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Report of the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli 
Practices Affecting the Human Rights of the Population 
of the Occupied Territaries (continued) (A/8089, 
A/8164, A/SPC/142, A/SPC/L.201) 

1. The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention to 
draft resolution A/SPC /L.201, which had just been circu­
lated, and announced that Indonesia, Mali and Senegal had 
now been added to the list of sponsors. 

2. Mr. EL-ERIAN (United Arab Republic) paid a tribute 
t,, the work done by th" three members of the Special 
Committee to In vesligate Israeli Practices Affecting the 
Human Right& of the Population of the Occupied Terri­
tories, which wa~ all the more appreciable in view of the 
campaign of mtimida!Ion to which their Governments and 
they themselves had been subjected by the Israeli repre­
sentative. Ceylon, Somalia and Yugoslavia were loyal 
Members of the United Nations, whose contribution to the 
principles of the Charter and the activities of the Organiza­
tion was a shining record which could not be dimmed by 
aJ•Y statements by the Israeli representative. Jt was disturb­
ing that Israeli attacks on the three members of the Special 
Committee appeared to propound a new doctrine: that if a 
State upheld the principles of the Charter, its citizens were 
automatically disqualified from being members of a United 
Nations comm1ttee because they were considered to be 
lacking in objectivity. 

3. Many resolutions adopted by United Nations organs 
had expressed grave concern for the safety, welfare and 
security of the inhabitants of the Arab territories still under 
the military occupation of Israel. The Special Committee 
had been established by the General Assembly to investi­
gate Israel's violations of the basic rights and fundamental 
freedoms of the populations of those territories. Despite 
Israel's refusal to co-operate and to allow it to enter the 
occupied territories, the Special Committee felt that it had 
ascertained the degree to which the policies and practices 
referred to in General Assembly resolutions 2443 (XXIII) 
and 2546 (XXIV) exisred and had made certain recom­
mendations in order to facilitate the termination and 
prevention of such policies. 

4. The Special Committee's work symbolized the fact that 
the international communi!Y had not forsaken the popula­
tion of the occupied territories. Israel, having violated the 
Arab people's basic rights to peace by committing aggres-
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sion in June 1967 and having continued its occupation of 
Arab territories in violation of the Charter and the United 
Nations resolutions, had also dJSregardecl the norms of 
humanitarian law for the protection of the civilian inhabi­
tants in armed C{Jnflicts. In 1868, the Declaration of 
St. Petersburg had defined its aim as to conciliate the 
necessity of war with the laws of hurnar.ity. Section III of 
the Regulations concerning the Laws and Customs of War 
adopted by the Hague Peace Conference in 1899 was 
considered the nucleus of a system of protection for the 
inhabitants of occupied territories. 1he Judgement of the 
Nuremberg International Military Tribunal on 10 October 
1946 had stated that those regulations had been recognized 
by all civilized nations and were regarded as governing the 
laws and customs of war. The Charter of the United 
Nations had prohibited the use of force. Those who 
resorted to war committed aggression, a crime against 
humanity which was further aggravated when it was 
coupled with gross violations of the basic rights and 
fundamental freedoms of the inhabitants of the occupied 
territories, as was the case in those occupied by Israel. 

5. Account had been taken of the experience of the 
Second World War to develop the humanitarian law of 
armed conflicts when the diplomatic conference organized 
by the Int3rnational Committee of the Red Cross had 
adopted in August 1949 the four Geneva Conventions for 
the Protection of the Victims of War. The fourth of those 
Conventions relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in 
Time of War was, as the Special Committee sa1d in 
paragraph 41 of its report (A/8089), the expression of the 
international community's sense of revulsion at the treat­
ment accorded to Jews who came under the Nazi regime. It 
was ironical that the first time the value of that Convention 
could be put to the test was during and after the June 1967 
war between Israel and its neighbouring Arab countries. 

6. The Special Committee had obtained extensive evidence 
concerning infringements of the rights of persons living in 
the occupied areas and above all of their right to return 
home. Forcible deportation, ranging from open compulsion 
to mere discouragement, had become the policy of the 
occupying Power in all the Territories under its military 
control. Reports by the Red Cross also confirmed thar 
efforts at repatriation had been hindered by the Israeli 
Government. 

7. The Special Committee's report listed six types of 
violation affecting the safety and welfare of the inhabitants 
of the occupied territories. The first was collective and area 
punishment, which constituted a grave violation of article 
33 of the fourth Geneva Convention on the Protection of 
Civilian Persons in Time of War, and which was described in 
issue number 114 of the International Review of the Red 
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Cross published in September 1970, as well a& 111 the 
evidence collected by the Committee. StHteme,1ts by Israeli 
leaders showed th,Jt collective puni~l.mt>nt was a definite 
policy. The second violation- deportation and expulsion­
was c1mtrary to arilcle 49 of tl1e fourth Gen~va Conven­
tion. The third, ill-treatment of prosof't:t$ and detainees, was 
prohibited by article 5 of tl1e Ull;veJ s21 Decl;;ratio;1 of 
Human Rights as well as by a1tides 31 and 32 of the fourth 
G.~neva Conventinn. The Special r ommmee had h~ard 

several witnesses on the subject ami tl,e above-mentioned 
September 1970 issue of thl': lnte~·natioml Review of the 
Red Cross stated thai the International Committee of the 
Red Cross rept~sentatives had bf:en unable to visit the 
military camps where most of tllC' det3intoes were held. 
Several witnesses, including mir1isters, arrhbjsh0ps and 
senators .. had testified concerning th~ foufth and fifth 
violations--the ill-treatment of civihans, on the one hwd, 
and destruction and demolition of houses. confiscation and 
expropriation of property on the other. Looting and 
pillage, the sixth VJOlation, were prohibited by article 33 of 
t~e fourth Geneva Conventio;: and the report of the 
Secretary-General\ Special Representa~ive, Mr. Gus~ing, 
had said that it was reasonably sure t!J<Jt the Israeli forces 
were largely responsible for the extensive looting of the 
town ofKuneitra.l 

8. The Special Ccmmittee had established Israel's viola­
tions of the basic norms of humanitarian intern:J tiona! law 
on the basis of do8umented and conclu~ive evidence, 
including the testimony of eye-wim::ssts and ~tatements by 
mewbers of the Israeli Governmer,t and other political 
leaders. The United Nat10ns had a solemn responsibility to 

face up to Israel's disregard of the cleme11tary rules of 
natioml conduct. The course of ?.ction before the General 
As~embly and the Je;T:edy for that grave situation were 
('Ontained in the Svecial Committee's recommendations in 
chapter IV cf its report. 

9. The Special Cormmttee. in the fir~t stage of its work, 
had concentrated on evidence 1hat had an immediate 
bearing on the types ofvi·Jlations of human rights specified 
in the relevant Security Council and General Assembly 
resolutions. Further work by the Cmnmittee would there­
fore be necessary in order for it to complete its mandate. 
The General Assembly ~houla direcr the Committee to 
continue its work and request the Secretary-General to 
provide it with all the necessary facilities for the continued 
performance of its task. 

10. Mr. OULD HACHEME (Mauri1ania) introduced draft 
rcsoiution A/SFC/L.201 on beh[llf of the sponsms. There 
should be no difficulty in adopting it hecause its recom­
mendations were based on documents already endorsed by 
competent organs of the United Nation->. 

ll. The f'Ieambular parographs ilsted tl1e previous United 
Nations decisions relating to thr- que~tion. Operative para­
graph 1 1eferred to the Special Committee-whose work 
could not be completed becau;;e of thf' opposition of the 
Israeli Government-and expressed appreciation of its ef­
forts. Operative paragraph 2 called on th':! G0vernment of 
israel to implement thf' Sp,:cial Committee's recommenda-

1 See Official Records of the Si'Cluity Council, Twenty-s.-cond 
Year, Slq:plemenr for October, .Voven,ber and Decembe1 1967, 
document S/8158, para. 33. 

tions and comply with its obligations undex various 
international instruments. If the United Nations was faith­
ful to its principles, there could be no difficulty in adopting 
such a provision; the same was true of operative para­
graph 3. Operative paragraph 4 urged the Government of 
hrael to co-operate with the Special Committee. If United 
Nntions decisions were to have any real meaning, it was 
high time to call to account countries like Israel that 
trampled those decisions underfoot. Operative para­
graphs 5, 6 and 7 were self-explanatory and should not give 
rise to any difficulties, since the wording was based on 
General Assembly resolution 2443 (XXIII). 

12. The basic aim of the draft resolution was the 
application of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
and related international instruments. He had been in the 
Third Committee recently when several delegations had 
expressed indignation that the question of establishing a 
United Nations Commissioner for Human Rights had been 
postponed until the twenty-sixth session. Yet that was 
hardly surprising, in view of what was happening with the 
United Natxom Council for Namibia, and the fact that 
Israei had refused to co-operate with the Special Com­
mittee. If the United Nations 'Van ted progress in the field 
of human rights, it must make a real effort to defend them, 
and make full use of the machinery that already exi~ted. He 
appealed to the Special Political Committee to give its 
whole-hearted support to the dr.aft resolution. 

13. Mrs. GAVRILOVA (Bulgaria) said that the General 
Assembly'~ decision to establish the Speci<'J Committee was 
fully justified. That was confirmed by the work of the 
Committee in investigating the situation of the victims of 
the I~raeli aggression of 1967 and by the comprehensive 
data which the Committee, despite the obstacles placed in 
its path by the Israeli Government, had reflected in its 
1eport. Being based entirely on evidence from authoritative 
organizations such as the International Committee of the 
Red Cross, the Israel League for Human and Civil Rights, 
the united Nations Relief and Works Agency fm Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East and the Governments of a 
number of Arab States, as well as that of individuals, the 
report was a revealing document of historic i:nportance. As 
part of the documentation of the session at which the 
twenty-fifth anniversary session of the United Nations was 
commemorated, it had enhanced the authority of the 
Organization. 

14. It was well known what an insidious campaign Israel 
had organized during the twenty-third session of the 
General Assembly against the idea of establishing a Special 
Committee, an idea which had been put forward at the 
International Conference on Human Rights held at Teheran 
in 1968.2 It was now known what additional difficulties 
the Committee had faced on the part of the Israf'li 
authorities and what provocations its members had been 
subjected to in the performance of their task. Her delega­
tion joined with those which had already expressed their 
deep gratitude to the members of the Committee, and 
would press for the continuation of its mandate until its 
task wa5 fully completed. 

2 See Final Act of the International Conference on Human Rights 
(United Nations oublicatwn, Sales No.: E.68.XIV.2), chapter III, 
resolution I. 
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15. Her delegation had been struck by the objective way 
m which the report described the repression and flcuting of 
eiementary human rights and the torture and indignities 
committed against the Arabs who had been arrested and 
detained. Mass punitive collective actions against the 
peaceful civilian popuhtion in the Arab territories occupied 
by Israel had cost the lives of thousands of persons. Those 
actions. according to the report and to press data, had 
resulted in J 967 in the destruction of 7,000 houses. the 
death of 5,000 peaceful inhabitants, and more than 16,000 
wounded. If to that was added the inhuman tortures and 
mediaeval inquisitions of those arrested and detained, a 
cleat picture emerged of the oppressive, Fascist-type regime 
of the Israeli Government. 

16. lf the report of the Special Committee was dis­
seminated, it would serve not only as a revealing document 
but as a means of mobilizing world public opinion in the 
active defence of the human rights of the Arab population 
under Israeli occupation. The report should awaken the 
conscience of all peoples to whom the freedom of the 
individual was dear. 

17. it would be difficult for the Israeli leaders and official 
Umted Nations 1epresentatives to evade the facts rn the 
Special Committee's report. They could not deny even the 
few cases of crimes against the Arab population which were 
adduced in the report. 

18. During the recent debates held in the Committee on 
the question of Palestme refugees, the Israeli representative 
had tned to Justify all the oppressive measures against the 
Arab population by some supposed threat to the existence 
of IsraeL The same argument had been used the previous 
day on television by President Nixon to justify the United 
States bombing of North Vtet-Nam. But no such threat to 
security had matericlized during the twenty years of the 
existence of the State of Israel. On the contrary it was 
Israel alone, with the help, of course, of its overseas 
protectors, which had committed aggressive acts against the 
neighbouring Arab States. As a result of those wars it was 
not Israeli. but Arab territory which had been seized; all the 
false ailegations about a supposed threat to Israel's exist­
ence were used by the Zionist leaders as a justification for 
their expansionist, racist policy and the attempt at israeliz­
ahon of large areas of the Middle East. 

19. Was there not a surprising similarity between the 
policies of the ruling circles of Israel and the actions of the 
Nazis against the European countries thirty years ago'l The 
same pretexts of a supposed threat to security had been 
made both with respect to the Hitlerite attack on European 
territories and with respect to the aggressive actG of Israel 
against the Arab countries. But there was also a stnking 
likeness in the methods of dealing with the victims of the 
aggression and the population of the territory occupied by 
the aggressor. Recently the representative of Syria had 
drawn a parallel between the crimes of the Nazis, the crimes 
of the lsraeli Zionists and the mass crimes of the United 
States troops agamst the peaceful civilian population at 
Song My and My Lai. The nature of oppressive regimes was 
the ~arne everywhere. 

20. A threat to the Israeli regime could only be caused by 
the prospect of an internal break-up of the Zionist, 

dtauvinislic n~g1me and of the expans10nist policy of the 
present lsn~eli Cowrnment, si;1ce nobody was thrcateni11g 
the St;:te of I~ial'! <'S such from outside. The Zionist, 
nulitarist regime of israel wa> being mcreasingly threatened 
by the gwwing internal r~s\stance ot the Israeli workers and 
the democrc.ttc forces m the c0untry. The L>raeli wmkers 
had to pay very deariy for the military operat;ons of the 
Israeli troop~, and for the mainttnance for so many years of 
a permanent wa; psychosis and tens10n m the who!e Middle 
East regwn. It was no Stetet that Israel. as a result of its 
aggressiVe policy' had oecu:ne the country with the largest 
external debt. amounting m Octuber l') 70 to $2,800 
million; and $5 milli0r: was to be added t,J the debt. To 
cover that Liebt the Israeli State wo11ld require from each 
family $1.968 iu taxe~. The wJr agam~t the Arab States also 
io•Jolved human victims :nnGng +he lordeli people itself in 
addition to the increasing m.1tencl difficulties. That was the 
real threat to Israel. Not some external threat from the 
Arab States, but zionism it~,elf, ;,nd the expansionist policy 
of the present regjroe, was the rno;;t dangerous enemy of 
the I~raeli people. 

21. He1 delegation was convinced that the internal restst­
ance of the Israel! workers, togethe1 with the just n~tional 
liberation struggle of the Arab ~'eoples agamst the regime of 
the pro-tmperialt&t Government of Israel, Wd~ one of the 
most hop,;ful factors for a just po!itical settlement of the 
whole Middle East Gur:flicL 

22. In that respect tbt Special Comm1ttee 's report was a 
valuable contribution to the joint s1ruggle of the peoples of 
the M1ddle E:1~t to iwple1!1ent Security Council resolution 
242 ( 1967) by es.;ablishing a j:.~st peace and lasting co­
operation among tb'm on the basis of mutu~l respect and 
avoidance oi tlw use of force in the settlement of disputes. 
Her delegatiOI1 ·:onsiderecl t!t~t draf< resolution A/SPC / 
L.201 would pt•Jmole the impl<·memation of Secunty 
Council resoiut10n 242 ( 1 9o 7; and therefore would >'Ote 
for It. 

23. ML HOVEYDA Or<tn) said that the report of the 
Special Comrr.ittee rewrded a proc~ssion of misfortunes 
characteristic of war. Hie, delegation was g.;eved that the 
territories of its Arab brothers were still under military 
occupation despite Security Council resolution 242 ( 1967). 
As early as 7 Jnne 1967, ,he ruler of hrs country had 
declared that the time when couni rie~ could occupy and 
retain the territories of other count;ies had passed and that 
c.nangements Pmst t'~ made in order to return the usurped 
territories as soon as po~s1bie. 

2"~. The emphasis in t!Je debate on the p;-,)\Jlern in the 
Special Politic~<! Conmuttce uiflereo from that in debates in 
the General Assemhly. While the Asst'mbly stressed the 
politicai asp~ec.ts of the MidJle Ea~t problem, the Com­
mittee was dealing with purely humamtarian questions. !t 
was imperative that the prindpl\:s cont:uned in the Uni­
versal Declaration of Human Rights and the pertmcnt 1949 
Geneva Convention ~hculd t•~ applied. Respect for human 
rights was essential for the equilibrium and progress of the 
whole of the iut.crnational community. It could 11ot, 
however, he forgotten that the denial of human nghts w~.s a 
consequem:e of occupation and could only be rectified by 
termination of that occupation in accordance with the 
rekvant decisions of the United Nations. Every effort must 
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be made to Implement Security Council resolution 
242 (1967) which provided the framework for a solution to 
the situation resulting from the 1967 conflict. His delega­
tion had supported the resumption of the mission of the 
Special Representative of the Secretary-General and be­
lieved that every effort should be made to ensure that 
Ambassador Jarring could resume his mission in the very 
near future. Furthermore, pending an over-all solution to 
the problem. the United Nations should do its utmost to 
alleviate the consequences of the 1967 war, particularly in 
the occupied territories. 

.L5. His delegation would vote for draft resolution A/SPC / 
L.201, which was of a humanitarian nature, as it had voted 
for similar draft resolutions in other organs of the United 
Nations. 

26. Miss DINCER (Turkey) said that she wished to join 
those who had expressed their appreciation to the Special 
Committee for the way it had accomplished its difficult 
task in the most unfavourable circumstances. Turkey had 
voted for General Assembly resolution 2443 (XXIII) by 
which the Special Con~mittee had been established. 

27. Since June 196 7. in all its official pronouncements the 
Turkish Government had stated its refusal to recognize 
territorial a':quisition through the use of force and had 
cor1demnerl J srael's a !tempts to change the status of 
Jerusalem through faits accomplis. rt considered that 
lsr~el's ocr:upation of Arab territories and its non­
compliance with United Nations re~olutions consituted a 
serious threat to international peace and security. The main 
objective of the intrrnational community should be to 
establish a jn~t and lasting peace, which was the surest 
guarantee of human nghts. Jt therefore deplored Israel's 
refusal to co-cperate with the Special Committee and 
hoped that co-operation would be forthcoming in the m·ar 
future. 

28. It fully supported the recommendations of the Spec!31 
Committee and. in particular, the conclusions that the 
fundamental violation of human rights lay in the very fact 
of occupation and that the 1deal manner in which violations 
would cease would clearly he by the termination of the 
occupation it~elf(A/R089. para. 146). 

29. Her dt'legation considered that there was an urgent 
need for a workable mechanism for safeguarding the human 
rights of the populations of the occupied territories and 
considered that the rights of the innocent people living 
under military ocr:upation was a matter for international 
concern. It was essential to find a solution to the problem 
in order io put an end to the suffering of those who had 
been E'Victed frow their homes and were living under 
[oreign occt;pation. 

30. Mr. LORCH (!srael) said that at the 748th meeting his 
delegation had fuily explained its position with regard to 
the Special Committee. During its deliberations the Com­
mittee had heard many statements in support of the Special 
Committee. The number of favourable statements merely 
reflected rhe fact that the league of Arab States had 
fourteen members which of course supported the Special 
Committee and that the Soviet bloc had 10 votes in the 
United Nations and would support anything which was 

damaging to Israel. Other countries, such as Iran, main­
tained special relations with the Arab States and would 
therefore vote along with the Arabs against Israel. The 
abundance of praise from such sources might cast doubts 
on the impartiality of the Committee. Furthermore, whilst 
there might be safety in numb'.!rs. it was sometimes the lone 
voice which spoke the truth. 

31. No one had attempted to contradict the contents of 
his statement at the 748th meeting. No one had claimed 
that the representat: ve of Somalia, whose country was at 
war with Israel, could be objective about his enemies or 
that the representatives of Ceylon and Yugoslavia could be 
impartial. No one had denied that the procedure adopted 
by the Special Committee was unacceptable by all inter­
national standards, or that the Special Committee had 
suppressed evidence which was favourable towards Israel 
and accepted as sacrosanct evidence which was false. His 
delegation therefore stood by the conclusions it had 
reached at the 748th meeting that the composition of the 
Special Committee was biased and partial, that its pro­
cedure would be unacceptable to ;my court of law and that 
any resolution embodying its politically biased recom­
mendations was unacceptable. 

32. Those countnes which were at war with Israel would 
support the recommendations and the prolongation of the 
mandate of the Special Committee. and use them as a 
weapon against Israel in the Arab propaganda war. He 
would however appeal to other States to consider carefully 
whether blanket acceptance of such recommendations and 
of the perpetuation of the Special Committee were in the 
best interests of human rights and the United Nations itself. 
If they did not feel that human rights were best served by 
blind acceptance of allegations and that it was in the 
interests of human rights for an evidently biased body to 
continue in existence, they should have the courage of their 
convictiuns and vote against the draft resolution rather than 
merely abstain. 

33. His delegation had never clmmed that occupation was 
pleasant or that the Israeli authorities were faultless. Yet 
the way to end occupatiOn was not by contributing to Arab 
propaganda. The occupation would automaticnlly cease to 
e'ist when the conflict was settled and just and lasting 
peace established. Members of the Committee should not 
create a climate of hatred and acrimony between Jews and 
Arabs but should promote understanding and wil!mgness to 
negoliate and co-exist. Extension of the mandate of the 
Special Committee and acceptan~e o~ its rrcommendations 
did not contribute to that cause. 

34. Mr. SAYEGH (Kuwait) said that the d1aft resolution 
under consideration recalled the binding international 
instruments and principles and resolutions of the United 
Nations. It further called for the continuation of the 
investigation of practices of which there was primo facie 
evidence and sought to provide the General Assembly with 
an opportunity to examine the results of forthcoming 
investigations. In the meantime it called upon Israel to 
co-operate with the investigation machine1y and to comply 
with the international conventions to which it was a party 
and with the Univcis:li Declaration of Human Rights which 
laid down the general standards for civilized conduct. It 
also required it to ensure the application of those standards 
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to the case at hand and to comply with the recommenda­
tions of the Special Committee, which were based on those 
standards. 

35. The representative of Israel had argued that praise 
from certain groups of delegations was in itself a condemna­
tion of the Special Committee. For his part, he wished to 
remind the Committee that it was not those delegations 
which had praised the Special Committee that stood before 
the international community accused of violations of 
international law and human rights but the State of Israel. 
Furthermore, in accordance with the logic of the repre­
sentative of Israel it also followed that condemnation of the 
Special Committee by Israel was tantamount to genuine 
praise. 

36. The findings of the Special Committee were cor­
roborated by and in turn corroborated those of other 
international groups such as the Special Working Group of 
Experts of the Commission on Human Rights, UNRWA, the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, Amnesty 
International and the National Council of the Churches of 
Christ in the United States of America. The Israeli 
representative's condemnation of the work of the Special 
Committee thus constituted a defiance of the entire 
international community. 

37. He therefore wished to address an appeal to the silent 
segment of the Committee. He fully recognized the right to 
silence and the reason for the silence of many delegations, 
but stressed that they had been challenged by Israel. Their 
silence had been interpreted either as approval of the 
practices of Israel in the territories which it occupied, as 
lack of interest in the human rights of the civilians in those 
territories or as disapproval of the principle of investigation 
of suspect practices. It was also construed as disapproval of 
the Special Committee, its mandate-which had been 
decided by the General Assembly-Its composition-which 
had been approved by Members of the United Nations-and 
its methodology. He therefore urged members to take part 
in the vote on the draft resolution, and by so doing, to 
express their positions. It was impossible to be uninterested 
in human rights. The entire philosophy of the United 
Nations was that, if the machinery for safeguarding human 
rights was still defective and so long as it was not possible 
to uphold the human rights of all mankind, at least it was 
necessary to turn the spotlight on situatiom where viola­
tions of human rights occurred. Members should therefore 
support the principle of investigating alleged violations of 
human rights. 

38. Furthermore, many of those who had remained silent 
had experienced foreign occupation either in a classical 
colonial guise or, as far as the European countries were 
concerned, during the Second World War. They were in a 
position to understand the task of the Special Committee. 
In particular, the European nations should reaffirm their 
adherence to the convictions which, following the Second 
World War, had prompted them to rally to the diplomatic 
conference from which the Geneva Conventions of 1949 
had issued. Their purpose in so doing had been to build an 
international order in which the experiences of the Second 
World War could not be repeated. If they did not now show 
the same concern for the fate of the Palestinians, they 
would stand accused of discrimination and prejudice. 

39. He fully agreed with the representative of Israel that 
members should take an active part in the vote on draft 
resolution A/SPC/L.201. They should vote in such a way as 
to endorse the principles of human rights, the sanctity of 
international conventions and the duty of the United 
Nations to investigate violations of both. 

40. Mr. LORCH (Israel), speaking in exercise of the right 
of reply, said that he would not reply fully to the attempt 
made to identify an abstention from voting or a negative 
vote on the draft resolution with a lack of interest in 
human rights. Those who were really interested in human 
rights should do all they could to respect the human rights 
of all those in the area of conflict, instead of identifying 
themselves with one side. The representative of Kuwait had 
not referred to the many recommendations of the Special 
Committee, which included a call to Israel w desist from a 
number of non-existent practices, and to carry aut the 
provisions of Security Council resolution 242 (1967), 
which the report misquoted and distorted. He wished to 
point out to the fairminded members of the Committee 
that Israel was applying the provisions of the fourth Geneva 
Convention; that was shown by the testimony of 
Mr. Claude Pilloud of the International Committee of the 
Red Cross, in document A/AC.I45/RT.36. Israel had 
reserved its position concerning the application of the 
Convention, on formal and legitimate grounds, and 
f\1r. Pilloud, when asked if that reservation interfered with 
the application of the Convention, or with the functions of 
his Committee in relation to the Convention, had replied 
that the Convention was, with minimal reservations, re­
spected by Israel. He regretted that the Red Cross should be 
dragged into an acrimonious dispLtte, but it had already 
been referred to in the draft resoluhon. The Red Cross had, 
deservedly, the respect of all parties to the conflict. 

41. Mr. TOMEH (Syria), speaking in exercise of the right 
of reply, said that part of his country was now occupied by 
Israel, which was sufficient justification for his wish to 
reply to Colonel Lorch. He used the military title advisedly, 
as he wished to introduce Colonel Lorch to the Special 
Political Committee as a military historian, and as the 
author of a book containing an account of a plan for 
applying pressure in order to expel the Arab population 
from upper Palestine in 1948. Colonel Lorch, as a historian, 
should have read Nos. 113 and 114 of the Intem<Jtional 
Review of the Red Cross, published by the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, for August and September 
1970 respectively, to which he himself had refeiTed at the 
747th meeting. Everything in them substantiated what the 
Special Committee had said in its report. The representative 
of Kuwait had referred to a number of other reports by 
international bodies corroborating the many crimes of 
Israel in violating human rights. In No. 113 of the above­
mentioned Review, the International Committee for the 
Red Cross has said that, in connexion with article 49 of the 
fourth Geneva Convention, the International Committee 
delegation had tried, as early as 1967, to stop pressure 
being exerted to force the Arab inhabitants of the Golan 
heights to leave them for other parts of Syria. He appealed 
both to the Committee, and to Colonel Lorch as a 
historian, to read those documents. Colonel Lorch had 
claimed that the practices Israel was asked to desist from 
were non-existent; the speaker referred to paragraph 1 of 
Security Council resolution 237 (1967), calling on Israel to 
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ensure the safety of the inhabitants where military opera­
tiOns had taken place and facilitate the return of those who 
had fled the areas, and pointed out that that resolution had 
been adopted unanimously by all the members of the 
Security Council. Since then General Assembly resolutions 
2252 (ES-V) and 2452 A (XXIII) had been adopted, both 
by over 100 votes. Israel's statement was merely a cynical 
attempt to draw attention away from the violation of 
human rights for which it was being called to account. 

42. Mr. SAYEGH (Kuwait), speaking in exercise of the 
right of reply, said that, if the practices that the Special 
Committee's recommendations called on Israel to desist 
from were indeed non-existent, then it was to Israel's 
advantage to co-operate with that international investigative 
body to prove as much. The investigation was not for or 
against Israel, but purely for the truth. Furthermore, he 
asked how the Israeli representative's statement that Israel 
was complying with the Geneva Conventions could be 
reconciled with the admission of his superiors that the 
occupation authorities had deported civilians from the 
occupied territories, had destroyed property, had imposed 
collective punishment, and had built settlements in oc­
cupied territory, all in violation of the Geneva Conventions. 

43. Mr. LORCH (Israel), speaking in exercise of the right 
of reply. said that the question that the Committee must 
decide at its next meeting was whether to extend the 
mandate of a committee consisting of one country that had 
declared itself at war with Israel, and two countries that 
had adopted a position directly opposed to that of IsraeL 
one of them, in fact, having said that Israel should cease to 
exist. The question was whethe- the continued existense of 
such a body served the cause of human rights and of the 
United Nations. 

44. Mr. SAYEGH (Kuwait), speaking in exercise of the 
right of reply, said that Israel had refused to co-operate 
with other bodies of different composition, and had 
announced that it would not co-operate w1th the Special 
Committee before its composition was known; Israel had 
also said it would not recognize the Secretary-General's 
representative even before he had been appointed. Thus the 
question was not the composition of the Special Com­
mittee, but the fact that Israel refused to accept the 
principle of international scrutiny of its behaviour in the 
occupied territories where it was bound to comply with the 
international instruments to which it was a party. 

The meeting rose at 1.10 p.m. 


