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FOURTEEN HUNDRED AND EIGHTEENTH MEETING 

Held in New York on Wednesday, 1 May 1968, at 3 p.m. 

President: Lord CARADON 
(United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland), 

Present: The representatives of the following States: 
Algeria, Brazil, Canada, China, Denmark, Ethiopia, France, 
Hungary, India, Pakistan, Paraguay, Senegal, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern IreIand and United States of America. 

Provisional agenda (S/Agenda/l41 g/Rev.l) 

1. Adoption of the agenda. 

2. The situation in the Middle East: 
(n) Letter dated 25 April 1968 from the Permanent 

Representative of Jordan addressed to the President 
of the Security Council (S/8560); 

(b) Report of the Secretary-General under General 
Assembly resolution 2254 (ES-V) relating to Jeru- 
salem (S/8146). 

Expression of thanks to the retiring President 

1. The PRESIDENT: First of all, I wish on behalf of all 
members of the Council to express our gratitude to 
Ambassador Malik. We thank him for the able and 
impressive way in which he has conducted our deliberations 
during April. He has done so with robust vigour and 
forthright directness, qualities which we expect from his 
proud native land of the Ukraine, It is a privilege to succeed 
him, and I am very glad to do so on the first of May, a day 
of special significance to all socialists, a very good day for 
one socialist to hand over to another. It will be my humble 
endeavour to live up to the standards which he has SO 
signally set. 

2. It has always been a comfort to me in this Council to be 
so well supported on the right and on the left. If I want 
conservative advice, I can turn to the distinguished Soviet 
Ambassador on my right, knowing there is nothing so 
soundly conservative as a good Communist. If I want to 
refer to the highest liberal traditions, I can turn to 
Ambassador Goldberg on my left. I am particularly glad 
that in this month I can continue to do so, in spite of the 
sad news that Ambassador Goldberg will soon be leaving US. 

3. Before we become immersed in the business of the day, 
allow me to say a very respectful word about Ambassador 
Goldberg’s contribution here at the United Nations. He 
came to us from the calm cool of the Supreme Court. He 
did not despise the descent into the confused heat of the 
arena of international controversy. It was a courageous 
decision. A resignation from the, Supreme Court is the 

nearest thing they have in this country to the renunciation 
of a peerage, in mine. He came to us with the highest 
reputation, from the highest judicial position in his coun- 
try, and here, in the turmoil of our disputes and conflicts, 
he has added to that enviable reputation. 

4. I would not wish to miss this opportunity to say today 
that those of us who have worked day by day with 
Mr. Goldberg greatly respect his persistence and his fairness. 
It would be impudent for me to enlarge on his qualities, his 
skill as a negotiator, his perseverance as a conciliator, and 
his wisdom as a Judge. We have been privileged to work 
with an outstanding American who has brought to our 
labours and our relations three gifts all too rare in public 
life: the gift of magnanimity, the gift of devotion to 
principle, and the gift of generosity and friendship. We 
mourned his great predecessor, we shall welcome his 
experienced successor, and we shall sorely miss him. I 
extend to him my most sincere affection and admiration. 

5 r Mr. GOLDBERG (United States of America): Mr. Presi- 
dent, the more than generous tribute that you have just 
pronounced means more to me than I can say or adequately 
respond to. In attempting to respond to it, I believe I must 
address not one person but three. 

6. First, I must address my dear personal friend Lord 
Caradon, whom I got to know when I came to this Council 
three years ago and whose wisdom and kindness and 
optimism have sustained and cheered me during many a 
difficult time. Let me express my warm thanks to you, Sir, 
and the hope that my departure from the United Nations 
will not require me and my wife to depart from the 
pleasure of your friendship and that of your charming and 
beautiful wife. 

7. Next, I must address the distinguished representative of 
the United Kingdom. Let me say how much I have iearned 
to admire the outstanding service which I have seen you, 
Sir, render in this Council, not only to your great country, 
to which, as the world knows, my country is bound by the 
strongest ties of common tradition and affection, but also 
to the Council itself in all its work. I am sure I can speak 
for every member of the Council when I say that all of us 
have benefited and learned ftom your diplomatic skill, your 
wisdom, your kindly wit-which you have again displayed 
today-your sense of proportion and, always, your unfail- 
ingly generous and patient disposition. You, Mr. President, 
as the representative of your country, have truly set an 
example for all of us as a model of what a United Nations 
dipIomat ideally should be. 

8. And finally, Mr. President, I must, in response, address 
a few words to you in your capacity as President of the 

.’ 
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Security Council. The fact that you said what you did from 
that Chair means a great deal to me additionally. Above and 
beyond the differences between Governments which it is 
our duty to try to harmonize, I have in three years learned 
that we have at this Council table a tradition of mutual 
forbearance and mutual respect, developed over the years in 
the service of the Charter. There is here, although some- 
times the world does not recognize it sufficiently, a sense of 
common purpose to subdue the conflicts of nations to the 
Charter’s great purposes. I profoundly believe in that 
tradition and that sense of common purpose and I believe it 
is one of the great, priceless possessions of the world 
community in this troubled age; indeed, I believe the 
common purpose which is developed in this Council is one 
of our best hopes for the future, for our children and our 
children’s children, 

9. I have been privileged to serve in the company of able 
colleagues here in the Council and at the United Nations, 
and I shall always regard it as one of the highest privileges 
of my life. It has been an equally high privilege to serve 
with our Secretary-General, who sets an example for all of 
us and for all those who have been recruited in the great 
tradition of the international civil service to serve the cause 
of peace. 

10. I shall be leaving here at the end of the month,‘but 
your remarks, Mr. President, have called forth from me this 
expression of goodwill to all of my colleagues here. I 
sincerely wish them Godspeed in the most difficult task in 
which they are engaged, the task of bringing nearer to 
fruition the great goals of the Charter. 

11. I thank you again most profoundly, Mr. President, 

Adoption of the agenda 

12. The PRESIDENT: I call on the representative of 
Algeria on a point of order. 

13. Mr. BOUATTOURA (Algeria) (translated porn 
French): Before I explain the point of order which my 
delegation wishes to raise, perhaps you will allow the 
representative of a young socialist revolution to join our 
President, himself a democrat and socialist, in paying a 
tribute to the distinguished representative of the socialist 
October Revolution. 

14. My delegation is also happy to greet you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, on the occasion of your taking that office. We have 
no doubt that under your enlightened and good-humoured 
direction we shall make considerable progress in the many 
tasks with which the Security Council will have to cope 
during the month of May. 

15. My delegation would like to draw the Council’s 
attention to the fact that the provisional agenda, as it 
appears in document S/Agenda/l418/Rev.l dated 30 April 
1968, includes the letter dated 25 April 1968 /S/&i601 
from the Permanent Representative of Jordan addressed to 
the President of the Security Council. The last paragraph of 
that letter calls for an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council to consider the situation in Jerusalem and to take 
effective measures to remedy that situation. 
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16. At the last meeting of the Security Council [1417th 
meeting/, following a request for clarification from the 
Algerian delegation, the President said that at our next 
meeting-the meeting we are now holding-the Council 
would take up the entire question of Jerusalem as requested 
by the Jordanian representative. 

17. Referring to resolution 2254 (ES-V), adopted by the 
General Assembly at its fifth emergency special session on 
14 July 1967, I see that paragraph 3 “requests the 
Secretary-General to report to the Security Council and the 
General Assembly”. That report of the Secretary-General 
appears in document S/8146 of 12 September 1967. 
Accordingly, my delegation wonders whether it would not 
be appropriate for the Council to include in its agenda the 
Secretary-General’s report I have just mentioned, which was 
submitted in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 
2254 (ES-V). 

18. The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of 
Algeria first of all for his kindly reference to myself, and 1 
refer to the proposal which he has put before us, which is in 
regard to the report of the Secretary-General [S/8146] 
under General Assembly resolution 2254 (ES-V) relating to 
Jerusalem. As the representative of Algeria has made clear, 
the Secretary-General was requested to report both to the 
Security Council and to the General Assembly on the 
situation in Jerusalem, and Mr. Thalmann’s report was duly 
circulated accordingly. 

19. I would, therefore, wish to consult the Council on the 
proposal which the representative of Algeria has put before 
us; and specifically to inquire whether any objection is 
raised to adding to our agenda the report to which he 
referred? if there is no comment from members of the 
Council, I shall take it that there is no objection to the 
addition to the agenda which has been proposed. 

The agenda, as amended, was adopted. 

The situation in the Middle East: 
(al letter dated 25 April 1968 from the Permanent 

Representative of Jordawaddressed to the President of 
the Security Council (S/8560); 

161 Report of the Secretary-General under General 
Assemble resolution 2254 (ES-V) relating to Jerusalem 
(S/8146) 

20. The PRESIDENT: In accordance with the decision 
taken previously I propose now, with the consent of the 
Council, to invite the representatives of Jordan and Israel to 
take places at the Council table in order to participate, 
without the right to vote, in the Council’s discussion. 

At the invitation of the President, Mr. M. H. El-Farra 
(Jordan) and Mr. Y. Tekoah (Israel) took places at the 
Council table. 

21. The PRESIDENT: The Council will now continue its 
consideration of the question before it, The first speaker is 
the representative of Jordan, on whom I nob call. 

22. Mr. EL-FARRA (Jordan): We are gathered here today 
to consider the situation in Jerusalem and the continued 



Israeli violations of United Nations resolutions. My Govern- 
ment has requested me, as a matter of urgency, to inform 
the Council that it has irrefutable evidence that the Israeli 
authorities are intent on going ahead with their military 
display in Jerusalem, in defiance of resolution 250 (1968) 
adopted by the Council on Saturday, 27 April 1968. 

23. This intention has already been made clear to the 
Council by Mr. Tekoah and by the fact that on Monday last 
a full-dress rehearsal of the military parade intended for 
Thursday was held in Jerusalem. The parade went over the 
nine-kilometre route as all roads into the city were closed, 
Moreover, Israel openly rejected the Council resolution 
250 (1968) unanimously adopted last Saturday which 
called upon Israel to refrain from holding its military 
demonstration in Jerusalem. That rejection was confirmed 
in a letter sent to the Secretary-General by the Foreign 
Minister of Israel. 

24. My Government is still hoping that the Security 
Council will take adequate steps to remedy the new 
situation created as a result of the utter contempt shown by 
the Israeli authorities for the Council’s decision. We come 
to the Council because we have all faith and confidence in 
the United Nations, and in the Security Council which is 
primarily responsible for the maintenance of peace and 
security. We have confidence in our able and dedicated 
Secretary-General. We therefore appeal to the Council to do 
everything possible to prevent further deterioration of an 
already explosive situation. We appeal to the Sec-etary- 
General to use his authority to stop the Israeli demonstra- 
tion of military force in the City of the Prince of Peace. I 
urge you, Mr. President, on behalf not only of my 
Government but of my people, to use your authority and 
put your weight behind another attempt to emphasize to 
Israel the dangerous consequences of the course it is now 
following in utter contempt of world public opinion and 
United Nations authority. 

25. Three days have passed since the Council unanimously 
adopted its resolution calling upon Israel to refrain from 
holding its military demonstration in Jerusalem. The Israeli 
rejection of that decision makes it very clear: first, that 
Israel is deliberately and with premeditation obstructing all 
peaceful efforts which, according to our Secretary-General, 
were going forward to find a peaceful settlement of the 
problems in the area; second, that the Israel authorities are 
intentionally and with malice aggravating tension and 
cultivating a situation fraught with danger; third, that the 
Israeli authorities arrogantly and with contempt defy and 
undermine the authority of the Security Council; fourth, 
that the Israeli authorities, which invaded Arab territories 
and in a sneak attack occupied Arab lands, are now turning 
to declare war against the Security Council, the Charter of 
the United Nations, its values, and everything called law 
and order. 

26. Until the creation of Israel in 1948 by the United 
Nations itself, at the expense of the Arab people of 
Palestine, it was hardly thought possible that any conduct 
contemptuous of the Organization, the rule of law and the 
norms of morality and decency would be allowed to prevail 
with impunity. Yet all this has been and still is the general 
pattern characterizing the behaviour of Israel throughout its 

twenty years of existence. Israel, which the Zionists have 
established to tell the Jews of the world that they do not 
belong to any community or owe allegiance to any country 
except a Jewish State, has never lived up to the Charter 
obligations of a Member State. Its responses to the United 
Nations recommendations and resolutions on Palestine have 
consistently ranged from utter deceit to outright defiance 
and contempt, depending each time on the circumstances 
of the particular situation. 

27. The New York Times in its editorial yesterday quite 
rightly. said that “Thursday may become a day of sorrow 
for Israel’s friends abroad if the Israelis persist in their plan 
to parade through East Jerusalem in defiance of the 
resolution unanimously adopted last weekend by the 
United Nations Security Council”. Yes, Thursday will be a 
day of sorrow for the friends of Israel. We emphasize the 
point that those friends share the responsibility for what is 
happening because to a great extent they helped bring 
about a situation which is now creating a tragic atmosphere 
in the City of the Prince of Peace. The City of Jerusalem 
was always a centre of peace, spiritual values and inspira- 
tion for all faiths and all nations. Now it is a base for 
military demonstrations and provocations. With the rum- 
bling of tanks, roaring of planes and arrogant display of 
brute force, which is most regrettable, the friends of Israel 
are expected to take more effective steps to help the 
Council remedy this most unfortunate situation and help 
genuinely-and I underline the words “help genuinely”-to 
bring peace to the land of peace. 

28. Surely, we agree with The New York Times that unIess 
the contemplated Israeli provocation is stopped, Thurs- 
day-tomorrow-will be a day of sorrow for every friend of 
Israel, because Israel is indeed embarrassing its friends. It is 
not enough to call the day on which Israel carries out its 
military demonstration in defiance of Security Council 
resolution 250 (1968) a day of sorrow: it should be called a 
day of examination of conscience. 

29. Mr. Tekoah went so far as to claim that the Israeli 
demonstration of military force on 2 May will be shared by 
men of goodwill everywhere. Undoubtedly the world 
abounds with men of goodwill who cherish peace and 
uphold the cause of justice. In this very Chamber the 
representatives of more than three quarters of the popula- 
tion of the world have opposed the subjugation of the City 
of Jerusalem. But the Israelis do not mind distorting 
everything to serve their political ends. To them, whatever 
is in harmony with their objectives is right and accepted 
and whatever is in discord with them is wrong and rejected, 
even if all mankind thinks otherwise. 

30. The Arabs have now been the custodians of the Holy 
Places, including the Jewish Holy Places, for many cen- 
turies, and until the Zionists came to spread their false and 
sIanderous allegations there was no cause for complaint. 

iI. In 1854. when the Crimean War broke out, feuding 
church groups entrusted the keys to the Church ofthe Holy 
Sepulchre, which is the site of Christ’s crucifixion and 
burial and is holy to all Christiandom, to a Moslem Arab 
family, the Nusseibah family. The Nusseibahs have kept 
that trust with the continued consent of all churches to the 
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present day. That is the same Nusseibah family of Jerusa- 
lem of which Mr. Tekoah said on 27 April when speaking of 
the Arab women demonstrating in Jerusalem against the 
Israeli military demonstration: “Some of them, like Miss 
Saidi Nusseibah, sent especially for that purpose from the 
east bank by the Jordanian authorities” /141&h meeting, 
para. 801. The keys to the Holy Sepulchre are still 
entrusted to Moslems, to the Nusseibah family, which 
comes from Jerusalem and not from the east bank. I have 
pictures here of the demonstration to which Mr. Tekoah 
referred, saying that only fifty women had participated, 
with the leader coming from Amman. With your permis- 
sion, Mr. President, I should like those pictures to be made 
available to the members of the Council so that they can 
see for themselves what the demonstrators went through, 
the acts of persecution, the part played by Israeli force, in 
the city of peace. Those pictures also show the signs carried 
by the ladies of Jerusalem. Members of the Council are 
entitled to look at those pictures and compare them with 
the figures given by Mr. Tekoah the other day. I have them 
available here.1 

32. The King-Crane Commission, sent by President Wilson 
of the United States to carry out an investigation on the 
spot of the question of who was the most eligible 
custodian, stated: 

“With the best possible intentions, it may be doubted 
whether the Jews could possibly seem to either Christians 
or Moslems proper guardians of the holy places, or 
custodians of the Holy Land as a whole. The reason is 
this: the places which are most sacred to Christians-those 
having to do with Jesus-and which are also sacred to 
Moslems, are not only not sacred to Jews, but abhorrent 
to them. It is simply impossible, under those circum- 
stances, for Moslems and Christians to feel satisfied to 
have these places in Jewish hands, or under the custody 
of Jews. There are still other places about which Moslems 
must have the same feeling. In fact, from this point of 
view, the Moslems, just because the sacred places of all 
three religions are sacred to them, have made very 
naturally much more satisfactory custodians of the holy 
places than the Jews could be.“2 

In that finding by a responsible American Commission sent 
by President Wilson of the United States lies the answer to 
the Israel allegations. Is that finding of the Commission 
sufficient to put an end to all the Israeli distortions and 
fabrications? 

33. Israeli behaviour and irresponsible practices all along 
have created this tragic story of Jerusalem today. The Holy 
City of Jerusalem echoing the tread of the Zionist armed 
forces: that is the situation the Council tried to prevent by 
unanimously adopting resolution 2.50 (1968) o? 27 April, 
And although Mr. Tekoah, as well as his Foreigg Minister, 
has rejected the resolution outright we still entertain the 
hope that the Israeli authorities will be prevailed upon, 

1 See document S/PV.1418/Add.l. 
2 See United States Department of State, Papers Relating to the 

Foreign Relations of the United States: The Paris Peace Conference 
1919, vol. XII (Washington, DC., Government sprinting Office, 
19471, p. 794. 

particularly through the good offices of the Security 
Council and the Secretary-General, to refrain from holding 
their military demonstration in Jerusalem. Israel has per- 
sisted in its rejection of the resolution and, as on previous 
occasions, has not responded to the Council’s call or heeded 
its pleas. Instead, tanks and other heavy vehicles have been 
rumbling through the streets of Jerusalem, since the 
beginning of this week, in preparation for the big display of 
Israel’s potential for aggression. It is now an accepted fact 
that the military display will take place in Jerusalem 
tomorrow, despite the Council’s call for its cancellation, 1s 
this to be allowed to pass with impunity, or will the 
Council face up to its obligations under Chapter VII of the 
Charter, which was intended specifically to cope with such 
brazen acts of defiance of the rule of law and the United 
Nations? 

34. The attention not only of Jordan, not only of the 
Arab States, not only of the Christian and Moslem worlds, 
not only of the small Powers, but also of peoples all around 
the world is now focused on you. Whether Security Council 
resolutions are to be taken seriously or not will depend on 

your decision. 

35. Israel obviously sees no room for United Nations 
peaceful efforts in the area and its representative in the 
United Nations has clearly stated that it would not tolerate 
any interference in Jerusalem, which it already considers as 
a matter of internal jurisdiction. 

36. In July 1967, Israel did not feel that the time had 
come to declare openly the annexation of Jerusalem and 
informed the Assembly that the steps that had been taken 
related to nothing more than the integration necessary to 
secure administrative measures designed to render to the 
Arab inhabitants services such as water, electricity, civic 
co-operation, social welfare and education. On 27 April 
1968, some nine months later, Mr. Tekoah unveiled more 
completely the true intention of his Government and 
warned the Council not to intervene in Jerusalem as such a 
measuf&‘would be construed as intervention in the internal 
affairs of Israel. Naturally we did not believe the representa- 
tive of Israel last July, and we warned the Assembly of this 
Israeli deceit &d policy of gradual expansion. We did that 
because we are very familiar with Israeli tactics of attaining 
their objectives in stages. 

37. At one time the Zionist leaders declared their inten- 
tion was, in the words of the Balfour Declaration, limited 
to a national home for the Jewish people in Palestine, 
without prejudice to the rights of the lawful inhabitants. 
Once that step had been taken, the Zionists unfolded yet 
another page of their sinister programme and a new 
demand, for a Jewish State, was made. They were content, 
they said, with partition. When that step was attained they 
worked f’or a third stage of their expansion. Thus they 
encroached on more lands and expelled more people. 
Today’s stage involves, Jerusalem, a question which the 
Security Council is now considering. Through Jerusalem the 
Israelis aim at strengthening their hold on the whole west 
bank of Jordan. They have already enlarged the Jerusalem 
area through legislation to include several Arab villages and 
areas in order to provide more land for Jewish settlements. 
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38. The facts of the case are well established, and a 
conclusion should not be hard to reach. However, we feel 
there is reluctance on the part of some Powers in 
attempting to help the Council take adequate measures. 

39. We of Jordan are of the opinion, which is shared by 
marry Members of the United Nations, that such reluctance 
is unwarranted and damaging to the prestige and authority 
of our Organization. What are the reasons for this reluc- 
tance, or, to use a better expression, sheer inaction? It 
cannot be argued that it was dictated by practical wisdom. 
It cannot be argued that the reason is concern for the 
success of the mission of Mr. Jarring, which is being used 
time and again as a screen to conceal certain aims and 
intentions, Obviously it is not the Jarring mission, nor is it 
practical wisdom, which causes the inaction of certain 
Powers, Plainly and simply, it is political expediency which 
is followed, unfortunately, without regard to legitimate 
Arab rights. 

40. My country has declared from the outset that it will 
lend all its support to help in the success of Mr. Jarring’s 
efforts to bring peace and security to the area. Conse- 
quently we have refrained and continue to refrain from any 
action that would jeopardize any peaceful attempts in the 
area. To strengthen Mr. Jarring’s hand will require, espe- 
cially of the big Powers, ensuring that no violation takes 
place in Jerusalem which would lead to a change of the 
sptus quo in Jerusalem, and as such violate the United 
Nations resolutions. Indeed, failure to take positive action 
is one sure way to undermine the Jarring mission. The 
Council’s inaction will certainly play into the hands of the 
Israelis and help the Israeli authorities to impose their 
military solution. 

41. Let me reiterate that the Foreign Minister of Israel has 
submitted a letter which reveals Israel’s complete departure 
from all the positions taken by members around this table, 
reflecting the unanimous sentiment in the Council. None of 
the members who spoke failed to refer to the provocative 
nature of the parade, The United States and Brazil, which 
did not speak at the last meeting, supported resolution 
250 (1968) and therefore endorsed all the findings of the 
Council. We are grateful that there was unanimity in the 
Council. That being the case, how can this demonstration 
of the power of the Israelis be interpreted other than their 
intention to further the impression of their conquest, to 
boast of their military victory and defiance of religious 
values? It is certainly not a thanksgiving ceremony but a 
crude military victory parade. What difference is there 
between this and the parade of the Nazi troops in Vienna in 
March 1938 after the occupation of Austria, intended to 
further the impression of conquest-both aimed at demon- 
strating crude military victory and both condemned, 
denounced and deplored by world public opinion? World 
public opinion has also denounced the provocative and 
contemptuous behaviour of both movements, Zionism and 
Nazism. 

42. What could be worse than holding a strictly military 
demonstration in the very shadow of the Holy Places of the 
Old City? Most of this demonstration of power is going to 
take place tomorrow in the Old City, and the main 
reviewing stand will also be in the Old City, the Arab City 
of Jerusalem. 

43. I have dwelt on one phase of the item before the 
Council, namely, the Israeli military demonstration, be- 
cause of the new situation resulting from the Israeli refusal, 
rejection and defiance of Security Council resolution 
250 (1968). This calls for re-evaluation by the Council. 
Perhaps there is still hope for stopping the parade. Perhaps 
there is some way to prevent further deterioration of the 
situation. We shall have more to say at a later stage on the 
other phase of this item. 

44. The PRESIDENT: I call on the representative of 
Israel, 

45. Mr. TEKOAH (Israel): Mr, President, permit me to 
extend to you my delegation’s greetings and to assure you 
of our highest esteem. I should like also to express to the 
outgoing President my respect for the manner in which he 
conducted the debates in which my delegation participated. 

46. The situation in the Middle East requires understand- 
ing between the parties, not vituperation. It calls for patient 
and steadfast efforts towards peace, not for public acri- 
mony. 

47. It is in this spirit that I should like to read the ml1 text 
of the letter dated 30 April 1968 addressed by Israel’s 
Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Secretary-General: 

“I have given careful attention to your cable to me of 
27 April 1968 and to your report to the Security Council 
of 26 April (S/8561). The concern which you and 
members of the Security Council have expressed derives 
from the apprehension that the parade in Jerusalem on 
2 May 1968 may ‘aggravate tensions and have an adverse 
effect on a peaceful settlement of the problems in the 
area’. 

“The Government of Israel sincerely desires to alleviate 
tensions and to promote a peaceful settlement of the 
regional conflict, It is our considered judgement that the 
ceremony of 2 May need not, and will not, have the 
adverse effects which have been predicted in some 
quarters. We base this confidence on considerations which 
I now submit,,through you, to the understanding of the 
Security Council and of peace-loving mankind. 

“The intention to hold a ceremonial parade in Jerusa- 
lem on the anniversary of Israel’s independence has been 
a matter of public knowledge for several months. The 
plan evoked no spontaneous concern throughout the 
world. But for Jordan’s recent representations to you and 
to the Security Council this brief and moving ceremony 
would have taken its tranquil course without arousing any 
international anxiety. A study of the Jordanian represen- 
tative’s address on 27 April confirms that his Govern- 
ment’s objection is based on implacable hostility, not on 
a disinterested concern for regional peace or international 
harmony. His aim is not to alleviate tension but to create 
it. And his protest would have been registered no matter 
what form, dimensions or route the parade had taken. 
This is fully confirmed by his complaint in May 1967 in 
the different circumstances then existing. 

“A decision to hold a ceremony of thanksgiving and 
deliverance at a considerable distance from the ceasefire 



line does not violate any principle of international law. 
Such a ceremony creates no new situation. It leaves the 
position in the area unchanged. It endangers no lives. It 
injures nobody. It threatens no civic interests. And it has 
no relation to the duty of Middle Eastern States to 
negotiate agreements on the establishment of a just and 
lasting peace. 

“The innocuous nature of the ceremony does not of 
course detract from its historic scope. The past year has 
been charged with deep emotion for the citizens of 
Jerusalem. On 5 June 1967 Jordanian forces opened an 
unprovoked assault on the city’s streets and buildings 
with the aim of spreading bloodshed and havoc far and 
wide. This attack was ordered after a message hae reached 
King Hussein through a United Nations emissary propos- 
ing mutual abstention from hostilities in Jerusalem and 
elsewhere. The appeal was turned aside. From gun 
positions, sacrilegiously established in the Holy Places, 
Jordanian forces rained death and destruction on our 
streets and homes. Hundreds of our dead and wounded 
bear tragic witness to the results of this wanton assault. 
All our citizens know that their families, children and 
homes have this year been saved from the brutal 
destruction for which neighbouring Governments hoped 
and worked. For the second time within two decades 
Jordan last year attempted to convert the Holy City into 
a scene of carnage. Ancient Hebrew words come vividly 
to life: 

‘Jerusalem remembereth 
“‘In the days of Her affliction and of Her anguish 
“All Her treasures that She had 
‘%rom the days of old, 
“Now that Her people fall by the hand of the adversary, 
“And none doth help Her: 
‘&The adversaries have seen Her 
“They have mocked at Her desolations. . . 
“Zion spreadeth forth Her hands, 
“There is none to comfort Her. 

“Jerusalem was delivered from this agony by the 
sacrifice of young and selfless lives. Since last June a new 
and hopeful epoch in its history has begun. Where there 
has been hostile separation there is now harmonious 
union; where there has been constant threat of violence 
there is now civic peace. Above all, for the first time in 
twenty years Christians, Moslems and Jews now have 
equal access to the sanctuaries of their faith. The reunion 
of the Jewish people with the relic of its ancient glory at 
the Western Wall has stirred deep spiritual memories, 
Nobody with a sense of historic imagination can stand 
unmoved before the poignant dignity of this event. 

“It is this deliverance from peril to salvation that the 
people of Jerusalem wish peacefully to celebrate on 
2 May. They wish to address their tribute to those who 
gave their valour and sacrifice in their defence. And when 
this tribute has been paid the people of Israel will turn 
from the memory of past danger to the hopes and 
challenges of future peace. 

“Tension in this area springs not from peaceful ceremo- 
nies within cease-fire lines, but from terrorist acts across 
them. 

“Israel cannot forget that the complaint is brought by 
the Government which sought to drown Jerusalem in fire 
and blood; which has banished and separated Jews from 
the oldest of all the Holy Places; which destroyed 
thirty-four Jewish houses of worship; which uprooted and 
publicly defected tombstones on the sacred Mount of 
Olives. The silence and inaction of all international organs 
in face of these outrages will long disturb those who, in 
future years, come to write the moral history of our 
generation. 

“But to those in the Security Council and elsewhere 
who sipoerely revere Jerusalem’s peace I am authorized to 
bring the following words of reassurance. 

“First, the anguish of the past year in Jerusalem 
fortifies our resolve to strive for the elimination of 
tension and violence in the Middle East. The most urgent 
concern is to strengthen the cease-fire by outlawing the 
organized terrorism now proceeding from Jordanian soil 
with ‘the aid. and support of the Jordan Government. 
Israel will honour the cease-fire on the basis of reciprocity 
as the starting point in the quest for peace. 

“Second, we shall steadfastly maintain our pursuit of a 
peaceful settlement of the Middle Eastern conflict. The 
key lies in the promotion of negotiations which, in this as 
in all conflicts, is indispensable for any relief of deadlock. 
This very day I have continued contact with your special 
representative in an effort to promote a peaceful and 
accepted settlement which is the Security Cauncil’s 
declared and cherished aim. 

“Third, while I have spoken of Jerusalem’s special and 
unique place in Israel’s history, we are deeply aware of 
the universal interests which are concentrated in the city: 
the equal protection of the Holy Places and houses of 
worship; the assurance of free access to them; the daily 
intermingling of Jerusalem’s population in peaceful con- 
tact; the removal of the old military barriers; the care of 
ancient sites; the reverent desire to replace the old squalor 
and turmoil by a harmonious beauty-all these changes 
enable Jerusalem to awaken from the nightmare of the 
past two decades and to move towards a destiny worthy 
of its lineage. I reaffirm Israel’s willingness, in addition to 
the steps already taken for the immunity of the Holy 
Places, to work for formal settlements which will give 
satisfaction to Christian, Moslem and Jewish spiritual 
concerns. Israel, unlike previous governments in the city, 
does not wish to exercise exclusive and unilateral control 
over the Holy Places of other faiths. Accordingly, we are 
willing, as I stated to you on 10 July 1967 (S/8052), to 
work out arrangements with those traditionally con- 
cerned, which will ensure the universal character of the 
Christian and Moslem Holy Places and thus enable this 
ancient and historic metropolis to thrive in peace, unity 
and spiritual elevation.” (S/8565./ 

48. The representative of Jordan has told the Council that 
he expects it to take further action on the question of the 
parade in Jerusalem. I presume that the Jordanian represen- 
tative would wish to ‘advise the Council why it should 
attach a greater significance to the resolution of 27 April 
(250 (19681.l cm the parade than to the Security Council 
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and General Assembly resolutions on vital questions of 
peace and security in the Middle East, resolutions which 
Jordan and other Arab States have refused and continue to 
refuse to implement. 

49, The attention given to, and the handling of, the 
Israeli-Arab problem in the Security Council during the 
period of the twenty-year Arab war against Israel is a 
matter of record. I doubt very much whether it is necessary 
to add to it. 

50. Mr. BOUATTOURA (Algeria) (translated jkoom 
French): The Council is once again examining the question 
of Jerusalem, and the reason for that is certainly the recent 
provocative decision of the Israeli authorities to hold a 
military parade which will pass through the Arab quarter of 
Jerusalem. 

51.. Of course, the parade itself is not the problem with 
which we have to deal. As the Council has clearly specified, 
the real problem is that such a parade represents a flagrant 
and deliberate violation of United Nations resolutions 
regarding the status of Jerusalem. The situation thus 
created is extremely serious; but we must face the fact that 
it is so mainly because of the failure of the United Nations, 
and more especially of the Security Council, to see to the 
impIementation of its resolutions with regard to Palestine, 
and particularly to Jerusalem. 

52. Obviously, the primary cause of the situation with 
which we are faced is the fact that Israel has always 
displayed open comtempt for the recommendations, resolu- 
tions and decisions both of the General Assembly and of 
the Security Council, following what has now become a 
classic pattern. 

53. First, there is provocation by Israel, which brings in its 
wake the adoption of various resolutions or decisions. In 
the second stage, Israel deliberately violates these resolu- 
tions and creates a tension leading to war. The third stage is 
the creation of a de facto situation favourable to Israel and, 
finally, the calling into question of previous resolutions. 
The same pattern is repeated at regular intervals, so that we 
are now once again witnessing Israeli acts of provocation 
and violations of the General Armistice Agreement, per- 
mitting the creation of a new de facto situation and 
providing an opportunity to call into question the Armi- 
stice Agreement and all the relevant United Nations 
resolutions. 

54. Whether Tel Aviv likes it or not, Armistice Agreements 
do exist which define Jerusalem’s status. None of Israel’s 
claims, here or elsewhere, has any basis, and the settlement 
of immigrants in the city by the Zionist authorities to the 
detriment of the indigenous population is only designed to 
complicate the search for a final just solution and, in some 
measure, to allow the Israelis to convince themselves of the 
permanence of their presence in the occupied Arab terri- 
tories. Israel pretends to believe that the Armistice Agree- 
ments were concluded outside the United Nations, whereas 
in fact they were drawn up under the latter’s auspices. The 
United Nations saw to it that the Agreements contained 
certain provisions relating to the ad hoc bodies which were 
to implement them. In doing so, the United Nations 

assumed the responsibility for safeguarding those bodies 
and ensuring their proper functioning. 

55. The fact that the Zionist authorities today &&in to 
have recourse to the bodies provided for in the Armistice 
Agreements is something which concerns them alone. The 
normal application of the relevant rules of international law 
cannot be disturbed by the whims of those who apply the 
law only when it works in their favour. 

56. Having been brought into being, albeit subject to 
certain conditions, under the auspices of the United 
Nations, Israel is today pursuing its measures for annexa- 
tion and for the expulsion of the indigenous inhabitants of 
the City of Jerusalem and engaging in illegal acts of 
expropriation which are the logical consequence of its 
continued policy of armed aggression. 

57. In paragraphs 1 and 2 of resolution 2253 (ES-V), and 
in paragraphs 1 and 2 of resolution 2254 (ES-V), adopted 
by the General Assembly at its fifth emergency special 
session, the international community clearly proclaims its 
opposition to these measures. Today the Security Council 
must comply with the wishes of the General Assembly as 
expressed in those two texts. It must decide upon the 
measures to be taken to ensure respect for the decisions and 
authority of the Organization and to prevent a fait 
accompli in Jerusalem from frustrating the one inevitable 
solution. 

58. In fact, a new fait accompli is taking place before our 
very eyes and, step by step, the Tel Aviv authorities. are 
instituting what they believe should be Jerusalem’s perma- 
nent status. Although no spectacular measures have as yet 
been applied, progressively but ineluctably a qualitative 
change is taking place in the status of Jerusalem. It would 
be deplorable if the Council, or the United Nations in 
general, were to react only after the Zionist authorities had 
confirmed their hold upon the city by annexing it once and 
for all. Here again, Rhodesia provides a meaningful exam- 
ple, for by not having acted in time the international 
community must submit to a fait accompli, It is obvious 
that this diktat cannot affect the legitimate inhabitants of 
the city or the patriots of Palestine and that, far from 
preventing conflict, inaction can only strengthen the resolve 
of the resistance fighters in Palestine to win back their 
rights. 

59. A dilatory attitude in this matter will not, in any case, 
cause any of the interested parties to renounce their 
position; it will only make it more difficult to reach an 
appropriate long-term solution. 

60. I repeat, the annexation of the City of Jerusalem is the 
chief and immediate objective of Israel’s policy, which is 
based on the principle of territorial expansion. All the 
recent events in that region provide ample proof that this is 
a real objective, for the Israeli authorities are following a 
pre-conceived plan to replace the indigenous population of 
Jerusalem by a foreign population. Every day the press and 
radio inform us of measures taken to that end, either 
through the expulsion of the indigenous inhabitants and the 
expropriation of their lands or through the building of 
reception centres to house the new immigrants. 
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61. Of course, following the logic of their policy of 
annexation, the Zionist authorities today feel the need to 
give some legal basis’ to their acts of spoilation. In this 
connexion, I should like to point out a curious aspect of 
the statements made two days ago by the Tel Aviv represen- 
tative, who alluded to “self-determination”. We for our 
part do not believe that the allusion was fortuitous. 

62. On the one hand, we are witnessing a systematic 
policy of expropriation and expulsion, both in Jerusalem 
and in the rest of Palestine; on the other hand, we see the 
continuation and intensification of a campaign to increase 
the immigration of Jewish settlers, chiefly from the western 
countries, a campaign which has been initiated for reasons 
in keeping with the logic and structure of Zionist society; 
and now for the first time, as I have just pointed out, we 
have heard the representative of the Israel authorities refer 
to self-determination. 

63. Does this mean that after having shown contempt for 
so long for the resolutions, recommendations and decisions 
of the United Nations, Israel is at last coming round to the 
recognition of the basic principles of the United Nations, 
and particularly that of the right of peoples to decide their 
own future? After having ignored self-determination for 
twenty years and having from the very outset deprived the 
people of Palestine of the natural and exclusive exercise ‘of 
that right, does Israel, now that it has destroyed the sacred 
entity represented by Palestine and the Palestinians, intend 
to invoke the self-determination, independence and integ- 
rity of the usurpers? 

64. Thus, after having witnessed the reign of terror which 
has lasted for years in various parts of Palestine and which 
has become even more acute in the recently occupied 
territories, we must now expect, especially with regard to 
Jerusalem, that Israel will put an end to this problem by 
organizing, either under the auspices of the United Na- 
tions-something Israel doubtless would like, but does not 
count upon-or on its own, a so-called referendum, which 
would be imposed on us and whose aim would be to settle 
the fate of Jerusalem once and for all. 

65. Need I say that such an operation would be null and 
void in the eyes of the international community, and that it 
is the Council’s duty to warn the Israel authorities against 
such a step, the preparations for which are now nearly 
complete? 

66. If the right of self-determination is one day to be put 
into practice, that can only be done by consulting the true 
inhabitants of Palestine, including the people of Jerusalem, 
and not an imported population. The examples of Gibraltar 
and of Rhodesia should teach us something in this respect. 

67. In short, the Council must face up to two facts: the 
situation in Palestine shows that henceforward the chances 
of reaching a settlement are very slight, owing to Israel’s 
expansionist policy; and no fait accompli resulting from that 
policy can or will be accepted. With those two ideas in 
mind, the Security Council should now focus its attention 
on the central problem, that is, the urgent need to persuade 
the aggressor to withdraw its troops from the occupied 
territories, that being a sine qua non condition for the 
restoration of peace in the Middle East. 
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68. The present situation being what it is, the Council 
must consider immediate action in the light of the 
problem’s two aspects. 

69. First, the Council must enforce respect for its deci- 
sions. The Israeli authorities have made it clear that they 
reject outright resolution 250 (1968) which the Council 
adopted on 27 April 1968. This is an obvious challenge to 
this body, which must therefore condemn Israel’s attitude 
of obstinate refusal and consider suitable measures to deal 
with it. 

70. Secondly, the Council has before it the entire question 
of Jerusalem, and we consider that the Council should 
determine its action in the light of the following facts: first, 
Israel’s occupation of Jerusalem was brought about by 
armed aggression; secondly, since the occupation of the 
city, the Israeli authorities have put into effect measures for 
annexation and expropriation, on the one hand, and 
expulsion of the native population, on the other. Such open 
aggression deserves the Council’s most categorical condem- 
nation, since under the Charter territorial conquest by force 
is inadmissible and all the steps taken by the Israeli 
authorities with the aim of changing the legal status of 
Jerusalem are invalid. Finally, the Council must issue’ a 
serious warning to Israel not to continue its policy of 
annexation. 

71. Today, when the international community has become 
aware of the seriousness of the problem posed by Israel and 
of the machinery which Israel set in motion and which may 
shake the authority and prestige of the United Nations, the 
problem of Jerusalem goes beyond a violation of the city’s 
status and becomes a real test of strength: either the 
Council will take the adequate and effective measures 
required and the international community will not lose 
faith in the possibility of a solution in keeping with the 
doctrine, spirit and philosophy of the United Nations; or 
else, on the contrary, the Council will take unworkable 
decisions, in which case the international community will 
realize that here, as in many other places in the world, only 
the re-establishment of a balance in favour of the Pales- 
tinians-the kind of balance that exists in Viet-Nam today 
and will exist in South Africa and Rhodesia tomorrow-can 
give renewed vigour to the particular conception of 
international life and relations to which we adhere. 

72. Mr. Y. A. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 
lics) (translated from Russian): Before proceeding to my 
statement on the substance of the question under discus- 
sion, Mr. President, I should like to avail myself of the 
opportunity you have kindly afforded me to express my 
gratitude for the words you addressed to me. 

73. From what I have been told of you and your career, I 
am inclined to believe that you combine the liberalism of a 
Labourite with the conservatism natural to a lord. I 
therefore have confidence that in carrying out the lofty and 
honourable mission of President of the Security Council 
YOU will not find it necessary to turn either ,to the left or to 
the right. 

74. At this stage the Security Council is facing two very 
important issues of great importance for the cause of peace, 



not only in the regions directly involved but also in the 
world at large. I have in mind the problem of the Middle 
East, particularly the situation in Jerusalem. The second 
issue is that of Southern Rhodesia. I should like to express 
the hope, Mr. President, that under your Presidency both of 
these problems will be solved through a greater application 
of socialist, rather than conservative principles. 

75. As for Mr. Goldberg, I believe that it is rather 
premature at this time to take leave of him. As far as we 
know, Mr. Goldberg will continue to be our colleague in the 
Security Council and in the General Assembly for a 
considerable period of time, and we shall have an oppor- 
tunity later to say some kind words about him as well. 

76 At the request of Jordan the Security Council has 
under consideration the question of the situation that has 
arisen in Jerusalem as a result of Israel’s aggression against 
the Arab States and the subsequent rapacious acts of the 
Israel authorities in that city. The attention of the United 
Nations and of world public opinion has long been focused 
on what is happening in that city under the conditions of 
foreign occupation. 

77. At its 1417th meeting on 27 April 1968, the Security 
Council considered only part of the problem posed by the 
situation in Jerusalem, namely the hostile and provocative 
intention of the Israeli authorities to hold a military parade 
in the Jordanian sector of the city on 2 May. Realizing, for 
very good reasons, that the intended parade was a provoca- 
tive act that would complicate the achievement of a 
political settlement in the Middle East, the Security 
Council, at that 1417th meeting, unanimously and rightly 
adopted resolution 250 (1968) calling on Israel to refrain 
from holding the military parade in Jerusalem and thereby 
to avoid complicating the situation in the Middle East. An 
urgent appeal to the same effect was likewise addressed to 
the Government of Israel by Secretary-General U Thant, on 
20 April 1968, in a note dealing specifically with this 
matter [see S/8561, para. 31. The representative of Israel, 
however, in response to the Security Council’s resolution 
and the Secretary-General’s note, has in the course of that 
very meeting of the Security Council defiantly and cyni- 
cally stated that Israel does not recognize the resolution of 
the Security Council and will not give up its hostile and 
provocative intention to hold a military parade in the Arab 
part of Jerusalem. This is a challenge not only to the 
countries of the Arab world, but to the United Nations as 
well. Following this, the Prime Minister of Israel came out 
with a similar statement, 

78. NOW we are presented with an official document 
signed by the Foreign Minister of Israel in which the Israel 
Government officially expresses the same position [see 
p~‘ra. 47 above]. In this letter a futile attempt is made to 
justify the holding of the military parade in Jerusalem, on 
the grounds that this provocative military demonstration 
planned by the Israeli authorities will take place at a 
considerable distance from the cease-fire line and that the 
holding of the parade will not, so they say, lead to 
increased tension in that part of the world, Which of the 
members of the Security Council that voted for resolution 
250 (1968) appealing to Israel to refrain from this provoca- 
tive action would agree to the interpretation given to this 

action by the Foreign Minister of Israel? I do not think 
there is anyone at this table who would, although there 
may be one or two exceptions. 

79. It is quite clear that such assertions are related to the 
design of the Foreign Minister of Israel and the Tel Aviv 
Government to consider the cease-fire line as a final frontier 
between Israel and Jordan, This cannot be apprehended or 
qualified other than as a new instance of the expansionist 
policy of the Government of Israel, which considers the 
occupied part of Jerusalem as Israeli territory. The Security 
Council must firmly reject this interpretation of the 
cease-fire line put forth by Israel and the Foreign Minister 
of Israel inasmuch as the resolutions of the fifth emergency 
special session of the General Assembly on 4 July and 14 
July 1967 [22.53 (ES-V) and 2254(ES-V)] clearly and 
definitely requested Israel to rescind all measures which 
would alter the status of Jerusalem. 

80. The Israeli Government knows full well that none of 
the decisions of the United Nations and the Security 
Council give it the right to play the master and to hold 
military parades in the Jordanian sector of Jerusalem. In 
taking such actions, the Israeli Government clearly has in 
mind that a show of military might will support its 
annexation of the foreign soil which it has forcibly seized in 
Jerusalem. 

81. Nor can we fail to note the following point. In the 
Israeli Foreign Minister’s letter, which in a defiant tone 
disregards the decisions of the Security Council, an attempt 
is made to accuse other countries-Arab countries-of 
disregarding the appeals of the United Nations. This is a 
well-known tactic: to accuse others in order to hide one’s 
own guilt. 

82. A third aspect of the letter also calls itself to our 
attention. Although he is obliged to recognize in the letter 
that the aim of the Security Council is to secure a peaceful 
settlement in the Middle East, the Foreign Minister of Israel 
refrains from officially stating that Israel, too, holds this 
aim. Moreover, in this official communication from the 
Israel Foreign Minister there is still, as in previous official 
communications and statements of the Israeli Government, 
no indication that Israel recognizes Security Council resolu- 
tion 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967 and is ready to 
proceed to its implementation, including the withdrawal of 
Israeli armed forces from Arab territories, as required under 
that resolution. 

83, It is well known that the United Nations and one of its 
principal organs, the General Assembly, by an overwhelm- 
ing majority of the votes cast by Members of the 
Organization, categorically condemned-as did world public 
opinion-the arbitrary and lawless activities of the Israeli 
authorities and the Israeli Parliament in changing the status 
of Jerusalem. The fifth emergency special session of the 
General Assembly categorically condemned those actions in 
the special resolutions to which I have already referred, and 
demanded that Israel rescind any measures it had taken to 
change the status of Jerusalem. The record shows that more 
than a hundred States Members of the United Nations 
voted for those resolutions. This is clear and convincing 
evidence of the position taken by the United Nations in this 
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matter, a position of absolute condemnation of the illegal 
activities of Israel in this connexion. 

84. The Israel Government, however, disregarded the 
resolutions of the General Assembly and thus hurled a 
challenge in the face of the United Nations and world 
public opinion. Literally a few days after the adoption of 
these resolutions, the Prime Minister of Israel stated, after 
Israeli troops had seized all the territory of Jerusalem, that 
this question was not subject to further discussion. This is a 
statement devoid of all foundation, and it cannot fail to 
arouse the indignation and condemnation of the United 
Nations of all those States Members of the Organization 
which voted in favour of the two General Assembly 
resolutions. 

85. In October last year the Israeli Foreign Minister also 
came out with similar statements. He made a statement in 
Washington, defying the United Nations. Seconding him, 
the Ambassador of Israel to the United States, General 
Rabin, who had been the Chief of Staff of the armed forces 
of Israel before he was appointed to his diplomatic post, 
recently made a similar statement in Washington. He made 
it abundantly clear that Israel would keep the occupied 
Arab territories for ten to twenty years and would not give 
up an inch of what it had gained. These bellicose and 
aggressive statements by the Foreign Minister of Israel and 
the Israeli Ambassador to the United States were made in 
Washington, as I have said. Apparently, in making those 
statements both speakers counted on the sympathy of the 
audience they were addressing. 

86. At a previous meeting of the Security Council the 
representative of Israel repeatedly said that the Arab 
population of the occupied territories, in his view, enjoyed 
civil rights and freedom. He tried in vain to represent the 
Israeli aggressors and occupiers as little short of benefactors 
to the Arabs living in the occupied territories. But not one 
whose homeland has been subjected to foreign occupation 
can ever believe such assertions. 

87. It is the duty of the Security Council to demand that 
Israel should cease such unlawful activities in Jerusalem; I 
refer in particular to its intention to stage a military parade 
and a military demonstration, It is essential to put an end 
to this situation in which Israel brazenly disregards the 
United Nations and the decisions of its principal organs. 
The statements by Israel’s leaders with regard to Security 
Council resolution 250 (1968) forbidding them to hold a 
parade in Jerusalem are further confirmation of the fact 
that Israel’s extremists pay no heed to world public opinion 
and the decisions of the United Nations, We are convinced 
that under the United Nations Charter, the Security 
Council is able to take this over-weening aggressor to task. 
The Council cannot tolerate disregard for its decisions, and 
it is obligated to do its duty in eliminating the conse- 
quences of Israel’s aggression and the restoration of peace 
and security in the Middle East. If it fails to do so, the 
peoples of the world may be faced with more far-reaching 
crimes on the part of the aggressor, the pernicious effects of 
which would be difficult to predict. 

88. The Soviet Union is prepared to take part in any 
measures which the Security Council as a whole, including 

the permanent members of the Security Council, may find 
it necessary to adopt in accordance with the Charter in 
order to prevent such a course of events in the Middle East 
and to curb the aggressors. 

89. The fundamental and principal condition for a Middle 
East settlement, as is reflected in Security Council resolu- 
tion 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967, is the immediate 
withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from all occupied Arab 
territories. In this connexion, the Soviet delegation once 
again would like to reaffirm the position of the Soviet 
Union, That position is that the aggressor, Israel, must 
vacate all Arab territories which it has seized and withdraw 
its troops to the 5 June 1967 line. This is the principal and 
primary precondition for a political settlement in the 
Middle East. 

90. The Israel aggressors are mistaken in believing that 
they have superiority in military strength. If they do not 
vacate the occupied Arab territories, they will be making 
the greatest mistake in the history of their State. The 
people of Israel would not forgive their Government for 
such a mistake. 

91. Mr, GOLDBERG (United States of America): I take 
hope from Ambassador Malik’s promise that he will have 
the opportunity to say complimentary things about me- 
not now, to be sure, but before I leave. Since I shall be here 
for four weeks more it would be obviously too much to 
expect that he will say only complimentary things about 
me throughout that entire period, but I am reassured by his 
remarks today that there is hope that I shall end on that 
note. 

92. It is the profound conviction of the United States that 
what is imperatively required is peace in the Middle East, 
the establishment of a just and lasting peace. Not further 
invective, not further charges and counter-charges, not the 
one-sided recalling of certain resolutions of the Security 
Council and the General Assembly and the ignoring of 
others; conciliation, impartiality and magnanimity are the 
needs. Co-operation with the Secretary-General’s represen- 
tative, Mr. Jarring, in his difficult peace-making endeavours 
is a necessity. Surely, any objective person listening to our 
debates must come to the conclusion that we are dealing 
too much with a tortuous and tragic past. The time is 
overdue to deal with the present and to look forward to a 
hopeful and better future. 

93. My Government has repeatedly pointed out our 
concern about the status of Jerusalem, that Holy City 
sacred to Moslems, Christians and Jews, and we have 
likewise pointed out what is an obvious fact: that a just 
settlement of the status of Jerusalem is inseparably con- 
nected with other aspects of the problems which still defy 
solution. That is not just the observation and conclusion of 
my Government; that is the clear import of the unanimous 
resolution of 22 November 1967 [242 (1967/j adopted by 
the Security Council. 

94. There is one overriding lesson to be learned from the 
history of .the Middle East since 1948 and from the 
Council’s efforts to deal with the situation there during the 
past two decades: peace will not and cannot be achieved by 
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a patchwork of resolutions adopted in the Council dealing 
with one or another, of the symptoms of tension and 
discord. Some of the resolutions have been adopted; some 
have been vetoed; some have been complied with and some 
ignored or disregarded by both Israel and the Arab 
countries. This piecemeal approach has been tried in the 
Council time and again, and the approach has failed time 
and again. It has failed partly because it sought to deal with 
the symptoms of trouble, not the source of trouble, and 
partly because the Council’s appeals, decisions or resolu- 
tions have fallen upon ears made deaf, both Arab and Israeli 
ears, by years of conflict and hostility. We are afraid that 
we are on the verge of drifting into the same situation 
again. 

95. The basic grounds for concern and care among all 
members of the Council and of the international com- 
munity should continue to be to foster the success of the 
peace-making process. the Council set in motion in Novem- 
ber 1967. I refer, of course, to the effort of Mr. Jarring, 
who has been trying against the greatest of odds to fulfil 
the mandate given him: that of promoting agreement on a 
just and lasting peace in the Middle East. 

96. The history and experience of the last twenty years 
demonstrates that the Council, despite the best will and 
despite its best efforts and wisdom, cannot impose the 
terms of a peace settlement upon the parties. The Security 
Council has tried to do so with the active support of my 
Government. We have not succeeded. As I said on 22 
November last (1382nd meetingJ, we embarked upon a 
new approach to engage the parties themselves in the 
peace-making process with the help of a United Nations 
representative. If we are to avoid repeating the errors of the 
past and serve the cause of peace, in which the peoples of 
the Middle East of all its countries, more than anyone else, 
have such a precious stake, our duty is to keep our minds 
focused constantly on the ultimate objective: the success 
of Mr. Jarring’s mission-and I quote resolution 
242 (1967)-“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”. 

97. It is only by so doing that we shall be successful ir 
replacing relations based on the premise of a temporary 
respite in hostilities by relations based upon mutual 
tolerance and a mutual willingness to accept one another 
and to live in peace, permanent peace. Our every move 
must be measured against that standard. It is not an 
exacting or unreasonable standard. It asks no more of the 
parties in the Middle East than we expect of Members of 
the United Nations in other areas of the world. Our debate 
should be in that spirit. 

98. Our objectives should be without malice to ‘many of the 
countries in the area and with magnanimity towards all of 
the countries in the area to help bind up the wounds of the 
tragic conflicts, recent and past, and to achieve a just and 
lasting peace between the countries in the area which will 
contribute so much to the peace and well-being of nations 
and peoples throughout the world. 

99. The PRESIDENT: The list of speakers for this 
afternoon is exhausted, but I have two requests to speak in 
exercise of the right of reply. First, I call on the 
representative of Jordan. 

100. Mr. EL-FARRA (Jordan): I intend only to answer a 
single question raised by the representative of the United 
States and earlier by the representative of Israel. A few 
moments ago we heard a reference made by the representa- 
tive of the United States to charges and counter-charges. He 
said that some parties referred to one resolution and 
ignored others. The Israeli representative said: “I presume 
that the Jordanian representative would wish to advise the 
Council why it should atta’ch a greater significance to the 
resolution of 27 April on the parade (250 /1968)]“-that 
is, the resolution adopted last Saturday-“than to the 
Security Council and General Assembly resolutions on vital 
questions of peace and security in the Middle East” [see 
para. 48 above], 

101. In the first place, let me say that the delegation of 
Jordan never has referred and never will refer to one 
resolution, ignoring others. We refer to all resolutions. We 
reaffirm our adherence to every single resolution, whether 
adopted by the Security Council or the General Assembly. 
We adhere to the Security Council resolution [62 (lP&)] 
which called for the adoption of the Armistice Agreement; 
we abide by it. We reaffirm our adherence to the Armistice 
Agreement; we abide by it. Let it not be said that we are 
referring to one resolution and ignoring another. 

. 

102. But let the Israelis come here and show that they 
adhere to all United Nations resolutions, whether adopted 
by the General Assembly or the Security Council-the 
resolution calling for the Armistice Agreement or the 
Armistice Agreement itself. When Mr. Tekoah speaks about 
my attaching importance to the 27 April resolution and 
ignoring ,others, this has no foundation. We have abided by 
all resolutions. The Council will recall that it was the 
delegation of Jordan which, on 23 March 1968, challenged 
Mr. Tekoah to accept the resolution of 22 November 1967 
(242 (19671, to which reference was made by the represen- 
tative of the United States, and announce his Government’s 
agreement to $plement that resolution. You all remember 
what the answer was: “we do accept the goal of the 
Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967 to 
establish a just and lasting peace by agreement” [1406th 
meeting, para. 521. 

103. The Council will recall that on that very day from 
this seat I challenged Mr. Tekoah to come before you and 
say openly and clearly that he would accept your unani- 
mous decision of 22 November 1967. ~The Israelis refrain 
from implementing resolutions. For twenty years, despite 
United Nations resolutions, they have refused repatriation 
of the legitimate people of Palestine simply because of their 
religion, simply because they are GentiIes and the Israelis 
call for a State for the Jews only. Having done that as 
regards all the resolutions, they do not come here with 
clean hands; they cannot preach about resolutions which 
they have not implemented nor announced their willingness 
to implement. 

104. We ask sincerely that the Israelis should, by their 
behaviour in this Council and by acts and deeds, show a 
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genuine desire to do what we have announced: adhere to all 
resolutions without exception, accept the resolution of 22 
November 1967, accept and implement the resolution 
unanimously adopted by the Council on 27 April 1968. 
When I refer to the 27 April resolution, I am not standing 
alone; I am reflecting the will announced by the Security 
Council unanimously, I am guided also by a statement 
which the Security Council has endorsed, namely, that the 
holding of the parade will increase tension and also-and 
this is a reminder to the United States, which endorsed the 
resolution-that it will affect the efforts for peace now 
going on in the area. So when I insist on that resolution, I 
am trying to save something which the Security Council 
itself has endorsed. No member of the Council accepts the 
idea that military force should be substituted for resolu- 
tions of the Security Council. 

105. As long as Israeli troops remain in our area, occupy- 
ing our territory, to which their only claim is that of 
military force, and as long as they refuse to accept the 
resolution prescribed by the Council for peace, in all 
honesty and sincerity, how can there be a possibility of 
peace? I feel sorry for Mr. Jarring. He is doing constructive 
work. Who is obstructing his efforts? The one who is 
asking the Council to help Mr. Jarring or the one who is 
committing the acts in the area to obstruct his constructive 
efforts? If we are going to look not to the past but to the 
future, are we to consider Council’s resolution of 22 
November 1967 part of the past or of the future? If it is 
the past giving guidance for the future, we have to speak 
about it. If we are expected to forget about it, let us know. 
Resolution 237 (1967) was also adopted by a unanimous 
vote and it called on Israel to ensure the welfare and 
security of the inhabitants of the occupied area. Israel has 
not abided by the Council’s will. People are being expelled 
every day. It was also unanimously requested that the 
inhabitants be permitted to return. Israel is not permitting 
them to return. Yet in its statement this afternoon Israel 
says that I am referring to one part and ignoring the other. 
That is not the case. The delegation of Jordan has a clear 
stance. It is on record. Mr. Jarring, in making his contacts, 
received the answers of the Arab Governments which he 
contacted. We have made our stand clear in official 
documents. I sincerely hope that the Security Council will 
provide an adequate and effective remedy in regard to this 
issue. 

106. These questions are not before the Council at this 
stage but they have been injected-I do not know why-and 
I have to answer them to keep the record straight. What is 
before the Council now is the provocation of tomorrow’s 
parade. What is before the Council, to come at the second 
stage, is the situation in Jerusalem. 

107. The PRESIDENT: I call on the representative of 
Israel, who wishes to exercise the right of reply. 

108. Mr. TEKOAH (Israel): It is with regret that I flnd 
myseIf compelled to make again an observation on the 
Soviet representative’s statement. I can assure him that 
whenever his statements become based on equality of 
treatment and fairness of judgement I wilihave no need to 
do so. The representative of the Soviet Union referred to 
the fact that, as he expressed himself, Israel accuses the 

Arab States of non-compliance with a long list of United 
Nations resolutions. These are not accusations; these are 
facts which constitute part of the United Nations record. 
As the Soviet representative undoubtedly recalls, there was 
a time when the Soviet Union was not loath to point this 
out with force and conviction in United Nations organs. 
The subsequent change in the Soviet attitude towards these 
facts cannot, of course, affect their truth or their validity in 
the present deliberations. 

109. Mr. President, I was greatly impressed by the sudden 
solicitude displayed by the Algerian representative for the 
moribund Armistice Agreements under which Israel and the 
Arab States had undertaken to conclude treaties of peace a 
long time ago and which the Arab States themselves 
destroyed. On the eve of the June hostilities-on 4 June 
1967-when the Arab States were about to launch their 
final onslaught against Israel’s existence, President 
Boumedienne, privy to the Arab plans of aggression, 
declared: “The true freedoms of the entire homeland must 
be won through the liquidation of the State of the Zionists 
and the expulsion of the Americans and the British from 
the area.” Three months later, on 15 September 1967, 
President Boumedienne stated: “The liquidation of Israel is 
the only solution.” As is generally known, Algeria till now 
refuses to accept the cease-fire established by the Security 
Council, despite the communications addressed to it by the 
Secretary-General. Algeria continues to give support to and 
train terrorist units which carry the war into Israel 
territory. 

110. I have already drawn the attention of the Council, at 
the 1417th meeting, to the fact that Algerian policy and 
actions of war are in flagrant violation of the provisions of 
the United Nations Charter and that Algeria’s membership 
in the Security Council is not in conformity with Article 23 
of the Charter. I trust that members of the Security Council 
understand that the presence in this organ of States such as 
Algeria cannot but detract from the political, moral and 
juridical value of our deliberations and affect the validity of 
resolutions adopted by the Council. 

111. In declarations and statements made publicly and to 
Mr. Jarring, my Government has indicated its acceptance of 
the Security Council resolution [242 (1967)] for the 
promotion of agreement on the establishment of a just and 
durable peace. I am also authorized to reaffirm that we are 
willing to seek agreement with each Arab State on all the 
matters included in that resolution, More recently, we have 
accepted the proposal of Mr. Jarring to bring about 
meetings between Israel and each of its neighbours under 
his auspices and in fulfilment of his mandate for the 
purpose of reaching a peaceful and accepted settlement, No 
Arab State has yet accepted this proposal. The Arab 
Governments continue to assert that they are bound to the 
Khartoum conference resolution which says: “No negotia- 
tions with Israel, no recognition of Israel, and no peace 
with Israel”. Their policy is in flagrant contradition of the 
spirit and the terms of the resolution which they pretend to 
accept. 

112. Will any Arab representative specifically and unequi- 
vocally declare that his Government is prepared to establish 
a just and lasting peace with Israel, to promote agreement 
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with Israel on a peaceful and accepted settlement, to 
recognize Israel’s sovereignty, independence and right to 
live within secure and recognized boundaries to be worked 
out as part of the peace-making process, and to meet with 
Israel’s representatives under Mr. Jarring’s auspices? 

113. The PRESIDENT: I call on the representative of 
Algeria in exercise of his right of reply. 

114. Mr. BOUATTOURA (Algeria) (truns2ated from 
fienchJ: The monotonous repetition of the baseless accusa- 
tions levelled by the spokesman for the Zionist authorities 
do not, of course, make any impression or any impact, on 
the Algerian delegation at any rate. 

115. I presume that the spokesman for the de facto 
authorities ensconced in Palestine has been trying, since 
coming to represent them in the United Nations, to practice 
the old Goebbels technique of constantly and Indefatigably 
repeating the same cliches, My delegation and my Govern- 
ment have explained their position in every discussion of 
the Palestine problem. I think there is little to add, in 
clarifying Algeria’s ‘permanent and consistent position with 
regard to the Palestine problem, since that position rests 
solidly on the past experience of the Algerian people, It is 
out of loyalty to our history that we have adopted this 
position on the Palestine problem. It is out of loyalty to 
our position on problems related to colonization, whether 
in Palestine, South Africa, Rhodesia or elsewhere, that we 
have adopted this particular stand and I must add, in all 
modesty, that the Algerian people is proud of it. 

136. We have said time and time again that we stand for 
the liquidation of the Zionist regime, just as we stand for 
the liquidation of the apartheid regimes in South Africa and 
Rhodesia. 

117. To listen to the spokesman for the Zionist author- 
ities, one would think that it is Algeria which is in the dock 
in the Security Council. We are met here as a result of a 
complaint brought by Jordan against Israel. Ever since 
1962, when Algeria became independent, no one has 
complained of Algerian policy. Algeria has not threatened 
world, peace. It is Israel which has again and again 
threatened the peace of the world, and that is the problem 
with which we are faced today. Algeria presents no problem 
to the Security Council. If the Security Council is continu- 
ously in session, if the General Assembly is continuously in 
session, if public opinion has lost all hope of finding a 
solution and is concerned about the authority of the United 
Nations and the future of the world, the one and only 
reason has been, is, and will continue to be the behaviour of 
the Zionist authorities. 

118 I Regarding Algeria’s admittedly modest participation 
in the work of the Security Council, the representative df 
the Zionist authorities has repeated what he said at the last 
meeting, namely, that Algeria should not be a member of 
the Security Council. He said that our membership was a 
violation of Article 23 of the Charter which lays down that 
the non-permanent members of the Security Council shall 
be elected by the General Assembly, “due regard being 
specially paid, in the first instance to the contributions of 
Members of the United Nations to the maintenance of 
international peace and security”. I replied then, and I 
should hardly need to repeat, that it is the 110 Member 

States-to which we are grateful-against whom charges 
should be brought for having elected Algeria to the Security 
Council. If we ‘are to follow the bizarre logic of the 
spokesman for the Zionist authorities, then that huge 
majority has violated the Charter in electing Algeria. That 
huge majority elected Algeria in order to threaten world 
peace. That huge majority elected Algeria to jeopardize and 
undermine the prestige and authority of the Security 
Council. This seems to. be the reasoning of the Zionist 
spokesmen, We know that our contribution is a very 
modest one, but as you all know, we are doing our best. 

119. As to the validity and effectiveness of the decisions 
which the Security Council has taken with the doubtless 
minimal participation of the Algerian delegation, I leave 
that to the real members of the Security Council to judge. 
They know better than anyone the value and validity, the 
effect and the impact of the decisions they have to take. 

120. With regard to assistance to liberation movements, 
here again we are, or try to be, true to ourselves. While 
some helped the Algerian people to recover their national 
independence, the Zionist leaders, including high officials, 
gave notorious assistance to the well-known secret army 
organization that sowed terror among the Algerian popula- 
tion. We have aided, are aiding and will continue to aid all 
movements of national liberation, whether in Palestine, 
South Africa, Rhodesia or anywhere else. 

121. The PRESIDENT: I now call on the representative of 
Jordan who has asked to exercise his right of reply. 

122. Mr. EL-FARRA (Jordan): I have raised the question 
about the acceptance and implementation by Israel of the 
Security Council’s resolution of 22 November 1967. I have 
received only an evasive or qualified answer. That is not 
unusual because I had a similar answer earlier. The 
resolution is very clear. It has specific paragraphs. It calls 
for specific action, and the first step is acceptance and 
implementation of the resolution in toto. Specifically, 
paragraph 1 calls for withdrawal. I heard nothing from the 
Israeli representative about this question. However, I shall 
not waste the time of the Council in dwelling on this, 

123. The PRESIDENT: I have no other requests to speak 
this afternoon and it is, consequently, necessary to consult 
the Council about our further work. I have received a 
request for a meeting of the Council on this item tomorrow 
morning and I have consulted the members. Most members 
agree with that request. Therefore, unless any objection is 
raised, I shall announce that the Council will meet on this 
subject tomorrow morning at 10.30. 

124. Mr. BOUATTOURA (Algeria) (translated from 
French): I apologize for speaking yet again, but I shall be 
very brief. In the course of his first statement, the 
Jordanian representative referred to some photographs 
which had been discreetly circulated among Council mem- 
bers. I wonder if it would be possible for the necessary 
arrangements to be made to have the photographs 
appended to the record of this meeting. 

12.5. The PRESIDENT: I am not sure what our practice is 
in such matters, but I shall consult the Secretariat and 
report tomorrow morning to the representative of Algeria. 

The meeting rose at 6.5 p,m. 
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