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Question considered by the first emergency spe-
cial session of the General Assembly from 1 to
10 November 1956 (continued)

1. Mr. LODGE (United States of America): As we
have said before, the United States thinks that Israel
must withdraw its forces without further delay, Im-
mediately thereafter, the United Nations Emergency
Force should move in behind the withdrawing Israel
forces in order to assure the maintenance of the cease-
fire and to safeguard the Armistice Agreement. This is
the essential basis for creating peaceful conditions,

2. We have studied the Secretary-General’s report
[4/3512] with great care, and we have concluded that
the measures which he suggests are fair and practicable.
They are, in fact, essential. The report is positive and
constructive, It fully justifies our trust and confidence
in the Secretary-General.” The carrying out of his sug-
gestions will mark the turning point in the unhappy
-history of this problem. Without necessarily endorsing
all the legal pomts contained in his report, the United
States does endorse the basic premise on which the
Secrctary-Genera'l bases his recommendations. We be-
lieve that the United Nations Emergency Force should
co-operate with the United Nations Truce Supervision
Organization. We agree that strlct observance by both

Egypt and Israel of the provisions of the Armistice =

Agreement and the fullest respect for the resolutions of
the Security Council and the General Assembly are the
keys to the restoration of peace and stability.

3. Under the Arinistice Agreement and pursuant to .

the Security. Council’s’ decisions, neither side may as-
sert any belligerent rights, much less engage in hostlle
action. Under the Armistice Agreement also there is a
clear legal basis for a separation of the armed forces
ofithe two sides. The deployment of the United Nations
:Emergency Force must, as. the’ Secretary-General re-
commends, be such as to assure that this separation is
achieved. That is why the Uhited 'States strongly

supports the Secrétary-General’s recommendations.con-’
cerning the deployment of the United' Nations Emer--
géney Force on both sidés  of :the: armistice: lines, -
particularly with régard to the sensxtwe posxtnons in the ;
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Gaza and El Auja sectors.
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Nations Emergency Force be stationed at the Straits
of Tiran in order to achieve there the separatxon of
Egyptlan and Israel land and sea forces. This separa-
tion is essential until it is clear that the non-exercise
of any claim to belligerent rights has established in
practice the peaceful conditions which must govern -
navigation in waters having such an international in-
terest. All of this, of course, would be without prejudice
to any wltimate determination which might be made of .
any legal questions concerning the Gulf of Aqaba.

5. The United States hopes that the General Assembly
will give decisive support to these and other recom-
mendations set forth in the report. We believe the
Secretary-General should be authorized to carry out
these measures immediately upon the withdrawal of
Israel forces,

6. I cannot emphasize too strongly one point which

seems paramount to the United States Government.

Surely this Assembly ‘would not be satisfied with a
return to the _nsatisfactory conditions which helped
to bring about the recent hostilities, but it must be clear
to all that the sort of assurances that are sought in this
connexion can be given effect, and they must be given
effect, only after Israel completes the withdrawal of its
forces behind the armistice lines,
7. Let me conclude by appealing to the pa,rtles dxrectly ‘
concerned to recognize that the success of the United
Nations action rests upon comphance by each of them
thh the resolutions of the General Assembly, the pro-
visions. of the Armistice Agreement and the decisions
of the Security Council. The United Nations Emer-
gency Force is carrying out its 1mportant mission for
the benefit 'of both Israel and Egypt with the full au-
thority of the General Assembly, to which it is respon-
sible.- In the circumstances, neithier side should seek
unilaterally to impede the operatlons of the Umted
Nations Emergency Force.

8. Mr. EBAN (Israel) The General Assembly last
discussed the Middle Eastern question on 19 January
[642nd meeting]. Three days later, pursuant to our
undertaking of 14 January, Israel forces had withdrawn

behind the international frontier, thus evacuatmg ine
whole of the Sinai peninsitla, with the exception of the

strip of territory along the western coast of the Gulf of
Aqaba from which freedom of riavigation is at' present
ensured for the ship§ of all nations wherever bound. ‘An
area of 50,000 square kilomietres previously bheld by
Israel forces has thus been made available for- the entry;
of the Umted Nations- Emexgency Force, = .

9. Amongst the problems left behind by the resolutlonf“ |

,[997 (ES-I)] of 2 November 1956, the questions: of

(Gaza and of free navngatlon in the Suez Canal and. the
Gulf of Aqaba néw remain for solution.- it

10, . The Gr;vert\fment ‘of »Israel: has” re1teratéd§its

-w111mgness to w1thdtaw 1ts forces from these two areas:,
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-as- well. We hblci, however,ﬂ that the withdrawal of

17. The term “status juris” is unknown /in interna.

military forces from the western coast of the Gulf of , tional law, The Latin words signify not a legal situation

Agqaba and from the Giza Strip should be accompanied

by related measures to prevent a renewal of conflié®by
land and by sea. In explaining this position to the

General Assembly on 19 January, I went on to express
our sincere concern lest “the General Assembly ['would]
be restoring belligerency to Gaza, [would] be restoring
a blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran,
unless in arranging withdrawal it [arranged] other
things also, and [arranged] them carefully and well™.
[642nd meeting, para. 94.] Everybody knows that a
withdrawal without careful related arrangements would
lead to a renewal of hostilities by land and by sea. °

11. On 20 January, the Secreary-General invited the
Israel delegation to state to him its intentions on with-
drawal and to formulate for the General Assembly its
proposals on the arrangements which it had mentioned
in relation to Sharm El Sheikh and Gaza. On 23 Janu-
ary, I submitted Israel’s proposals on each of these sub-
jects in the form of an aide-mémoire [A4/3511].

12, The General Assembly will note that the Israel
proposals envisage a withdrawal of forces from the

© Sharm El Sheikh area and from the Gaza Strip, but

. they ‘seek to reconcile this withdrawal with other ob-

jectives of vital concern to Israel and the world com-
munity, The withdrawal from Sharm El -Sheikh is
suggested in circumstances which would prevent the
recurrence of blockade activities and the consequent
eruption of armed conflict, ‘The withdrawal from Gaza

"is proposed under arrangements which would allow for
the development of peace, tranquillity and economic -
" welfarey in place of the bloodshed, disorder and squalor

which seethed and festered in Gaza during the dis-
astrous years of the Egyptian occupation.

" 13. My Government believes from its intimate knowl-

edge and experience that these proposals offer the best
hope for an equitable solution of these problems.

14. Before discussing Israel's proposals in detail, I
wish to comment on the report submitted by the Sec-
retary-General in pursuance of the General Assembly

. resolution [1123 (XI)] of 19 January 1957.

15. This report contains a factual account of the Sec-

- retary-General’s efforts under the resolution, and is

supplemented by certain opinions on the rights and
duties of Member States. I shall confine myself to those
points which have a bearing on Israel’s proposals for a
solution of the problems of the Suez Canal, the Sharm

El Sheikh area and the Gaza Strip. In so doing, I have

in mind the Secretary-General’s opinion that “fortlicom-
ing efforts, aitned at continued progress, should concen-
trate on concrete issties” and that these should be
*“approached in a constructive spirit Seeking essentials”.

- [A4/3512, para. 34.] :

- 16. Paragraphs 5 to 8 of, the r'épox;t‘ -discuss certain

“non-controversial” points, to use the words of the
report, “in the determination of the limits within which
the activities of the United Nations.can:be’ properly

- developed”., [Ibid., para. 5.] The report considers that

‘the United Nations cannot condone ‘a change of what is
% called the “status juris resulting from military action”,

‘ahd’ that it “must, therefore,” maintain ‘that the status
., juris existing priorto such military action be re-estab-
. lished by a withdrawal of troops, and by the relinquish-
" ‘ment or nullification -of: rights ‘assetted ‘in territoiies
overed by the military actiofi and depending up(’ /\ it”.

Ibid, para. 5 (a).} =~

but a situation in \yhich law finds itself. Zsrael's appre.
hension on this point is lest these words be Interpreted

<%a$ implying a duty to re-establis| the situation prevail.

ing before the recent hostilities began,

18, Our view is simple. In the three outstanding
issues—the Suez Canal, the Gulf of Aqaba and the Gaz
Strip—our duty is not to re-establish but to preven
the re-establishment of the previous situation, for in
each case the situation on 28 October 1936 was one of
illegality and not of law. The blockade in the Sue
Canal was illegal. The blockade in the Gulf of Aqaba
was illegal. The organization of the fedayeen move-
ment from Gaza was illegal. These three illegalities,
more than any other factors, brought about the hostili.
ties which we are now seeking to liquidate, In pursuing
its policy for the withdrawal of non-Egyptian troops,
the United Nations surely has no duty to restore
Egypt's blockading and raiding capacity to its former
state.

19. The General Assembly will recall that many dele-
gations, while advocating the witkidrawal of troops, have
argued with equal energy against restoring the condi-\
tions of illegality and violence out of which the recent
hostilities evolved. For this reason such concepts as
“re-establishment” and “restoration” should, I think,
be cautiously used in the context of the three problems
which now remain for consideration,

20. We cannot forbear to recall that, during the inva-
sion of Israel by Arab armies in 1948, in defiance of the
cease-fire decisions of the Security Council, Egypt and
Jordan® did establish new territorial situations which

. the United Nations did condone:: For at least ten

months, these occupations lacked even the legal au-
thority which they subsequently obtained in the Arinis-
tice Agreements, There was no United Nations effoft
to secure the withdrawal of troops. There was no prin-
ciple that rights achieved by military occupation must’
be relinquished. Egypt's recent position ir” Gaza is a
result of this acquiescence in the consequ¢nces o
Egypt’s invasion, “== N O

21. In the light of this history, and of other events in
Asia and in Europe, the idea that the United Nations
cannot function for peace except on the basis of restor-
ing the status quo requires some quelification. In this
case; my Government must certainly hold that the
United Nations may not restore illegal situations, eyen:

- if it_has reservations about the method whereby those

illegalities have been removed. We cannot go back to
blockades in the Gulf and the Canal or to the terror
which raged from Gaza. Neither in national conscience.

_ nor in intérnational responsibility should we’do ‘this.

22, We note the .suggestion in ‘the. report that “the
Secretary-General, in carrying out the policies of:the
United Nations, must act .with scrupulous regard'for
the decisions of the General Assembly, the Security
Council and the other principal organs?, [4/3512, pars.
5.] My delegation sees no'reason for departing from -

‘the text of the Gharter which, under Article 25,-ascribes

the: capacity of “decision” otily to the Security: Council,

- and, underother articles, the capacity of “recommenda
- tion” to the General Assembly. This :point ‘has ‘rele: -
~vence to the present case; in view of-Israel’s claim.of

legaljpriority, for the Security Council’s decision of 1
Septemnber 1951 over anything that the General As-

e
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sembly can recommend especially in any context affect-
ing marititne freedom,

23, The report touches at lepg}x on the Suez Canal
and the Gulf of Aqaba, The Gersal Assembly will well
understand the vigilance and the precision with which
Israel has studied the observations of the report on
innocent passage in these international waterways. En-
dowed with meagre territory but with a long coast line
and access to two oceans, Israel ranks high amongst
those nations whose present existence and future de-
velopment-depend tipon the ability to navigate the high
seas in peace. Indeed, ‘without that ability, we have
no future at all, But ‘our sensitivity on this point is
shared by many Governments which regard maritime
freedom as a basic condition of their securnty and
welfare,

24. The maritime community has been accustomed to
see international organs lay their main stress on the
international right of free navigation, rather than on
the national claims of coastal States to limit the txer-
cise of those rights. It is noaccident that maritime free-
dom was the-frst principle onl which a recognized body
of” 1nternr/t10nal law amse‘ It woitld be a grave matter
if universal freeqom ot navigation were to be subordi-
nated to the national policies of those Powers which,
by geographical accident, command the narrow path-
ways uniting the high seas, The Suez crisis illustrates

what explosive results ensue when such a subordination -

of international: rights to. natxonal policies is appre-
hended or carried out.

25. From this peint of view, Israel must look with
concern upon a tendency in this report to lay, in our

view, too great a stress on the competeéncé of coastal

>States to limit free navigation and too little empha51s
on the right of free navxgatlon itself,

28, A reader of the report might recewe the 7mpres-
Slin that Israel’s right to free nav1gat1on\‘*n/the Suez
Canal rests totally or, at least, primarily on one of the
- preambular recitals of the Secunty Council’s resolution
- of 1 September 1951 [S/2322]. We hold that Israel’s
nghts rest on broader foundations than this;’ these
. foindations include the Constantinople Convention of
" 1888 1 according free passage to the ships of all nations,
in; peace and war, without distiriction of flag; the reso-
lution-of the Security Council of 1 September 1951,
with special. reference to -its unconditional op-aratlve
paragraph the tesolution of the Security Council of
10ctober 1956 [S/3675], under which “the opera-
ion of the Canal should e insulated from the pohtxcs

of any country” and freedom\jbf «passage should be ac-

3rded to all nations “without’ discrimination, overt or
and the General Assembly resolition: [997 -

cdvert”;
(ES-I )] of 2 Noveniber 1956, which requn'es the

réstoration of “secure freedoin of navigation” to follow

t e cease-fire, and to be apphed -without any exceptlori
quahﬁcatlon. SR , e

27, ‘Thus, even ‘if the" 1951 resolutxon had néver e\'x-
isted, Israel’s right to free navigation in the Suez Catial
would exist unreservédly by virtie of the equality and
universality' which govern ithe law of 'the ‘Suez: (Canal.
We do not believe that Isrdel’s rlghts ‘to passage 1in the
' Suez Canal can be friade'dependent on1 ‘one of the several

ppreambular motwes on \whlch the 1951 resolution is . .

: based g e B T
SRR S e R : PR

1Conventum respeetmg the irc}e navxgatwn of the Suez Man-
ili t|me Canal s:gnedl at: Constantmople ‘on, 29’ October ‘888

Ty

' 28. Paragraph 26 of the report describes the Security

Council as having “called upon Egypt to terminate the
restrictions on the passage of international commercial
shipping and goods through the Suez Canal”. This de-
scription is correct as far as it goes, but the quotation
should be completed by the addition of the crucial words

“wherever hound”. So that it would read: “commercial
shipping and goods through the Suez Canal wherever
bound”. Parrgraph 5 of the Security Council resolution

of 1 Septembe‘ 1951 states that:

“. .. since the armxstxce régime, which has been

in existenct ‘or nearly two and a half years, is of a
permanent- eharacter, neither party can reasonably
assert that it is actively a belligerent or requires to
exercise the right of visit, search and seizure for any
legitimate purpose of seif-defence”.

The report correctly describes this preambular reference
as “a basis” —not the basis—on which the Council
called upon Egypt to terminate its restrictions.

29. The fact is that the Security Council’s decision to
forbid restrictions on the passage of shipping wherever
bound is stated in operative paragraph 10 of the 1951
resolution in unconditional terms. The rejection of
belligerent rights under the armistice régime is but one
of the motives which led to the Security Councll’s de-
cision. ‘It cannot be saxd that, if the armistice reglme
falls into desuetude or is succeeded by any other situa-
tion, the right of free passage is suspended.

30. Least of all can my Government admit that its
primary right of free navigation in the Suez Canal and
the Gulf of Agaba can be affected by so remote a cir-
cumstance as the operation or non-operation of articles
VII and VIII of the 1949 Armistice Agreement, dealing *
with the unconnected and not very momentous ques-
tions of El Auja and the defensive areas. Can we forget

that the Security Cotincil’s resolution of 1 September

1951 was violated by Egypt for years on end even when
article VIII of the Armistice Agreement was fully im-
plemented and in force? .How then can the restoration
or" non-restoration of that article. today have effect on
the: validity of the 1951 resolutjon? ,

31. ‘In short, Israel's nght/co/ use 1ntemat10nal water-
ways is not 1nﬂuenced by “whether or not Israel forces
are in El'Auja, whichs on the Israel side of the front-
ier. My Governmélt cannot accept any such relation-
ship between sufrelated questionis. All those interested
in free navxgatlon in the Suez Canal and .other interna-
tional svaterways should join. us in opposing the idea
that such rights-of uavtgatlon can be dependent on some
other issue arlsmg between ‘Egypt-and a maritime State.
32. \R if it ‘is accepted .that: Egypt ‘can deny  the
Canaktg any State by proclaiming unilateral belliger- .
ency-against it, or- by invoking some other dispute with

- it, then the )1888 Convention: is eTectively annulled, and

every State/lwilt-have navigation by Egypt's mercy, or -
not at all. (/f his is not an academic consideration, for
here is the last pronouncement from an Egyptian official

. source on the quéstion of the Suez Canal. It comes' from

a leading article in El Gomhouria, the organ of-the -
Egyptian. military.. .group, -and it was® ‘quoted. by the'
official .radio in. Cairo on 2 ]anuary 1957. Tt.says: ® « -
. “Whatever happens, the fact remains that ‘the
' Egyptiatt- people alone control the Suez Canal. The
*. Egyptian. people cari prevent. the ‘passage. through the B
Canal of all ships regardlesg)of ‘nationality.” o

lpably i

' mamtammg the full orthodoxy'of;the 1nternat10 al jur: ‘
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isprudence on the unconditional character of maritime
rights in the Canal,

33. This leads to our view that no ‘matter what is or
what is not agreed between Egypt and Israel concerning
the disposition of their mxhtary forces in the Sinai des-
ert or in the Negev, Israel's right to maritime freedom
is absolute. We deal here with an unconditional right
belonging ‘to all nations and not with an act of grace
which may be conferred or withheld by the coastal State
according to the solution of other, extraneous issues.

34. In making these observations on Israel’s rights in
the Suez Canal, I recall the feport of the Secretary-
General of 9 May 1956 [, /3596] in which it is empha-
sized, rightly, that the Security Council alone has the
competence to interpret its resolutions. This was in
reply to a request for action to help secure the imple-
mentation of the 1951 resolution.

35. I.pass to theyquestion of the Straits of Tiran. My
Government does not hold that there is a “legal contro-
versy” about its right.of innocent passage through the
Straits of Tiran, Indeed, this has been one of the few
«questions on which unanimity has always existed. This
unammlty even extends to Egypt itself. In the aide-
ménoire dated 28 January 1950, handed by the Foreign
Minister of Egypt to the United States Ambassador, re-
ferring to the occupation of the islands of Tiran and
Sinafir, it is stated inter alie—and I quote from the
original text of the E gyptlan communication :

“This occupation'was in no way undertaken to stop

innocent passage of ships through these waterways
separating these two islands from the Egyptian coast
+ of Sinai. It goes without saying that this passage is
the only practicable one and will: remain iree, as in
the past, and this is m;conformlty with international
practice and the rer.c\gmzed prmcxples of human
~ rights.”?
36. Today is. the‘?veventh amilversary of Egypt’s ac-
" knowledgement of the-right ot”innocent passage m the
Straits of Tiran and the Gulf of Aqaba.
37. In addition to these mutually accepted prmclples
of maritime law, we have the primary obligations of the
United Nations Charter to refrain from the i1se or threat
of force. These provisions stirely forbid the use of force
by coastal States against' peaceful shipping, Under the
Charter, there cannot be a “legal controversy” between
the doctrine of free navrgatxon -and the claim of a hostile
State to shoot at ships passing within its range. The
choice between maritime peace and marxtlme war is not
legally open. There can never be a genuine conflict be-
tween the legality of innocent passage and the 1llegahty
of blockade. The former.must prevall over the latter.

38. Moreover, the fact that a commission of the Gen-

“eral 1Assembly has decided procedurally to study. a

certain ‘topic at a later ‘date does not _miean that the .

established law of the freedom of the seas:is suspended,
-or' that there thay beé an interim: sanction for acts' of
_war at sea.” The agenda and time-table: of the Interna-
“tional Law Comrmssmn cannot ‘be-advanced - setiously

“as’‘an element in this “discussion: * The ‘fact that the;
Internatxonal Law ‘Commissiori ‘is .to- consxder ‘aff item

at a later, date is’ entxrely w1thout legal relevance to the
present i
39. . Fmally,

- 2See ‘Oﬁ"mal Re 'vrds of the Se m“' Councsl Nmth
659th m'eelmg, paza. 103.: The or: it of the eom
“tion’ was in- French R :

: we‘do not beheve that the nght of block- |
ade in the ‘gulf and the stralts is. admxssnble provrded,

that it is exercised with “restraint”, My Government
has not been able fully to understand the statement that

“any possible claims of belhgerent rights should take
into account the international interests involved and
therefore, if asserted, should be limited to clearly non-
controversial situations”, [A/3512 _para. 25.] The im-
plication that there are situations in which Egypt and
Israel might assert belligerent rights against each other;
thhout controversy, is puzzlmg

40." To sum up: we rise from a study of this part of

. the report firmly convinced that international organs

should approach questions of navigation with the fra-
ditional emphasis on the international interest; on tni-

wversality; on freedom of ‘passage; on the absence of

connexion between maritime freedom and external-
problems ; and without undue deference to alleged nghts
of blockade. ‘

41, The report deals in detail with the 1949 Armlstxce
Agreement. It is important that we frankly analyse the
status of that agreement today. It is important that we
ask ourselves the question which the report raises;: does’
this agreement really offer a framework in which

peaceful relanons between Egypt and Israel can: be
established ?

42. The report admxts that the General Armistice
Agreement has “deteriorated” (paragraph 15) ; that.it
has been “undermmed progressively by deve‘ooments ;
in recent years” (paragraph 15); that * ever-wxdemng
non-compliance” with it has developed (paragraph 26) ;.
and, by implication, that it has ceased to be operative
at all to the extent that, even after withdravsal behind
the armistice lmes, it could be considered as operatlve'
only in part, since non-compliance would still continue
in other substantive clauses. That is the Judge'nent in"
paragraph 27. -

43. The Israel delegatlon has addressed the Securxty
Councrl and the General Assembly many times on the |
events which led to the breakdown of the 1949 Armis-
tice Agreement with Egypt. By the time we had reached ]
the _point of explosion in. October 1956, Israel was en-'
joying practically none“of its rights under that agree-
ment, v g

44, We had no. securxty and freedom from fear ofi

attack”. We had no recognition by Egypt of the char-:

acter of the agreement as a condition leading to perma:
nent peace. The demarcation line offered us no protec- |
tion against raids, assaults and fedayeen incursions, We:
had no freedom of navigation in the Gulf of Aqaba. We
had no free use of the Suez Canal.. We had no accept--
ance by Egypt of our very soverelgnty, although this is |
inherent in the existence of a contract between two:
Member States of the United Nations. We had direct |
reason: to_know that Egypt would refuse to negotiate |
any agreement for thé revision, su¢pension or replace-;.
ment of the Agreement in. favour of permanent peace. ;

45. Thus, as armed gangs roamed across otir conntry-'}
side and our commerce was strangled in both interna-
tional waterways, we tealized that: every single right,

Cevery. ainenity, every advantage which Israel had a claim |

to-enjoy -under the 1949 Agreement was effectively, di
nied to us. /At the same. time Egypt clalmed and som

times recejved, international . support in- its.: eﬂ’ortst
secure respect of the agreement by Israel. L ~
46, The rock on which the Armlstlce Agreement
foundered was that of belhgerency -For eight years af;
eﬁort ‘was rnade to keep this: agreement ahve in condi'-’%
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ditions were the doctrine and the practice of “a state of
war"; the claim of belligerent rights; non-recognition of
Israel's independence and integrity as a State; and the
refusal by Egypt to »sspect the dynamic and forward-
looking character of the Armistice Agreement as a
transition to the negotiation of permanent. peace.

47, Is it any wonder that this agreement lies in ruins,
and that a new edifice is needed within which Egyptian-
Israel relations must henceforward grow and develop?

48. The need for a new edifice was clearly perceived
by the Secretary of State of the United States, who said
from this rostrum o 1.November 1956:
“All of us, I think, would hope that out of this
tragedy there should come something better than
-merely a restoration of the conditions out of which
this tragedy arose. There must be something better
~ than that . . . There needs to be something better
than the uneasy armistices which have existed now
for these eight years between Israel and its Arab
neighbors, There needs to be a greater sense of confi-
dence and sense of cecurity in the free and equal
operation of the Canal than has existed since three
‘months ago, when President Nasser seized the Uni-
versal Suez Canal Company.” [J01st meeting, paras.
154 and 155.) '

49. A similar thought was echoed that same evening
by the Foreign Minister of Canada:

“Are we to return” he asked “to the stutus gquo?

2 Such a return would not be to a position of security,

- or even to a tolerable position, but would be a return

to terror, bloodshed, strife, incidents, charges and

- counter-charges, and ultimately another explo-
sion ., .” [562nd meeting, para. 306.}

50. A study of our records leads to the strange con-
clusion that, three months ago, while hostilities were
still raging, there was more forward thinking and less
conservatism, more ambition to seek new avenues of
peace, less disposition to be satisfied with patchwork
expediencies, than is expressed in the present report or
in some of the speeches heard this morning.

51" On 3 November 1956, Mr. Lodge warned us:

’ “Let us stop the futile process of patching up pre-
vious agreements and understandings, which but

. serves to provide new pretexts for further provoca-

- tions.” [563rd meeting, pare. 37.)

- Earlier in liis -statement, Mr. Lodge had said:

"~ “The instability of the Armistice- Agreements is

tdo- well known to require comment . . . The armis-

“stice, which should have led to a peaceful settlement,

“increasing tension, especially since the ominous re-
. - .armament of Egypt by the Soviet Union. The abrupt
. .seizure by Egypt of the Univérsal Suez Canal Com-
pany, and the failure thus far of efforts to find a
'~ solution -to this important problem, have created a
. situation of deep concern to many nations.” [Ibid.,
«para. 23] ' :

52, With these words in our memory, surely we must
;at least hesitate before we decree that Egyptian-Israel
relations can have no otlier framework than the 1949

plement, with all 'its implications of non-belligerency

jiyyith Egypt under the Charter.. It is:in the light of this

- has instead given rise to growing provocation and--

- Agreement which Egypt is clearly not prepared to im- -

and-transition to peace; and which Israel, accordingly, .
- regards as no.longer furnishing a basis for its relations °

history that we develop our reservation to the remedy
groposed in the present report in so far as the legal
asts or framework of that remedy are concerned.

53. My Government feels that reliance on a partially
operative 1949 agreement is not necessary in order to
secure the objectives of withdrawal and permanent non-
belligerency in the Gulf of Aqaba and in Gaza. These
questions can be solved on their merits and in conform-
ity with United Nations objectives, But we think that
there is little value in the partial restoration of an agree-
ment which was meant to be an integrated whole, and
which in any case was to be followed by an early tran-
sition to peace.

54, In its commendable desire for realism, the report
admits that a full restoration is impossible. It says:

“The armistice régime may be considered as opera-
tive at least in part, provided forces are withdrawn
behind the armistice lines, even if non-compliance
were to continue in relation to other substantive
g;uses of the Armistice Agreement.” [4/3512, para.

8

55. But, on examination, this thesis of the partial op-
erativeness of the Agreement becomes difficult to sus-
tain. It could, in the strict sense of language, be inter-
preted to mean that the armistice would be operative if
respected by Israel, even if it were violated by Egypt
in essential points. That is what the words could mean
—certainly not what the intention can be. This idea of
a partial recognition of the Agreement would conflict
with the principle of the integrality, mutuality and
equilibrium of treaties, No State has a duty to respect
'a‘r:1 agreement which is not totally respected on the other
side.

56. For these reasons we strongly doult whether any
system of relations can be established by rebuilding this
collapsed structure on-the basis of some of its less sig-
nificant provisions, such as articles VII and VIII. But
one truth does emerge from the central thinking of the
report. The report admits that fresh agreements are
required in any case between Egypt and Israel. Would

it not, then, be wise to use such agrecments for a serious

and stable solution of outstanding security problems,
rather than to revive an agreement which has collapsed
beyond repair? Since the report admits that many pro-
visions of the armistice agreements now have to be re-

- placed or modified, surely efforts shouid be directed

towards the establishment of a peaceful relationship
between Israel and Egypt, rather than towards the re-
storation of a framework in which belligerency and -
hostility have flourished. D L

57.. The report deals with the United Nations Emer-
gency Force. The functions of the Force are cautiously
and restrictively interpreted. Indeed, the activities of
the Force are subordinated to Egypt’s consent. I recall .
that the Secretary-General’s report of 6 November 1956
on the Force did contain the seed of a different interpre-

_ tation, expressed in. the following paragraph, which

perhaps should now be recalled to mind. The Secretary-
General wrote: - . . . T :

C Tt s further"clea;“l\that the General Assembly, in
- its resolution: of 5 November 1956, by the reference
~ toits resolution of 2 November, has wished to reserve
- for itself the full determination-of the tasksof this
- .emergency Force, and of the -legal basis on which it
~ *ifust funiction in’ fulfilment of its mission.” [4/3302,
Cpara: &Y 0L A

. ‘;~
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5¢. Yo our discussions recently on withdrawal and re-

lated problems, we sought to clarify the functions of the

United Nations Emergency Force with some_precision,
At times we understood that its functions might include
.the prevention of belligerency and that it would remain
in any area as long as nccessary to discharge that func-
tion. This point is still not clear. It is vital and urgent
that it be clarified further, for if the entry of the Force

" were merely the prelude to. Egyptian reoccupation, and

if the activities and duration of the Force were subject
to Egyptian control, it would be hard to envisage it as
an effective barrier against the policies of belligerency
and blockade which Egypt hag for so long maintained,
and has, to the extent of our knowledge, not yet re-
nounced, ¢ ‘

59. From this consideratiod of the Secretary-General’s
latest report, I pass to the question of Israel’s proposals
for a settlement of the outstanding problems, and of
some of those which lie beyond. -

60. I first deal with the question of withdrawal from
the Sharm El Sheikh area. Here my Government stands
for -the simultaneous reconciliation of two objectives—
the withdrawal of Israel forces,and the guaranteeing of
perimanent freedom of navigation by the prevention of
belligerent acts against shipping in the Straits of Tiran
and the Gulf of Aqaba. .

61. The nced for accompanying the withdrawal of
Israel forces by related measures for ensuring free navi-
gation and preventing belligerency is now widely upheld
in the General Assémbly and in world opinion.

62. Day b; day, the.international character ‘of this
waterway becomes more strongly established. It is being

" used with increasing frequency by ships of many flags,

The guns on the promontory are silent and muzzled.
Ships pass north and south without hindrance or delay.
Ships of Arab flag now pass between Arab_ports on
missions of commerce or pilgrimage, with the same
serenity as that enjoyed by ships of other nationalities
plying between Eilat and ports in the Red Sea.

63, Meanwhile, at. Eilat and across the Negev, work
has gone forward to complete the link between the Red

- Sea and the Mediterranean. Soon this new bridge of

sea and land will be freely available to the commerce
of nations, and Europe and Asia will be liberated from
their exclusive reliance on one single fragile connexion
between the eastern and western oceans of the world. ;

64 :But all these visions depend upon permanent free-

dom of navigation. Would we not fall into a tragedy of

_error if this''open waterway : were again to become a
closed -and. stagnant lake; if guns were again to be

trained:on the channel between Tiran and the inainland;
if, as*d result of attacks on Israel's shipping, a perilous
and avoidable conflict were to erupt? S
65. Now this; 00, is not a vision idly conjured up.

.For here agai'r;,f/\'ire look to the latest pronouncement. by

Egyptian official sources on Egypt's inténtions in'the
Gulf of Aqaba. This pronouncement comes in the offi-
cial.Cairo radio statement of 16 January-1957, reacting

Egyp

. ‘to the apprehension of Israel that an Egyptian reoccu

g - pation would involve the restoration of the blockade.

Radio Cairo, which is an official governmental agency,

stated ‘that “the Israel spokesmen should take this threat
- seriously ;-the Gulf of Agaba is an Arab gulf and will

66. That, then, is-the crux of ithel‘ problem AT :lisféned ‘

remain;such in the future”. . .

wit’ti? care to the representative of Féylon——'?.ﬁd‘il‘ fear

that we cannot avoid this question of sequence. We
know—because Egypt has told us—that, if we were to
withdraw without any effective arrangement, the block-
ade would be restored, and therefore to advocate with.
drawal without any simultaneous arrengement is, ef.
fectively, to advocate a blockade, And, since a blockade
would inevitably elicit a response, we reach the concly-
sion that to advocate a withdrawal without related
measures would be to advocate a course leading in.
evitably to the renewal of conflict. That is why the
simultaneity of these two objectives cannot be evaded,
67. But, of the concrete problems facing the General
Assembly, surely this problem of the Straits of Tiran
is the easiest of solution, We have no desire to remain
in that strip of territory, and it is Israel's intention to
evacuate it immediately upon receiving effective assur-

_ances against any interference with the freedom of
Israel and international shipping. Israel has no interest
in the desolate strip of land on the shore of the straits,
but it is our right, on which we insist with full de-
termination, that the blockade should not be restored.
68, There is thus a direct relationship, in law and in
fact, between Egypt’s blockade of the straits and Israel's
occupation of the territory commanding them. Both the
blockade and the occupation are anomalies which ought

to be liquidated simultaneously. If Egypt practices -

warfare against Israel from those positions, then Israel's
reciprocal right to defend itself against that warfare
cannot be contested.

69. Reciprocity is the key to this, as to so many other
problems, If, under the doctrine of a state of war, you
condone Egypt's right to practise blockade against
Israel, then, under the same doctrine of a state of war,
you cannot refuse Israel’s right to prevent that block-
ade. - Freedom of navigation on the seas and in the

straits is a basic principle of international law. So,

also, is the principle that there shall not be occupation
b}:nong country of the territory of another against its
70. Israel’s case is that both these principles should
be vindicated together. The blockade and the response
to the blackade should be'simultaneously annulled ; and,
because there is an international interest both in free-
dom of navigation and in the prevention of hostility be-
tween Israel-and Egypt, we turn to the United Nations
to liquidate each of .these symptoms of hostility and to
provide the physical means for ensuring permanent
freedom of navigation in this international waterway.

71. The best solution of this- problem -would be for
the countries—four of them—bordering on the gulf to.
sign a treaty safeguarding freedom of navigation for all
ships, wherever bound, without distinction of flag. Un-

til such time as a solution of this kind became practicable, «

-the problem would be solved if the General Assembly
would decide that the United Nations Emergency Force
should assure freedon: of passage, and that it should not

leave the coastal strip until a final settlement was ob-.

tained between Israel and, Egypt, or until some special
arrangement on permanen}: freedom of navigation in the
Gulf was reached in an ajreement between Israel and

the other interests conceried. My, delegation believes-

that the General Assembly could take this decision;,.

~72. Is not our positiot}, by any objective standard, a

position of moderation;. of conciliation, of elementary
prudence and of matyfe international responsibility? If

_the United Nations wi{ll simply. décide to place its forces
~“on this coast foi-the purpose of ensuring free navigation

¥



645th meeling—28 January 1957 ! ~ : 987

until a permanent agreement for freedom-of navigation
is reached, then the problem will have been Solved.

73. The problem of Gaza is admittedly one of unique
complexity, and there is no reason for surprise if Israel's
proposals for an interim solution appear complex. We
are convinced, however, that this plan is more conducive
than any other to peaceful relations between Egypt and
Israel; to the security and welfare of the inhabitants of
Gaza and of adjoining Israel communities; to the pros-
pect of solving the refugee problem; and to the avoid-
ance of the tensions and hostilities which have in recent
.years made Gaza a focal point of danger to Middle
Eastein peace. N

7

74. Let me summarize the elq'rjents of our plan.

75. First, out of consideration for the position taken
by the General Assembly, and in deference to the prin-
ciple of the demilitarization of Gaza, Israel has no inten-
tion of maintaining armed forces in the Gaza Strip and
does not believe that there need be any military forces
there at all, : :

76. Second, we advocate that a suitable relationsh
be established between the present administration and
the United Nations.

77. Third, we counsel most earnestly against any at-
tempt to disturb or uproot the present arrangements in
the area, which ensure, it a level not previously experi-

enced, public services in health, education, electricity, *

irrigation, communications, agriculture, trade and in-
dustry, and internal security, " '

78. I understand that it is this third point—the main-
tenance and development of these various links between
Gaza and Israel—which causes some difficulty to repre-
sentatives here and their Governments. I should there-
fore like to explain why we believe, on careful scutiny,
that this course should be confirmed.

79. It has nowhere been questioned that the Egyptian
occupation was an era of disaster for the people of Gaza
and for their Israel neighbours. The Gaza Strip was the
chief springboard for murderous attacks against the

people of Israel. It was the nest of fedayeen units. It .
was a scene of destitution, squalor and hopelessness, for

the Egyptian administration made no efforts to inte-

_ grate this area into the life of Egypt, or to provide

" amenities or hopes of progress for its inhabitants, If
Egyptian rule were re-established, either directly or
following a period of United Nations Emergency Force
control, all constructive prospects would be locked, and
the Guza Strip would revert to isolation, lawlessness
. 'a}‘ngl destitution, to its own misfortune and that of all the
adjacent area. There would merely be re-establishied
an Egyptian colony on foréign soil, cut off from its
natural economic hinterland. oy o
80.. To illustrate this theme beyond the information
contained in our aide-mémoire, I want to describe some
‘elements of the reviving life in Gaza which the General
Assembly chould strive not to extinguish. R

8L, - The connexion of Gaza with Egypt, as. 1 haﬁé

pointed’ out, was the artificial result of the Egyptian -

-aggression tof 1948. While the Armistice Agreement
conferred certain rights on the Egyptian, invading artny

in Gaza, which I presume nobody. would now:suggest -

should be. restoredi, the Agreement did not require
Egyptiani civilian' control. There is no compulsion in
~ Interriational law, past or present, in favour of.restoring
Egyptian administrative control to the Gaza area. The

administrative control was merely the consequence of
a military position. If the military position is not re-
stored, there is no neccasity-in law to restore the admini-
strative position. .

82. The facts of Gaza's geography should be borne in
mind. The distance from Gaza to Tel-Aviv is 40 miles,
to Jerusalem about 45 miles, to Beersheba about 30
miles, and to Cairo 250 miles, A broad desert separates
the Gaza Strip from Egypt. On the other hand, Gaza
and the Israel villages surrounding it are part of a single
topographical regicn. .
83. The Gaza Strip is primarily a purely agricultural
area. Egypt is also an agricultural country, and thus
cannot absorb the agricultural production of Gaza, On
the other hand, the Israel economy is industrial in char-
acter and Israel is a natural market for the agricultural
surpluses of the Gaza Strip. ~

84. The main agricultural problems are irrigation and
the introduction of industrial crops. Irrigation would
make possible the conversion of the present extensive
methods of cultivation to intensive agriculture and the
introduction of more profitable/crops. There is work
ot the plan for bringing water to the Gaza Strip from
the Yarqon, wia the Negev pipeline.’ The first, pipeline
will be completed in Maxrch, and by the summer between
6 and 7 million cubic metres of water.will be brought
to the strip, which will make-possible the irrigation of
thousands of dunams. ‘ )
85. There is similar progress, which I will not detail,
in other aspects of Gaza’s economic and social life. Cit-
rus exports from Gaza are reaching European markets.
Local industrial produce finds a market in Israel. Social
welfare services, training centres, and other related
services are in full operation. The tragic scarcity of
health services, doctors and nurses is now being reme-
died. Primary schools in the area have been reopened.
Local authorities in Khan Yunis, Deir el-Ballah and
Rafah are maintaining- their own development projects,
Local Arab residents are taking an increasing share in
the administration of the area, and 1,200 of them, in-
cluding ‘police, teactiers and agricultural workers, are
émployed-in the administration of the area. _
86. Remembering the misery to which the people of
Gaza have been condemned for -eight years and the
complete sterility of their life, the General Assembly,
in our submission, should reflect very carefully before

it recommends the destruction of ‘all these natural links.

which integrate Gaza into the life of 'an economy and a
society larger thanlitself. Let it be recalled that we are

both willing and desirous ‘that all this activity should '

continue in full association and relationship with the

- United Nations; that is to say, within a framework of

international responsibility. = P

87. 'Nor do we cdnsider that'the intérests of the Gaza

population should be ignored. ‘That populatior is follow-
ing these discussions with alertness and vigilance. On
24 Januaty, the chiirman and the members of the Rafah
council publishied tlieir appreciation' of the order, peace,
tranquillity and normaléy restored to- their township;
and welcomed the declaration that ‘the present admini-
stration in the ‘aréa would coritinue.” The ‘council - at
Khan Yunis, the council at Deir el-Ballah, and the
advisory committee| representing the Gaza populationi

- have similarly- testified. to their. earnest desire to:see

these - development - processes maintained. ‘in none of
these communicatiotis ~did - the  representatives: of the
Gaza population: express themselves on. political or: judi-
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- cial matters, But, having been starved of any social

respect or economic independence for eight years, they:
are reluctant to see Gaza revert to its former state, or
to become economically stunted unit, cut off by inter-
national forces from any links with its natural economic
hinterland. Vo

88. Ii these administrative processes were to continue
in due relationship with the United Nations, a solution
would have been found to the problems of security, to
the economic problem, and ultimately to the problem
of the refugees. :
89. While we do not underestimate the importance of
the formal and juridical questions discussed in the Sec-
retary-General’s report, the problem of Gaza is essen-
tially one'which touches the welfare of the people, rather
than ‘the nature of documents. We believe that' the
General Assembly has the power to provide a legal
sanction for such arrangements in Gaza as are, by com-
mon and unchallenged consent, the most conducive to
the security and welfare of its people. I refer to the
present administrative arrangement in Gaza, The
United Nations should not close the door on this pro-
spect, or recommend measures which would condemn.
the Gaza area to a further period of isolation and de-

spair. The way should be kept open for further study °
of the ‘proposals which-my Government has  submitted -

and which the people of Gaza manifestly support.

90. These communications from the representatives
of Gaza fully confirm the general trend of the report by
Colonel Nelson to the Secretary-General [4/3491],

which was published a few weeks ago. This also referred

to their interest in the maintenance of the present de-
velopment processes. , '

.91, A few words on the Suez Canal before my con-

clusion. *We notice reports of progress in the physical
clearance of the Suez Canal. It must surely be taken
for’ granted that this international waterway cannot be
opened by United Nations.action and remain closed to
any Mémber State. It is vital that the Canal be opened
under a régime of law and not under the system of
illegal discrimination which has prevailed. for the past
two years. We notice with anxiety that thé withdrawal
of non-Egyptian troops from the Canal has not been
followed by the commencement of any hopeful negotia-
tions which might provide a system for the Canai in
which the maritime nations could have'a sense of ‘con-

5

fidence and independence.

ey

‘92, ‘Behind the solution of these concrete problems,
Israel aspires -to a new- system .of relations between -

Egypt and itself. . We do not hold that the inoperative
character ‘of the 1949 Armistice Agreement means the

‘existence of a state of war, and we are ready to confirm
. this position by signing an agreement of non-belligerency

- and mutual non-aggression with Egypt immediately.

' Sharm El Sheikh and Gaza involve the withdrawal of
- outr military forces, thus conforming with the objectives

2.

'to- become a linkina

93. ' The proposals which ‘we have’ put forward. for

of the Geperal Assembly: We urge‘that;. by adopting

. related measures on 'the lines that we have submitted,
~_the General Assemhbly enable the withdrawal ‘of forces
hain of constructive developments

leading to the future.

»

a

" 94 In presenting these vigWé to the: General 'A\s:sehably,'
- 'we.remind: the ‘world of ‘the essential sizpplicity of ‘our

“case.: The things we scek are simple‘things}, We seek

L We seek:

no Egyptian territory, we threaten no Egyptialy interest:
0
v‘ SN

live_without our. men, women and children .and'the- link-among ‘these four- fundamental factors. 1. .

bﬁing liable to sudden death springing at their throats
from Gaza and elsewhere,« We wish our homes in the
Negev and the coastal plain to maintain the peace which
they have known for three nmonths and not be brought
back into the inferno ~which any prospect of Egyptian
occupation would involve, 'We seek to have our ships
sail freely, equally with others, on internations! water-
ways. We want our lawful access to our own ports, We
wart to be able to develop our trade and commerce with
ag nations, free from the warlike strangilation of block-
ade. ' LR '

95. Are these .immoderate ¢r exorbitant demands}
These things are our rights, They are not acts of grace,
Let us have these rights anc we shall respect the rights -
of others. Our proposals are nothing but a programme
to ensure that the respect of Egypt’s rights by Israel
shall be accompanied by a reciprocal respect for Israel's
rights by Egypt. ‘

96. In conclusion, I note that the Secretary-General
in his report points otit that the immediate issues at stake
are practically all “complicated and delicate”. By dis-
cussing them seriously and in a conciliatory spirit, with-
out rancour or denunciation, the General Assembly can
contribute effectively to their solution.

97, It must be recogrized that most of the longer-term
issues facing us can be solyed not by a return. to old
agreements, but only by the direct contact and agree-
ment of the two Governments concerned. Let us at least
leasn in the debate where Egypt stands. Does it still
maintain a state of war and a right of blockade? If not,
then we face an easier, a, different juridical situation,
In the absence of direct contacts or some such clarifica-
tion of Egypt's basic attitude, there are infinite dangers

.of deadlock.

98. To promote direct settlements of immediate and, .
thereafter, of long-term problems is the central purpose
to which the General Assembly should now move. The
futility of a belligerent ‘relationship must surely be
grasped by Egypt, as' it always has by Israel. A struc-
ture of peaceful relations .cannot arise in full perfection

-overnight, but the General Assembly can, by forward-

looking : action, lay- its foundations in firmness and
strength. .- o e o ‘

99. ' My, SERRANO ' (Philippines) : We' are back
again to'this very vexing and perplexing question of the
Arab-Israel'dispute.”” e
100. We have before us the report of the Secretary-
General of 24 January 1957 [4/3512], which makes
reference to his previous report of 15 January 1957
[A4/3500 and Add. 1]. In order to approach these reports
intelligently and to determine possible positions avail-
able to this body or to another appropriate organ of the
United Nations, it seems to me necessary that we should
keep distinctly in mind the following: first, the terms

- of the basic Assembly resolutions ' from 2" November:

1956 to" 19 January of this year; sécondly, the position
of the parties to the question—the position of Egypt

and the position of Israel; thirdly, the position of the
Secretary-General:and of ‘the United Nations  Emer-

EESe i

resolutions by which UNEF. was.created-and organiz
and by which the Secretary-General was: entrusted with

- certain ‘specific responsibilities -in  connexion with thé'

hostilties; and fourthly, what this Assembly can do and -
cannot do in:the light of the present. state of affairs. ' .
101. - If we keep clearly in mind the.juridical relation
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have mentioned, I hope that we may be able to avoid
the possibility of confusion and to view the situation
with.a degree of clarity. ,

102, In his report of 15 January, the Secretary Gen-
eral made mention of the fact that, on the basis of
previous resolutions, discussions had been held between
himself and the representatives of th¢ Government of
Israel with a view to securing full ,compliance with the
terms of the Assembly resolutions as far as the with-
drawal of forces was concerned. We were told that in
© several communications made by the representative of
Israel certain withdrawals had been announced: first,
on 3 December 1956; secondly, on 7 and 8 January
" 1957, and thirdly, on 15 January. Moreover, on 14
January, the representative of Israel also announced
intended further withdrawals by 22 January of this year.

103. It was alsc stated in the report of the Secretary-
General that there would be meetings between the Com-
mander of UNEF and the Commander of the Israel
forces for carrying out these intended withdrawals, We
were informed that at those meetings the Israel Com-
mander would be requested by the UNEF Commander
to define precisely the extent of the so-called.Sharm El
Sheikh area and the strip on the western coast of the
Gulf of Aqaba. o

104, By and large, the first report of the Secretary-
" General emphasized the urgency of the completion of
the first necessary phases of withdrawal, pointing out
that, under the terms of the Assembly resolutions, par-
ticularly that of 2 November. 1956, whose provisions
were finally reiterated on 19 January 1957, there was
need not only for a cease-fire, but also for the complete
withdrawal of the forces-behind the armistice lines
and, finally, for the scrupulous®observauce of theé terms
of the Armistice Agreement. Great emphasis was placed

I

by the Secretary-General on the completion of these

‘necessary phases under the Assembly resolutions as steps
leading to a more permanent ‘and satisfactory solution
~of this intractable problem. . \ 5

- 105, The report of the Secretary-General now before
- us, which is an extension of his original report, states
©» that Israel had not fully complied with the Assembly
resolution: [1123 (XI)] of 19 January at the time of the
expiration of the time limit therein stated. Here he
. reaffirms his views on the urgency of the conclusion of
the'first phases as-contained in the Assembly resolutions.
‘With:respect to the limits of the United Nations.action,
he lays down three fundamental criteria' which he con-
siders as non-controversial. o

106, -On the matter of the Gaza Strip, he makes the
categorical statement that the de facio situation in.the
. Gaza area under the ‘afmistice must be enforced and
that no alteration of whathe calls the status juris therein

would ‘be'tolerated under the terms of the- Assembly -

,.Tesolutions. Nevertheless, he states that even if the
"de facto situation-in the Gaza area is to be maintained,
it is understood to be without prejudice to the assertion
_of any rights or claims, custodial, military or otherwise,
¢+ as'provided, for in :specific terms under the Armistice

* Agreement; Because of this, the Secretary-General ex-
presses the view that;"in so far as the Israel offer of
- some kind of administration in Gaza is concerned, with
_some form of suitable ., relationship with the .United

‘Nations, such a proposal cannot be accepted, the reason
being that it would ‘réquire an “alteration ‘of the . status

. Agreement, .

‘quo in the Gaza Strip as it existed under the: Armistice

107, The report also recommends the reaffirmation of
a non-aggression agreement between the parties as con-
tained in article I of the Armistice Agreement, To this
effect, the Secretary-General recommends the imple-
mentation of articles VII and VIII of the Armistice
Agreement in connexion with the defensive areas and
the continued demilitarization of El Auja, He then
concludes that it would require the stationing of UNEF
in Gaza, El Auja and on the Israel side of the armistice
demarcation line in so far as the zone is concerned. -

108. On the matter of the Sharm El Sheikh area, the
Secretary-General neither accepts nor denies the Israel
position, He makes mention, however, of the resolution
of the Security Council of 1 September 1951 in con-
nexion with the restrictions imposed by the Givernment
of Egypt on Israel shipping in the Suez Canal; and he
states that it was found by the Security Council that,
as the Armistice Agreement had continued in force for
two and a half years at the time that resolution was
adopted, it had acquired a more or less permanent char-
acter such as would preclude the assertion or the exer-

. cise of any of the belligerent rights of thie parties. And

he concludes that, on the basis of the finding of the
Security Council—if the conditions still exist upon
which that finding was predicated—neither party new
can exercise or assert belligerent rights. He therefore
asks the parties not to exercise these rights of belliger-
ency in the Gulf of Aqaba of the Straits-of Tiran.

109. These, in brief, are the contents of the report of
the Secretary-General.- . .

110. The position of Egypt, as we see it, is simple.
Egypt simply wants the complete withdrawal of Israel

-wforces Betimd the demarcation lines, in dccordance with

the terms of the General Assembly resolutions, and adds
that this withdrawal “permits of no conditions whatso-
éver. - Coe P R

11i. On the othet hand, the Government of Israel.poses .

three principal issues as far as the withdrawal of its
forces is concerned. o

112. In connexion with the Gaza Strip, it proposes
that a system of Israel administration now in effect be

signs over the Gaza Strip and accepts the position that
there is need for the withdrawal of its forces from the

o

Gaza Strip. . f ‘ |

"113. - On the other hand, in connexion with the with-

drawal from the Sharm El Sheikh area, two conditions

acts“of belligerency; and secondly, that the right of

‘navigation in the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran
- is.ensured, either in the form of a private. agreement

between Egypt and Israel or by some kind-of an inter-
national agreement. - .. e T
‘114, Thirdly, with respect to the Siez Canal, Israel
wishes to' impose the ‘condition that-its rfight to ‘free
navigation there, as provided by the resolution: of-the

Y

fully guaranteed. . : i

N

'115. ] have noted with some ffqgrét tlié“'disSaﬁsfaLéﬁbﬁ

of the representative of Israel over the Secretary-Gen-

~ eral’s. report.” His statement today somehow. confirmed
~the press reports this-mornifg attributing to a spokes- .
. ‘'man of Israel words to. the effect that the report was-

&

" continued subject to a suitable relationship with-the -
United Nations. It avows {hat it has no territorial de-

" are imposed by ‘Isra‘el;: first, that a satisfactory guaran- -
‘tee is given ori mutual absténtion from the exercise .of

Security Council of 1 September 1951, and 'bto%télg on
the basis of the ConStan‘t\inOp‘leb'Conventibn of 1888, be -

~ “negative”, “unconstructive” and “a masterpiece of ob- .
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. scurity”, I hope these words do not officially represent

~ the views of the Israel Government.

116, “Iumust state in this connexion that any criticism
by the Israd] Government of the present report is based
on what I believe is'a misapprehension of the position
of the Secretary-General ; the Israel Government appears
to he expecting too much from the Secretary-General,
beyond the legal position that he has under the Assem-
bly resolutions. We must not lose 'sight of the fact that
the Secretary-General assesses his responsibilities in the
present question in the light of the resolutions of the
‘General Assembly and of his report of 6 November
1936, confirmed by this body. We cannot expect him
to do more than what he/is entrusted with by this As-
sembly under itsresolutions.

117. Basically, we rcpeat -that the Assembly resolu-
tions call for four things: a cease-fire; the cessation of
hostilities ; abstention from military raids and military
i_hc‘ursid’ns; and scrupulous observance of the terms of
the armistice agreements. ' ’

118. The United Nations Emergercy Force was cre-
ated and organized to give effect to the terms of these
resolutions. It was expressly stated in the resolution
[1000 (ES-I)]. creating this United Nations Force
that it was intended to implement these terms. There-
fore, considering the position of Israel with respect to
the Gaza area, could Israel expect the Secretary-Gen-
eral in his report to act on that proposal?

119, Before we come to this, I would wish to refer
to the part of the Secretary-General’s report where he
states that the Israel proposal for the continuation of
Israel administration in the Gaza Strip, accompanied
by suitable .relationship  with the United .Nations, can-
not be accepted. I have no doubt thatithe Secretary-
General had in mind the definition of the functions of
the Force which he set out in his report of 6 November
1956: ' : o
“Tt is further clear that the General Assembly, in
. its resolution of 5 _November 1956, by the reference
.to its resolution of 2 November, has wished to reserve

.for itself the full determination of the tasks of this

“emiergency Force, and of the legal basis on which it
- must function in fulfilment of its mission.” [A4/3302,
Cpara. 8] s ' o

" Inparagraph 9 he added: - _ -
*,+. . “While the General Assembly is enabled to estab-
lish the Force with the consent of those parties which
. contribute units to theforce, it could not request the
" force to be stationed .or .operate. on the territory-of a
3 given country without the consent of the Government
. of that country.” LT
-In my view, that-was the part of the earlier report which
the Secretary-General had.in mind when he made the
following statements in his present report: A
v “These considerations exclude. the: United Nations
from accepting Israel control oyer the area”—mean-
* ing the Gaza Strip—*“even if it were of a non-military
«,:charctér.: Théy would also exclude the deployment
«i of*the  UNEFE" necessary;.in*:the albisence: of Israel
" troops, if such arrangements as those;.proposed: by
' the; Government of Israel: wete to. be, implemented.”
.-, “Any broader function for it in:that area; in View

: .vof the terms of.the Armistice Agreerhent and a recog--

- nized principle.of international law, : would require
‘the.consenit' of -Egypt. . ." [4/3512; paras. 13 and

g ¥

Savdd ) e e

120, If I correctly interpret the views of the Secretary.
General regarding the necessity of obtaining the con.
sent of Egypt for the assumption of functions by UNER
beyond what is expressly provided in the Armistice
Agreement, and with reference to what he stated ip his
report of 6 January, I must say that there could be a
point of disagreement in this respect. The question
that arises is this: when UNEF enters the Gaza Strip
soon after the withdrawal of the Israel forces, can the
. Gaza Strip be regarded as Egyptian territory in such a
way as to require Egypt’s consent for the further stay
and deployment of UNEF there?

121, For the present, it should be noted that before
the occupation of the Gaza Strip by Israel forces, Gaza
was under the military control of Egypt, but was not
therefore a part of the territory of Egypt. It was under
the control of Egypt as a result of the Palestine war, If
‘we are to interpret the words “territory of a State” in
the Secretary-General’s report, we must in this con-
nexion recall the partition. Under thie partition, the
Gaza Strip was a part of the Arab State and not of
israel. Necessarily it was also not a part of Egypt,

122, Therefore, if the legal and juridical link is to be
established by the Secretary-General between this re-
port and his previcus report of 6 January, with refer-
ence to the consent of the State of a territory wherein
these units may be stationed, the basis is erroneous,
With respect to Egypt, Gaza is not its territory, and the
consent of Egypt is not necessary for the continuance
of UNEF in that area. Neither is the consent of Israel
‘necessary, because, under the partition, Gaza was a part
of the Arab State and not a part of Israel or Egypt. In
this respect; therefore, I am not quite in agreement with
the conclusions arrived at by the Secretary-General.

123. In connexion with the withdrawal of Israel forces
from the Gaza Strip, the question is not whether Egypt
or Israel should or should not give its consent, but
whether the Assembly can ‘do something and, if 'not,
whether any other appropriate organ of the United Na-
tions can do something. The question will then arise:
what will be the functions of UNEF. when it enters the
Gaza Strip? I have stated that UNEF was established
for four purposes: to ensiire a cease-fire, the cessation
of hostilities, abstention from mutualincursions and
traids, and the scrupulous observance oithe Armistice
Agreement. In the Secretary-General’s report defining
the functions of UNEF, it is to-be temporary in char-
acter. oy e ._i{’ ; g s .
124, In the light of the Israel proposal-—and I do not

- ask members to accept'it or to reject it, but merely to
determine the juridical basis of any action that may be
taken thereon—I am of the opinion that; in as much-as
the Gaza Strip has been occupied by Israel in connexion’

with these hostilities, it now devolves upon the General -
Assembly, if it wants to effect some kind of permanent
solution, to redefine the functions of UNEF in occupy-
ing Gaza. To the extent that UNEF lends itself to the
scrupitlous observance of the Armistice Agreement, it
will e performing a function which requires no further
définition by"this Assembly, because tHat function has
alteady been defined by the resolution [997 (ES-I)] of
2, November '1956.: However, if UNEF has' to con- .
tinye in the Gaza Strip for some period of time, with:a
viéw, for example, to preventing the recurrence of mili-
tary raids between Israel and:Egypt—perhaps: indefi-
‘nitely—then ithere is:néed for the ‘General® Assembly to-*

- deterniine now whether it should redefine the 'functioﬁ.{:;é

» ‘v
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of of UNEF in the light of the Assembly resolutions which
we have already adopted and in the light of what we
want todoin the Gaza Strip, if we want to do something.

I would repeat that neither the corisent of Israel
nor the consent of Egypt is necessary in the performance
of the functions of UNEF in Gaza, so long as those
functions are related to the terms of the resolution
[997 (ES-I)] of 2 November 1956, as reiterated in
other resolutions of the General Assembly Indeed, if
such consent is necessary on the part of Egypt, I would

say that it is already presumed by the’fact that Egypt
voted in favour of those resolutions. *

126. I do not say that this Assembly should reject or
accept the proposal of Israel on Gaza. As a matter of
fact, if we consider the azde-memozre, the statement” of
the representatxve of Israel is that such a scheme has
been offered only for study and comment by this body
and not as a definite proposal. How good that scheme
is I do not know. In my view, it takes the form of some
type of trusteeshlp, although the representatwe of Israel
did not qualify it as'such. It appears to be in the nature
of a perpetual trusteeship, without any terimination
date and with some kind of relationship with the United
Nations. But if it is intended by this body to have
UNEF in the Gaza Strip to prevent the possibility of
the recurrence of conditions in which each party accuses
" the other of military incursions, it is essential for this
body to redefine the functions of UNEF. .

127. In connexion with the Gulf of Aqaba and the
- Straits of Tiran; there are two conditions which are
imposed by Israel: the simultaneous guarantee of ab-
stention from acts of belhgereney and the guarantee of
the right of free navigation therein. The position of
Israel involves two parts, one which is related to.the
General Assembly resolutions and the other which is
entirely alien to.them. ‘In so far as the Assembly reso-
Iitions call for the withdrawal of Israel forces from ‘the

areas occupled by them, the proposal has relevance; but
in so far as it mentions’ ‘freedom of. navxgatlon in the

Gulf of Agaba and the Straits' of Tlran it has absolutely
no relevance to the said resolutions. Do

128, T must state in thls connexion that the Assembly
is considering this question as 4 result of the outbreak
of hostilities on 29 October 1956. The Assembly does
not have general jurisdiction.over the .question of Pale-
stine. Indeed, the only organ of the United Nations
which has excluswe jurisdiction over this issue, apart
from- ‘the actions resulting ‘froin the eyents of 29 Octo-
ber, is the Security Council. Therefore the General
k Assembly, ‘in ‘my view, cannot consider any proposal or
any part of a proposal whlch does not' fall within 'its
appropriate jurisdiction,’ As 'the proposal of Israel
touches on freedom 6f nav1gatxon in the Gulf of Aqaba

. and the Straits of Tiran, I am afraid that it cannot

vahdly be considered by this body All that the Assembly

can do is to determine the question of the w1thdrawal of

forces from tne Sharm El Shelkh area

-129. : \t -do- not. say, that the position, of lsrael is not
legitimiate. If.Isra¢l feels that freedom of navxgatlon in
-the Gulf of Aqaba - and the’ Straits of Tiran.is essential
to 1t *

I
ool

‘may constitute-a threat to. mternatlonal peace and secu-

rity, I would.say that’ lsrael is, at Iiberty to present the -

question before  the Security . Councd “apart: from . the

question: .of , the w1thdrawa1 of Israervforces from the -
,Sharm )] Sheikh area. That dn, my vrew, 1s. the correct

wsecurlty and. peace, and that it is a'matter that-

Jundrcal posrtxon, and it seems to me that thxs is the
only way in which we can solve this question properly.

130. I would also say, in connexion with the position
of Israel on the question of fres n:mgetlon in the Suez
Canal, that this is a matter that unhapplly this Assembly
cannot consider in the’ present state or “affairs, Itiga
question that must be raised, agam by |Israel, before the
‘Security Council,

131. Tt must be noted that the resolutxon of the Secu-

- rity Council of 1 September 1951, which. .was the imme-

diate source of the right invoked by Israel 6t the elimi-
nation of restrictions against Israel shipping in the Suez
Canal, wa$ an action taken before the opening:of hostili-

ties oni 29 October 1956, when, owing to the lack of

unanimity in the Securlty Council, this Assembly took
jurisdiction in this matter. However, the only” action
that this Assembly can take is such as is legally relevant
or as arises out of the hostilities that began on 29 Octo-
ber. Beyond that, this Assembly cannot arrogate to
itself a function whxch belongs properly to another
organ of the United Nations. I say—and I do not com—
ment upon that right, as it has been the consistent posi-
tion of my delegation to pursue an objective analysis of

the situation—that the question uf ‘the right of Israel
sto.unrestricted shipping in the -Suez ‘Canal cannot, be
" raised here but: must be raiseil by 1t before the Secunty

Council, .. : SO I
132. 1 therefore come to the following conclusxons

133. First, in connexion with the present report of the
Secretary-General which unhappily is now the subject
of criticism by the Governnient of Israel,” I must state
that’ the views expressed by ‘the: Secretary—General»
therein are limited to his assessment of his’ responslhlh-
tiés and duties and those of:the' UNEF under the basic
Assembly resolutions, He, therefore, cannot be/€x; expected

to go beyond the: responsxbllxtles as deﬁned for }\mm and ‘

UNEF . by those resolutions.

134. On the other hand, it must not be forgotten that-
the Secretary-General ‘had functions assigned to " him
other than those arising from the Assembly resolutions.
It should .be recalled that the Secretary-General was
brought into this picture earlier in 1956, He submltted
his report to the Security Council, “which discussed it~
and adopted a resolut1on, on 4/ June 1956 [S /3605],
which in it§ operatlve paragraphs 4 and 7 provxded as_
follows:

' “Endorses the Secretary—General’s f‘v1ew that the
' re-establishment of full compliance. with ‘the armistice
agreements represents a stage which has to be passed
"in otder to make progress possrble on the mam 1ssues
~ between ‘the parties;’

“Requests the* oecretary-General to contmue “his
“good offices with ‘the parties | anu to report to the
Secunty Councxl as’ approprlate L o

135. Therefore, as far as the Palestine questlon 1s

‘¢oncerned, the’ Secretary-Genetal has two sources of
_obligations ; the' Assemibly resolutions and the Security

Council_resolution 'of 4 June 1956, If the Secretary-

General feels that, under the Assembly’ resolutlons, he
~ cannot do certain things, as indicated in-the present
~ report, he’ rmght perhaps'. do those’ things urider the
. authority given him by the Secunty Councri resolutlon
"of 4 June 1956,

,136/ “To. 111ustrate thrs, ‘I would pomt out that the
~Secretary-Generals present report indicates his - belief .
that there isa need or advxsab:hty for both partles to
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reaffirm the provrsmns of article I of the Armistice
Agreement with respect to the guarantee of mutual
abstention ' from attack by land, air or sea, As I see
it, there is no. need for the Secretary-General to recom-
mend the reaﬂ‘irm..tlon of that provision, because under
the resolution of the ..mcunty Council he himself can
require the parties to-inake,such a reaffirmation if he
believes that it will ease whatever misgivings Egypt and
Israel may entertain on the situation.

137. . Thirdly, what the Secretary-General cannot do
under the Assembly resolutions or under the resolution
of the Security Council, perhaps this Assembly, or the
Security Council might do, according to what might be
appropnate in the circumstances. It is essential to
determine this in order that there may be no room fnr
misapprehension, -
138.  Fourthly, Israel’s proposal in regard to the Gult
of Agaba and the Straits of Tiran regardless whether
it is justified or unjustified, is a matter that in my view
may be acted ypon only by the Security Council, that is,
* “in"so far as navigation therein is concerned, leaving to
this Assembly the matter of the w1thdrawa1 of Israel
forces ‘without any conditions whatsoever. The same
is true with regard to the Gaza area. In so far as the
armistice is ‘to be observed. injthe Gaza area, and if
there is need for maintaining UﬁN EF there for the pur-
“pose of avoiding a repetition of military incursions by
both parties there, the Assembly can in my view redefine
the functlons of the UNEF so as to meet the situation.

139. . A reaﬂirmatlon by the parties of arficle T of the
Armistice. Agreement, in so far as there is a mutual
guarantee that necither of thé two parties will attack
each other, being an essential condition for transition to
& permanent peace in the area; can be required by the
Secretary-General, not under the present Assembly reso-
lution but under his duties in connexion with the reso-
lution of the Security Council. .

140 - Lastly,. there is, in my v1ew, a need for a rev:snon'

of ‘the: Armistice Agreement in order to bring about
‘ greater stablhty and to reduce misgivings on the part of
« the parties concerned. The. revision of the Armistice
‘Agreement is permissible and,can be done under article
XII of-the Agreement itself, whxch specifies three pro-
* cedures for revision, The ﬁrst is by the mutual consent
of the parties. . The second is- that,: if mutual ‘consent
cannot be secured, one of the parties may call upon-the
Secretary~Genera1 who in turn will call a conference
-of- the representatlves of both- ~countries, and su( a con-
ference becames obligatory upon both parties.. ""hlrdly,
if no. agreement can be secured in that conference, ‘the
matter may be brought to the Securlty Council. L

; ,141 1 bélieve that the maintenance of. the Armlstlce

'Agreement followmg the withdrawal of forces behind the -

- armistice lines is the objectwe that we.must now attain.
" In the opinion of Israel, there is no use going back to a
~ situation, which, may only revive a, potentlal source of
& danger between the two ‘parties. That, in my view, is

rithesses to the’ mutu‘alﬁcharges of violations
the armistice. Z‘ifﬁ; “while if i5 .essential, as an mmal
step to bringing.peace into.the area; to wrthdraw all'the

. 'forces ‘behind the armistice lines, the revxs:on of the

Armistice ‘Agreement becomes equally necessary. 'if ‘we

" are to look for a more stableiand permanent solution

~ for that area. Sirice the partles are beirig called upon to

" l-'revert i the Armlstxceytxgreement there is. need for .

\v‘rmprovmg it

. t‘

142, In my view, revision can be effected along the
following lines, First, we can eliminate the defensive
forces provided for in 'the Armxstlce Agx‘ePrnenf These
defensive forces have not in fact been used for real
defense purposes. If we are to believe the mutual re.
criminations of both parties, these defensive forces have
become only forces of mutual attack. I do not see any
necessity for their further maintenance. They can be
eliminated.

143. . Secondly, the demxhtarlzed zones might be en.
larged in. dangerous areas between Israel and Egypt,
and the functions of the United States Emergency Force
might then be redefined with a view to its occupying
the demilitarized areas and thereby maintaining peace
between the two countries until a more permanent
settlement can be achieved: between them,

144. These are the brief views of my delegation, and it
is our hope that the clarification of the juridicel aspect
of the situation, as well as the need for filling a potential
vacuum in the armistice régime, may help to bring about

- a more rational solutlon for the problems connected with

this issye. -
145. 'Mr. DEJANY (Saudx Arabia) : When we met to

discuss the Secretary-General’s report, from 17 to 19

January, the real intentions of Israel about the with-
drawal of its forces were clear to many delegatlons,
including my own, Several delegations felt, in view of
the Secretary-General’s oral report on 21 December
1956, [632nd meeting] when he had stated that a date
fallmg between 13 and 27 January 1957 for the womplete

» thhdrawal of Israel forces was unacceptable to him,

and in view of the fact that 22 January had been desig-
nated: by Israel as a date for withdrawal omy up to a
certain point in Sinai and no more, and in view of Israel’s
declarations -about its position with regard to Sharm
ElSheikh and the Gaza Strip, that the time had come
when the, Assembly must take more vigorous action in
order to bring about compliance with the General As-
sembly’s resolutions by Israel, as they had been com-
plied with before by the Umted Kingdom and France

146. Wxth that object in mind, we prepared. a draft
resolution, which in our view was appropnate and neces-
sary in the light of the facts as they stood then. A num-
ber-of delegations, however, showed a desire for afford-
ing Israel a little more time to reconsider its position.
We did not wish to prejudlce any possible chance, which

a number of representatives felt existed, for the attain-

ment of the complete thhdrawal of the Israel forces
behind the armistice lines in accordance with: the reso-
lutions of the General Assembly In that spirit of co-
operation, we agreed to an extension of a few more days,
to enable the Secretary-General to continue his. eﬁorts,
in the hope that they would brmg about the achlevemem\
of that objective. ,

147. . It was in that‘ spmt that my delegatxon joined i m

- sponsoring. thatmild resolution which was adopted on -
- 19.January. [642nd meeting] by 74 votes to 2, with 2
& correct statement because for a number of years we

abstentions. During the debate which preceded the
ddoption of the resolution, a large number of delegatlons
expressed. themselves clearly and strongly in siipport
of 'the unconditional withdrawal of the Israel forcés,

~The general debate -conveyed to;Israel a unanimity of -

thought among theé delegatlons on this point.. Many ex-
pected that Israel would cotnply in the face of this unani-.
thity and in view of the seriousness of the situation which-
would-be-created by its contmued deﬁance of the Gen
ral Assembly ’s. resolutions e e .
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48 Many delegatrons had faith in Israel; It seemed
that they did not believe that Israel, of ; allythe States,
would defy such an overwhelming majority view in
the.General Aszembly. They\ seemed to recall and to
rely upon Israel's high regard for the posi iticih of the
General Assembly as expres ‘ed in Mr. Ebaw’s words in
the First Comuvittee in 194£ when he said that Israel
represented the fulfilment qlf the Assembly’s will; it
had come into being at the behest of the United Nations ; ;
it was an encouraging example of a case in which the
Assembly’s recommendations had heen faithfully car-
ried out; its right to existence rested on a sound juridi-
cal basis because it had been ordained by the highest
organ of the United Nations.® It was felt that if Israel
proclaimed that it owed its existence to the “highest
organ of the United Nations”, it certainly would not
defy resolutions adopted by such an _overwhelming
majority, by’ that highest organ of the United Nations.

149. It must have been sobering for those ‘delegations
to note, however, the defiance of Israel, its utter disre-
gard for the pleas of the United Nations, and its, chal-
lenge to United Nations authority.

150. The report “of the Secretary-Generai [A/3<12] is
now before us. It states that, at the .expiration of the
time limit, Israel had not fully coimplied. The word
“fully” seems to refer to the withdrawal which Israel
had stated earlier that it would make by 22 January, and
beyond which it will-not go. - The intention of the reso-
lution was essentially that the withdrawal should cover
the Sharm X1 Sheikh area and the Gaza Strip, the areas
which Isriel had refused to evacuate unconmtronallv
In effect, therefore, there was no modification in the
position whrch Israel had maintained on 19 January,
and which led to the adoption of that last resolution.

151. The aide-mémoire [A/3511] containing Israel’s

refusal to comply includes nothing more than we heard
in this hall when this item was last discussed. Tt is an
arrogant challerige and shows contempt for the authorrty
of the United Nations. - . Skl

152, Tt must Kave beconie cleat now to all delegatlons,

beyond any shadow of doubt, that Israel had made up its -

mind, from the beginning, not to withdraw from those
two‘areas. ‘Its exceedingly slow withdrawal in the early
stages wag/ Jnot dictated by any legitimate considerations
or necessny It was a deceitful approach meant’to win
time, - Time ‘was needed to cover and: minimize the acts
of genocide and other atrocities which the Israel forces

~and authorities had committed against the peaceful in- -

habxtants of t}mse areas. Time was needed to fabricate

a set-up-to be advanced to the world as being one which

neither Israel nor the'area could do ‘without, Titae was

4 needed fora- cooling-off period, for ‘the exploitation of .
the-internatigiial ‘situation, for a full-scale. ‘propaganda
campalgn Tt was needed to concoct and fabncate excuses X

153. ' The' posrtron of my delegatron on this whole 1ssue '

of the tripartite aggression against Egypt, and its con-

- sequences, ‘has' not _changed, 'We"condemn 'it’ just as’.
" Strongly. today as on the day when the armed forces of -
the-three aggressors .began' the invasion.’ The same
pnncrples which led to the conder"natxon of the aggres- I
sion“and the reJectron ‘of all the explanatlons advanced

“in justification of ‘it’ should -be’ upheld more strongly

now to remst any possible attemipt to gain advaﬁtages for -

. the; aggressors

—-.

otherwrse, the aggressl , m the end

?
it

iah LX¥
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will be considered as having been Justxﬁed in the first
place. That would amount toa flagrant violation of the
Charter. It would amount to establishing a precedent
which would surely mean the end of the Umted Nations
and its Charter,

154. There are many trouble spots all over the world
today, in the Middle East as well as in other parts of the
world. There are a number of burning iscues betwecn
nations today, and it is certain that more will spring up
in the future, We cannot see a greater threat to the
United Nations and its prestige and authority than in
conceding in any degree to the principle that an aggres-
sor State, if it shows arrogance, cunning and defiance,
will in the end receive the blessing of the United Nations
for the achievement of its aggression. We cannot under~
stand the endeavour of any delegation to minimize the
dangerous consequerces of attempts to appease the ever-
increasing appetite;of Israel.

155. My delegation mamtams very strongly ‘that the
Israel allegations which it advanced in justification of
its aggression against Egypt are greatly exaggerated
or unfounded and are essentially the product of a sys-
tematic propaganda which has been going-on for years.
Its objective is the 1mplementat10n of 1ts expansromst
pohcxes

156. In'my last mterventlon in-this Assembly [641.#
meetmg], I referred to a statement by a military cor-
respondent to a leading newspaper- -upon his réturn from
Israel where, he said, many Israclis now admitted . that
before Israel’s invasion .of Egypt there had been no
actual military 1nd1catron of any imminent Egyptlan,
attack. ‘

157. The representative of the United States ree.alled»
in the Security Council [748th meeting] the second -
personal appeal which President Eisenhower had sent
to Mr, Ben Gurion, in which he ‘stated-that he had no
reason to believe that-its Arab neighbours had taken
any step- justifying Israel’s action. Indeed, ‘President
Eisenhower’s appeal to which the representative of the
United States referred was based on facts. It would not
have been incorrect if Mr; Ben’Gurion had been told
that the facts on the record would fully Justrfy an oppo-
site-conclusion ; one which would give ampie justifica-.
tion for a reverse attack—an attack on, Israel rather
than by Israel.: : 3 .

158 T should hke to mv1te the representatwes to cast

a 'brief look -at the . record covering 'the " twenty—one
mon*+~ -period ‘which preceded: the tripartite aggression:
agaiust Egypt: There has been no- official tabulation-to
show-the number-of casualties in relation to Israel and
each of the four Arab  States surrounding- it. Fortu-
nately, there is an official record ‘which gives the totals. -

159. - According Yo the report of General ‘Burns, .Chxef

of Staft .of the Truce Supervision, Organization, dated

17. October 1956 [5/3685], the total number; of military
and civilian casualties: suffered by Egypt; Syria, Jordan -

and Lebanon in:1955 were 297 killed, 222 wounded, -and
120 captured; while Israel’s casualties .for the “sime

‘ perlod along the -four ‘borders, amounted to 63, killed; -
~172: wounded, and 3. captured. From.1 January:to :30
- Septeniber. 1956 the casualties in. Egypt, Syria, Jordan’ ‘

‘and Lebanon: were. 199 kilied, 197 wounded, and 8 cap-

tured ; while Israel’s; casualtles along the four borders:

. were 58 kilied, 160 wounded; and 3. captured. To'the

figure of the Arab casualtres of 1956, should: be added.

| : the 48 killed by the Israelxs m therr attack ‘on- Qaquhya .

P
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during the night of 10 Octobéx }i956. This brings the
total number of Arabs killed dufih‘g this period to 544,
as compared to 121 Israelis, f '

160. How could anyone reconz./ile this official list of
casualties with the cries raised by Israel, both inside and
outside the United Nations, re%arding the menace from
the neighbouring countries to Israel? FHow could any-
ane reconcile these figures which show the heavy losses
suffered by the Arabs with the figure advanced by the
Foreign Minister of Israel [638th meeting], alleging
573 Israel- casnalties in killed and wounded over the
years? The latter figure of Israel casualties was ad-
vanced as justification for, Israel’s invasion of Egyptian
territory and as thé reason, why it now refused to with-
draw from the Gaza Strip.

161, How could anyone maintain that these official
figures were a reason for Israel's aggression and its
continuation, while Israel authorities butchered at least
452 Arab civilians in two days, according to the con-

servative report of the Director of the United Nations -

Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees? The
Foreign Minister of Israel did not state how many of
the 573 Israel casualties had been killed ard how many

" wounded “over the years”. The proportiontof killed

and wounded, on the basis of the two sets of figures sub-
mitted by General Burns, is almost 1 killed to every 3
injured. On this basis, the number of killed in thege
573 Israel casualties would be about 145 “ovg,ti\tl)e

t1]
years' . . /

162. et us look at the ridiculous position inty which
the General Assembly is being pushed. Israel mvaded
Egypt because, it alleged, some 145 Israelis wer¢ killed
as a result of raids allegedly originating from the Gaza
Strip during the past eight years; that is, some 16 per-
sons killed, on the average, every year. One method
which they used in order to rectify this wrong was the

- butchering of 452 Arab refugees and civilian residents

of two towns in the Gaza Strip in two days.

163. :On the basis of these figures, supplied by official

United Nations sources and’ by Israel itself, is it not
outrageous that the voice of Israel should continue to
shout “murder”, when Israel was itself the perpetrator
of the most shocking murders? Is it not also fantastic
that some deélegations should have fallen for this mis-
chievous propaganda, and, as a result, started a crusade
giving the impression that Israel was .the aggrieved
party,.when in fact Israel’s grievances are so insignifi-

cant compared with its own crimes and wrongdoings?
. Are we to assume that there is a.tendency to consider

_- the lives of Israelis more valuable than those of Arabs?

We have not heard those represeritatives who were per-
turbed about Israel’s alleged grievances utter a word
about the crithes committed by Israel.

164 - Thé acts of murder and terror committed by the
Israel authorities in the Gaza Strip during the first
months of Israel occupation, which we understand is

 still continiting, exceed everything that Israel can claim

to ‘have suffered from Arab infiltrators from'all direc-
tions'during the entire eight years that have'passed. If
it is'tight for Israél to claim that the situation in Gaza

- was'intolerable ‘on-account of the fact.that it suffered

» some 150 casyalties in killed during the past eight years,

how much more intolerable cotild the people of the Gaza
Strip say 'the Israel occupation: was—an occupation that

in ‘two ‘days' cost them the lives of at-least>450 persons

who ‘were: slaughtered- by the Tsrael authorities?

165. The Foreign Minister of the Sudan and the rep-
resentative of Jordan have already referred this morning
to Israel’s record with regard to the violations of United
Nations resolutions and, particularly, of the Armistice
Agreement—the type of violation, its seriousness, its
legal bearing; the extent of the loss of life involved ang
the material damages. I do rot intend te repeat what
they have already said. It is important to point out,
however, that if, in the view of some delegations, there
are grounds for raising the border issues, the least justi-
fiable grounds would be the ones advanced by Israel, If
the subject were to be discussed, it could not be dis-
cussed on the terms of the arty that had violated the

“agreement most seriously v many times. Israel is the

only party to have been censured and condemned by

the Security Council. Is it not fantastic to watch the

excesses and exaggerations of Israel, which tend to

reverse the order oy the grievances and make it appear
as if the party shich has suffered the most is the party

which is gravely at fault? Is it not equally fantastic to

find a growing support in this Assembly for such an

unjust deveinpment?

166. There can be no doubt now, from the facts sur-
rounding the Israel aggression, that the Israel allega-
tions were unfounded or exceedingly exaggerated, Not
only was the alleged threat of the imminent Egyptian
attack, which was mude the basic justification for this
preventive war, revealed to have no basis in fact, but
the Israelis themselves did not believe that it existed.
Whatever might be construced as a legitimate justifica-
tion, there was nothing so compelling that it could in
any circumstance justify the launching of such a serious
act of aggression. The situation prevailing before the
attack and the outlook for the future revealed no drastic
change from the situation that existed at the time when
the aggression was committed. On the contrary, there
had.been an increasing number of attacks by Israel
armed forces in very large numbers against Arab terri-
tories, resulting in great loss of life. The last of those
aggressiuns, as a matter of fact, was under considera-
tion by the Security Council on the eve of the aggression
against Egypt. ‘

167. The invasion was, therefore, the overt expres-
sion of the Zionist-Israel aggressive and expansionist
tendencies to which we frequently refer, Israel was
awaiting just such a propitious. time when it could
strike another blow and reap benefits which it had not
been able to attain otherw,ise. . ’ (N
168. This is the characéeristic of Israel and of the
international” Zionist movement which is responsible,
perhaps more than anything else, for the tense situa-
tion in the Middle East and for all the problems which
have arisen from the unjust manner devised for the:
settlement of the Palestine problem. What is most un-,
fortunate and astounding is that it is beginning to bring|
in the kind of return which Israel propaganda has
worked hard to cultivate. e .
169. I must repeat in substance what I related in some
detail last time. The General Assembly should keep in
mind four basic facts in connexion with the ‘alleged
grievances on the basis of which Israel refuses to with-
draw its forces behind the armistice lines. First, those

“alleged grievances are either unfounded or greatly ex-

aggerated ; secondly, they are not the only issues which
have arisen ‘ffom the United Nations intervention in
‘Palestine, but two of a large humber of other issues
which Israel refuses to redress; thirdly, those. griev-
ances, the subject matter of our. discussion, are. of:a
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very minor !jmportzmce when compared to the other
outstanding .issues involved in the Palestine question;
fourthly, it was Israel which first established -the prac-
tice that th \;;c\lost important of those issues, no matter
how compellinyt might be the need and urgency for its
settlement, might not be considered, to use Israel’s own
words, “in disregard of the general context of Arab-
Israel relations”, - )

170./ No one can seriously dispute any of those four
facts, What, then, are the reasons which necessitate the
discussion of the Gaza Strip and the Gulf of Agaba at
this time by the General Assembly? There seem to be
none except for the attempt to give the aggressor the
right to call for such a special consideration of these
two items, )

171. 1 have just pointed out how, in truth, Israel suf-
- fered little from the Gaza Strip as compared to the dam-
age and suffering which it brought to the people of that

strip. One may add that if Israel were to comply with -

the General Assembly resolution which calls on it to
permit those refugees t0 return to-their homes, or if it
were to return to those people the area around the strip
which it annexed by force, that might put a better and
more decisive end to the activities of tlie refugee infil-
trators. That would be the right way to put an end to
the acts of these refugees, who see no wrong in their
attempt to reach for the produce of their jands and
groves under Israel occupation,

172. I pointed out last time how those representatives
who seemed to be so concerned about ending the alleged
grievances of Israel showed no similar concern at any
time to bring aliout compliance by Israel in permitting
the return of a million Arab refugees to their homes and
lands which are under Israel control. What explanation
may we deduce from their total lack of interest in that
burning and most urgent humanitarian problem and
their relentless efforts to satisfy Israel’s endless de-
mands to ensure the prosperity and security of its peo-
ple in the Arab refugees’ homes and land?

173. My delegation is greatly disturbed by the at-
tempts which are being pursued by some delegations to
broaden the functions of the United Nations Emergen-
¢y Force. The Secretary-General, quoting from his re-
port of 6 November 1956 [4/3302], states in paragraph
7 of his present report [4/3512]:

“It follows from its (UNEF’s) terms of reference
that there is no intent in the establishment of the
Force to influence the military balance in the present
conflict and thereby the political balance affecting ef-
forts to settle the conflict.”

We cannot accept any modification of that interpreta-
tion.

174, Egypt made its position clear on the United Na-
tions Emergency Force in the. aide-mémoire which it
forwarded to the Secretary-General i/ }

“Noting that the General Assembly in its resolu-
tion 1001 (ES-I) of 7 November 1956, approved the

- principle that it could not request the Force to be
stationed or operate on the territory of a given coun-
try without the consent of the Government of that
country”, [4/3375, annex.]

The General Assembly approved the aide-mémoire. No

_one contested Egypt’s stand when its Foreign Minister

addressed the General Assembly on 27 November., He
said at that time:

 the record of the 597th plenary meeting.]

. [The speaker read out paragraphs 48, 49 and 50 of

175 We concur in this analysis by the Foreign Minis-
ter of Egypt. That was our understanding of the terms
of reference of the Force when it Was established. We
strictly adhere to this position and expect the General
Assembly to do likewise,

176. My delegation is strongly opposed to any attempt
or plan aimed at giving, these topics special considera-
tion. We see no justification whatsoever for any such
attempt or plan. Any fair and honest appraisal of the
issues arising frcm the Palestine question, in the light
of the position existing before the Isracl aggression, will
disclose that' the grievances of the Arabs were one hun-
dred times as great as those which the Israelis alleged
that they had, The Arabs, however, had not sought to
adjust those legitimate grievances through aggression,
It would be tragic if the General Assembly were now,
either directly or indirectly, to give its tacit approval
to the acts of the aggressors. That would be the effect
of accepting any conditions for the complete withdrawal .
gf Israel forces from the rest of Sinai and from the Gaza
trip. : : o

177. The General. Assembly should seriously consider

the probable consequences of this move to appease the
alleged Israel grievances, Such.a move would be an
open invitation for the Israelis to strike at the meigh-
bouring Arab countries, one after the other. Cannot
representatives visualize how easily Israel will be able
to build up causes to justify such acts of aggression, as
it has done in the case of Egypt? If Israel should
achieve success in this first aggrcssion against Egypt
and reap the fruits of that aggression wih the blessing
of the United Nations, what is going to restrain the
Israelis from hitting out in other directions to hring
about the same ends? The second largest politicai party
in Israel has as its first legitimate goal the annexation
ot the whole State of Jordan. Is it not obvious that giv-
ing in to the Israelis now will strengthen the position
of that party and its supporters, and indeed of all of
Isrzel? Representatives who are promoting this move
must realize the catastrophic results which their well-
intentioned action might have. They carinot shirk that
responsibility. : '

'178. We adhere to the position maintained by, the

overwhelming majority of representatives and by the-,

- Secretary-General, that the withdrawal of Israel forces -

must be complete and unconditional. We assert that the
alleged grievances advanced by Israel as an excuse for
its refusal to withdraw its forces are exaggerated or .
unfeunded, and in no circumstances can be considered
as a justification of the aggression or as a reason for
rewarding it at any subsequent time, =

179. It is about time for the General Assembly to take
a close look at Israel’s record of defying United Nations
resolutions relating to Palestine, The Israelis have
placed their hands on what was allotted to them, as-well
as on ‘what was left for the Arabs of Palestine. They -
have laid claims to what they have occupied of the area -
allotted to, thém, as well as to what they have not occu-
pied. They have insisted on retaining full control over
what they claim came to them by right, as well as over
what they carved out by might. -They have defied all ..
the principal resolutions on Palestine. They are ever
productive of excuses to explain their failure to comply, -

Y

as they are of claims to what they crave. .-

1180, One of the most unfortunate aspects of f_hé'.hérdé,

ening of Israel’s attitude of contempt and :defiance. for
the United Nations resolutions on Palestine is the re-
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sgonse with which the United Nations, and particularly
t

e larger Powers, have met that defiance. The reason
why Icrael’'s ambitions and actions have seemingly be-
come yncontrollable is, essentially, to be found in the
action and inaction“of those States, Their conspicuous
silence as Israel commenced to flout one resolution after
another was construed by Israel to mean that its actions
were heing condoned, That, in itself, cnly led Israel to

accelerate the pace of its wrongful actions, while at the

same time stepping up the mass production of its ab-
surd, though plausible, arguments to cover up its mis-
deeds. There is no doubt that Israel would have re-
spected the United Nations resolution on Palestine it
the will had been present in the United Nations to show
firmness in insisting on what was right and just.

181, Now the United Nations is confronted with an-
other open defiance by Israel of General Assembly reso-
lutions on a most serious subject, This is a challenge
to the authority and prestige of the United Nations. It
threatens to destroy the enhancement of the Organiza-
- tion’s prestige which was brought about by checking
the tripartite aggression against Egypt and bringing
about complete compliance by the United Kingdom and

France with the Assembly’s resolution. Israel’s defiance

B
N

—————

constitutes a very serious threat to the peace and se.
curity of our part of the world,
182, We believe that the time has come for the Genera]
Assembly to ‘condemn: Israel both for the aggression
against Egypt and for Israel's failure to comply with
the United Nations resolutions calling on it completely
to withdraw its forces behind the armistice lines, The
General Assembly may recall that the only time when
Isracl’s defiance was successfully met was in 1953, when
Israel discovered that it could not defy the United Na.
tions and at the same_time expect foreign aid to con:
tinue, In a matter of hours, Israel’s defiance came to
I

an end. Sy .
183. It is time for the General Assembly, in the cir-
cumstances, to call for the imposition of economic sanc-
tions against Israel. Nothing else will put an end to
Israel's expansionist aims. Israel should be made to
realize that the time has come to call a halt to its policy
of reaping a double crop. Israel should not be permitted
to continue to exploit the returns of its aggressiong, and,
on top of that, to continue to receive military anil eco-
nomic aid and assistance from the Members pf this
Organization. : |

- The meeting rose at 540 pan. /
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