Security Council in accordance with its com-

petence under the Charter.
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FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS

ON UNITED NATIONS OBSERVER

OPERATION IN SUEZ CANAL SECTOR

On 31 October 1967, the Secretary-General,

after further consultation with the Chief of Staff

of UNTSO, reported more specifically on the

requirements and details for the possible

strengthening of the military observer opera-

tion suggested in his statement on 25 October

1967 to the Council. The report outlined the

tentative deployment plan for the additional

observance, including the observation posts to

be established in consultation with the parties,

the need for further consultations with the

parties about the nationalities of the observers,

the areas of operation of the proposed patrol

craft and helicopters, and other communica-

tions and logistic problems. The Secretary-

General emphasized that these measures would

not suffice to maintain the cease-fire unless the

parties exercised the utmost restraint and, there-

fore, renewed his appeal of 27 September 1967

that in cases of alleged violations of the cease-

fire both parties make use of the United Nations

observation system instead of continuing the

practice of resorting directly to violent measures.

On 10 November 1967, the USSR submitted

a draft resolution whereby the Security Council

would authorize the Secretary-General to in-

crease the number of observers in the Suez

Canal sector to 90 and to take the measures

proposed in his report to the Security Council

of 31 October 1967 concerning the provision of

additional technical facilities and means of

transport for the United Nations observer group.

In a further report of 1 December 1967, the

Secretary-General stated that he had been re-

cruiting 47 additional observers from the fol-

lowing countries which were mutually accept-

able to the parties: Argentina, Austria, Chile,

Finland, France, Ireland and Sweden. The first

new observers would be arriving early in De-

cember 1967. In another report of the same

date, he informed the Council that the total

additional expenditure for observers through

31 December 1967 was estimated at $US315,-

820
23
. Continuance through 1968 of the Suez

Canal sector observer operation would cost

$US873,000. Cost estimates of other measures

to strengthen the operation would be reported

when figures were available.

On 6 December 1967, the representative of

the USSR requested an urgent meeting of the

Council to consider the draft resolution sub-

mitted by the USSR on 10 November 1967.

On 8 December 1967, the President of the

Council, following consultations with repre-

sentatives, circulated a statement which re-

flected the views of the Council members.

Referring to the Secretary-General's report of

31 October 1967, the statement said that the

members, recalling their consensus of 9 July

1967, recognized the necessity of the enlarge-

ment by the Secretary-General of the number

of observers in the Suez Canal zone and the

provision of additional technical material and

means of transportation.

STATUS OF THE CEASE-FIRE IN

THE ISRAEL-JORDAN SECTOR

(JULY-DECEMBER 1967)

With reference to an Israel assertion and a

Jordanian denial made to the fifth emergency

special session of the General Assembly, Israel,

by a letter of 17 July to the Security Council,

transmitted photographs of seized Jordanian

operational orders which were said to contain

instructions to wipe out the civilian inhabitants

of Israel population centres. In a reply of

18 July 1967, Jordan called the order a for-

gery and reaffirmed that no such orders had

ever been issued. In a further letter, of 21 July

1967, Israel transmitted an English translation

of a Jordanian order dated 7 June 1967 calling

for an attack on and the killing of all persons

in Motza village, and offered the original for

inspection. Israel stated that its contents proved

the extreme seriousness of the situation which

Israel had faced.

In letters to the Council dated 13 and 17

July 1967, Jordan charged that on 10 and 15

July, Israel armed forces had violated the cease-

fire resolutions opening fire five times on Jor-

danian forces and once on the civilian popula-

tion on the eastern bank of the Jordan River

to intimidate refugees awaiting return to their

 On 4 October 1967, the Secretary-General had

reported to the Council that the estimated cost for

46 temporary observers in the Canal sector, arrange-

ment for which he had made following the consensus

of the Council on 9 July, was $US295,300.

23
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Israel soldiers had been killed and eight wound-

ed while three of the marauders had been killed.

If Jordan would comply with its obligations

under the cease-fire resolution, there would be

no incidents, as it was Israel's policy to observe

the cease-fire on the basis of complete reci-

procity.

In a letter dated 22 November 1967, Jordan

charged Israel with violating the cease-fire on

21 November 1967 by firing and by using air-

craft on Jordanian forces on the East Bank

of Jordan without provocation. On four other

occasions, between 9 October and 2 November

1967, Israel forces had opened fire on Jordanian

citizens trying to cross the Jordan River. The

letter also recalled that the representative of

Jordan had informed the Security Council on

20 November 1967 of the unprovoked shelling

of the Jordanian refugee camp at El-Karama,

resulting in 13 killed and 28 wounded.

In connexion with the incident of 21 Novem-

ber 1967, a report of the Secretary-General

stated that because there was no United Nations

observation operation in the Israel-Jordan sec-

tor, the United Nations Truce Supervision Or-

ganization (UNTSO) could determine neither

the origin nor the scope of the firing. However,

a cease-fire proposal by the UNTSO Chief cf

Staff had been accepted by both parties and

had taken effect.

In another letter dated 8 December 1967,

Jordan complained that, on 5 and 6 December

1967, Israel had expelled 294 members of the

Jordan River to the East Bank in violation of

the Council's resolution 237(1967) of 14 June

1967.

In a letter of 12 December 1967, Israel de-

nied the charge, stating that for security rea-

sons it had been necessary to proclaim the:

area of the nomadic tribe a restricted area and!

that some of the tribesmen had voluntarily

elected to cross the Jordan River. The letter

also denied the charge of Israel aggression on

20 November 1967, stating that Jordanian forces

had opened fire on an Israel patrol from posi-

tions in the village of El-Karama. Fire had

been returned to silence the assault.

24 For text of Security Council resolution 237(1967),
see p. 190.

homes in accordance with Security Council reso-

lution 237(1967)
24

 of 14 June 1967.

In a reply of 19 July 1967, Israel counter-

charged that it was Jordanian troops on the

eastern bank of the Jordan that had opened

fire on Israel patrols on 15 July before Israel
forces returned fire.

On 15 October, Israel charged eight viola-

tions of the cease-fire between 1 and 15 October

by marauders who had laid landmines or opened

fire inside Israel before withdrawing across the
Jordan River.

On 16 and 18 October 1967, Jordan denied

responsibility for these incidents allegedly com-

mitted on the Israel side of the Armistice

Demarcation Line. Jordan countercharged that

Israel occupation forces had opened tank fire

on 14 October 1967 from the western bank of

the Jordan on a Jordanian village and Jor-

danian troops. Jordan also cited five incidents

between 25 August and 3 September 1967 dur-

ing which Israel gun-fire killed six Arabs cross-

ing the Jordan River and destroyed village

houses on the pretext of finding arms there,

as part of a campaign of terror to force the

inhabitants of the western bank, Christians and

Moslems, to abandon their homes in order to

make room for new Jewish settlers.

In a reply of 20 October 1967, Israel charged

Jordan with the responsibility for armed vio-

lence perpetrated by terrorists coming from

Jordanian territory. Since August, Jordanian

forces were said to have been assisting marau-

ders crossing the Jordan River and providing

covering fire. Israel further charged that the

Iraqi command battalion stationed in Jordan

also supported the marauders whom, in addi-

tion, Jordan, allowed to go to Syria for training

and to return to carry out subversive activities
in Israel.

In letters of 5 and 21 November 1967, Israel

charged that on eight occasions between 24

October and 5 November and on further occa-

sions between 18 and 21 November, terrorist

activities had been perpetrated by armed ma-

rauders coming from Jordan with the encour-

agement of the Jordan authorities, and that

Jordan military forces had provided covering

fire for such marauders and had also opened

fire from the West Bank of Jordan on Israel

forces. As a result of the exchanges of fire, four

236

Nuwaseirat tribe and forced them to cross the
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OTHER COMMUNICATIONS ON

STATUS OF THE CEASE-FIRE

On 15 June 1967, the representative of Iraq

informed the Secretary-General, by letter, that

the position of the Iraqi Government with re-

gard to the Council's cease-fire resolutions of

6 and 7 June (233(1967) and 234(1967))
25

was that the Iraqi forces were under the joint

command in Jordan which had already de-

clared its position together with the Govern-

ments of Jordan and the United Arab Republic.

On 31 July, Lebanon informed the Secretary-

General that it accepted the Security Council's

resolutions 233(1967) and 234(1967) of 6 and

7 June, respectively.

In a note dated 29 November 1967, Israel

requested the Secretary-General to circulate its

inquiry of 15 November 1967 and his reply of

24 November 1967 concerning the status of

acceptances of the cease-fire resolutions by

Algeria, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Saudi

Arabia, Sudan, Tunisia and Yemen, States to

which the Secretary-General had sent the reso-

lution texts. The Secretary-General's reply had

stated that no communications in reply had been

received from these States.

COMMUNICATIONS ON RETURN OF

GOVERNMENT HOUSE TO UNTSO

On 4 July 1967, the Secretary-General re-

ported on his efforts to obtain restoration of

Government House (the site of the headquarters

of the United Nations Truce Supervision Or-

ganization (UNTSO)) in Jerusalem to UNTSO,

as the Security Council had requested on 11

June 1967.26 His report included an exchange

of messages between the Permanent Representa-

tive of Israel and himself by which UNTSO

and its Chief of Staff would be enabled to regain

their headquarters for their exclusive use with-

out delay. In conveying his Government's agree-

ment in that connexion, the Permanent Repre-

sentative of Israel stated that in the Govern-

ment's view the sole function and concern of

the UNTSO Chief of Staff, General Bull, and

his staff was with the Council's cease-fire reso-

lutions and no longer with the General Armis-

tice Agreements and the now obsolete arrange-

ments of the past. The Secretary-General's re-

port pointed out that in his reply the Secretary-

General had noted the specific views of the

Israel Government with regard to the functions

and status of UNTSO without any appraisal

or expression of opinion on them.

Following a further report on 11 August

1967 explaining Israel's proposal to return

Government House and one-third of its grounds,

the Secretary-General, in a third report dated

22 August 1967, stated that he had authorized

return to the area offered because of urgent

need of the facilities and as a practical step

only. That action was without prejudice to the

claim he had maintained that the United Na-

tions was entitled to the return and exclusive

occupancy and possession of the whole Govern-

ment House compound. UNTSO resumed oc-

cupancy of Government House on 23 August

1967.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS ON

TREATMENT OF CIVILIAN

POPULATIONS AND WAR PRISONERS

COMMUNICATIONS FROM ISRAEL, JORDAN,

SYRIA AND THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

In the month following the Security Council's

adoption of its resolution of 14 June 1967 con-

cerning the treatment of civil populations and

prisoners of war in the area of conflict (resolu-

tion 237( 1967) ),27 letters from Jordan, Syria

and the United Arab Republic made various

charges against Israel of maltreatment of prison-

ers of war and civilians, destruction of Qalqiliya,

and expulsion of Palestinians from Jordan and

the Gaza Strip and of Syrians from the occupied

area in Syria.

In its replies, Israel denied charges of mal-

treatment of prisoners and civilians, stating that

representatives of the International Red Cross

had enjoyed the full co-operation of the Israel

authorities, and it expressed concern over Israel

prisoners of war and civilians held by Syria

and the United Arab Republic. Israel also de-

nied the expulsion of any Syrians, stated that

the transfer of any Palestinians among the pris-

oners of war was being carried out with the

 texts of Security Council resolutions 233

(1967) and 234(1967), see page 189.
26 See above, page 185, and also paragraph 5 of

Security Council resolution 236(1967), p. 190.

F o r text of Security Council resolution 237(1967),

see page 190.
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27
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co-operation of the Egyptian authorities and

further stated that Qalqiliya had been damaged

because Jordan had attacked Israel from that

town.

Meanwhile, the Secretary-General had on 29

June 1967 reported to the Council, pursuant

to Council resolution 237(1967) of 14 June

1967. He transmitted to the Council Israel notes

concerning steps taken by the Israel authorities

to restore normal civilian life in occupied areas

and the exchange of prisoners of war with Jor-

dan on 27 June 1967. The Secretary-General

also reported his intention to send a representa-

tive to obtain on-the-spot information required

for discharging his responsibilities under that

resolution.

In a letter of 17 July 1967, the United Arab

Republic requested the Secretary-General to se-

cure observance by Israel of its obligations un-

der the Geneva Conventions of 1949, Security

Council resolution 237(1967) of 14 June 1967

and General Assembly resolution 2252 (ES-V)

of 4 July 1967.28 An attached note to the Inter-

national Committee of the Red Cross listed

various inhuman acts against the captive,

wounded and civilian victims of the war. In a

letter of 19 July 1967, Syria requested investiga-

tion of atrocities which, it stated, Israel forces

had committed against non-combatant civilians

in the occupied territory.

In letters of 19 and 24 July and 2 August

1967, Israel denied these allegations. Israel

cited examples of measures which it had taken

between 20 June and 7 July 1967 to alleviate

the suffering of civilian populations caused by

the United Arab Republic aggression, and also

cited examples of its treatment of prisoners of

war. Israel countercharged that an Israeli had

been kidnapped by Syrian soldiers in 1966 and

his detention had been denied until the dis-

covery of documents found at Kuneitra which

led to the return of his body during the ex-

change of prisoners of war with Syria on 17

July 1967.

In a letter of 11 July 1967, Israel referred

to Syria's two letters of 27 June and 3 July

1967, complaining of the treatment of the

Syrian Consul and Vice-Consul detained in

Jerusalem by Israel. Israel stated that the two

men had been visited alone by representatives

of the International Red Cross and had made

no complaint concerning their treatment.

In letters of 27 July and 8 and 10 August 1967,

Jordan charged mistreatment of prisoners of

war by Israel, looting, expulsions of Jordanians,

bulldozing of border villages in the Latrun area

and elsewhere, and the killing in the Jordan

River of seven Jordanians who had been ordered

to swim to its East Bank.

In replies of 3 and 16 August 1967, Israel

denied the charges of Jordan. Reports of the

International Committee of the Red Cross were

cited as proof of correct treatment of Jordanian

prisoners of war. The border villages had been

heavily damaged during the hostilities. The

allegations were part of a campaign of incite-

ment by Jordan designed to frustrate the Israel

policy of permitting the return of refugees to

their homes.

In two letters dated 18 August and 1 Sep-

tember 1967, Syria charged Israel with terror-

ism against Syrian refugees, whose number was

said to have risen from 107,000 on 4 July 1967

to 110,000 as of 1 September 1967. Syria also

stated that efforts by the International Red

Cross to help Syrian refugees to return to their

homes had been defeated by Israel's rejection

of the Red Cross request.

In replies of 25 August and 8 September

1967, Israel, rejecting Syria's charges, stated

that of the estimated 90,000 civilians on the

Syrian heights the great majority had with-

drawn ahead of the Syrian forces and only

6,404 remained after the cease-fire became ef-

fective. As for the return of the evacuees, Israel

considered that it was a matter for direct ar-

rangements between the Governments con-

cerned, such as those Israel had made with

Jordan.

REPORTS OF SECRETARY-GENERAL

On 6 July 1967, the Secretary-General ap-

pointed Nils Göran Gussing as his Special Rep-

resentative to obtain for him on the spot the

information required for the discharge of his

responsibilities under Security Council resolu-

tion 237(1967) of 14 June 1967. After an in-

28
 For text of General Assembly resolution 2252

(ES-V), see pp. 221-22.
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terim report in August, the Secretary-General

submitted, on 15 September 1967, a final report

based on information obtained by his Special

Representative on the situation of the popula-

tion in areas now under Israel control, the meas-

ures taken to shelter and to facilitate the re-

turn of those who had fled, the treatment of

prisoners of war and the protection of civilians.

The Secretary-General indicated that the

Special Representative had received excellent

co-operation at all levels in the countries visited

and had been allowed full freedom of move-

ment; however, he had met spokesmen of the

civilian population, displaced persons, prisoners

of war and local authorities only in the com-

pany of government representatives. The view

that talks without witnesses, particularly in the

occupied areas, would have provided franker

exchanges had been conveyed to Israel repre-

sentatives without result.

Reporting on the safety, welfare and security

of the population in areas under Israel control,

which had been placed under Israel military

administration, the Secretary-General stated

that in the Syrian area the entire population

had left except for some 6,000 Druses, who

had not wanted to leave and were living peace-

fully, and some 250 other civilians, mainly in

Kuneitra.

Syrian complaints regarding alleged violation

by Israel of humanitarian principles, to which

the Special Representative could not give the

required individual on-the-spot investigation,

had not therefore been verified. Israel had re-

jected the allegations. The Special Representa-

tive, however, had looked into selected issues

which were the subject of continuing Syrian

complaints: namely, the alleged systematic ef-

forts to expel the entire original population

from the area, the alleged looting, and the dem-

olition of entire villages after the cessation of

hostilities.

Regarding the movement of population, Mr.

Gussing had reported that while there were

strong indications that the majority of the pop-

ulation had left before the end of hostilities,

he had found it difficult, in view of conflicting

reports on subsequent events, to determine the

line between physical and psychological pres-

sure. At the local level it seemed clear that cer-

tain actions allowed by local commanders had

been an important cause of flight. He had never

been informed of any action taken by the Israel

authorities to reassure the population. As for

looting, the Special Representative felt reason-

ably sure that responsibility for the extensive

looting in Kuneitra lay to a great extent with

the Israel forces.

Syria, Mr. Gussing had reported, had also

complained of "excavations" and "international

robbery" of historic treasures at an archaeo-

logical site near Banias; he could find no trace

of any recent digging in those parts of the site

shown to him. [The Syrian complaints, con-

tained in letters of 7 July and 18 August had

been termed without foundation by Israel in

its replies of 14 July and 25 August 1967. In

these letters and in a further letter from the

United Arab Republic of 16 July, reference

was made by all parties to the need to assure

respect for the Hague Convention for the Pro-

tection of Cultural Property in the Event of

Armed Conflict.]

On the question of demolition of villages,

Mr. Gussing felt that the vast destruction ob-

served in three of four villages mentioned in

Syrian complaints could largely be attributed

to military operations.

Concerning the occupied West Bank area of

Jordan, the Special Representative reported

that 200,000 of its population of 1.1 million,

including 430,000 refugees registered with the

United Nations Relief and Works Agency for

Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA)

had left for the East Bank of the Jordan River

during and after the fighting and that an addi-

tional substantial number had been displaced.

As to Jordan's complaints relevant to the

civilian population on the West Bank—which

Israel had rejected as unfounded or had com-

mented on—these could not all be investigated

in detail or verified by the Special Represen-

tative.

As to complaints of Israel's attempts to create

another Arab exodus to the East Bank of the

Jordan River, Mr. Gussing stated that the truth

seemed to lie somewhere between an Israel

statement that "no encouragement" was given

to the population to flee, and the allegations

about the use of brutal force and intimidation
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made by refugees. The impact of hostilities and

military occupation, particularly when no meas-

ures of reassurance had been taken, had clearly

been a main factor in the exodus.

Regarding persons displaced by Israel demoli-

tion of certain villages—the subject of Jorda-

nian complaints—the Special Representative

had provided more specific details. In the bor-

der town of Qalqiliya, 850 of 2,000 dwellings

had been demolished. Israel claimed the de-

struction had been caused by actual fighting;

the Arab mayor stated that only 15 to 20

houses had been destroyed during the fighting

and before the population had been advised

to leave by the Israel commander. The popula-

tion had been allowed to return three weeks

later. Three villages in the Latrun area had

been destroyed; in that connexion an Israel

liaison officer stated the destruction took place

mostly during the fighting; the Israel Minister

of Defence had explained that the damaged

villages had been destroyed for strategic and

security reasons. These displaced villagers had

not been allowed to return. In the Hebron area

two villages had been demolished. The reason

given by Israel was that they were "El Fatah"

terrorist bases; the mukhtars (local government

officers) claimed that El Fatah members only

passed through them and that the inhabitants

had never co-operated.

As for Jordanian complaints about alleged

looting "of everything" found in banks by Israel

occupying forces, the report indicated that

Israel had rejected the allegations. Its spokes-

men said Israel had removed the bank books

and money against signed receipts solely to

check on the situation of the banks. [Jordan

had complained, in a letter of 5 July 1967, of

looting of banks in the West Bank area of

Jordan. Israel had replied on 12 July stating

that resumption of normal activities by West

Bank banks was conditioned upon return of

deposits which had been transferred to

Amman.] The Special Representative said he

had found it difficult to form a firm opinion

regarding reports of looting of private property

by military personnel since it took place two

months before his arrival. Israel authorities

stated measures had been taken to prevent loot-

ing and to stop it when it occurred.

Views on the economic and social conditions

of the civilian population on the West Bank,

the Special Representative remarked, had been

conflicting. Observation of four main towns

indicated that as a result of hostilities the gen-

eral economy had come to a standstill. The

Israel Government had assured the Special

Representative that it had taken initial meas-

ures to restart that economy. Delay in resump-

tion of normal life, the Special Representative

stated, would require continued provision of

food relief for persons not at present under

UNRWA's care.

The Gaza Strip and Sinai, occupied by Israel,

consisted, respectively, of an area densely popu-

lated by about 455,000 persons, of whom 315,000

were UNRWA-registered refugees, and of a

vast peninsula with most of its 45,000 to 55,000

inhabitants in the two towns of El-Arish and

East Kantara. The report sketched the post-hos-

tilities economic and social conditions, which

were characterized by unemployment and hard-

ship.

Regarding the movement of population, the

Special Representative said that Israel had made

arrangements to enable residents of the Gaza

area to visit relatives on the West Bank of

Jordan. Six large buses were said to leave daily:

but it was not known whether six busloads of

people also returned every day. In that con-

nexion, the military governor of the area had

stated that the population had been informed

that those who wanted to go and work on the

West Bank could do so.

Commenting on a charge by the United

Arab Republic alleging a shortage of food in

El-Arish, the Special Representative reported

that, according to Israel, Arab and neutral

spokesmen, there was no immediate food prob-

lem, but there was a scarcity of money to buy

food.

After describing the difficult position of the

1.000 civil servants of United Arab Republic

origin and their families in El-Arish totalling

about 5.000 persons, the Special Representative

stated that transfer of these persons to the West

Bank of the Suez Canal had started, by agree-

ment, but he had later been informed that the

United Arab Republic no longer wished them

to cross but to stay so that their presence might

bolster the morale of the population. That Gov-

ernment objected, however, to the Israel de-
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tention of some 290 civil servants who had

been stationed in Gaza and requested they be

allowed to rejoin their families who had been

allowed to cross the Suez Canal.

Concerning the complaint of shortage of

water in East Kantara, Mr. Gussing had sug-

gested that the United Arab Republic resume

pumping enough water across the Canal for the

remaining civilian population. That Govern-

ment's authorities did not respond favorably,

feeling it was the responsibility of the Israel

authorities to provide for the population in

occupied areas. Of the original population of

15,000, only 1,116 persons had remained. Most

wished to cross the Canal; Israel had no objec-

tion but the United Arab Republic wished them

to stay in East Kantara.

Turning to the situation of persons who had

fled from areas under Israel occupation and

the question of their return, the report described

the emergency assistance provided and current

pressing needs. The persons involved were 200,-

000 who had moved from the West Bank to the

East Bank of the Jordan; 110,000 persons ac-

cording to Syria, 85,000 according to Israel,

who had moved out of the south-western corner

of Syria; and 35,000 who had moved across the

Canal from the Gaza Strip or Sinai. The num-

ber of UNRWA-registered refugees included

in the three groups were, respectively, 93,000,

17,000 and 3,000.

Recalling that by its resolution 237(1967) of

14 June 1967, the Security Council had called

upon Israel to facilitate the return of these

displaced persons, the report detailed informa-

tion obtained by the Special Representative on

the three groups.

Regarding the occupied area in Syria, Mr.

Gussing reported that the Syrian Government

strongly desired the return of the displaced per-

sons through intervention by the United Na-

tions, but it was not willing to enter into direct

negotiations with Israel. The Israel Govern-

ment's attitude on this question, was that Israel

and Jordan had reached an agreement and

that, when talks were initiated with Syria and

the United Arab Republic, it would be prepared

to discuss any outstanding issues, including the

return of the displaced civilians.

In this connexion, the report indicated that,

in early July, Israel had announced its inten-

tion of authorizing the return of displaced per-

sons to the West Bank on certain conditions;

it had set 10 August as the deadline for the

return. A dispute over the form of applications

required by Israel was not resolved until 6

August at a meeting between representatives

of Israel, the International Committee of the

Red Cross (ICRC) and the Jordanian Red

Crescent. The distribution of applications be-

gan on 12 August and Israel extended the dead-

line to 31 August. According to the Jordanian

Government, Israel had approved by 28 August

only 4,763 applications covering 16,266 persons

out of the 40,000 applications, involving 170,-

000 persons, which had been transmitted

through ICRC. On 9 September 1967, Jordan

stated that the total number who had returned

was 14,150 (14,056, according to Israel). Israel

and Jordan had offered various conflicting rea-

sons why the return operation had not func-

tioned smoothly.

Jordan charged that Israel approvals of ap-

plications had excluded UNRWA-registered

refugees, displaced persons in East Bank camps

as well as those from the areas of Jerusalem,

Bethlehem and Jericho. Israel charged that a

Jordan campaign against Israel of vituperation

and of direct incitement of both the prospective

returnees and West Bank inhabitants had seri-

ously impeded the return of the displaced per-

sons.

The Special Representative pointed out that

only 35,000 persons could have returned by

31 August 1967 at the potential daily rate men-

tioned by Israel. He had been able to assure

Israel that Jordan wished to proceed with the

return operation in an atmosphere of restraint.

In response to a request by the Secretary-Gen-

eral on 24 August 1967 for an extension of

the deadline, Israel had informed him that dis-

placed persons who had been unable to use

previously issued permits would be allowed to

return within a fixed period of time and that

further individual and reunion-of-family ap-

plications would be considered.

The report also indicated that all the dis-

placed persons met by the Special Representa-

tive in the United Arab Republic had expressed

their desire to return to their homes. The Israel

attitude to their return was the same as that

set forth above in the case of Syrian displaced
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persons. The United Arab Republic held the

view that the Special Representative should

initiate discussions regarding the return, while

ICRC might assume responsibility for imple-

menting any agreement reached.

Regarding the correct treatment of prisoners

of war referred to by the Security Council in

its resolution 237(1967) of 14 June 1967,
29

Mr. Gussing stated that on the whole ICRC

had been able to play in the area of conflict

its important role as agent and neutral inter-

mediary. Jordan, Syria and the United Arab

Republic had accused Israel of maltreatment of,

and also executions of, prisoners of war. Israel

had denied these allegations and expressed con-

cern over the treatment of Israel prisoners of

war in Arab countries, alleging murder of some

Israel pilots by the United Arab Republic and

Syria. The Special Representative had not been

in a position to investigate these accusations

but in visits to prisoner-of-war camps had gath-

ered the impression that treatment was correct

on both sides. He noted that an exchange of

prisoners had been successfully concluded

through the ICRC between Israel on the one

side and Jordan, Lebanon and Syria on the

other. Negotiations between Israel and the

United Arab Republic through the ICRC had

not yet led to any agreements.

Regarding the treatment of Jewish minorities,

particularly in certain Arab States, about which

Israel had expressed concern, the Secretary-

General had informed Mr. Gussing that the

provisions of the Security Council's resolution

237(1967) of 14 June 1967 might properly be

interpreted as having application to the treat-

ment, at the time of the recent war and as a

result of that war, of both Arab and Jewish

persons in the States which were directly con-

cerned because of their participation in that

war. In response to the Special Representative's

inquiry, Israel had replied that except for the

now discontinued security measures, there had

been no discrimination against Arab citizens.

The United Arab Republic had expressed to

Mr. Gussing its firm opinion that the Security

Council's resolution 237(1967) of 14 June 1967

did not apply to the Jewish minority and re-

quested clarification of that interpretation. Jews

of Egyptian nationality were, it maintained,

solely the responsibility of the Government of

the United Arab Republic. The Special Repre-

sentative indicated that there were persistent

allegations that 500 to 600 men of the estimated

Jewish minority of 2,500 in the United Arab

Republic had been kept in detention since the

beginning of the war. In reply to Mr. Gussing's

inquiry, the Syrian Government stated that the

Jewish minority in Syria, about 4,000 persons,

was treated in exactly the same way as other

Syrian citizens. Like Christians and Moslems

suspected of anti-Government activities, certain

Jews were restricted in their movements for

security reasons.

In concluding his report, the Secretary-Gen-

eral noted the efforts of Governments and in-

ternational organizations to help the people

affected by the war. He expressed appreciation

for the voluntary contributions made to relieve

their distress and appealed to all to continue

to contribute to the humanitarian task facing

the international community in the Middle East.

He hoped that all parties concerned would di-

vorce the purely humanitarian aspects of the

situation from the political and military aspects

so that measures to relieve the suffering of the

innocent civilians involved could be taken with

humanitarian considerations mainly in mind.

On 6 September and 4 October 1967, the

Secretary-General reported on the implementa-

tion of those paragraphs in the General Assem-

bly's resolution 2252(ES-V) of 4 July 1967,
30

by which the Assembly, among other things,

called on Member States concerned to facilitate

the transport of supplies to all areas in which

aid was being rendered and appealed to all

Governments, as well as organizations and in-

dividuals, to make special contributions to alle-

viate the suffering inflicted on civilians and on

prisoners of war as a result of the recent hos-

tilities in the Middle East. In response to the

Secretary-General's notes drawing these para-

graphs to the attention of both United Nations

29 By this resolution, the Security Council, inter alia,

recommended "to the Governments concerned the

scrupulous respect of the humanitarian principles gov-

erning the treatment of prisoners of war and the pro-

tection of civilian persons in time of war, contained in

the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949."
30 For text of General Assembly resolution 2252

(ES-V), see pp. 221-22, especially operative para-

graphs 8 and 9 thereof.
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Member States and non-member States which

were members of the specialized agencies, the

Secretary-General received replies from the fol-

lowing 42 Member States: Afghanistan, Aus-

tria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Canada,

Ceylon, the Democratic Republic of the Congo,

Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, Finland,

France, Ghana, Hungary, Iceland, India, Iran,

Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Laos, Lux-

embourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway,

Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Somalia, South

Africa, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Tunisia, Tur-

key, the USSR, the United Kingdom, the

United States and Yugoslavia. Replies were

also received from the following six non-mem-

ber States: the Federal Republic of Germany,

the Holy See, the Republic of Viet-Nam, San

Marino, Switzerland and Western Samoa. The

report included the substance of the replies from

44 Governments indicating their contributions

in the form of money, transport, supplies or

other facilities. Four Governments expressed

regret at not being able to contribute.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS

ON THE JERUSALEM QUESTION

COMMUNICATIONS

In four letters dated 19 July, 2, 3 and 4

August 1967, Jordan requested a report on the

implementation of the General Assembly's reso-

lution 2254(ES-V) of 14 July 1967
31
 calling

on Israel to rescind measures already taken and

to desist from further action which would alter

the status of Jerusalem. Jordan charged Israel

with oppressing national civic and Islamic lead-

ers in Arab Jerusalem who had declared their

rejection of the Israel annexation of Arab

Jerusalem, protested interference by Israel au-

thorities in Moslem religious affairs and the

demolition of two mosques, and who had open-

ly affirmed their adherence to Jordanian unity.

In particular, Jordan reported the plight of four

leaders in Arab Jerusalem, including the Gov-

ernor of Jerusalem, who had been detained

and later banished to various parts of the

Israel-occupied areas.

In a letter dated 25 July 1967, Syria trans-

mitted the text of a cable from representatives

of all Islamic and Christian religious commu-

nities in Syria protesting the annexation and

domination of Jerusalem and its Holy Places.

In a letter of 18 August 1967, the Arab

group of States at the United Nations charged

Israel with political intimidation of, and eco-

nomic pressure against, the population of the

occupied areas and persecution of Jerusalem

Arab leaders who rejected Israel's annexation

of Jerusalem. In a reply dated 28 August 1967,

Israel rejected the charges of the Arab group

as being unfounded and unsubstantiated.

REPORTS OF SECRETARY-GENERAL

The Secretary-General, in a note dated 14

August 1967, informed the Security Council

of his appointment of Ambassador Ernesto A.

Thalmann of Switzerland as his Personal Re-

presentative in Jerusalem. His mission would be

solely to obtain information as a basis for the

Secretary-General's report requested by the

General Assembly's resolution 2254(ES-V) of

14 July 1967; it would not entail any negotia-

tions relating to the implementation of that

resolution.

On 12 September, the Secretary-General sub-

mitted a two-part report on the situation in

Jerusalem, the first part based on information

gathered by his Personal Representative during

his two-week mission and the second part con-

taining information submitted by Israel.

Dealing first with Jerusalem's geography and

population, the Personal Representative had

stated that as a result of Israel's assumption of

authority over east Jerusalem, the municipal

area of west Jerusalem had been expanded by

over 60 square kilometres to a total exceeding

100 square kilometres. A post-occupation Israel

census showed approximately 70,000 persons in

east Jerusalem (81 per cent Moslems) ; the

population of west Jerusalem was about 200,000.

According to the International Committee of

the Red Cross, some 7,000 refugees had left the

Jerusalem area. The Municipal Council of west

Jerusalem (all Israelis) had superseded that of

the Old City, whose members had refused the

opportunity offered to apply for positions in the

Israel administration. The municipality func-

tioned according to Israel law but, according

to Israel, practically all east Jerusalem municipal

employees had been absorbed into the Israel

municipality.

31
 For text of General Assembly resolution 2254

(ES-V), see page 223.
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Israel leaders had made clear to the Personal

Representative beyond any doubt that Israel

was taking every step to place under its sov-

ereignty those parts of the city not controlled

before June 1967. For practical reasons, not

all Israel laws and regulations were yet being

enforced but the declared objective was to

equalize the legal and administrative status of

residents of all parts of the city. The Israel

authorities had stated unequivocally that the

process of integration was irreversible and not

negotiable. Measures of municipal integration,

based on Israel sources and discussed in the

report, included opening of access roads, de-

struction of barriers and buildings in an area

outside the Temple Wall (the inhabitants being

provided with alternative housing), connexion

of the water supply system of west Jerusalem

to that of east Jerusalem, transfer of the entire

Sanitation Department to the Old City Muni-

cipal Building and opening of a Welfare Bureau

to the public in east Jerusalem.

Ambassador Thalmann reported that while

admitting serious economic problems of adjust-

ment in east Jerusalem, Israel authorities main-

tained that in many respects the economy was

in a prosperous state due to the constant flow

of Israel shoppers and sightseers and that the

adverse effects of the cessation of tourism should

not be unduly protracted. The Ministry of

Tourism maintained that any possible loss from

tourists in transit to other Arab countries was

likely to be balanced by the opening of east

Jerusalem to tourists to and from Israel. The

authorities also mentioned the economic shock

caused by the "under-developed" economy of

the eastern sector coming into contact with a

more developed economy. Everything was be-

ing done not to cut off east Jerusalem from its

West Bank source of supply, especially of agri-

cultural produce. The Israel system of excise

and customs duties, income tax, municipal taxes

and vehicle licence fees were being applied in

east Jerusalem, all being higher than those

previously paid there. The question of the in-

creased cost of living was being studied and

the pay of salaried officials had been increased

but not up to the Israel scale. Serious obstacles

to economic recovery had been caused by mone-

tary problems, including the closure of west

Jerusalem banks and the question of the rate

of exchange of the Jordan dinar for the Israel

pound. Measures concerning the judiciary had

included moving the High Rabbinical Court to

east Jerusalem. Moslem courts, according to

the Israel authorities, were functioning in the

same manner as in the past. As for education,

it was intended to introduce as soon as possible

in east Jerusalem all the educational laws and

regulations applicable in Israel to Arab chil-

dren, using the existing curriculum and text-

books and maintaining Arabic as the basic lan-

guage of instruction. All previously employed

teachers had been invited to continue their

work. Information from other sources made the

Personal Representative doubtful whether the

teachers would be prepared to co-operate with

the Israel authorities in reopening the schools.

As to the situation in Jerusalem as described

by Arab personalities, the Personal Representa-

tive explained that the lesser amount of infor-

mation was due partly to his investigations be-

ing carried out in an Israel-controlled area.

Israel representatives had stated that the Arab

personalities interviewed were, with few excep-

tions, members of the Palestine Liberation Or-

ganization and did not truly represent the popu-

lation. The Personal Representative noted that
Arab-provided documents were signed by a wide

range of personalities, including many officials

of the previous Jordanian administration and

recognized religious leaders.

The report described the most important

Arab complaints against the Israel authorities.

Most Arabs stated the Moslem population was

shocked by Israel desecration of Moslem Holy

Places: for example, the conduct of prayers by

the Chief Rabbi of the Israel army in the area,

of the Haram Al-Sharif. (The Israel Govern-

ment had put a stop to further praying by mem-

bers of the Jewish faith in this area.) The bull-

dozing of. 135 Arab-owned houses in the Magh-

rabi Quarter (in front of the Wailing Wall)

and expulsion of their inhabitants had aroused

strong feelings, as had the eviction of 3,000

residents from the so-called Jewish Quarter.

The application of Israel civil law was unac-

ceptable to the Arabs as was the Israel claim

of jurisdiction over the.Moslem religious courts

and control over sermons from the Aksa

Mosque. The dissolution of the elected Muni-

cipal Council of east Jerusalem was a violation
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of international law. Action taken by Arab no-

tables to establish a public administration in

accordance with Jordanian law had not been

recognized by the Israel authorities. Measures

by Israel with respect to taxes, customs duties,

licences, absentee properties and other economic

matters were considered oppressive and there

was a growing feeling of economic strangula-

tion. There was pronounced aversion to efforts

by the Israel authorities to apply their own

educational system to Arab schools.

The Personal Representative was told by the

Arab personalities he had met that the Arabs

were ready to co-operate with a military occupa-

tion régime on questions of administration and

public welfare but were opposed to civil incor-

poration by force into the Israel State system,

an act regarded as a violation of international

law which prohibited an occupying power from

changing the legal and administrative structure.

All representatives of the religious communities

met by the Personal Representative agreed that

the Holy Places needed special protection and

that their believers should have free access to

those places. Reassuring statements made in this

connexion by Israel authorities were favourably

received. Apart from the Moslems, essentially

only the Catholic Church adopted a systemati-

cally divergent attitude: the Holy See was con-

vinced that the only solution offering sufficient

guarantee for the protection of Jerusalem and

its Holy Places was to place that city and its

vicinity under an international régime in the

form of a corpus separatum. Various religious

leaders hoped that their links with the outside

world, including the Arab countries, would re-

main open. The Personal Representative was

assured by Israel that a liberal practice would

be pursued; so far as entry from Arab countries

was concerned, it was for those countries to

issue the relevant permits.

Another part of the report set forth the re-

sponse of Israel dated 11 September to the

Secretary-General's letter of 15 July 1967 trans-

mitting the General Assembly's resolution 2254

(ES-V) of 14 July 1967 on the status of

Jerusalem. The Israel Foreign Minister stated

that it was necessary to ensure equal rights and

opportunities to all residents of the city. No

international or other interest would be served

by the institution of divisions and barriers. It

was his Government's policy to secure appro-

priate expression of the special interest of the

three great religions in Jerusalem, in co-opera-

tion with the universal interests concerned, by

ensuring that the Moslem Holy Places—as well

as the Christian and Jewish Holy Places—should

be scrupulously respected and revered, and the

Moslem Holy Places should be placed under

the responsibility of a recognized Moslem au-

thority.

In a letter of 22 December 1967, Jordan

informed the Secretary-General of the deporta-

tion by Israel of two prominent Arab leaders

on 20 December 1967 because of their refusal

to co-operate with the Israel authorities. The

letter charged that most of the leaders who

had signed a memorandum rejecting the an-

nexation of Jerusalem by Israel had been either

arrested, exiled or deported, in violation of the

Security Council's resolution 237(1967) of 14

June 1967.
32

FURTHER SECURITY COUNCIL

CONSIDERATION OF SITUATION

IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND

RESOLUTION OF 22 NOVEMBER 1967

In a letter dated 7 November 1967, the

United Arab Republic requested an urgent

meeting of the Security Council to consider the

dangerous situation prevailing in the Middle

East as a result of the persistence of Israel not

to withdraw its armed forces from all the ter-

ritories which it occupied as a result of its ag-

gression committed on 5 June 1967 against

Jordan, Syria and the United Arab Republic.

The Security Council considered the United

Arab Republic complaint at seven meetings be-

tween 9 and 22 November 1967. The repre-

sentatives of Israel, Jordan, Syria and the

United Arab Republic were invited to parti-

cipate in the discussion without the right to

vote.

Before the Council were two draft resolu-

tions.

By the first, submitted by India, Mali and

Nigeria on 7 November, the Security Council

would affirm that peace in the Middle East

must be achieved within the framework of the

For text of Security Council resolution 237(1967),
see pp. 190-91.

32
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United Nations Charter and more particularly

of the following principles: (i) occupation or

acquisition of territory by military conquest

was inadmissible and consequently Israel's

armed forces should withdraw from all the

territories occupied as a result of the recent

conflict; (ii) every State had the right to live

in peace and complete security free from threats

or acts of war and consequently all States in

the area should terminate the state or claim

of belligerency and settle their international dis-

putes by peaceful means; and (iii) every State

had the right to be secure within its borders and

it was obligatory on all Member States of the

area to respect the sovereignty, territorial in-

tegrity and political independence of one an-

other. In addition, the Council would affirm

that: (i) there should be a just settlement of the

question of Palestine refugees; and (ii) there

should be a guarantee of freedom of navigation,

in accordance with international law, through

international waterways in the area. Further,

the Council would request the Secretary-General

to dispatch a special representative to the area

who would contact the States concerned in

order to co-ordinate efforts to achieve the pur-

poses of this resolution and to submit a report

to the Council within 30 days.

By the second draft resolution, submitted on

the same day by the United States, the Security

Council would: (1) affirm that the fulfillment

of Charter principles required the achievement

of a state of just and lasting peace in the Middle

East embracing withdrawal of armed forces

from occupied territories, termination of claims

or states of belligerence, and mutual recogni-

tion of, and respect for, the right of every State

in the area to sovereign existence, territorial

integrity, political independence, secure and

recognized boundaries, and freedom from the

threat or use of force; (2) affirm further the

necessity: (a) for guaranteeing freedom of navi-

gation through international waterways in the

area; (b) for achieving a just settlement of the

refugee problem; (c) for guaranteeing the ter-

ritorial inviolability and political independence

of every State in the area, through measures

including the establishment of demilitarized

zones; (d) for achieving a limitation of the

wasteful and destructive arms race in the area;

(3) request the Secretary-General to designate

a special representative to proceed to the Middle

East to establish and maintain contacts with the

States concerned with a view to assisting them

in working out solutions in accordance with the

purposes of this resolution; and (4) request the

Secretary-General to report to the Security

Council on the efforts of the special representa-

tive as soon as possible.

Opening the discussion on 9 November 1967,

the Foreign Minister of the United Arab Re-

public stated that the latest aggression of Israel

on 24 October 1967 had left no doubt as to

the gravity of the present situation in the area.

Since the aggression of Israel on 5 June 1967

the Council had failed to do its clear duty: to

condemn the aggression, order Israel to with-

draw its forces to the positions held on 4 June

1967, and determine Israel's responsibility for

the damages and losses inflicted on the Arab

countries. The fifth emergency special session

of the General Assembly had been unable tc

translate into a resolution its unanimous com-

mitment to the principle that military occupa-

tion of any part of the territory of one State

by another was totally inadmissible. The failure

of the United Nations to act had encouraged

Israel to defy the resolutions of the emergency

special session on Jerusalem and on the return

of the refugees, and to embark upon further

acts of aggression in the Suez Canal sector.

That policy of terror had resulted in heavy

civilian casualties there and had led his Gov-

ernment to evacuate more than 300,000 in-

habitants.

Referring to the "summit meeting" of leaders

of Arab States held in Khartoum, the Sudan

from 21 August to 1 September 1967. he said

that the decision of the meeting was for peace

but not surrender, for a political solution the

corner-stone of which was the immediate and

unconditional withdrawal of Israel forces to the

positions at the period prior to 5 June 1967.

The central issue in the Middle East situation

was the expulsion by force of the people of

Palestine from their homes. The United Na-

tions, the successor of the League of Nations,

was the only valid framework for enabling that

people to exercise their right to self-determina-

tion.

Continuing, the Foreign Minister of the

United Arab Republic said that Israel's aggres-
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sion of 5 June must be considered to be of

grave dimensions. Israel's obligations under the

United Nations Charter and under the General

Armistice Agreements, the binding nature of

which was stated in their provisions, were in-

escapable. He urged that military, political and

economic assistance to Israel be withheld until

Israel had complied with its Charter obligations

and withdrawn its forces from all the territories

it had occupied as a result of its aggression. The

situation, he said, fell into the category of

breaches of the peace which required the Coun-

cil to apply the Charter provisions. He con-

cluded that a minimum measure to be taken

by the Council would be a demand for imme-

diate withdrawal to the positions of 4 June.

Should Israel refuse to withdraw, the Council

must apply enforcement measures.

The representative of India, introducing the

three-power draft resolution, said that the Afro-

Asian and Latin American members of the

Council had intensively examined all the pro-

posals, formal and informal, put forward during

the Assembly's fifth emergency special session

and had taken into account the views of other

members of the Council and the parties con-

cerned in order to try to produce a fair and

balanced formulation. The draft resolution

closely paralleled the 20-power Latin American

draft which had been before the General As-

sembly's fifth emergency special session (see

p. 208). Although some of its provisions were

not in accordance with the wishes of the parties

and there were differences within the Council,

the co-sponsors had tried to narrow the differ-

ences so as to initiate a peaceful settlement.

The representative of Nigeria stated that his

Government's objective was not merely to re-

store the status quo as it was prior to 5 June

1967 but to create a climate in which all in

the area could live in peace. He considered the

three-power draft a definite improvement upon

the Latin American draft resolution and em-

phasized that it was submitted for decision un-

der Chapter VI of the United Nations Charter

(for text of Chapter VI, see APPENDIX II). He

had not been able to persuade either the Arabs

or the Israelis that what they sought was un-

obtainable—namely, no negotiations until after

unconditional withdrawal of the Israel forces

and no withdrawal except as a result of bilateral

negotiations. However, he recommended the

three-power draft as the most balanced one

and declared the Council must tell both parties

that unless they changed their positions they

could not have peace in the Middle East.

The representative of Mali said that the first

task of the Council was to ensure implementa-

tion of the provisions of the Charter—namely,

withdrawal of the Israel forces to positions oc-

cupied prior to the aggression. It would be a

serious error to link that withdrawal to any

other element of the crisis in the Middle East.

He also emphasized the natural right of the

Arab people of Palestine to return to their

homes. Non-compliance with that sacred right

had led to the incessant crises of the last 20

years. Breaking the vicious circle of reprisals

and counter-reprisals must begin with a polit-

ical and human solution to the problems of the

Arab refugees.

Supporting the three-power draft, the rep-

resentative of Ethiopia emphasized the need

for the work of the special representative to

have the united support of all members of the

Council.

The representative of the USSR declared

that withdrawal of Israel forces from the oc-

cupied Arab territories was the prerequisite

for a Near East settlement. Yet Israel was

taking measures to consolidate its occupation

by colonization and talk of a greater Israel, and

by attempts to annex Jerusalem in defiance of

international law and United Nations resolu-

tions. He charged that not only had the aggres-

sion by Israel blocked the Suez Canal in viola-

tion of international agreements but the pres-

ence of Israel troops along the Suez Canal had

also prevented the United Arab Republic from

reopening the Canal to navigation. The expan-

sionist designs of Israel continued to achieve

connivance from powerful supporters—above all

the United States. Although some of its provi-

sions did not take fully into account the position

of the USSR, his delegation would support the

three-power draft if the Arab countries did not

oppose it. The United States draft resolution,

on the other hand, was designed to support the

claims of the aggressor to Arab lands. A new

formula in that draft for the withdrawal of

troops was a step backwards as compared with

that provided in the 20-power Latin American
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draft which had been before the General As-

sembly in July and was intermingled with ref-

erences to "secure and recognized boundaries."

The United States text, the USSR represen-

tative said, admitted that Israel troops would

not necessarily be withdrawn from all con-

quered Arab land and contained no provision

regarding the inadmissibility of acquisition of

territory by conquest.

The representative of the United Kingdom

recommended that the Secretary-General be

authorized to send a special representative to

the area, that there must be withdrawal from

occupied territories and an end to belligerency,

that secure frontiers could not be settled by

conquest, and that nothing should be done in

Jerusalem or elsewhere to prejudice the final

outcome of the desired settlement. The United

Kingdom was concerned that there should be

freedom of navigation through international

waterways. It had urged an imaginative and

comprehensive policy on the problems of the

refugees. There was no change in its position.

The representative of the United States said

that the terms of the United States draft reso-

lution were founded on the conviction that a

durable peace must embrace the five policy

principles set forth by President Johnson on

19 June 1967—namely, the recognized right of

national life, justice for the refugees, innocent

maritime passage, limits on the wasteful and

destructive arms race, and political independ-

ence and territorial integrity for all. The prin-

cipal parties on both sides had accepted those

principles as the framework for a just peace.

How the objectives of the United States draft

resolution could be achieved in practice could

only be worked out in consultations with the

parties which the special representative must

undertake. Peace depended primarily upon the

parties to the conflict; it was not for the Council

to seek to impose the exact terms of a settle-

ment. The draft resolution's mandate could not

be stated in terms entirely satisfactory either

to the Arab States or Israel. The guidelines, in

his opinion, took into account, and in no way

prejudiced, the positions or the vital interests

of the States involved.

In a further explanation on 15 November

1967, the representative of the United States

emphasized that the interdependence of the

principles of the first operative paragraph of

the United States text (i.e. that paragraph af-

firming what was required in the fulfillment of

Charter principles) was inherent in the nature

of the situation and the history of the conflict.

To seek withdrawal without secure and recog-

nized boundaries, for example, would be just

as fruitless as to seek secure and recognized

boundaries without withdrawal. Agreement by

the parties on both points was an absolute

essential to a just and lasting peace. The timing

of steps to be taken by the parties would need

careful working out with the assistance of the

special representative; it was not his Govern-

ment's conception that any one step should be

relegated to the end of the process. The provi-

sions of the second operative paragraph of the

United States text (see p. 246) he added, were

no less vital to a durable peace settlement. The

key provision in the entire United States text

was that on the appointment of the special rep-

resentative: the crucial role of the latter would

be to foster on both sides the pragmatic will

to peace which could overcome the undeniable

difficulties in defining mutually acceptable

terms.

The United States representative renewed

his Government's pledge to exert, under the

terms of the United States draft, its full diplo-

matic and political influence in support of

efforts by the United Nations representatives

to achieve a fair and equitable settlement.

In reply to the United States, the USSR rep-

resentative stated on 15 November 1967 that

the absence in the United States draft resolu-

tion of a clear-cut provision concerning the

withdrawal of troops from all territories could

not be divorced from that draft's concept of

"secure and recognized" boundaries, which

would make it possible for Israel arbitrarily to

fix new boundaries and to withdraw only to

lines convenient to it. The withdrawal provi-

sion must be so clear-cut as to allow no one

to give his own interpretation of it. He hoped

for a clear United States statement in favour

of withdrawal from all occupied territories.

Canada and Denmark maintained that al-

though the problem of withdrawal of troops

was crucial to a settlement, it could not be

envisaged as a step isolated from other sensi-

tive problems. In formulating guidelines for a
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political solution under Chapter VI of the

Charter, and not for an imposed solution, the

co-operation of both parties to the conflict was

essential; therefore the mandate given to the

special representative required an equitable bal-

ance of obligations on all parties. The repre-

sentative of Canada stated his preference for

the United States draft resolution because it

more fully met the criteria of such an equili-

brium.

France stated that only a political solution of

the Middle East crisis could possibly be en-

visaged. It would consequently be unrealistic to

say that direct negotiations should be under-

taken between Israel and the Arab Govern-

ments, which had refused such negotiations for

20 years. It fell to the Security Council to find

a solution, but agreement among the great

powers was essential. Withdrawal of Israel

troops from the occupied territories was neces-

sary to create conditions conducive to a peace-

ful solution, it being understood that each of

the States concerned had the right to exist and

to see its security assured. France agreed with

the proposal to send a special representative,

but felt the latter would not be able to carry

out useful work unless the principles guiding

his task were set out clearly by the Council.

The representative of Japan felt that neither

of the draft resolutions adequately reflected a

consensus of the Council. He hoped further

consultations might lead to a compromise and

the unanimous consensus which was so impor-

tant.

Argentina stated that the Security Council

must find a solution to the problem by peace-

ful means. No one should be asked to renounce

his legitimate interests, but at the same time

there must be a clear balance of mutual con-

cessions within a framework in which no one

would negotiate under the threat of pressure.

Withdrawal of troops should be accompanied

by a cessation of the state of belligerency. Ar-

gentina still believed that the Latin American

draft resolution of three months ago would be

an adequate solution today.

At the Security Council meeting held on 13

November, the Foreign Minister of Israel
33

declared, in reply to the accusations of the

United Arab Republic, that that Government,

heavy with. responsibility for 19 years of pur-

poseful aggression, had been unmistakably re-

sponsible for its aggressive attempt in June to

destroy the State of Israel. After citing actions

taken and statements made in May and June,

for that purpose, by the United Arab Republic

and other Arab States, he said that it was his

Government's supreme national purpose never

to return to the danger and vulnerability from

which Israel had emerged. He denounced the

charge of Israel "aggression" as a violent un-

truth. Israel's defensive action had been taken

when the choice was to live or to perish. His

Government's thinking was based on the premise

that, having repelled aggression and being

threatened with its renewal, no new assault

should succeed.

As for the suggestion of the USSR and the

Arab States that the way to peace was to re-

store the situation as at 4 June 1967 through

the withdrawal of the Israel forces, the Foreign

Minister of Israel declared that many state-

ments had expounded its folly and injustice

before the fifth emergency special session of the

General Assembly earlier in the year. His Gov-

ernment's policy was to respect the Security

Council's cease-fire until that was replaced by

peace treaties, concluded by direct negotiation

between Israel and the Arab States, ending

the state of war, determining the agreed na-

tional frontiers of States, and ensuring a mu-

tually guaranteed security. There could be no

return to the shattered Armistice régime, which

Egypt had converted into a formula for bellig-

erency, a blockade and an alibi for refusal to

make peace. The armistice lines must be super-

seded by agreed and secure national boundaries ;

such permanent boundaries were the central

issue to be negotiated in a peace settlement. A

negotiated boundary meant stability, a demarca-

tion line meant the maintenance of reciprocal

territorial claims. The only alternative to the

cease-fire was now formal peace; any other

33
 Although inscribed on the list of speakers, Israel

did not speak in the Security Council on 9 November

1967. At the beginning of its meeting that day, the

Council had rejected, by 8 votes in favour to 0 against,

with 7 abstentions, a United States motion that the

parties to the dispute who had asked to speak,

that is, the United Arab Republic and Israel, be

invited to speak prior to the members of the Council.
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course would be a prelude to the next explo-

sion. Against the Khartoum policy of no recog-

nition, no negotiation and no peace, Israel pre-

sented its policy: recognition, negotiation, peace.

As for the statement of the representative of

France that it would be unrealistic to have

negotiations without withdrawal, Israel's spokes-

man said it was unrealistic to believe that there

could be withdrawal without negotiaion.

The Foreign Minister of Israel drew atten-

tion to the fact that the representative of the

United Arab Republic had promised nothing in

return for what he had asked and had indicated

no change in the previous Egyptian policies on

the Suez Canal, the Gulf of Aqaba, the Arab

economic boycott, and on territorial claims be-

yond the point of withdrawal to the position

as at 4 June 1967.

Rejecting unreservedly the three-power draft

because, among other things, it prejudiced the

territorial and security problems by asking for

withdrawal without a final peace treaty, the

Foreign Minister of Israel stated that Israel

would give constructive consideration to any

proposal based on a negotiated peace, in ac-

cordance with Chapter VI of the Charter,

which did not prejudice its substantive interests

in advance. A United Nations representative,

he said, could play a useful role in bringing

the parties together only if his directive did not

prejudice Israel's negotiating position in ad-

vance. At a peace negotiation Israel would

make constructive proposals conducive to the

interest and the national honour of all nego-

tiating States.

In reply to the remarks of the Foreign Min-

ister of Israel on the three-power draft resolu-

tion, the representative of India stated, inter

alia, that the aim of that draft was to provide

a framework of principles and guidelines within

which the special representative could contact

the parties concerned in order to co-ordinate

efforts towards initiating the process of peaceful

settlement.

The representative of Bulgaria stressed that

the Western powers which had voted for the

20-power Latin American draft resolution at

the Assembly's fifth emergency special session,

when they were sure it had little chance of be-

ing adopted because of the then prevailing situ-

ation in the Near East, did not now agree with

the principles of that 20-power draft which

were now embodied in the three-power draft

resolution. The formula in the United States

draft resolution was intended to allow the ag-

gressor to decide when to withdraw from oc-

cupation of Arab territories. The return of that

aggressor to the positions of 4 June 1967 was

the fundamental step that must precede any

political solution of the other outstanding prob-

lems; otherwise, the aggressor could act from

a position of strength and use the usurped ter-

ritories as bargaining counters.

The representative of Jordan said that if the

United Nations did not do its duty and effect

Israel's withdrawal from occupied territories,

the pre-condition for peace in the area, Arab

representatives would have to explain to their

peoples that they had no other course but to

use their own resources to liquidate Israel ag-

gression, no matter what the price. The main

threat to peace and security in the area had

been Israel's systematic expansionist policy based

on aggression and denial of justice to the Pales-

tine refugees.

The representative of Syria declared that no

draft resolutions before the Council were ac-

ceptable to his Government because they sub-

jected withdrawal to conditions. The Council

was faced with one basic issue only—namely,

that of a premeditated war of aggression by

Israel against the Arab world. The only draft

resolution in harmony with the Charter was

that submitted at the Assembly's fifth emer-

gency special session by the USSR (see p. 193)

calling for condemnation of Israel aggression,

withdrawal, and compensation to the Arabs.

On 16 November 1967, the representative of

the United Kingdom introduced a draft reso-

lution, stating his conviction that it was bal-

anced and just. Its provisions were drawn from

the work undertaken and the proposals put

forward by other members of the Council and

represented a sincere attempt to meet the just

claims of both sides and also to discharge the

urgent responsibility of the Council for effec-

tive action.

By the United Kingdom draft resolution, the

Security Council would: (1) affirm that the

fulfilment of Charter principles required the

establishment of a just and lasting peace in the

Middle East which should include the applica-
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tion of both the following principles: (i) with-

drawal of Israel armed forces from territories

occupied in the recent conflict ; (ii) termination

of all claims or states of belligerency and respect

for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, ter-

ritorial integrity and political independence of

every State in the area and their right to live

in peace within secure and recognized boun-

daries free from threats or acts of force; (2)

affirm further the necessity (a) for guaranteeing

freedom of navigation through international

waterways in the area; (b) for achieving a just

settlement of the refugee problem; (c) for

guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and

political independence of every State in the

area, through measures including the establish-

ment of demilitarized zones; (3) request the

Secretary-General to designate a special repre-

sentative to proceed to the Middle East to

establish and maintain contacts with the States

concerned in order to promote agreement and

assist efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted

settlement in accordance with the provisions

and principles in this resolution; and (4) re-

quest the Secretary-General to report to the

Security Council on the progress of the efforts

of the special representative as soon as possible.

On 20 November 1967, the representative of

the USSR declared that it was indisputable

that only the withdrawal of the aggressor's

troops from all of the territories conquered by

him could pave the way to a just and lasting

peace in the Middle East. In the present situa-

tion his Government considered it to be its

duty to make new efforts towards a political

settlement and had instructed him to submit

a new draft resolution. This new text, he said,

contained all the key elements of a political

settlement on the need of which the views of

the overwhelming majority of Member States

of the United Nations converged.

By the new USSR draft resolution the Secur-

ity Council would: (1) declare that peace and

final solutions to the Middle East problem could

be achieved within the framework of the Char-

ter of the United Nations; (2) urge that the

following steps should be taken: (a) the parties

to the conflict should immediately withdraw

their forces to the positions they held before

5 June 1967 in accordance with the principle

that the seizure of territories as a result of war

is inadmissible; (b) all States Members of the

United Nations in the area should immediately

recognize that each of them has the right to

exist as an independent national State and to

live in peace and security, and should renounce

all claims and desist from all acts inconsistent

with the foregoing; (3) deem it necessary in

this connexion to continue its consideration of

the situation in the Middle East, collaborating

directly with the parties concerned and making

use of the presence of the United Nations, with

a view to achieving an appropriate and just

solution of all aspects of the problem on the

basis of the following principles: (a) the use

or threat of force in relations between States

is incompatible with the Charter of the United

Nations; (b) every State must respect the

political independence and territorial integrity

of all other States in the area; (c) there must

be a just settlement of the question of the Pales-

tine refugees; (d) innocent passage through in-

ternational waterways in the area in accordance

with international agreements; and (4) consider

that, in harmony with the steps to be taken

along the lines indicated above, all States in

the area should put an end to the state of

belligerency, take measures to limit the useless

and destructive arms race, and discharge the

obligations assumed by them under the Charter

of the United Nations and international agree-

ments.

The representative of the United Kingdom

expressed surprise that there was no reference

in the USSR draft resolution to the appoint-

ment of a United Nations special representative,

the one main matter on which he had under-

stood all to be fully agreed. His delegation had

always had in mind two stages. The first was

the statement of principles, set forth in the

United Kingdom draft resolution, and the ap-

pointment of the special representative. The

second stage was the work in the Middle East

of that representative, guided by those prin-

ciples but not restricted as to his working meth-

ods. It would be wrong to endeavour to do his

work before his appointment by trying to specify

exactly how those principles were to be applied.

He remained convinced that the balanced for-

mulation of the United Kingdom draft resolu-

tion offered the only basis on which the prac-

tical co-operation of both sides could be won.
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The representative of the United States said

that his delegation, although adhering to the

views expressed in its own draft resolution,

would vote in favour of the United Kingdom

draft resolution because it commanded a sub-

stantial consensus in the Council and was non-

prejudicial to the vital interests of all parties

so that they should be able to co-operate with

the special representative. The USSR draft

resolution was not an even-handed, non-preju-

dicial draft; it did not meet the test of exact

balance, acquiescence by the parties and work-

ability.

Speaking on 22 November 1967, the repre-

sentative of Ethiopia declared that his delega-

tion's position on the proposals before the

Council would be determined by three main

considerations. First any proposal should be

based on the United Nations Charter and its

relevant principles. Second, it should be bal-

anced in the affirmation of principles and in

the recognition of the problems involved. His

delegation considered it essential that due em-

phasis should be placed on the inadmissibility

of acquisition of territory by war, and hence

on the requirement that all Israel forces be

withdrawn from the territories occupied as a

result of military conflict, as well as on the

need to ensure conditions of permanent peace

in which all States in the area could live in

security. That meant termination of all claims

or states of belligerency. Moreover, there must

be a just and final solution of the problem of

refugees. There must also be a guarantee of

freedom of navigation through international

waterways for all nations. The third considera-

tion was that the agreed guidelines for the

special representative would have to be such

as, on the one hand, not to depart from the

basic principles of the Charter while, on the

other hand, to allow the special representative

sufficient discretion in his delicate task of con-

tacts and search for a negotiated settlement. In

conclusion, the Ethiopian representative stressed

that the success of the United Nations presence

in the area depended on the co-operation and

support of all members of the Council, par-

ticularly the major powers, and of the parties

directly concerned.

Stating the position of the co-sponsors of the

three-power draft resolution (India, Mali and

Nigeria), the Indian representative said this

draft gave equal validity to the principles of

withdrawal, non-belligerency and secure bor-

ders — principles which provided the context

within which the problem of the Palestine refu-

gees and that of freedom of navigation in inter-

national waterways could be solved. The prin-

ciple of the inadmissibility of territorial acquisi-

tion by force was absolutely essential. No deci-

sion could be acquiesced in or accepted that

left out territories occupied by military con-

quest from the provision of withdrawal: The

vote to be cast by the sponsors of the three-

power draft on the United Kingdom draft text

was determined by their clear understanding

that the United Kingdom draft resolution,

studied in the light of policy statements of the

British Foreign Secretary, upholding the above-

mentioned principle, committed the Council

to the application of the principle of total with-

drawal of Israel forces from all the territories

occupied by Israel as a result -of the June con-

flict. That being so, Israel could not use. the

words "secure and recognized boundaries" to

retain any occupied territory. The Indian rep-

resentative said that the delegations of Mali

and Nigeria concurred in that position and had

authorized him to state that they would not

press the three-power draft resolution to a vote.

In reply, the representative of the United

Kingdom welcomed the Indian representative's

statement as opening the way to agreement and

action. The draft resolution, he said, was not

a British text but one to which every Council

member had contributed in the search for com-

mon ground. It was a balanced whole: to add

to it or to detract from it would destroy that

balance and destroy the wide measure of agree-

ment achieved. He was sure that all would

recognize that it was only the resolution that

would bind all. He regarded its wording as

clear. All delegations, no doubt, had their own

views and interpretations and understandings.

On such matters each delegation rightly spoke

only for itself.

After the President had announced that the

sponsors of the three-power and the United

States draft resolutions had stated that they

would not press their draft resolutions to the

vote, the United Kingdom draft resolution was

put to the vote and adopted unanimously by
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the Council as resolution 242(1967) of 22

November 1967. (For full text, see DOCUMEN-

TARY REFERENCES below.)

The representative of the USSR then stated

that at the present stage of the Council's con-

sideration of the Middle East situation his dele-

gation would not insist on a vote on its draft

resolution.

Statements in explanation of their attitudes

towards various draft resolutions and on the

voting were made by members of the Council

as well as by Israel, Jordan, Syria and the

United Arab Republic.

The representative of Nigeria said that he

had supported the resolution because, taken

as a whole, he thought it could promote peace

in the Middle East.

Mali expressed the view that the just solu-

tion of the refugee problem lay in the imple-

mentation of the resolutions of the General

Assembly and the Security Council with a view

to restoring the inalienable rights of the people

of Palestine.

The representative of the United States de-

clared that his delegation had voted for the

resolution because it found it entirely consistent

with its Government's policy on the Middle

East, the five principles of President Johnson

and his own statements before the Council.

Had not the United Kingdom draft been so

delicately balanced, the United States would

have offered an amendment so that the Council

could endorse the need to achieve limitation of

the arms race in the Middle East. He had been

encouraged by a provision to that effect in the

USSR draft resolution of 20 November 1967.

He did not conceive that the mandate of the

special representative excluded his exploring

that urgent requirement of peace. The United

States would support the efforts of the special

representative to achieve a fair settlement.

The representatives of Canada and Denmark

stated that their approach to all proposals had

been determined by the extent to which they

would help get under way diplomatic processes

for a peaceful settlement. The resolution adopt-

ed took into account the essential interests

of both sides and represented a fair, balanced

and non-prejudicial basis for the dispatch to

the Middle East of a special representative of

the Secretary-General.
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The representative of France stated that his

delegation had felt that to be really useful, draft

resolutions should leave no room for ambiguity

and that the special representative must be

given very precise principles on which to act.

In his view, the three-power draft would have

had significant advantages. His delegation would

have preferred the United Kingdom resolution

to be more explicit on certain points, including

the mandate of the special representative. How-

ever, on the essential question of the withdrawal

of the forces of occupation, the French text of

the adopted resolution, which was equally au-

thentic with the English text, left no room for

ambiguity since it spoke of withdrawal "des

territoires occupés," thus giving a precise inter-

pretation to the expression "territories occu-

pied." He had heard with satisfaction the rep-

resentative of the United Kingdom stress the

link between that paragraph and the principle

of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of ter-

ritories by force. His delegation had voted for

the resolution, finding in it the general prin-

ciples necessary for a solution to the problem.

However, the adoption of the resolution was

only a first step.

The USSR representative said that in voting

for the United Kingdom draft resolution, he

fully shared the interpretation of the representa-

tive of India that the provision regarding with-

drawal meant withdrawal of Israel forces from

all conquered territories of the Arab States. That

was confirmed by the fact that the preamble to

the resolution emphasized the inadmissibility of

the acquisition of territory by war. Consequently

the provision regarding secure and recognized

boundaries could not serve as a pretext for the

maintenance of Israel forces on any part of

those Arab territories.

The representative of Bulgaria said that the

resolution had proved the only possible com-

promise which did not jeopardize the interests

of the victims of aggression and might open

the way to a peaceful settlement, if strictly and

judiciously applied. The adopted resolution was

an adequate reply to the question of with-

drawal of Israel forces from all the territories

occupied since 4 June 1967 and adequately de-

fined the terms of reference of the special

representative.

The representative of Brazil regretted the in-
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ability of the non-permanent members of the

Council to draw up a draft text acceptable to

all and based on the principles of the Latin

American proposal. While the principle that

occupation or acquisition of territories by the

threat or use of force could not be recognized

was incontestable, acceptance of that principle

did not imply that border lines could not be

rectified as a result of an agreement freely con-

cluded among the interested States. Although

the resolution did not give full satisfaction,

Brazil had voted for it because its principles

reflected most of those in the Latin American

proposal and because its implementation seemed

to be viable.

Argentina said it had supported the resolu-

tion because it was generally acceptable and

based on the 20-power Latin American pro-

posal, but would have preferred the clearer

formula for withdrawal in the 20-power pro-

posal, namely—"Israel to withdraw all its forces

from all the territories occupied by it as a result

of the recent conflict." The acquisition or oc-

cupation of territories by force could not be

accepted.

The representative of China expressed satis-

faction that the resolution had commanded the

unanimous support of the Council and hoped

that the parties would not allow the intensity

of their feelings to impair the prospects for

constructive steps towards peace in the Middle

East.

Japan thought that the adopted resolution

stated in clear and simple terms the principles

and objectives on which peace in the Middle

East must be based. The success of the special

representative's mission demanded the utmost

support of the Council and, above all, the co-

operation of the parties concerned.

The Foreign Minister of Israel stated that

Israel's position remained unchanged. It was

now understood as axiomatic that movement

from the cease-fire lines could be envisaged only

in the framework of a just and lasting peace.

The central affirmation of the adopted resolu-

tion was the need for such a peace based on

secure and recognized boundaries. There was a

clear understanding that it was only within the

establishment of permanent peace with secure

and recognized boundaries, mutually agreed

upon by the parties, that the other principles

could be given effect. Israel did not believe that

Member States had the right to refuse direct

negotiations with those to whom they addressed

their claims. The only possible peace that could

be established in the Middle East was one that

the Governments there built together; it could

not be imposed.

The Israel Foreign Minister said that the

Indian representative had sought to interpret

the resolution in the image of his own wishes.

Establishment of a peace settlement, including

secure and recognized boundaries, was quite dif-

ferent from withdrawal, without final peace, to

demarcation lines. For Israel, the resolution said

what it said. It did not say what it had speci-

fically and consciously avoided saying. He would

communicate to his Government for its con-

sideration nothing except the original English

text of the draft resolution as presented on

16 November 1967.

The representative of Syria rejected the:

United Kingdom resolution because, among

other things, the central issue of withdrawal

was made subject to concessions to be imposed

on the Arab countries, because it was silent

on the systematic violations of the cease-fire

resolutions and the rejection by Israel of reso-

lutions concerning the status of Jerusalem and

the return of the new refugees since 5 June,

and because it ignored the various resolutions

on the Palestine question and the right of the

Palestine people to self-determination.

The representative of the United Arab Re-

public reaffirmed his Government's position that

the first step towards peace was the full with-

drawal of the Israel forces from all the terri-

tories occupied in the June conflict and that

the inalienable rights of the people of Palestine,

which had been recognized and repeatedly af-

firmed by United Nations resolutions, should

not be allowed to fall by the wayside.

The representative of Jordan also reaffirmed

that the essential step towards peace was the

immediate and complete withdrawal of Israel

forces from all the territories occupied in the

recent conflict.

REPORTS OF SECRETARY-GENERAL

In reports dated 23 November and 22 Decem-

ber 1967, the Secretary-General informed the

Security Council that Ambassador Gunnar V.
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Jarring of Sweden had accepted designation as Special Representative had set up the head-

his Special Representative to the Middle East, quarters of the mission in Cyprus on 10 Decem-

in accordance with operative paragraph 3 of ber 1967 and by 20 December 1967 had com-

the Council's resolution 242 of 22 November pleted a first round of visits to the Govern-

1967. After consultations with the parties, the ments concerned.

DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES

STATUS OF CEASE-FIRE IN

ISRAEL-SYRIA SECTOR

S/7930/Add.l8, 19, 21, 22, 24-26, 28, 30, 31. Sup-

plemental information received by Secretary-General

dated 1 July-28 August 1967.

S/8035. Letter of 5 July 1967 from Syria.

S/8049. Letter of 10 July 1967 from Israel.

S/8171 (A/6844), S/8178 (A/6849). Letters of 27

September and 3 October 1967 from Syria.

S/8181 (A/6856). Letter of 4 October 1967 from

Israel.

S/8187 (A/6857). Letter of 10 October 1967 from

Syria.

S/8192 (A/6859). Letter of 13 October 1967 from

Israel.

STATUS OF THE CEASE-FIRE
IN THE SUEZ CANAL AREA

CONSIDERATION BY SECURITY COUNCIL OF

COMPLAINTS OF 8 JULY 1967 PROM

UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC AND ISRAEL

ABOUT VIOLATION OF THE CEASE-FIRE

SECURITY COUNCIL, meetings 1365, 1366.

S/7930/Add.8-21. Supplemental information received

by Secretary-General, dated 15 June-7 July 1967.

S/8025 (A/6741). Letter of 1 July 1967 from United

Arab Republic.

S/8026. Letter of 1 July 1967 from Israel.

S/8043. Letter of 8 July 1967 from United Arab

Republic (requesting convening of Council).

S/8044. Letter of 8 July 1967 from Israel (request

for meeting of Council).

S/8045. Request from Algeria of 8 July 1967 to par-

ticipate in Council's discussion.

S/8046. Statements by Secretary-General on 8 and

9 July 1967, meetings 1365 and 1366 of Security

Council.

S/8047. Consensus expressed by President and ap-

proved by Security Council on 9 July 1967, meeting

1366. (For text, see narrative above, page 228.)

S/8053 and Add.1,2. Report of 11 July 1967 by
Secretary-General, and addenda of 10 and 28

August, on stationing of United Nations military

observers in Suez Canal area.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS BETWEEN

13 JULY AND 13 OCTOBER 1967

S/8054, S/8057. Letters of 12 and 14 July 1967 from

United Arab Republic.

S/8059, S/8060. Letters of 14 and 15 July 1967 from

Israel.

S/8061, S/8062. Letters of 13 and 15 July 1967 from

United Arab Republic.

S/8068 (A/6761). Letter of 17 July 1967 from

Israel.

S/8070. Letter of 17 July 1967 from United Arab

Republic.

S/8071. Letter of 17 July 1967 from USSR.

S/8074, S/8076 (A/6766). Letters of 18 and 19 July

1967 from Israel.

S/8140. Letter of 6 September 1967 from United

Arab Republic.

S/8145. Letter of 8 September 1967 from Israel.

S/8163. Letter of 22 September 1967 from United

Arab Republic.

S/8169, S/8173 and Corr.1. Letters of 26 and 29

September 1967 from Israel.

S/8183. Letter of 6 October 1967 from United Arab

Republic.

S/8188. Letter of 10 October 1967 from Israel.

COMMUNICATIONS TO SECURITY COUNCIL

BETWEEN 21 AND 25 OCTOBER 1967

AND CONSIDERATION BY COUNCIL

ON 24 AND 25 OCTOBER 1967

SECURITY COUNCIL, meetings 1369-1371.

S/7930/Add.43-49. Supplemental information re-

ceived by Secretary-General, dated 22-25 October

1967.

S/8203, S/8204. Letters of 21 and 22 October 1967

from Israel.

S/8205. Letter of 22 October 1967 from United Arab

Republic.

S/8207. Letter of 24 October 1967 from United Arab

Republic (request for convening of Council).

S/8208. Letter of 24 October 1967 from Israel (re-

quest to convene Council).

S/8209, S/8210, S/8211, S/8214. Requests by Israel,

Jordan, and Syria to participate in Council's dis-

cussion.

S/8212. USSR: draft resolution.

S/8213. United States: draft resolution.

RESOLUTION 240(1967), as proposed by Council mem-

bers, adopted unanimously by Council on 25 October

1967, meeting 1371.

"The Security Council,

"Gravely concerned over recent military activities

in the Middle East carried out in spite of the Security

Council resolutions ordering a cease-fire,

"Having heard and considered the statements made

by the parties concerned,
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"Taking into consideration the information on the
said activities provided by the Secretary-General in

documents S/7930/Add.43, Add.44, Add.45, Add.46,
Add.47, Add.48 and Add.49,

"1. Condemns the violations of the cease-fire;

"2. Regrets the casualties and loss of property

resulting from the violations;

"3. Reaffirms the necessity of the strict observance

of the cease-fire resolutions;

"4. Demands of the Member States concerned to

cease immediately all prohibited military activities in

the area, and to co-operate fully and promptly with

the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization."

FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
ON UNITED NATIONS OBSERVER
OPERATION IN SUEZ CANAL SECTOR
S/8053/Add.3 and Corr.1; Add.4 and Corr.1. Ad-

denda to report of Secretary-General on observation

of cease-fire in Suez Canal sector dated 31 October

and 1 December 1967.

S/8182 and Add.l. Reports of Secretary-General,

dated 4 October and 1 December 1967, on financial

implications in regard to stationing of additional

observers to observe cease-fire in Suez Canal sector.

S/8236. USSR: draft resolution (dated 10 November
1967).

S/8287. Letter of 6 December 1967 from USSR (re-

quest for meeting of Security Council).

S/8289. Statement by President of Security Council

dated 8 December 1967.

STATUS OF CEASE-FIRE IN
THE ISRAEL-JORDAN SECTOR

(JULY-DECEMBER 1967)
S/8056 (A/6757). Letter of 13 July 1967 from

Jordan.

S/8065 (A/6760). Letter of 17 July 1967 from Israel.

S/8067, S/8075 (A/6765). Letters of 17 and 18 July

from Jordan.

S/8079, S/8087 (A/6770). Letters of 19 July 1967

from Israel.

S/8117 (A/6784). Letter of 10 August 1967 from
Jordan.

S/8123 (A/6786), S/8194. Letters of 16 August and

15 October 1967 from Israel.

S/8195, S/8198. Letters of 16 and 18 October 1967
from Jordan.

S/8202 (A/6871). Letter of 20 October 1967 from
Israel.

S/8222, S/8254. Letters of 5 and 21 November 1967
from Israel.

S/8258. Letter of 22 November 1967 from Jordan.

S/8290 (A/6956). Letter of 8 December 1967 from
Jordan.

S/8295 (A/6980). Letter of 12 December 1967 from
Israel.

S/8311 (A/7031). Letter of 22 December 1967 from

Jordan.

S/8322 (A/7033). Letter of 2 January 1968 from

Israel.

REPORTS OF SECRETARY-GENERAL
(NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1967)
S/7930/Add.56-61. Supplemental information re-

ceived by Secretary-General, 23 November-22

December 1967.

OTHER COMMUNICATIONS ON
STATUS OF THE CEASE-FIRE
S/7990. Letter of 15 June 1967 from Iraq.

S/8106. Letter of 31 July 1967 from Lebanon.

S/8279. Note verbale of 29 November 1967 from

Israel.

COMMUNICATIONS ON RETURN OF
GOVERNMENT HOUSE TO UNTSO
S/7930/Add.20, 27, 29, 31. Supplemental information

received by Secretary-General dated 4 July, 11, 22

and 28 August 1967.

S/8094 (A/6775). Letter of 25 July 1967 from Syria.

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS ON
TREATMENT OF CIVILIAN
POPULATIONS AND WAR PRISONERS

COMMUNICATIONS FROM ISRAEL, JORDAN,
SYRIA AND UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC
S/7975. Letter of 12 June 1967 from Jordan.
S/7988, S/7993. Letters of 15 June 1967 from United

Arab Republic.

S/7991. Letter of 15 June 1967 from Syria.
S/8003. Letter of 20 June 1967 from Israel.

S/8004 (A/6725). Letter of 21 June 1967 from
Jordan.

S/8007 (A/6726). Telegram of 21 June 1967 from

United Arab Republic.

S/8012, S/8013 (A/6729). Letters of 23 June 1967

from Israel.

S/8016 (A/6731) and Add.l. Letters of 27 June 1967

and 3 July 1967 from Syria.

S/8017 (A/6733). Letter of 28 June 1967 from

United Arab Republic.

S/8019 (A/6734), S/8030 (A/6744). Letters of 27

June and 4 July 1967 from Israel.

S/8032 (A/6745), S/8033 (A/6747). Letters of 5

July 1967 from Jordan.

S/8034 (A/6748). Letter of 5 July 1967 from Israel.

S/8037 (A/6749), S/8040 (A/6750). Letters of 6
and 7 July 1967 from Syria.

S/8041 (A/6751), S/8042 (A/6752). Letters of 7
July 1967 from Israel.

S/8055/Rev.l (A/6756/Rev.l), S/8058 (A/6758),

S/8069 (A/6762), S/8073 (A/6763). Letters of 12,

14, 17 and 11 July 1967 from Israel.

S/8064 (A/6759), S/8086 (A/6769). Letters of 17

and 16 July 1967 from United Arab Republic.

S/8077 (A/6767). Letter of 19 July 1967 from Syria.

S/8082 (A/6768), S/8092 (A/6773). Letters of 19

and 24 July 1967 from Israel.

S/8101 (A/6777). Letter of 27 July 1967 from

Jordan.
S/8104 (A/6778), S/8105 (A/6779), S/8108
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(A/6781). Letters of 1, 2 and 3 August 1967 from
Israel.

S/8110, S/8115 (A/6783), S/8117 (A/6784). Letters

of 4, 8 and 10 August 1967 from Jordan.

S/8123 (A/6786). Letter of 16 August 1967 from

Israel.

S/8125 (A/6788). Letter of 18 August 1967 from

Syria.

S/8127. Letter of 18 August 1967 from Arab group

of States.

S/8134 (A/6790), S/8137. Letters of 25 and 28
August 1967 from Israel.

S/8138 (A/6791). Letter of 1 September 1967 from

Syria.

S/8147 (A/6794). Letter of 8 September 1967 from

Israel.

S/8178 (A/6849), S/8187 (A/6857). Letters of 3

and 10 October 1967 from Syria.

S/8192 (A/6859). Letter of 13 October 1967 from

Israel.

OTHER COMMUNICATIONS

S/7974. Letter of 12 June 1967 from Tunisia.

S/8010. Letter of 23 June 1967 from Greece.

REPORTS OF SECRETARY-GENERAL

S/8001 (A/6723) and Corr.1, 2; Add.l; Add.l/Corr.

1. Notes by Secretary-General, dated 20 June and

4 July 1967, submitting reports of Commissioner-
General of United Nations Relief and Works Agency

for Palestine Refugees in Near East (UNRWA).

S/8021 and Corr.1. Reports by Secretary-General to

Security Council, dated 29 June 1967, in pursuance

of operative paragraph 3 of Council's resolution of

14 June 1967 (S/RES/237(1967) ).

S/8124 (A/6787) and Corr.1. Report of Secretary-

General dated 18 August 1967, under General As-

sembly resolution 2252(ES-V) and Security Council

resolution 237(1967).

S/8133 (A/6789). Note by Secretary-General, dated

25 August 1967, under General Assembly resolution

2252(ES-V) and Security Council resolution 237

(1967).

S/8153 (A/6795). Note by Secretary-General dated

12 September 1967.

S/8155 (A/6796). Report of Secretary-General under

General Assembly resolution 2252(ES-V) and Se-

curity Council resolution 237(1967). (Note dated 15
September 1967 on document S/8158—see below).

S/8158. Report of Secretary-General, dated 2 October

1967, under General Assembly resolution 2252

(ES-V) and Security Council resolution 237(1967).

(Also issued as document A/6797, dated 15 Sep-

tember 1967.)

COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS

ON THE JERUSALEM QUESTION

S/7956. Telegram of 8 June 1967 from Haiti.

S/7959. Letter of 7 June 1967 from Philippines.

S/7965. Letter of 8 June 1967 from Portugal.

S/7994. Letter of 16 June 1967 from Pakistan.

S/8052 (A/6753). Report of Secretary-General, dated
10 July 1967, on measures taken by Israel to change

status of City of Jerusalem.

S/8078. Letter of 19 July 1967 from Jordan.

S/8093 (A/6774) and Corr.1. Letter of 25 July 1967

from Syria.

S/8107 (A/6780), S/8109 (A/6782), S/8110, S/8117
(A/6784). Letters of 2, 3, 4 and 10 August 1967

from Jordan.

S/8121 (A/6785) and Corr.1. Note by Secretary-

General dated 14 August 1967.

S/8127. Letter of 18 August 1967 from Chairman of

Arab group of States.

S/8137. Letter of 28 August 1967 from Israel.

S/8146 (A/6793). Report of Secretary-General, dated

12 September 1967, under General Assembly reso-

lution 2254(ES-V) relating to Jerusalem.

FURTHER SECURITY COUNCIL
CONSIDERATION OF SITUATION
IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND
RESOLUTION OF 22 NOVEMBER 1967

SECURITY COUNCIL, meetings 1373, 1375, 1377, 1379-

1382.

S/7930/Add.50-55. Supplemental information received
by Secretary-General dated 26 October-21 Novem-

ber 1967.
S/8226. Letter of 7 November 1967 from United Arab

Republic (request to convene Council).

S/8227. India, Mali, Nigeria: draft resolution.

S/8229. United States: draft resolution.

S/8232, S/8234, S/8237. Requests by Israel, Jordan

and Syria to participate in Council's discussion,

S/8235. Revised draft resolution submitted to fifth

emergency special session of General Assembly on

4 July 1967 by Argentina, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil,

Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,

Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Guyana, Hon-

duras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Para-

guay, Trinidad and Tobago, and Venezuela

(circulated as Security Council document in ac-

cordance with request by India on 9 November

1967, Council meeting 1373).

S/8247. United Kingdom: draft resolution.

S/8253. USSR: draft resolution.

RESOLUTION 242(1967), as proposed by United King-

dom, S/8247, adopted unanimously by Council on

22 November 1967, meeting 1382.

"The Security Council,

"Expressing its continuing concern with the grave

situation in the Middle East,

"Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition
of territory by war and the need to work for a just

and lasting peace in which every State in the area

can live in security,

"Emphasizing further that all Member States in

their acceptance of the Charter of the United Nations
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have undertaken a commitment to act in accordance

with Article 2 of the Charter,

"1. Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter prin-

ciples requires the establishment of a just and lasting

peace in the Middle East which should include the

application of both the following principles:

"(i) Withdrawal of Israel armed forces from

territories occupied in the recent conflict;

"(ii) Termination of all claims or states of bel-

ligerency and respect for and acknowledge-

ment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity

and political independence of every State in

the area and their right to live in peace

within secure and recognized boundaries

free from threats or acts of force;

"2. Affirms further the necessity

"(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation

through international waterways in the area;

"(b) For achieving a just settlement of the refugee

problem ;

"(c) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability

and political independence of every State in the area,

through measures including the establishment of de-

militarized zones;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to designate a

special representative to proceed to the Middle East

to establish and maintain contacts with the States

concerned in order to promote agreement and assist

efforts to achieve a peaceful and accepted settlement

in accordance with the provisions and principles in

this resolution ;

"4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to

the Security Council on the progress of the efforts of

the special representative as soon as possible."

REPORTS OF SECRETARY-GENERAL

S/8259. Note by Secretary-General dated 23 Novem-
ber 1967.

S/8309 and Add.l. Report by Secretary-General on

progress of efforts of Special Representative to

Middle East, dated 22 December 1967 and 17
January 1968.

THE UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE

A report on the organisation and functioning

of the United Nations Emergency Force

(UNEF) in the Middle East was submitted

by the Secretary-General to the twenty-second

regular session of the General Assembly which

opened on 19 September 1967. The report,

which was the final one in a series of annual

reports on UNEF, covered the developments

from 1 August 1966 until the withdrawal of

UNEF in mid-June 1967 (see pp. 162-74).

The report contained some general views on

United Nations peace-keeping activities and

some observations relating to the general na-

ture of, and arrangements for, peace-keeping

forces and the limitations and difficulties likely

to be inherent in those arrangements. It pointed

out that UNEF had been successful as a peace-

keeping operation but also costly by United

Nations standards. During its existence it had

suffered 89 fatal casualties and many wounded

and injured. Its total cost in its 10½ years of

deployment had been approximately $213 mil-

lion. Its peak strength had been 6,073 in March

1967 and it had been reduced to 3,378 at the

time of its withdrawal.

The observations dealt also with the achieve-

ments of UNEF as well as its limitations and

stressed the essentially ad hoc nature of this

and other emergency United Nations peace-

keeping operations. The report also touched on

the organization and command of the United

Nations force and the difference between the

United Nations concept of soldiering and nor-

mal national military service. It also dealt with

the administrative problems of a peace-keeping

force and concluded by paying tribute to the

Governments which had provided contingents

for UNEF—Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Den-

mark, Finland, India, Indonesia, Norway,

Sweden and Yugoslavia, as well as to the many

thousands of officers and men from those coun-

tries whose discipline, understanding and ex-

emplary bearing had made UNEF's success

possible.

The report went on to say that UNEF had

functioned much as in previous years until 19

May 1967, when the Force ceased its opera-

tional activities and was ordered to concentrate

in non-operational areas prior to its eventual

withdrawal. The withdrawal of UNEF was a

result of a request, received on 18 May through

the Permanent Representative of the United

Arab Republic to the United Nations from the

Minister for Foreign Affairs of the United Arab

Republic, that the necessary steps be taken for

the withdrawal of the Force as soon as possible.

The events leading up to the withdrawal of

UNEF had been described in detail in a special
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report by the Secretary-General on 18 May

1967.

Further reports on the decision to withdraw

the Force and on the details of its evacuation

were also submitted in May and June. (For

further information, see pp. 162-65 and 198.)

Subsequent to the withdrawal of all observa-

tion posts along the Armistice Demarcation

Line and the International Frontier, the UNEF

Command had ordered the concentration of

all contingents in preparation for their final

withdrawal from the area. All detachments had

been concentrated by 24 May 1967, the last

to be withdrawn being the detachment at

Sharm-El-Sheikh, which was withdrawn on 23

May. It was intended that the withdrawal of

UNEF should be orderly, deliberate and digni-

fied and spaced over a period of some weeks,

the troops being withdrawn by air and by sea

from Port Said. The withdrawal plan envisaged

that the last personnel of UNEF would leave

the area on 30 June 1967.

On the morning of 27 May, the Secretary-

General received a communication from the

Minister of Foreign Affairs of the United Arab

Republic urging the complete withdrawal and

departure of the Canadian contingent not later

than 48 hours from that date, on grounds of

the attitude adopted by the Government of

Canada in connexion with UNEF and the

United Arab Republic Government's request

for its withdrawal, and "to prevent any probable

reaction from the people of the United Arab

Republic against the Canadian Forces in

UNEF." After consultation with the Permanent

Representative of Canada, the withdrawal of

the Canadian contingent was accelerated and

was completed on 31 May, with the effect that

UNEF was left without its logistics and air sup-

port components.

The hostilities which broke out on 5 June

1967 necessitated a complete change in the

withdrawal plans for UNEF and led to casual-

ties being suffered by UNEF contingents as

follows :

Brazil: 1 killed and 1 wounded.

India: 14 killed and 20 wounded.

The emergency evacuation of UNEF contin-

gents now had to be organized by sea and,

owing to the difficult situation in the Gaza area,

the Force was evacuated by sea through the

Israel port of Ashdod; the evacuation was com-

pleted on 17 June. A Secretariat working team

remained behind, under the supervision of a

representative of United Nations Headquarters

and the UNEF Chief Administrative Officer,

to dispose of stores, accommodations, transport

and so forth.

In his report, the Secretary-General pointed

out that only 45 Member States had paid part

or all of their original 1967 UNEF assessments

—the total representing less than one half the

amount of the revised estimates, and he urged

all Members to pay in full.

On 13 December 1967, the General Assembly,

without discussion, took note of the report of

the Secretary-General on UNEF. On 13 Decem-

ber, the General Assembly adopted a resolution

whereby, among other things, it made provi-

sions for authorizing the Secretary-General to

meet any necessary expenditures after 31 De-

cember 1967 that might arise in connexion with

the termination of UNEF's operations.

(For further information, see pp. 162-74 and

814.)
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ASSISTANCE TO REFUGEES IN THE NEAR EAST

REPORT OF COMMISSIONER-GENERAL

The annual report of the Commissioner-

General of the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East

(UNRWA) to the twenty-second (1967) session

of the General Assembly described not only ac-

tivities under the "normal" programme of

UNRWA, as it functioned prior to June 1967,

but also efforts to provide emergency aid both

to already registered refugees and to other

needy persons displaced as a result of the hos-

tilities which had occurred during 1967 in the

Middle East.

Until June 1967, the Commissioner-General

stated, there had been no change in the trends

apparent in recent years and no solution was

in sight for UNRWA's basic dilemma—the ever-

widening gap between the need to provide es-

sential services for an ever-increasing refugee

community and the Agency's resources based

on voluntary contributions.

Because UNRWA's financial predicament, in-

volving deficits for four successive years, had

become still more acute as an immediate result

of the recent conflict, the Commissioner-General

again appealed for action to put UNRWA on

a sound financial basis and to ensure adequate

funds. In this connexion, he recalled suggestions

advanced in the General Assembly in 1966 either

for enabling the refugees to benefit from the

property they left behind in 1948 or for trans-

ferring the UNRWA budget, in whole or only

as regards its administrative expenses, to the

assessed budget of the United Nations.

The Commissioner-General also outlined the

main developments in the humanitarian field

during the three months after the outbreak of

hostilities in June 1967. UNRWA had quickly

resumed its services to the refugees, he said,

and had distributed certain supplies on an

emergency and temporary basis to needy per-

sons not registered with UNRWA, a decision

endorsed by the General Assembly on 4 July

1967, by its resolution 2252 (ES-V). (See pp.

221-22 for further details.)

Following a request from Israel, arrangements

based upon an exchange of letters dated 14 June

1967 had enabled the Agency to resume its

services to refugees in the West Bank area of

Jordan and the Gaza Strip. Co-operation be-

tween the Government of Israel and the Agency

had been effective in that area. Until the end

of August 1.967, he said, no UNRWA staff had

been able to enter the other area of major hos-

tilities, south-western Syria.

The Commissioner-General's report went on

to say that UNRWA had faced the greatest

demand for emergency aid in east Jordan when;

200,000 persons, including some 100,000 UN-

RWA-registered refugees, had fled from the

West Bank during the summer. In co-operation

with Jordan's own emergency measures the:

Agency had established new tented camps. The

announcement by Israel on 2 July 1967 that

it was prepared to allow the return to the West

Bank of those who had fled as a result of the

hostilities had led the Commissioner-General to

urge return to the West Bank, where UNRWA's

facilities offered far greater capacity to assist

those persons: However, only some 14,000 of

the applicants for return—150,000 applicants

as reported by Jordan and 100,000 applicants

as reported by Israel—had been permitted to

return, including only 3,000 out of 93,000

UNRWA-registered refugees. Thus the hope

for return of the bulk of the displaced persons

in pursuance of the Security Council's resolu-

tion 237(1967) of 14 June 196734 had not been

realized.

In Syria, the Agency's emergency help had

been limited to the 16,000 registered Palestinian

refugees among the 115,000 persons who had

moved from the area occupied by Israel. No

aid had yet been requested for the Syrian dis-

placed persons.

Some 35.000 people, the Commissioner-Gen-

eral's report continued, had reportedly moved

from the Sinai Peninsula to the United Arab

Republic. In addition, between three and four

thousand among the registered refugees had

been forced to leave the Gaza Strip because

the Israel authorities believed them members

of the Palestine Liberation Army. This group

was being cared for at the request of and in

agreement with the United Arab Republic.

34
For text of Security Council resolution 237(1967),

see pp. 190-91.
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The emergency assistance for Arab refugees

in the Middle East in mid-1967 had been a

combined operation to which the Governments

concerned, other donor Governments, the Red

Cross and the Red Crescent, UNRWA, the

United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF),

the specialized agencies and other organizations

and individuals had all made essential contribu-

tions. Donations to the value of $6.4 million,

had been pledged as at the end of August 1967.

Commenting on the longer-term prospects,

the Commissioner-General wrote that the polit-

ical issues underlying the Palestine refugee prob-

lem could not be ignored. Referring to para-

graph 11 of the General Assembly's resolution

194(III) of 11 December 1948, providing for

repatriation or compensation of the Palestine

refugees,35 he stated that after 19 years the

refugees had still had neither an opportunity

for returning to their homes nor compensation

for their property. Since the two issues of re-

patriation and compensation had been linked

together as alternatives in the resolution, the

continuing deadlock over repatriation had had

the result of denying the refugees any benefit

from property left behind in 1948. It would

hardly seem, he said, that this could have been

the Assembly's intention in adopting the reso-

lution of 11 December 1948.

Nonetheless, the Commissioner-General con-

tinued, under the surface of the political dead-

lock, a slow but steady process of rehabilitation

had made an evident impact in improving the

economic and social condition of the refugees.

This hopeful process had, for the time being

at least, been halted and indeed reversed as a

result of recent events.

Pointing out that in the present circumstances

preparation of the 1968 budget had involved

many assumptions, the Commissioner-General

said in his report that the estimate of $45.8

million budgeted for continuation of the Agen-

cy's pre-hostilities programme had included $5.7

million for emergency programmes arising from

the hostilities.

CONSIDERATION BY

GENERAL ASSEMBLY

The report of the Commissioner-General of

UNRWA was referred by the General Assembly

at its twenty-second session (which opened on

19 September 1967) to the Assembly's Special

Political Committee, where it was discussed at

11 meetings held between 11 and 16 December

1967.
Presenting his report, the Commissioner-Gen-

eral said that since the last (1966) session of

the General Assembly, the number of refugees

had increased by about 350,000-400,000, as a

result of the Middle East conflict. To the

332,000 UNRWA refugees in East Jordan be-

fore 1 June there had been added 125,000

refugees from the West Bank and the Gaza

Strip and 120,000 other displaced West Bank

residents. Many of these new refugees were

dependent upon Governments or on UNRWA

or other organizations for food, clothing, med-

ical care and schooling for their children. How-

ever, only two thirds of the registered refugees

received rations, and there were now 284,000

children whose claims had been deferred be-

cause of ration ceilings. Since the preparation

of the budget for 1968, UNRWA had been

faced with new demands, especially in the case

of newly displaced persons, which would require

greater expenditures. The Commissioner-Gen-

eral estimated a budgetary shortfall of some $7

million. He expressed the hope that the General

Assembly would authorize UNRWA to main-

tain its existing pre-hostilities services and to

continue in 1968 to give help on a temporary

emergency basis to new groups of needy per-

sons; he also hoped that the Assembly would

find a way to assure adequate funds for the

future.

Requests were made to the Special Political

Committee by Afghanistan, Pakistan and Saudi

Arabia that it hear a statement by the "Palestine

Arab Delegation." Requests were also made by

12 Arab States—Algeria, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait,

Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, the

Sudan, Syria, the United Arab Republic and

Yemen—that it hear a statement by the dele-

gation of the "Palestine Liberation Organiza-

35 Paragraph 11 of resolution 194(III) provided,
inter alia, that "the refugees 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. . ." For full text of reso-

lution 194(III), see Y.U.N., 1948-49, pp. 174-76.
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tion." On 12 December, the Special Political

Committee decided to authorize persons con-

stituting these delegations to speak in the Com-

mittee without such authorization implying rec-

ognition of the organizations.

During the Special Political Committee's dis-

cussions, there was a general expression of ap-

preciation for the devotion with which the

Commissioner-General and his staff had car-

ried out their tasks.

Several representatives, commenting on what

was described as a scandalous conspiracy against

the Arabs, said that the partition of Palestine

and the expulsion of its people, the latest Israel

aggression and the occupation of Arab terri-

tories were all phases of the long-term plan

of expansion drawn up by international Zionism.

Israel had completely ignored the provisions of

the United Nations resolutions calling for the

repatriation of the refugees. Israel, they said,

would not have dared to defy the international

community if it had not had the support of

the imperialist Western powers, particularly the

United States. The failure of the United Na-

tions to react to Israel's defiance of its resolu-

tions had clearly encouraged Israel to commit

oppressive acts against the Arab people of Pales-

tine. Israel had adamantly refused to allow the

inhabitants of the occupied areas to return to

their homes.

Libya, for instance, maintained that it was

therefore questionable whether Israel had the

right to remain a Member of the United Na-

tions. The United Nations could certainly in-

voke Article 6
36

 of the United Nations Charter

to expel Israel. It could also, under Article 41

of the Charter,  impose economic sanctions or

ask the International Court of Justice to make

a decision on that question.

The representative of the United Arab Re-

public declared that the increasing number of

refugees following Israel's aggression in June

1967 had considerably aggravated the problem.

Those refugees were not merely victims of the

war who had the opportunity of returning home,

as the Israel representative had argued, but

rather were the victims of a meticulously

planned racist policy to promote the expansion

of international Zionism. It was the duty of

the world community to extend all possible

assistance to oppressed people in their fight for

survival. It would be wrong to believe that the

refugees wished to remain a charge on the in-

ternational community. More than ever they

wanted to return to their homes and earn their

own living.

These and other speakers felt that the Gen-

eral Assembly should reaffirm resolutions adopt-

ed by the Assembly and the Security Council

and ignored by Israel, especially Security Coun-

cil resolution 237(1967) of 14 June 1967 (see

above, p. 190) calling upon Israel to facilitate

the return of those who had fled since the out-

break of hostilities, and the General Assembly

resolution (194(III)) of 11 December 1948
37

calling for the repatriation of the refugees. The

one unalterable fact was the refusal of the

people of Palestine to disappear as a national

entity. They could not be denied their right

to self-determination and freedom, nor could

they be asked to resign themselves to the status

of second-class citizens in their own country.

The representatives of Jordan and Syria said

that after the June hostilities Israel had resorted

to terror tactics to reduce the Arab population

in the occupied areas and had urged increased

Jewish immigration.

The United Nations, the representative of

Jordan declared, had in recent times heard too

much about peace and too little about justice.

That had been the tragedy of the Palestine

problem over the past 20 years. Peace imposed

by conquerors on their enemies was only a sham

peace, which led to even more disastrous con-

flagrations. Those who talked of peace should

ask themselves which party to the conflict was

conquering and expanding. As long as Israel

forces remained in occupation of Arab territory

in violation of the Armistice Agreements and

of the rights of the local people, Israel was

clearly not interested in peace, Jordan argued.

The appointment of a property custodian to

administer Arab property in Israel and to re-

ceive income derived therefrom on behalf of

its owners was proposed by representatives of

Arab States and supported by several other

members. Indonesia, for instance, believed that

the proposed custodian would be the right in-

36
For texts of Articles 6 and 41 of the United

Nations Charter, see APPENDIX II.
37  See footnote 35.

37
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terim instrument to oversee those properties un-

til such a time as they could be disposed of on

the basis of lawful ownership and legal as well

as humane justice. With the income from those

properties, the refugees would not be a financial

burden to the United Nations any more, for

that income would be sufficient to finance the

activities of UNRWA as indicated in the Com-

missioner-General's report.

Regarding the Israel proposal for a five-year

plan for the refugees, representatives of Arab

States maintained that the refugee problem was

not negotiable, and that it must be settled ac-

cording to the wishes of the refugees them-

selves. If the Israel Government wished to dis-

cuss the implementation of the refugees' right

to repatriation, it could do so forthwith in an

existing body which had a very clear mandate—

namely, the Palestine Conciliation Commission.

A member of the "Palestine Arab Delegation"

declared that the Palestinian Arabs who were the

principal party to the Palestine problem would

continue their struggle by all means to liberate

their homeland. They rejected the General

Assembly's Palestine partition resolution of 29

November 1947
38
 and all recommendations and

subsequent decisions as a violation of the United

Nations Charter, the Universal Declaration of

Human Rights,
39

 the Declaration on the Grant-

ing of Independence to Colonial Countries and

Peoples,
40
 and the right to self-determination

and stated that they were the outcome of col-

lusion between the Western powers and world

Zionism.

A member of the "Palestine Liberation Or-

ganization," rejecting in particular the Assem-

bly's Palestine partition resolution of 29 Novem-

ber 1947 and the Security Council's resolution

242(1967) of 22 November 1967 (see p. 257),

stated that nobody could deprive the Palestinian

people of their national right to return to their

home and their country. No Israel aggression

would deter that people from fighting for and

achieving the liberation of their homeland.

The representative of Israel said that the

bitter fruit of the three wars caused by Arab

attempts to destroy Israel had been death,

damage and displacement for both sides. The

prospect of peace would transform the refugee

problem in the area, old and new. It was his

Government's deepest desire to open a new

chapter in its relations with the Arab world,

based on reconciliation, mutual respect and mu-

tual interest. Israel had thus welcomed the

Security Council's resolution 242(1967) of 22

November 1967 which placed a solution of the

refugee problem in the broad context of peace.

Since June 1967, his Government had been

working on detailed and practical proposals

on the refugee question. It was clear that Israel

had neither the duty nor the capacity to solve

the problem by itself, but it would participate

fully in an international and regional plan to

that end.

Israel formally proposed that consultations

should immediately be initiated between Israel

and the Arab host countries, together with the

main contributing countries, to negotiate a five-

year plan for the rehabilitation of the refugees

and the final integration into the economic life

of the region. Israel had already suggested the

establishment of a reintegration and compensa-

tion fund to provide the financial means for a

solution of the refugee problem in all its aspects.

Israel's representative reaffirmed his Govern-

ment's commitment to give financial support

to such a fund.

While assistance should be given to those

affected by the recent war who were in need,

he said, the nature of population movements

should be understood if solutions were to be

found. The General Assembly, in adopting

its resolution 2252 (ES-V) on 4 July 1967

(see page 221), made a distinction between

persons coming under UNRWA's mandate and

"other persons in the area at present displaced

and in serious need of immediate assistance as

a result of the hostilities." The resolution,

Israel's spokesman said, was careful not to refer

to the latter as refugees, and most of them

were probably not refugees in the normal sense

of that term. Most of the figures given by the

UNRWA Commissioner-General, he went on

to say, had been supplied by the Arab Govern-

ments concerned and were, in his delegation's

opinion, inflated. The Syrian and Jordanian

displaced persons, he stated, had not been ex-

38  See Y.U.N., 1947-48, pp. 247-56, text of General

Assembly resolution 181(II) A.
39

See Y.U.N., 1948-49, pp. 535-37.
40 See Y.U.N., 1960, pp. 49-50, text of General

Assembly resolution 1514(XV).
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pelled. The problems of those Jordanians were

the direct fruit of the war deliberately launched

by Jordan against Israel and their displacement

could best be adjusted in the context of an

honourable accommodation with Israel.

In all Israel-held areas, he stressed, adequate

supplies of food-stuffs had been issued from

the outset. Economic activity had at least been

restored to pre-war levels and steady progress

was being made. The high degree of co-opera-

tion developed was remarkable considering that

the Arab population was being incited to revolt

and that there was organized terrorist activity

from Syria and Jordan. It would have been

neither truthful nor convincing to suggest that

there were no problems. Resentment and sus-

picion survived; there were difficulties in ad-

justing to the present and anxiety about the

future. Nevertheless, conditions were in every

way better than anyone would have dared to

expect some months previously.

The representative of Israel rejected the

proposal for the appointment of a custodian,

maintaining that property claims were an in-

tegral part of the refugee problem. The General

Assembly had no competence to intervene in

the regulation of property matters in any sov-

ereign Member state, and had never attempted

to do so. It was wrong, he said, to suggest that

Israel's sovereignty and statehood was limited

or restricted by some provision which did not

apply to the other 122 Member States, since

Article 2, paragraph 1, of the United Nations

Charter stated categorically that "the Organiza-

tion is based on the principle of the sovereign

equality of all its Members." Israel also rejected

the suggestion that the income derived from

Arab property in Israel should be paid to

UNRWA.

The representative of the United States

observed that the past year had brought addi-

tional destruction and human misery to the

Middle East. He hoped that out of the latest

conflict there might at least emerge the neces-

sary political will for providing new hope and

security for the refugees. The Security Council

resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967

(see above, pp. 257-58) might offer a better

chance for putting an end to conflict and

suffering in the Middle East than any decision

adopted for many years past. The resolution

contained a set of agreed principles for establish-

ing a stable peace. As an initial step, it had set

in motion a process of peace-making in which

both sides could and should co-operate; More-

over, the Security Council resolution 237

(1967) of 14 June 1967 (see above, pp. 190-91)

calling for the return of the new refugees to

their homes should be implemented to the

fullest extent possible. From the Commissioner-

General's report, it appeared that up to the

time of the recent hostilities slow but steady

progress had been made in rehabilitating the

refugees of earlier conflicts. His Government

hoped that the process of rehabilitation could

now be resumed and even accelerated.

The United States was against the proposal

to appoint a property custodian which would

jeopardize a realistic solution of the refugee

problem. The United States representative

maintained that the United Nations had no

right under the Charter or existing international

law to appoint a custodian to administer

property within any sovereign State against the

will of that State, much less to appropriate

income from the properties. Proposals regard-

ing income from Arab property in Israel should

be considered within the framework of the gen-

eral question of compensation. The United

States representative suggested that work done

by the United Nations Conciliation Commission

for Palestine on that question could be made

available to the parties in any negotiations.

The view that the Palestine refugee question

was purely political and could not be dealt with

mainly from thé standpoint of humanitarian

considerations was rejected by the representative

of the United Kingdom. He stressed the urgent

need for the authorities concerned to enable

those Arabs who had been displaced during

and since the June hostilities to return to their

homes, and in particular for the UNRWA re-

fugees to return to empty West Bank camps.

The United Kingdom urged a greater number

of Governments to contribute, or to in-

crease their contributions, in order to provide

UNRWA with the support required for main-

taining both its pre-hostilities services and

providing emergency aid to "new" refugees in

urgent need. If available funds required reduc-

tion of Agency services, the United Kingdom

favoured maintaining the educational, voca-
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tional and health services which made the

greatest contributions to the integration of the

refugees into the economic life of the region.

The representative of France said that the

difficulties which UNRWA had to face were

primarily financial. Although the General As-

sembly resolution of 15 December 1965
41
 ap-

proving UNRWA's proposal to review its opera-

tions and improve the distribution of relief had

been unevenly implemented, it seemed from

the report of the Commissioner-General that

the situation was now satisfactory in Lebanon

and that the operation was pursuing its normal

course in Gaza. While sympathetic to the Com-

missioner-General's request for effective meas-

ures to put the Agency on a sound financial

basis, France could not support his proposal

that the whole of the UNRWA budget should

be transferred to the assessed budget of the

United Nations, because that proposal conflict-

ed with the Assembly's resolution of 8 Decem-

ber 1949
42
 providing for financing of the

Agency solely from voluntary contributions.

The USSR spokesman said that the old

problem of the Palestine refugees, engendered

by Israel's policy of aggression and expansion,

had been aggravated by the June 1967 ag-

gression. The United Nations must force Israel

to allow the newly displaced Arab refugees to

return to their homes without delay. The acts

committed by the Israel army against the Arab

population of the occupied territory were closely

linked to Israel territorial claims, he argued.

The USSR would continue to give the Arab

States the aid needed in their struggle to restore

their lawful rights and to eliminate the con-

sequences of Israel's aggression. The settlement

of the conflict and the restoration of peace in

the Near East were linked to the solution of the

Palestine refugee problem. Israel continued to

refuse to implement the General Assembly

resolution (194(III)) of 11 December 194843,

relating to the refugees' right to return to their

homes and the Security Council resolution

(242 (1967)) of 22 November 1967 (see

pp. 257-58) calling for the immediate with-

drawal of Israel armed forces from occupied

Arab territory. The basic reason, he said, was

support from certain imperialist circles, es-

pecially in the United States. Peace could not

exist in the Near East and the refugee problem

could not be justly settled without, first of all,

withdrawal by Israel from the occupied terri-

tories.

Ceylon declared that Members of the United

Nations who had voted for the creation of

Israel had a moral obligation to support all

measures directed towards redressing the griev-

ous wrong done to the Palestinians.

The representative of Ireland said that a just

settlement of the refugee problem was im-

possible unless UNRWA or a United Nations

resettlement commissioner were provided with

adequate funds in addition to those required

for UNRWA's normal operations. The Gen-

eral Assembly should therefore indicate that,

as its contribution to a definitive settlement of

the refugee problem as an essential part of a

negotiated peace treaty, it would be willing to

raise sufficient funds to give generous resettle-

ment grants to the Arab families who were not

restored to their homes and property in Israel.

GENERAL ASSEMBLY DECISIONS

Three draft resolutions were submitted to the

Special Political Committee.

The first draft resolution, introduced by the

United States on 14 December 1967, provided

that the General Assembly, after recalling a

series of past resolutions on the subject and

noting the Annual Report of the Commissioner-

General would: (1) note with deep regret that

repatriation or compensation of the refugees

as provided for in paragraph 11 of the Gen-

eral Assembly resolution (194(III)) of 11 De-

cember 1948
44
 had not been effected, that no

substantial progress had been made in the

programme endorsed in paragraph 2 of the

Assembly's resolution of 26 January 1952

(513 (VI))
4 5

 for the reintegration of refugees

either by repatriation or resettlement and that,

therefore, the situation of the refugees continued

to be a matter of serious concern; (2) express

thanks to the Commissioner-General and his

41 See Y.U.N, 1965, pp. 226-27, for text of reso-
lution 2052 (XX).
4 2 See Y.U.N., 1948-49, pp. 211-12, for text of reso-
lution 302 (IV).
43

See footnote 35.
44 See footnote 35.
45 See Y.U.N., 1951, pp. 315-16 for text of reso-
lution 513 (VI).
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staff for their continued faithful efforts to

provide essential services for the Palestine

refugees, and to the specialized agencies and

private organizations for their valuable work

in assisting the refugees; (3) direct the Com-

missioner-General of UNRWA to continue his

efforts in taking such measures, including rectifi-

cation of the relief rolls, as to assure, in co-

operation with the Governments concerned, the

most equitable distribution of relief based on

need; (4) note with regret that the United

Nations Conciliation Commission for Palestine

had been unable to find a means to achieve

progress on the implementation of paragraph 11

of the General Assembly resolution (194(III))

of 11 December 1948 and request it to exert

continued efforts towards the implementation

thereof; (5) direct attention to the continuing

critical financial position of UNRWA; (6) note

with concern that, despite the efforts of the

Commissioner-General to collect additional con-

tributions to help relieve the serious budget

deficit of the past year, contributions to

UNRWA continued to fall short of the funds

needed to cover essential budget requirements;

and (7) call upon all Governments as a matter

of urgency to make the most generous efforts

possible to meet the anticipated needs of

UNRWA, and therefore, urge non-contributing

Governments to contribute and contributing

Governments to consider increasing their con-

tributions.

Another draft resolution was submitted by

19 Members—Afghanistan, Austria, Belgium,

Canada, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, Iceland,

India, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Ni-

geria, Norway, Sweden, Turkey and Yugoslavia.

By this text, the General Assembly would : ( 1 )

reaffirm its resolution (2252 (ES-V)) of 4 July

1967 (see above, page 221) calling for human-

itarian assistance to the refugees; (2) endorse

the efforts of the Commissioner-General of

UNRWA to provide humanitarian assistance,

as far as practicable, on an emergency basis and

as a temporary measure, to other persons in the

area who were at present displaced and were

in need of immediate assistance as a result of

the recent hostilities; and (3) appeal to all

Governments and to organizations and in-

dividuals to make special contributions for the

above purposes to UNRWA and to the other

inter-governmental and non-governmental or-

ganizations concerned.

Afghanistan, Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan

and Somalia also submitted a draft resolution,

by the terms of which the Assembly would : ( 1 )

request the Secretary-General to take all ap-

propriate steps to have a custodian appointed

to protect and administer Arab property, assets

and property rights in Israel and to receive

income derived therefrom on behalf of the

rightful owners; (2) call upon the Governments

concerned to render all facilities and assistance

to the Secretary-General to make the task and

functioning of the custodian effective; and (3)

request the custodian to report to the General

Assembly in 1968 on the fulfilment of his

tasks.

On 16 December 1967, the Special Political

Committee approved the United States draft

resolution by a roll-call vote of 99 to 0, with

2 abstentions. On 19 December 1967, it was

adopted at a plenary meeting of the Assembly

by 98 votes to 0, with 3 abstentions, as reso-

tion 2341 A (XXII). (For text, see DOCUMENT-

ARY REFERENCES below.)

The 19-power draft resolution was approved

by the Special Political Committee on 16 De-

cember 1967 by 102 votes to 0, with 1 absten-

tion. On 19 December 1967, it was adopted

at a plenary meeting of the Assembly by 105

votes to 0, with 2 abstentions, as resolution

tion 2341 B (XXII). For text, see DOCUMEN-

TARY REFERENCES below.)

The Special Political Committee also ap-

proved the five-power draft resolution on 16

December 1967. It did so by a roll-call vote

of 42 to 38, with 24 abstentions. At a plenary

meeting on 19 December 1967, the Assembly,

acting on a proposal by Nigeria, decided not

to put this text to the vote.

REPORT OF CONCILIATION

COMMISSION FOR PALESTINE

A report for the year ending 30 September

1967 submitted by the United Nations Con-

ciliation Commission for Palestine to the Gen-

eral Assembly stated that the Commission had

continued to examine how it might intensify

its efforts so as to advance implementation of

the provisions of paragraph 11 of the Gen-

eral Assembly's resolution 194(III) of 11 De-
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cember 1948
46
 concerning repatriation or com-

pensation of the Palestine refugees. All of the

possible means previously envisaged had pre-

supposed substantial changes in the situation,

the Conciliation Commission pointed out. No

evidence of any such changes had been dis-

cerned; in fact, after June 1967 developments

had further complicated an already complex

problem.
46 See footnote 35.

DOCUMENTARY REFERENCES

GENERAL ASSEMBLY——22ND SESSION

Special Political Committee, meetings 584-594.

Fifth Committee, meeting 1229.

Ad Hoc Committee of General Assembly for An-

nouncement of Voluntary Contributions to UNRWA,

meeting 1.

Plenary Meeting 1640.

A/6713. Report of Commissioner-General of United

Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine

Refugees in Near East (UNRWA), 1 July 1966-

30 June 1967.

A/SPC/119. Letter of 8 December 1967 from Af-

ghanistan, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia requesting

hearing for "Palestine Arab Delegation."

A/SPC/120. Letter of 11 December 1967 from

Algeria, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya,

Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria, United Arab

Republic and Yemen requesting hearing for dele-

gation of Palestine Liberation Organization.

A/SPC/121. Statement by Commissioner-General of

UNRWA on 11 December 1967, meeting 584.

A/SPC/L.155. United States: draft resolution,

adopted by Special Political Committee on 16 De-

cember 1967, meeting 594, by roll-call vote of 99

to 0, with 2 abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia,

Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi,
Byelorussian SSR, Canada, Central African Republic,

Ceylon, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica,

Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Denmark, Do-

minican Republic, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland,

France, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea,

Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia,

Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica,

Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Lesotho,

Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia,

Maldive Islands, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mon-

golia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara-

gua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama,

Philippines, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi

Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Southern

Yemen, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Syria, Thailand,

Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian SSR,

USSR, United Arab Republic, United Kingdom,

United Republic of Tanzania, United States,

Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Against: None.

Abstaining: Congo (Brazzaville), Israel.

A/7004. Report of Special Political Committee, draft

resolution A.

RESOLUTION 2341 A (xxii), as recommended by Spe-

cial Political Committee, A/7004, adopted by

Assembly on 19 December 1967, meeting 1640, by

98 votes to 0, with 3 abstentions.

"The General Assembly,

"Recalling its resolutions 194(III) of 11 December

1948, 302 (IV) of 8 December 1949, 393 (V) and

394(V) of 2 and 14 December 1950, 512(VI) and
513(VI) of 26 January 1952, 614(VII) of 6 Novem-

ber 1952, 720(VIII) of 27 November 1953, 818(IX)
of 4 December 1954, 916(X) of 3 December 1955,

1018(XI) of 28 February 1957, 1191 (XII) of 12
December 1957, 1315(XIII) of 12 December 1958,

1456(XIV) of 9 December 1959, 1604(XV) of 21

April 1961, 1725(XVI) of 20 December 1961, 1856

(XVII) of 20 December 1962, 1912(XVIII) of 3

December 1963, 2002 (XIX) of 10 February 1965,

2052 (XX) of 15 December 1965 and 2154 (XXI) of

17 November 1966,
"Noting the annual 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 1966 to 30 June 1967,

"1. Notes with deep regret that repatriation or

compensation of the refugees as provided for in

paragraph 11 of General Assembly resolution 194(III)

has not been effected, that no substantial progress has

been made in the programme endorsed in paragraph

2 of resolution 513(VI) for the reintegration of refu-

gees either by repatriation or resettlement and that,

therefore, the situation of the refugees continues to

be a matter of serious concern;

"2. Expresses its thanks to the Commissioner-

General and the staff of the United Nations Relief

and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near

East for their continued faithful efforts to provide

essential services for the Palestine refugees, and to the
specialized agencies and private organizations for
their valuable work in assisting the refugees;

"3. Directs the Commissioner-General of the

United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine

Refugees in the Near East to continue his efforts in

taking such measures, including rectification of the

relief rolls, as to assure, in co-operation with the

Governments concerned, the most equitable distribu-

tion of relief based on need;

"4. Notes with regret that the United Nations

Conciliation Commission for Palestine was unable to

find a means to achieve progress in the implementation

of paragraph 11 of General Assembly resolution 194

(III), and requests the Commission to exert con-

tinued efforts towards the implementation thereof;

"5. Directs attention to the continuing critical

financial position of the United Nations Relief and

Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near
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East, as outlined in the Commissioner-General's report;

"6. Notes with concern that, despite the com-

mendable and successful efforts of the Commissioner-

General to collect additional contributions to help

relieve the serious budget deficit of the past year,

contributions to the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East con-

tinue to fall short of the funds needed to cover essen-

tial budget requirements;

"7. Calls upon all Governments as a matter of

urgency to make the most generous efforts possible

to meet the anticipated needs of the United Nations

Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in

the Near East, particularly in the light of the budget-

ary deficit projected in the Commissioner-General's

report, and, therefore, urges non-contributing Govern-

ments, to contribute and contributing Governments to

consider increasing their contributions."

A/SPC/L.156 and Add.1, Afghanistan, Austria, Bel-

gium, Canada, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, Ice-

land, India, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mexico,

Nigeria, Norway, Sweden, Turkey, Yugoslavia:

draft resolution, adopted by Special Political Com-

mittee on 16 December 1967, meeting 594, by vote

of 102 to 0, with 1 abstention.

A/7004. Report of Special Political Committee, draft

resolution B.

RESOLUTION 2341 B (xxii , as recommended by Special

Political Committee, A/7004, adopted by Assembly

on 19 December 1967, meeting 1640, by 105 votes

to 0, with 2 abstentions.

"The General Assembly,

"Recalling its resolution 2252(ES-V) of 4 July

1967,

"Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General

of the United Nations of 15 September 1967,

"Taking note also of the report of the Commis-

sioner-General of the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East, cov-

ering the period from 1 July 1966 to 30 June 1967,

"Concerned about the continued human suffering

as a result of the recent hostilities in the Middle East,

"1. Reaffirms its resolution 2252(ES-V) ;

"2. Endorses, bearing in mind the objectives of

that resolution, the efforts of the Commissioner-

General of the United Nations Relief and Works

Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East to

provide humanitarian assistance, as far as practicable,

on an emergency basis and as a temporary measure,

to other persons in the area who are at present dis-

placed and in serious need of immediate assistance

as a result of the recent hostilities;

"3. Appeals to all Governments and to organiza-

tions and individuals to make special contributions for

the above purposes to the United Nations Relief and

Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East

and to the other inter-governmental and non-govern-

mental organizations concerned."

A/SPC/L.157. Afghanistan, Indonesia, Malaysia,

Pakistan, Somalia: draft resolution, adopted by

Special Political Committee on 16 December 1967,

meeting 594, by roll-call vote of 42 to 38, with 24

abstentions, as follows:

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi,

Byelorussian SSR, Ceylon, China, Congo (Brazza-

ville), Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ghana, Guinea, Hun-

gary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait,

Lebanon, Libya, Malaysia, Maldive Islands, Mali,

Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Pakistan, Philip-

pines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Southern

Yemen, Spain, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, Ukrainian

SSR, USSR, United Arab Republic, Yemen, Yugo-

slavia.*

Against: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Boli-

via, Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dahomey,

Denmark, Dominican Republic, Finland, France,

Gambia, Haiti, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory

Coast, Jamaica, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg,

Madagascar, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zealand,

Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, Rwanda, Sweden, Togo,

United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay.

Abstaining: Central African Republic, Chad, Chile,

Ecuador, Ethiopia, Gabon, Greece, Guatemala,

Guyana, Honduras, Japan, Kenya, Mexico. Nigeria,

Panama, Romania, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Thailand,

Turkey, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania,

Venezuela, Zambia.

* The representative of Cyprus stated that had he

been present during the voting, he would have voted

in favour of the draft resolution.

A/C.5/1162, A/7024. Financial implications of draft

resolution C approved by Special Political Com-

mittee, A/7004. Statement by Secretary-General

and report of Fifth Committee.

A/7004. Report of Special Political Committee, draft

resolution C [not voted on, as decided by Assembly,

at suggestion of Nigeria, on 19 December 1967,

meeting 1640].

REPORT OF CONCILIATION

COMMISSION FOR PALESTINE

A/6846. Report of United Nations Conciliation Com-

mission for Palestine, covering period 1 October

1966-30 September 1967.


