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The situation in the Middle East (continued) .

President: Mr. Edvard HAMBRO (Norway).

In the absence of the President, Mr. Araujo Castro
(Brazil), Vice-President, took the Chair.

AGENDA ITEM 22
The situation in the Middle East (continued)

1. Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): The
reason that the United Arab Republic delegation is
taking the floor again is, of course, connected with
the statement and draft resolution offered yesterday
by the delegation of the United States of America
[A/L.603j.

2. It will be remembered that this Assembly was
warned yesterday that, because the situation under dis
cussion-the situation in the Middle East-is both so
difficult and so dangerous, it should be aware of the
responsibility of adding to the already formidable dif
ficulties that lie in the path of those working for a
solution.

3. Who are those who are working for a solution?
Would it be the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General of the United Nations under a man
date given to him by Security Council resolution 242
(1967)'! He is supposed to be working under the
Charter, under Security Council decisions, and he has
tried so to work, but one does not know if he would
agree that he is so working. Would it be the fourperma..
nent members of the Security Council who, at the
request of the French Government-and, I hope, con
scious of their responsibility under the Charter for the
maintenance of peace and security by maintaining jus
tice in the world-are working for a solution?

4. We have heard at least one of them today, the
representative of France, and I do not know whether
or not he has given us a message to the effect that
they are working for a solution and that their work
would be disrupted by interference on the part of the
Assembly of the United Nations. My impression is
exactly the contrary. I think I sensed some frustration
in the work of the Big Four, and I did not have to
get this from the representative of France. I got it from
the newspapers of the world, where there was an
announcement that the United States delegation was
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withdrawing from the deliberations of the deputies of
the Big Four representatives. And from the news media
of the world I got the impression of a sense of relief,
of joy, a declaration by the Foreign Minister of Israel
that this indeed was a great victory for Israel because
then it was ensured that no one was working for a
solution, except the solution that Israel seeks to impose
on the area it occupies.

5. Would it be the Security Council? The Security
Council since 1967 has been patiently waiting. The
non-permanent members of the Security Council have
patiently asked to be informed, and indeed some sys
tem was established to inform them, of what is happen
ing or is not happening in the deliberations of the four
permanent members of the Security Council. Would
it be our Assembly? I do not think we have been seized
of this question for the last three years. Would. it be
the American Government itself? Well, the endeavour
of the American Government has been referred to by
the representatives who preceded me, especially the
representative ofFrance, and I think I may speak about
it later.

6. No one is working for a solution, or, as we say,
effectively working for a solution. What is at work
now is a deliberate policy of using occupation to close
5lIl options open to the United Arab Republic, the King
dom of Jordan, the Syrian Arab Republic and the
people of Palestine, except two: one, surrender and
the acceptance of the diktat of the victor; the second,
resort to war, to violence, which, with the superiority
of arms now in effect in the hands of Israel and
guaranteed to Israel by the United States of America,
would lead, Israel hopes, to another defeat and then
back to the first and only option that would be left
to these victims, which, again, is surrender.

7. I said before, but it bears repeating, that this was
the kind of international behaviour which necessitated
the creation of the United Nations. If this kind of inter
national behaviour is permitted and accepted as a
policy, I submit in all sincerity, this Assembly will
have no raison d'etre and wiII cease to be.

8. We accept, indeed we demand, a settlement in
accordance with the United Nations Charter. We
accept, indeed we demand, a settlement in accordance
with the United Nations resolution. We accept every
single resolution passed by this Assembly or by the
Security Council about the problems of the Middle
East, provided they are accepted in toto by all the
others concerned.

9. This, simply stated, is our stand. Therefore, what
ever the United States of America had to say yesterday
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19. Then there was the question of rank, of who
would speak to whom, and then all sorts of things,
including the mandate of Ambassador Jarring. 'Nemust
now speak about how, in the 75 minutes which Israel
was able generously to give to Ambassador Jarring,
there was no search really for substance; he was asked
to do things which, as he has said, were outside his
mandate. Now, as I say, we are asked to leave all
that and to think only of document S/9902 and to build

17. Document S/9902, which was mentioned by the
United States delegation yesterday in an effort to put
on the records of the United Nations a text pertaining
to the United States Government, was not, it must
be remembered, acceptable to the Government of
Israel. As a matter of fact and of record, the first thing
Israel said about it was to reprimand Ambassador Jarr
ing and Secretary-General U Thant very severely
because they had not included in it what Israel wanted
included, which would have meant its refusal of the
Security Council resolution and, more important, its
tacit refusal of the so-called United States initiative.
This was the first block placed in the way of document
S/9902. I repeat: this is a matter of record; it can be
verified.

15. Mention was made of document S/99021 in the
United States statement. That is the document on the
basis of which Ambassador Jarring came back to New
York; that is the document on the basis of which I
had the honour of being appointed to go and speak
to him, as required by the document; that is the docu
ment on the basis of which 1gave Ambassador Jarring
24 hours a day, seven days a week; that is the document
on the basis of which we thought a solution could be
found. This, to us, meant that peace, our ultimate aim,
was going to be obtained through a resolution of the
Security Council, based on the Charter, a resolution
which had as one means for its implementation the
creation of the Jarring mission. To make his job pos
sible, a cease-fire was arranged and after that there
was the question of a standstill. That was the pyramid.

16. But after some time we find ourselves with the
pyramid completely reversed-peace is down there
somewhere and nobody speaks of it, except to pay
it lip service. What we are asked to speak about now
and to highlight is at the very bottom-the standstill,
the cease-fire or whatever, or even the Jarring mission.
Those are, of course, all means to the end that we
fervently desire: to get justice and then peace.

1 See Ofpcial Records oftheSecurity Council, Twenty-fifth Year,
Supplement for July, August and September /970.

18. Then, once the objections to that document had
been made-and we had to be silent about them
although they are stili pronounced on every
occasion-there was the question of where to meet.
That was left to Ambassador Jarring. We agreed to
meet even in Timbuktu-with all apologies to my friend
from Mali. We agreed to meet anywhere, but he chose
New York. New York was not good for Israel-not
because it is New York City, but because it has this
Assembly, it has the United Nations; it would be urrder
the dark shadow of the Charter of the United Nations.
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10. In the United States speech yesterday it was
repeated that the efforts of Ambassador Jarring, the
Secretary-General's S: lecial Representative, must be
permitted to continue and that we must be informed
of the efforts he is able to make and the results he
is able to achieve. Indeed, it is because we want to
hear-and we want you, Mr. President, to hear-"of
the efforts of Ambassador Jarring and the States con
cerned to carry out the provisions of [the Security
Council] resolution" [1890!h meeting, para. 58]-and
that was a quotation from the United States representa
tive's speech-that we accept what the African, Asian
and non-aligned countries suggest in their draft resolu
tion [A/L.602], which is before this Assembly
-namely, that the Secretary-General be requested to
report on the efforts of his Special Representative with
regard to carrying out the provisions of the Security
Council resolution.

14. After three and a half years of occupation, we
wonder whether this is not just a way to get us to
accept this new status quo in which one third of our
country is under occupation by foreign troops. We had
to fight for 80 years to get rid of the last occupation.
After three and a half years of this new occupation
we wonder whether the desire is to get us to accept
the status quo, seeing half of Jordan occupied and the
road to Damascus threatened by the occupation of the
Golan Heights.

about its seeking for a solution or settlement in
accordance with the Charter should not prevent this
Assembly from demanding that its will be respected
and its resolutions implemented.

11. By signing a short letter to the President of the
Security Council, the United Arab Republic delegation
can request the Security Council to meet now to hear
a report by the Secretary-General on the implementa
tion of that part of its resolution 242 (1967) in which,
among other things, he was requested to appoint a
Special Representative. If we accept the suggestion
of our brothers of Asia, Africa and the third world
to wait for a period of two months before making this
request for this report to be submitted to the Security
Council, it is because we are trying to be as restrained
as possible.

12. If the Assembly insisted on this part of the draft
resolution of the Asian, African and .non-aligned
countries it would, indeed, be addressing its request
to us-the wronged party-to delay in asking for the
convening of the Security Council to hear the report
of Ambassador Jarring.

13. Security Council resolution 242 (1967), which is
often cited and was unanimously agreed to, is sup
posed-according to the United States delegation's
statement-to have provided the basis and means for
a solution. We have agreed that that resolution provides
the basis for a solution; we have agreed that it provides
the means for a solution. But when; please, when?
When is this basis going to be built upon? When are
these means going to be used?
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our hopes on it and to put on record some of the United photograph a very small band of the Egyptian territory
States papers submitted here, in order to make it possi- occupied by Israeli forces and that, indeed, in this small
ble for the United States to submit its resolution, which band they knew that there were violations. We were
was offered yesterday. told that the violations were very important, not

because they had disturbed the balance of power
20. Since some of the notes given by the United States militarily. No; yesterday [1890th meeting] I had the
Government to our Government were put on record, honour of informing this Assembly of a declaration
I should like to read from another note. It is a note made yesterday by the Defence Minister of Israel, say-
verbale dated 19 June 1970 which was left after an ing that that is not so. They tell us that the violations
oral interview with our Minister. Inter alia, it says: are very important because, morally, they destroy the

confidence that the Israelis have in us. All right; what
"On aircraft to Israel the United States Govern- about the violations which they have committed and

ment is limiting itself not to go beyond the level which are accepted and recognized by the United
committed in past contracts during the period in States? Will they not destroy the confidence which,
which we are pursuing our peace initiative. Our very frankly, we do not have in them? Is it important
deliveries during this period will keep the Israeli total to know the volume of the violations? In its statement
within the 50 Phantoms and 100 Skyhawks commit- yesterday the United States said that the volume of
ted in 1968 and 1966 contracts. Forty-four Phantoms violations was apparently greater on our part than on
will have been delivered to Israel by the end of June theirs. Is confidence dependent on the volume of what
1970, 3 will be delivered in July and 3 in August, you do wrong, or on the fact that you do wrong at
bringing the total to 50. As to Skyhawks, 88 have all? This question of confidence was very eloquently
been delivered and the remainder, to 100 level, will stated by the Ambassador ofFrance. There is no confi-
be delivered over the coming months as scheduled. dence between the occupied and the occupier. There
We have also made contingency arrangements which is no confidence between the victim and the aggressor.
will put us in a position to supply Israel with replace- There cannot be any confidence between two countries
ments ofaircraft in future if the situation so requires. at war. In order to reach a settlement I do not think
These arrangements could be influenced by the the United States delegation will tell us that they have
status and prospects for success of our peace efforts confidence in the warriors ofViet-Nam, although they
and whether the cease-fire is in effect. We hope are negotiating with them in Paris today. The confi-
agreement along such lines can in time help to create dence we have is our unshakable confidence in
a favourable climate for the restoration of United you,fellow representatives of the community of nations
States-United Arab Republic relations." of the world.

21. In order to avoid the dilemma of setting bound
aries and bounds for an expansionist State, all ways
and means were sought to get out of the talks with
Ambassador Jarring. Then came accusations of what,
were called violations of the standstill arrangements,
which were supposed to be the very basis of the talks.
It was on 3 September that my Government was
notified that the United States had made these accusa
tions. The same day the United States Government
confirmed its suspicions and then they told us, on 17
September I think, that they were not bound any more
by those pledges which I have just read to you. But
I have here, by courtesy of The New York Times office
in this building, a copy of The New York Times of
1 September 1970. The very first page has this: "U.S.
sending arms to Israel to keep Mid-East balance". This
was on 1 September in New York and of course it
was before 3 September, the date of the accusation
and the later date of the confirmation of the accusation.

22. My Foreign Minister has given this Assembly our
story about this. What we did not say, perhaps, is
that these standstill arrangements were killed. They
were killed by Israel when it violated them; they were
killed by the United States when it gave the Phantoms
and other very advanced equipment to Israel; they were
killed when we were told that the United States U-2
reconnaissance planes-or spy planes, if you like-had
their cameras slanted to cover only the territory of
Egypt and that therefore they could not tell us whether
or not Israel had violated this so-called arrangement
also. They did say that the cameras incidentally would

23. The criticism that the question of the principle
of the inadmissibility of acquiring territories by force
has been mentioned three times in the Afro-Asian draft
resolution is not really a very serious criticism. We
would be willing to mention it only once if that would
bring the United States delegation to vote for this draft
resolution. We would even be willing to quote the
whole of resolution 242 (1967) of the Security Council,
instead of just referring to it, if that would enable the
United States to vote for this draft resolution along
with those who have submitted it.

24. That is really not a very serious criticism and
I do not want to dwell on it, but I should like to say
why this principle must be highlighted.

25. On 3 October the Prime Minister of Israel told
us that under no condition would the Israeli forces
leave either Jerusalem or the Oolan Heights or Sharm
el Sheikh in Egypt. For they indeed intend-even in
a peaceful solution or settlement, or in what they think
is going to be a peaceful solution or settlement-to
obtain territories by force. If they were to stand here
and say that they do not have any such intentions,
our friends could perhaps be persuaded not to include
this principle, because it of course goes without saying.

26. Another point is the sanctions alluded to in para
graph 7 of draft resolution A/L.602. The United States'
interprets that paragraph as leaving no doubt that it
means sanctions against Israel. I cannot see that. All
I can see is that it "Requests the Security Counc.il
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37. The overwhelming majority of Members present
at this session condemn the unlawful attitude of Israel
towards three of the Arab Members of the United
Nations. For three years their territories have remained
under 0(, upation. The General Assembly and the
Security Council have thoroughly discussed the matter
and called upon Israel to withdraw from the Illegally
occupied territories belonging to the United Arab

36. Mr. ANAS (Afghanistan): Many delegations
which have spoken have reiterated their concern
regarding this Organization's efficiency in dealing with
the preservation and maintenance of peace. Other
delegations have expressed their desire for the United
Nations not only to make peace but also to maintain
peace. We had also an elaborate debate on strengthen
ing peace and security. To establish that peace and
security, the Secretary-General must rely on the co
operation of the Member States, and upon that co
operation depends the success of the United Nations.

34. The first one is surrender. 1tell you, Mr. President
-I do not think I need tell you; I tell you, fellow rep
resentatives-I do not think I need tell you: our answer
is no. The second option we do not want to choose;
we do not think we can carry it out. We have no confi
dence that we can r conquer the world. If we win a
battle today, tomorrow morning some more Phantoms
will come and efface our so-called victory. We do not
want to do it, but you have told us, in repeated resolu
tions, that at times it is the right of every nation to
struggle and to resort to every means, even armed
struggle, and we are going to be faithful to the Charter
and to you.

35. Our appeal to you now-to everyone of you,
fellow representatives-is to be faithful to the Charter
too and to vote in favour of this very moderate and
very restrained draft resolution submitted by our
Asian, African and non-aligned friends.

33. We do not want to see one drop of blood spilled
from Jewish soldiers on the other bank of our Canal;
and we of course do not want to see one drop of blood
spilled from our own men, our own sons. But if all
options except the two I discussed before are going
to be closed, if the option of resorting to the human
conscience, if the option of resorting to the United
Nations General Assembly is deliberately closed, what
other options are going to be open?

31. The Foreign Minister of Israel alleged-s-I am
choosing my words-in a synagogue in New York,
according to a story carried by Reuters, that after meet
ing the President of the United States he came out
convinced that relations between his country and the
United States have never been so intimate. He further
alleged that he was told that Israel should not withdraw
until a formal peace had been obtained. From that same
White House came, in the days of President
Eisenhower, a declaration that he, the President of
the United States, would not be an honest holder of
the office of the Presidency if he allowed the occupation
of territories to be the way by which concessions could
be extracted or political objectives obtained.

30. The idea of maintaining Israel's superiority of
arms while it occupies our territory can have only one
regrettable meaning to us, that is-and I hope we will
be found to be wrong in this conclusion-the associa
tion of the provider of arms with the occupying forces
in occupying our territory. It means United States
occupation of Egypt by proxy. That is how we under
stand it. That is why we resent it. That is why we
are never going to accept it. The idea of arming an
occupying country to enable it to stay on our land,
preventing us from liberating our territory, is simply
unacceptable, now and at all times.

27. It was important for my delegation to hear yester
day an admission by the United States Government
that the question of the right of the Palestinian people
is really a condition sine qua non for the establishment
of peace and justice in the Middle East. I should like
to register that and to say that that admission-if
nothing else-warrants the paragraph about the Palest
inians in the Asian-African draft resolution. I should
like to put on record the constructive part in the United
States statement, leaving the other parts for later.

29. But when can we do that? When we are being
occupied and the superiority of arms does nothing but
persuade the aggressors to expand and expand in a
search for illusive security? Or can that happen only
when we have reached the justice that leads to peace,
that prevents war, that enables us to use all our financial
resources for building and progress?

28. Regarding the armaments on which the United
States says it would be ready to put a limitation, I
think none of us really needs to have any Phantoms
as an offensive weapon to attack anyone else. We do
not need even ground to air missiles in order to defend
our skies 200 kilometres from our borders. We do not
need that. We should be very happy to live without
arms and to beat our swords into ploughshares.

to consider, if necessary, taking steps, under the rele- 32. We refuse a twisted evolution of values-a
vant Articles of the Charter, to ensure the implementa- twisted evolution of values by which the means can
tion of its resolution." And I want to say again that be confused with the ends, by which the question of
unless the United States Government knows that it a cease-fire-which is now declared murdered by Israel
is going to be Israel that is going to prevent the and the United States and which is reaching its final
implementation of the resolution, the idea that this days-can be said to be our objective. No, our objec-
paragraph means sanctions against Israel is of course tive is to live in peace by obtainingjustice and to obtain
completely without foundation. justice by the rule of the Charter, by accepting what

you think isjust, not what we think isjust; by accepting
the resolution of the 15 members representing power
on earth and the conscience of man-power on earth
represented by the permanent members, and the con
science of man by the non-permanent members. We
still accept that.
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Republic, Jordan and Syria and to restore the rights
of the Palestinian refugees.

38. Security Council resolution 242 (967) of 22
November 1967 has not yet been implemented. Any
delay or reluctance in implementing the United Nations
resolution or any granting of indulgence in the face
of flagrant acts of aggression are, in themselves, viola
tions of international law and of the principles of the
United Nations Charter. In addition, this attitude of
the United Nations opens the way for similar actions
and shakes the foundation of peace in the world. By
restraining and postponing legal action in the case of
Israeli occupation of Arab lands, the United Nations,
in the Security Council, loses muchof its prestige in
the eyes of the peace-loving peoples of the world.

39. In the interval, as we are witnessing, many other
complications arise which make the solution of the
problem even more difficult. We do not gain but lose
by restraining and postponing immediately applicable
actions which should be taken for the restoration of
peace and security. In an explosive world such as ours
we must be vigilant to extinguish the flames that would
set the whole world ablaze. Unfortunately, the hotbed
in the Middle East was allowed to grow hotter and
the chance of an international conflagration grows
greater. Danger gradually expands its periphery to
cover other areas, involve other Powers and produce
other conflicts and new tensions.

40. There is fact; there is international law; there is
a United Nations Charter; there is the General Assem
bly decision; there is the Security Council resolution,
approved unanimously and advocated by the Council's
permanent members; there is the Big Four-Power con
ference; the American initiative on a cease-fire; and
Ambassador Gunnar Jarring's mediation accepted by
the late President Nasser, as expressed in the statement
of His Excellency Mr. Mahmoud Riad during this
debate. when he said:

"On 19 June last, the United States presented a
proposal known as the American initiative. This
't"\ ..ocosal contai ....oA ........c~ ~.n.:~folM _1'1':_g ..1._ nartiesIJI VpV.::IU VIlUUII\-U LlIl -'" pVIlU,,,, a"l\,lIl un; pall! ;')

to carry out the Security Council resolution, to
appoint representatives to contact Ambassador Jar
ring for the implementation of the Security Council
resolution and, in order to facilitate Ambassador
Jarring's mission, to observe a ninety day cease-fire
period.

"The United Arab Republic accepted the Ameri
can initiative in full, and designated its Permanent
Representative to the United Nations to enter into
discussions with Ambassador Jarring." {l884th
meeting, paras. 13 and 14.)

41. What remains is the will-power needed to pass
from words to actions and deeds, the will-power to
implement law and restore rights. We are dealing with
a specific case that should test the sincerity of the
Security Council and of this Organization to restore
the might of right over the right of might. We have
the right and power to restore it. I do not think that
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we need a psychiatrist to persuade us that we also
have the will-power to pass from words into action.

42. The solution of the problem of the Middle East
during this silver jubilee session is a challenging test,
particularly in so far as the prestige of the United
Nations is concerned. For the next 25 years, the suc
cess of the United Nations in such vital issues will
save it from many other incidents of insecurity that
might occur and multiply. This success will strengthen
the bonds of Member nations to this Organization. This
is a realistic method of strengthening peace and sec
urity.

43. My delegation, with 18 other nations, has spon
sored draft resolution A/L.602, which summarizes in
a precise form, based on legal documents, the respon
sibilities of the United Nations and of the Security
Council, as well as of the parties concerned, to take
a step towards a realistic solution of the situation in
the Middle East. We respectfully submit this draft
resolution for the approval of this Assembly.

44. Mr. SALIM (United Republic of Tanzania): It
is obvious that all the speakers who have preceded
me in this debate on the Middle East agree unanimously
that the situation is grave. They are also unanimous
in their desire to see the conflict in the area brought
to an end. This is important, because only when there
is, in a situation, such unanimous concurrence of recog
nition and desire can there be a hope for unanimous
agreement for collective action. It is also encouraging
because, with renewed faith, we can again take up
our task offinding a solution to the conflict and alleviat
ing the suffering of so many in the area of the Middle
East, remedial action which would rectify the injustices
which have continued since the six-day war of 1967.

45. I have not intervened in this debate to propose
new solutions or new courses for collective action,
nor have I done so in order only to add my voice
to those that we have heard during the course of this
debate. I am mindful that many possible and practical
solutions to the Middle East problem have been sug
gested and examined, and some have been accepted,
by the Assembly as well as the Security Council in
the past, for this is not the first time that this problem
has been discussed by the United Nations in one form
or another. In short, the problem is not new to the
Members of this Organization. My intervention is
motivated by the fact that the problem has now attained
such magnitude that if an immediate and just solution
is not found it may not be long before all of us find
ourselves physically sharing the sufferings of the
people in that area. The need for an immediate solution
is so obvious and urgent that one keeps silent at one's
peril. A solution must be found that will end the con
flict, not one that will simply localize it.

46. A basis for such a solution, and one which has
the support ofmy Government, is contained in Security
Council resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967.
In its contacts with the Governments directly involved
in the conflict my Government has always emphasized
the need to implement that resolution immediately.

I
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Three years have passed since the adoption of that
resolution. The suffering of the people in the area has
increased, and hopes for a peaceful solution have
almost vanished. The responsibility for this state of
affairs lies with those who have persisted in inflexible
attitudes and actions. In those three years, the world
has been witnessing an intensification of raids and
reprisals on innocent settlements of peasants. In
schools, children have been bombarded, killed or
mutilated; factories have been set ablaze and cities
destroyed; villages have been wiped out and whole
communities indiscriminately evicted. In these actions
we have seen a perfect example, of arrogant defiance
of United Nations resolutions. In those three years,
we have looked in vain for that accommodation and
respect which decency and humanitarianism demand
and which the Charter requires from Governments or
States Members of the United Nations.

47. To defy the requirements of resolutions of the
United Nations General Assembly and the Security
Council has far-reaching repercussions on the credibil
ity of the Organization and its capacity to act for peace
and justice in future. Indeed, it raises serious doubts
as to the very reason for the existence of the United
Nations as an international body charged with the
maintenance of international peace and the promotion
of peace through justice. Equally distressing is the fact
that this defiant attitude, and these actions, are sup
ported materially by some Members of this
Organization. Is it any wonder that right now, as we
are discussing this problem, pessimists and cynics
throughout the world are saying: "There is nothing
that the United Nations can do about the situation
in the Middle East"? Judging by the example of the
past three years, these commentators are right. The
United Nations has not justified itself as the recourse
for the people of the Middle East who have been
wronged through aggression. This is a sad development
in the history of the United Nations. The situation
in the Middle East, and also that in southern Africa,
may very well go down in the history of this Organiza
tion as the issues which contributed most effectively
towards making it impotent. If we keep quiet, if we
,.In ...nt ",,..t nn"v nn tho£Oo :£0£0110£0 "vo £Oh",1I ho ,..n... t ..:h"t:na
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to the death of the Organization. But I believe the
United Nations has the right and the duty to be effective
in the Middle East, as have individual Members of
this Organization.

48. The General Assembly should, during this ses
sion, unequivocally reaffirm Security Council resol u
tion 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967. That resolution
was endorsed by the summit conference of the non
aligned countries held in Lusaka from 8 to 10 Sep
tember this year. The non-aligned conference, in its
endorsement, expressed the genuine feelings and con
victions of more than one half of the Members of this
Organization.

49. The United Nations must justify its existence by
securing resporse to its resolutions from the parties
involved in the Middle East conflict, and in particular
from the Israelis. While recognizing the right of all
States in the Middle East to a peaceful existence, Tan-

~"'-' -"--_., ....... _.-_.:__.

zania is fully aware of the injustices and wrongs being
perpetrated against the Arab States, parts of whose
territories are under foreign occupation. We also recog
nize the legitimate rights of the Palestinians and, while
those rights are constantly and wantonly violated,
peace in the Middle East will remain a dream. All small
States which have recently emerged from colonialism
understand the anguish of the Palestinian people, for
their struggle is not aimed at acquiring foreign lands,
they are struggling to regain their rights and their land.
And let there be no illusion on one point: peace and
security will continue to evade the Middle East as long
as the legitimate rights and aspirations of the Pales
tinians are trampled underfoot.

50. Today the United Nations has no choice, it must
act for justice for the Palestinians. If it cannot do so
the Palestinians themselves will, and they have started
to act. We can no longer hope to persuade them to
be moderate in their struggle, because in the pursuit
of justice they feel there can be no moderation, nor
can there be time for waiting. In recent months, we
have all witnessed the far-reaching consequences of
their struggle.

51. The Security Council resolution of22 November
1967, in one of its most important provisions, recog
nized and affirmed the inadmissibility of the acquisition
of territory by war, and accordingly called upon Israel
to withdraw its armed forces from the territories
occupied in the war of 1967. This prohibition against
enjoyment of the fruits of aggression is in line with
the provisions of the Charter and embodies an irresisti
ble .rend in the development of international relations
over the past half century. The unanimous demand
ofinternational public opinion and of statesmen respon
sive to their peoples has been to outlaw armed attack
save as a means of self-defence or under the authority
of institutional bodies such as the League of Nations
or the United Nations. Israel, in defiance of this trend
towards the rule of law and order in international
affairs, seeks to justify its refusal to comply with the
Security Council resolution by invoking the alleged
installation by the United Arab Republic of missiles
"-01 other -""-,, ~C self defence =- •t,e ~,,_,,1 "-e"all vu Cl lucall;:) VI ;:) U-U 1 H III UI ~allal eu a.

52. It is important in this connexion to bear in mind
that the missiles have been installed on the United
Arab Republic territory to protect that country against
violations of the air space of the United Arab Republic.
The right to self-defence, collective or individual, rec
ognized by the Charter of the United Nations, does
not-l repeat, does not-give recognition to any so
called right of retaliation, nor does the Charter recog
nize the so-called right of pre-ernptive strike which
haS been employed by Israel to commit acts of aggres
sion against the neighbouring Arab States.

53. What Israel is asking for, in effect, is that the
Arab States which are its neighbours in the Middle
East should renounce their right, as the price ofa cease
fire, to take measures in self-defence against further
Israeli aggression. It is strange to note that Israel has
consistently complained that the United Arab Re
public, by installing defensive missiles on United Arab
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64. We fully share the view as expressed by previous
speakers that international imperialism would like to

63. From the time of its establishment as a State,
Israel has time and again committed acts of aggression
against the Arab countries. Now the aggressor has
entrenched itself in Arab lands. It stubbornly refuses
to return the occupied territories and is thus in fact
continuing its aggression. As recently as 5 August of
this year the Prime Minister of Israel, Mrs. Golda Meir,
stated that Israel will never return to tbe boundaries
which existed before 1967. There can be no doubt that
Israel would be unable to continue its brazen expan
sionist policy without the support of the United States
and certain other Western Powers.

Republic territory, has minimized Israeli air striving to achieve a genuine peaceful settlement in
superiority. But that air superiority which Israel is sup- the Middle East, deserves commendation. That striv-
posed to possess is air superiority not over Israel air ing is backed up by the readiness of the Arab States
space, but over United Arab Republic air space. That to carry out the Security Council resolutions and to
claim, therefore, must be dismissed firmly and extend the cease-fire, which should lead to the elimina-
unequivocally. tion of the consequences of Israeli aggression. How

ever, the other party-Israel-does not show such
readiness, and does not want a peaceful settlement.

61. The facts show that, on the contrary, the ruling
circles in Tel Aviv are trying by every conceivable
means to get round the decisions of the Security Coun
cil and the General Assembly and are taking an obstruc
tionist position with regard to the efforts being made
to achieve a political settlement. They are evading talks
and contacts with Ambassador Jarring in order to cause
his mission to fail while attempting to shift responsibil
ity for the consequences of their adventurist policy
to the United Arab Republic and other Arab States.
To justify their obstructionism, the ruling circles in
Tel Aviv resort to falsification and distortion of facts,
to hypocrisy and to deception of public opinion. In
particular, they make unfour ~ed and false accusations
against the United Arab Republic and the Soviet Union.
Israel, which has embarked on a course ofopen aggres
sion against neighbouring Arab States, has cynically
declared, through its Minister for Foreign Affairs, that
it was itself the victim ofaggression by the Arab States.
Israel, which has violated the cease-fire agreement over
and over, has the effrontery to impute the violations
to the United Arab Republic. Israel, which is pursuing
an expansionist policy and has actually seized territory,
claims that the Arab States are trying to destroy it.

62. Israel, which is building up its military potential
on the basis ofdirect military assistance from the West
ern Powers, primarily the United States, levels charges
against the United Arab Republic for acting to assure
its own military defence against aggression. One may
ask why the defence measures of the United Arab
Republic should be regarded as reprehensible when
the supply of ultramodern offensive weapons to Israel
is considered to be commendable. It is clear that, in
distorting the facts, Israel and its protectors are chal
lenging the United Arab Republic's right ofself-defence
and seeking to ensure military superiority for the
aggressor over the victims of aggression. They require
such superiority in order to carry out their expansionist
policy, a policy which has always entailed the use of
force.

55. It is for these reasons that my delegation has spon
sored the draft resolution [A/L.602j before us, and
would request all Members of this Assembly to give
it their unanimous support.

54. My delegation has noted with surprise the appar
ent opposition to a discussion of this matter by the
General Assembly, on the alleged constitutional pre
text that this Assembly has no jurisdiction while the
matter is under consideration by the Security Council.
Nowhere in the Charter is the General Assembly de
prived of the right to affirm resolutions of the Security
Council and to call upon Members to honour their
obligations to implement resolutions of the Security
Council. Furthermore, the General Assembly has the
secondary or residual responsibility for maintaining
international peace and security, and may discuss all
matters relevant to the purposes and principles of the
Charter. However, those Member States which have
the best interests of this Organization at heart, and
w~ich look to their own self-interest in the long run,
WIll surely conclude that our affirmation ofand submis
sion to the resolution of the Security Council of 22
November 1967 is the best course for all concerned.

56. Mr. YONDON (Mongolia) (translated from
Russian): My Government's position on the matter
under consideration is well known. I shall simply make
a brief statement on this question.
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57. This situation in the Middle East is one of the .
main problems of international life. This is so because
the Middle East conflict-if we leave out here the
United States aggression in Indo-China-is the first
link in a chain of serious conflicts and potentia' dangers
threatening international peace. It is for this reason
that the events in the Middle East are a source of
growing concern to the entire world community and
continue to be a centre of attention in the United
Nations, as a question requiring urgent solution.

58. The course of the general debate at this session
of the General Assembly and the statements made by
representatives on the item under consideration show
that the majority of States Members of the United
Nations are in favour of a speedy peaceful settlement
of the Middle East problem with a view to establishing
a just and lasting peace in that area.

59. My delegation has stated on a number of occa
sions and would like to state once again that, in full
accordance with the policy pursued by the Government
of the Mongolian People's Republic, we shall support
any efforts and constructive steps aimed at finding
ways and means for the peaceful resolution of the Mid
dle East problem.

60. In this connexion, the position of the United Arab
Republic, which together with other Arab States is



"It is our profound conviction that the only just
way to restore peace is the immediate and uncondi
tional withdrawal of all the troops of the aggressor
from the territories of the Arab States ... Only on
this basis can measures be taken for the further
stabilization of the situation in the Middle East."
[J53Jst meeting, para. 168.]

69. The Government of the Mongolian People's
Republic, which stands firmly on the side of the Arab
peoples, welcomes the new peace initiative of the
United Arab Republic to extend the temporary cease
fire and renew talks between the parties concerned
through the Secretary-General's Special Represen
tative, Ambassador Gunnar Jarring. We are in favour
of extending the cease-fire as a means of achieving
a peaceful settlement of the problem. The extension
should not be for an indefinite period and it should
not be used to consolidate the consequences of the
aggression. It is the duty of the United Nations-the
duty of all peace-loving States-to take practical steps
to achieve a genuine peaceful settlement in the Middle
East in full accord with the interests of the Arab
peoples.

70. For the reasons I have stated, the delegation of
the Mongolian People's Republic is a sponsor of draft
resolution A/L.602 on the situation in the Middle East.
which provides for the adoption of specific measures
aimed at eliminating the consequences of Israeli aggres
sion, in the spirit of the Security Council resolution
of 22 November 1967.

71. We would express the hope that the draft resolu-
. tion will receive wide support in the General Assembly.
The adoption of the draft resolution and the practical
implementation of the measures provided for in it are
capable of leading to a just solution of the Middle East
problem.

72. Mr. RASHID (Pakistan): The Pakistan delegation
considers this debate on the situation in the Middle
East as most appropriate in time and place. Judging
from the statements of speakers who have preceded
me, this feeling is widely shared. It is not, therefore,
necessary for me to explain its reasons. Perhaps it
is enough to say that the debate gives a unique oppor
tunity to the General Assembly to demonstrate that
it is more than a passive spectator of situations which
endanger international peace and security, that it still
possesses diplomatic relevance and that it can exert
its moral weight to influence the direction of events
towards the principles enshrined in the Charter of the
United Nations, It will be a negation of all the good
intentions proclaimed during the commemorative ses
sion if the Assembly fails to grasp this opportunity,

73, The situation in the Middle East has been the
subject of public debate, both in the Security Council
and the General Assembly, It has also undergone
intense treatment through the processes of what is
described as "quiet diplomacy", Pakistan has been
among those who strongly felt that the responsibility
for helping in the resolution of this most dangerous
situation devolved especially on the four permanent

8

66. On the other hand, the policy of the Soviet Union
and other socialist countries is in full accord with the
interests of peace and security of peoples and of the
struggle against imperialism and colonialism. The
peoples and Governments ofmany Arab countries have
spoken with gratitude of this genuine and forthright
policy of the socialist countries.

67. The course of events in the Middle East has
shown that the attempts to resolve the conflict by mili
tary means without taking into account the rights and
interests of the Arab peoples, including the Arab people
of Palestine, have not produced positive results and
cannot do so. We are convinced that the crisis firought
about by Israeli aggression can be resolved by political
means on the basis of the Security Council resolution
of22 November 1967[242 (1967)). That resolution pro
vides, first of all, for the withdrawal of Israeli troops
from all occupied Arab territories, The complete with
drawal of the aggressor's troops from the territories
they occupy is the main requirement the fulfilment of
which would open the way to a solution of the Middle
East problem,

65. If there is any question of a clash of interests,
then it is primarily a clash between the aggressive
designs of the imperialists and the fundamental inter
ests of the Arab peoples, who are waging a courageous
struggle for the freedom, national independence and
territorial integrity of their countries. The "vital
interests" of the United States are the thousands of
millions of dollars which are being pumped out yearly
from the Middle East by United States monopolies:
they are the efforts being made by Washington to con
solidate the consequences of Israeli aggression, to
crush the national liberation movement of the Arab
peoples and to liquidate the progressive States of the
Arab East.

General Assembly - Twenty-fifth Session - Plenary Meetings---------------
use Israel as a spearhead in the fight against the forces
of peace and national rebirth. The forces opposing the
restoration of peace in the Middle East are encouraging
and generously supporting Israel for the precise pur
pose of doing away with the progressive Arab States
and striking a blow against the national liberation move
ments of Arab countries. To these ends they are also
trying to weaken and disrupt the alliance and solidarity
of the Arab peoples and to stop them from co-operating
with the Soviet Union and other socialist countries
which have unfailingly expressed their support for the
just struggle of the Arab peoples. There is no other
possible explanation for the fact that on the pages of
the Western press and even from this rostrum the story
is being told that in the Middle East there is a confronta
tion of the vital interests of two great Powers-the
United States and the Soviet Union-and that it is
this confrontation which is creating the tension in the
area. The aim of such statements is to distort the true
situation and mislead public opinion.

68, In his statement at the fifth emergency special
session of the General Assembly, the Chairman of the
Council of Ministers of the Mongolian People's Re
public, Mr. Y, Tsedenbal, said:

I
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HTo us, the issues involved are the basic issues
of peace and justice. If a people are uprooted from
their home, as the people of Palestine were, if their
fundamental rights are denied them, as theirs have
been, if acquisition of territory by war is not undone,
as it has not so far been in the Middle East, then
the world will retreat to the time when might was
right. The people of Palestine have been driven to
desperation.

"What we see in the Middle East is the danger
of the pursuit of security so total for one State as

80. It is because we are, at this particular time, con
cerned with taking a limited step, entirely in accordance
with the common commitment of the United Arab
Republic, Jordan and Israel, that I would not wish
to go into the wider issues involved in the Middle East
problem. Pakistan has made its views known on this
problem, both in the General Assembly and during
two years of recurrent debate in the Security Council.
Those views were summed up by the President of
Pakistan in the following words:

79. The draft resolution [A/L.602) which my delega
tion has the honour to eo-sponsor and which has
already been circulated is directed towards the sole
end of reactivating the only machinery for a peaceful
settlement-the mission of Ambassador Jarring. It has
a limited compass. It aims at a specific action which,
at this time, appears to be the only constructive one.
As President Muhammad Yahya Khan said when
addressing the Assembly on 22 October:

"The situation in the Middle East has b~come

critical from the time that the talks undertaken by
Ambassador Jarring ended, no sooner than they
began. I believe precious time should not be wasted
in a barren pursuit of charges and counter-charges
of violations of the temporary cease-fire. I urge that
not a day be lost in reactivating the mission of Ambas
sador Jarring so that a just and lasting peace can
be brought about in the Middle East" [1878th
meeting, para. 11).

That is the urging of sincerity. I would appeal to
the Assembly to give it its due and full response.

~

78. In our view, the only way for the General Assem
bly to assert its authority is by calling on the three
Governments to instruct their representatives to
resume contacts with Ambassador Jarring in order to
enable him to carry out, at the earliest possible date,
his mandate for the implementation ofSecurity Council
resolution.z-tz (1967). This will be a simple action,
which cannot conceivably alter the balance of emphasis
of that resolution. On the contrary, by focusing atten
tion on resolution 242 (1967) it will reinforce the action
of the Security Council and strengthen the efforts of
the four permanent members. Pakistan would urge all
delegations which desire peace in tbe Middle East to
lend their fullest support to such action by the
Assembly.

"It is their"-that is, the four Powers'
"concerned action alone which can bring about
the conditions necessary for the implementation of
Security Council resolution 242 (1967). Without their
initiative the prospects for the implementation ofthat
resolution will only worsen."2

76. The questions now arise: how can the stalemate
be broken? What can the Assembly do to revive the
promise ofa peaceful settlement contained in the prop
osal of Secretary ofState Rogers? For answers to those
questions the Assembly has only to examine the con
tents of the letter, contained in document S/9902,:J
addressed by Ambassador Jarring to the Secretary
General on 7 August 1970.

77. The agreement of the United Arab Republic.
Jordan and Israel to enter into discussions under the
auspices of Ambassador Jarring for the implementation
of resolution 242 (1967) in all its parts cannot be consi
dered to have been terminated merely because one
prrty charges another with having violated the cease
fire. It is therefore the duty of the Assembly to make
this clear to all concerned and to save this agreement
from being destroyed by the obduracy of one party.
Should it fail to do so, the agreement will be a mere

\1 lbld •• Twcnty-thlrd Year. 146Jst meeting. para. 81.
'I Ihld., Twenty-flfth Year, Supplement for July, August and Sep

umber 1970.

members ofthe Security Council. Atthe 1461stmeeting document in the archives and we will all be witnesses
of the Security Council on 30 December 1968, the rep- to a grave deterioration of the situation.
resentative of my country supported the French initia
tive for four-Power talks when he said:

74. That we should now welcome a public debate
in the General Assembly by no means indicates that
we no longer adhere to that position. We all know
that the four-Power talks, at times reduced to two
Power talks, continued for more than a year and a
half. It certainly takes extraordinary patience anti for
bearance to suffer alien occupation of one's territory
and yet to ref. ain from doing anything which would .
arrest diplomatic progress, even though such progress
is painfully slow.

75. It is a fact that in spite of the occupation by Israel
of their territories, in spite of the almost unendurable
strain which it inevitably imposed on them, in spite
of the continued provocations caused by Israel's show
of force and in spite of the agony inflicted by frequent
reprisal raids by Israel, theUnited Arab Republic and
Jordan did their best to co-operate with the efforts
of the great Powers. It was they who first welcomed
the initiative taken last summer by the United States
for a temporary cease-fire and the resumption of the
mission of Ambassador Jarring. That Israel dragged
its feet in accepting the Rogers proposal, that its rep
resentative indicated to Ambassador Jarring that he
had no instructions to enter into any talks on substance
even in a preliminary way and that it soon formally
withdrew from those talks-s-these are matters of public
record. The impasse thus created paralyses all diploma
tic effort. It is this impasse which has necessitated
this debate in the General Assembly.
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to threaten the security ofall its neighbouring States.
What we see is the danger of disregarding the sen
sibilities of millions all over the world who cannot
tolerate that the Holy City of Jerusalem be treated
as the spoils of war. Few events have caused as
much anguish to the people of Pakistan as the occu
pation of Jerusalem by force. No settlement which
leaves the Holy City under the control of Israel,
or permits Israel to retain any occupied Arab territ
ory for that matter, can bring peace to the Middle
East." [Ibid., paras. 9 and 10.)

81. The only question that merits some discussion
at this stage is that of the cease-fire and the obligations
arising therefrom. It is an essential principle of the
jurisprudence of the United Nations that where hos
tilities occur, the call for acease-fire must be combined
with the call for the withdrawal offorces to thepositions
which prevailed prior to the outbreak of fighting. To
call for a cease-fire without a simultaneous call for
the withdrawal of forces is to violate the basic princi
ples of the United Nations Charter. It is tantamount
to aiding the aggressor in retaining the territory that
he has overrun. It is thus to make a mockery of the
principle of the inadmissibility of territorial acquisition
by force.

82. At the time when fighting broke out in June 1967
it was the duty of the Security Council to demand
the withdrawal of the Israeli forces to the positions
of 5 June, at the same time that it called for a cease-fire.
The Security Council's failure to do so was not only
juridically indefensible and morally wrong; it was also
a grave political omission which carried within it the
seeds of further discord. I must add, however, that
the Council went a long way to repair that omission
by evolving resolution 242 (1967), which, despite its
ambiguity and despite the conflicting interpretations
put on it by its own authors, formulated the principles
on the basis of which peace could be achieved.

83. The breakdown of the cease-fire in 1969 was sim
ply due to the fact that Israel not only failed to withdraw
its forces but repeatedly announced its policy of retain
ing the territories which it had occupied by force. Were
the Arab States to continue the cease-fire without offer
ing any resistance to the occupier they would be guilty
of a tacit acceptance of the occupation of their ter
ritories. That is why the initiative taken by the United
States last summer called for a temporary cease-fire.
The call for a "temporary" as distinguished from an
"Indefinite" cease-fire clearly connoted acknowledge
ment of the principle that the victim States could not
be asked to acquiesce in the occupation of their ter
ritories, except for a defined period of time in which
tangible progress had to be made towards a settlement
that would bring about' the end of that occupation.

84. Israel now tells this Assembly that the temporary
cease-fire was violated when the United Arab Republic
deployed a missile system in the so-called standstill
zone. From the propaganda which emanates from
Israel and the ubiquitous machine at its service, it
would appear as if even the territory west of the Suez
Canal is no longer the territory of the United Arab

Republic where its Government has the obligation,
transcending all other obligations, to ensure the safety
of its land and people from external attack. Let us
not forget that the area involved is precisely the one
which Israel had selected as a target for continuous
aerial bombardment. Even if this consideration is dis
missed-and only the purblind can dismiss it-then
the fact still remains that, despite this deployment,
Israel still retains military superiority in the Suez Canal
region. A clear statement to this effect was made by
an official Israeli expert earlier this week. The con
sciousness of its military superiority is so basic an
ingredient of Israel's attitude that it was visible even
in the speech of the Israeli Foreign Minister during this
debate when he extended a thinly veiled threat to
the United Arab Republic in the following words: "And
nobody seriously believes that the United Arab Repub
lic would bring upon itself the immense suffering which
would ensue from a rash decision to renew hostilities
after 5 November" [1888th meeting, para. 43).

85. The fact that the Assembly therefore has to keep
in the forefront of its mind is that a cease-fire is in
force, but its continuance can be guaranteed only by
progress being made towards a settlement through talks
as envisaged in resolution 242 (1967). The essence of
the peace initiative taken last summer can still be pre
served if we do not allow ourselves to be side-tracked
into a discussion of the military balance on the cease
fire line. There is no such thing as a military balance
in a place where one State has invaded and occupied
the territory of another State. No local alteration of
a military balance, even if it is considered to have
occurred, can possibly make us lose sight of the per
vasive. preponderant imbalance in the Middle East
which is overwhelmingly indicated by the continued
occupation of Arab territories by Israel.

86. I now turn to the Israeli complaint that the alleged
violation of the cease-fire by the United Arab Republic
has disrupted the climate of confidence in which alone
peace talks can be held. I ask, have there been more
formal agreements binding on all parties to the Middle
East conflict than the General Armistice Agreements?
Did not Israel unilaterally repudiate those Agreements?
There have been no more solemn assurances than those
which Israel gave for the resettlement of, or compensa
tion to, Palestinian refugees-assurances of which the
Assembly took note when it admitted Israel to mem
bership. Israel easily went back on those assurances.
Yet the peace-making process cannot but be forward
looking. It has to assume that future engagements will
be honoured by all concerned. Only a positive move
towards peace can create the necessary climate of con
fidence which has been non-existent until now.

87. For all these reasons, the Pakistan delegation ear
nestly commends for adoption by the Assembly the
draft resolution contained in document A/L.602, which
has been ably introduced by the representative of
Nigeria and of which Pakistan is a sponsor. Israel's
objections to this draft resolution are not different from
itc objections to any text which, by envisaging a move
towards a peaceful settlement, would have the effect
of bringing about the end of its occupation by force

•
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93. Thus, from a.juridlcal or a political point of view,
there can be no alteration in the balance of Security
Council resolution 242 (1967)just because the African
Asian draft text seeks to draw attention to the principle
of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by
force, which is in danger of being overridden by the
other provisions of that resolution.

94. This is equally true in regard to the question of
Palestine refugees, the recognition of whose rights is
an integral component of Security Council resolution
242 (1967). What the African-Asian draft resolution
does in this regard is to urge on the parties entering
into contact with the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General that the aspirations of those
refugees be also taken into account. This is no longer
a mere moral issue or one of justice. It has become
a necessary condition for ajust and lasting peace, which
is the objective of resolution 242 (1967).

95. Finally, as regards the fear that a selective
emphasis on one of the principles formulated in resolu
tion 242 (1967) would alter the balance of that
resolution, may I refer to Security Council resolutions
252 (1968) and 271 (1969) concerning Jerusalem. Each
of those resolutions singled out for reaffirmation the
principle that the acquisition of territory by military
conquest is inadmissible. If two resolutions adopted
by the Security Council after the adoption of resolution
242 (1967) selected for emphasis a certain principle
and yet did not alter the balance of the latter resolution,
what basis is there for the apprehension that an Assem
bly resolution will have this effect?

96. I turn now to the question of the conditions neces
sary to establish the confidence in which the parties
could resume discussions promptly under Ambassador
Jarring's auspices. There is nothing in the African
Asian draft resolution which would preclude any action
that can be realistically taken to facilitate the resump
tion of talks. But is it possible to specify such action
in concrete terms?

97. I must, in conclusion, also mention that, in argu
ing against any divorce of a cease-fire from the with
drawal of forces and the institution of a self-executing
machinery for a p-aceful settlement, Pakistan speaks
from direct experience. We know all too well how a
cease-fire regarded as indefinite breeds complacency
amongst third parties. We know how, if a withdrawal
of forces is not effected, the occupying Power con
solidatesits possession of the territory involved and.
step by step, proceeds to annex it. We know how
attempts are made to cast into oblivion resolutions
which arejointly accepted and which constitute binding
international agreements. We would not wish any party
in the world to undergo the tragic experience that we
have had to suffer.

of Arab territories. But I would urge others who have Council or a mere recommendation loses relevance
voiced fears about this draft resolution to consider it and significance. On the other hand, the African-Asian
more objectively. draft resolution would be an Assembly resolution of

an exhortatory character reflecting the expression of
opinion of the international community which calls for
decent respect by all concerned.

88. What is the essence of this resolution? It is that
Security Council resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November
1967 should be implemented in all its parts and that
to this end the parties directly concerned should resume
contact with Dr. Jarring at the earliest possible date
to enable him to carry out his mandate under that
resolution. Indeed, as many as three operative parts
of the African-Asian draft resolution are directed
towards upholding Security Council resolution 242
(1967) and calling for its implementation. For three
years it has remained unimplemented. For three years
Israel's military occupation of Arab lands has been
permitted to continue. For three years there has been
a continuing violation of the Charter principle of the
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory through
the use of force.

89. Yet it is contended that by reaffirming the inad
missibility of the acquisition of territories by force,
the delicate balance of Security Council resolution 242
(1967) has been altered. The argument is put forward
that the other principles spelled out in resolution 242
(1967) are not mentioned, namely:

"Termination of all claims or states ofbelligerency
and respect for and acknowledgement of the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and political
independence of ever; State in the area and their
right to live in peace within secure and recognized
boundaries free from threats or acts of force" .

90. I would like to remind the Assembly that the Arab
States concerned accepted Security Council resolution
242 (1967) as soon as it was adopted. Ipso facto, they
accepted this paragraph of that resolution. But Israel
refused to accept resolution 242 (1967) until last
summer, and even then its acceptance was not without
reservations. Consequently, an even-handed approach

~ . .
calls for an acknowledgement of the fact that It IS the
principle of the inadmissibility of the acquisition of
territory that is injeopardy and it is necessary to salvage
this principle if the integrity of resolution 242 (1967)
is to be maintained.

91. It is, therefore, not understood by my delegation
how the African-Asian draft resolution alters what is
called the delicate balance of Security Council resolu
tion 242(1967). The heart and centre ofour draft resolu
tion is to respect that delicate balance.

92. A certain amount of confusion as to the nature
and weight of the resolutions of the General Assembly
as distinct from those of the Security Council has arisen
in this debate as a result of the contention that the
African-Asian draft resolution would alter the balance
of Security Council resolution 242 (1967). Resolution
242 (1967), having been accepted by the parties, con
stitutes an international agreement, binding the parties
to its scrupulous implementation. In view of the agree
ment of the parties, the question of whether resolution
242 (1967) is in the nature of a decision of the Security
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106. It is therefore the duty of the United Nations,
mindful of its responsibility for the maintenance of
international peace and security, to exert every effort
to secure the withdrawal of Israeli forces from occupied
Arab territories as the central element in the restoration
of peace in the Middle East.

109. In the face of mounting tension in the area, the
early resumption of negotiations under the Jarring mis
sion is becoming compellingly urgent, and the General
Assembly should make a special effort to bring that
about.

110. My delegation regrets that Israel has chosen to
take a negative attitude in regard to the negotiations.
The demands of the situation for peace are so over
whelming that the endeavour to start the wheels of
negotiation should not be hindered in any way.

107. Indeed, for three years now the efforts of the
United Nations in the Middle East situation have
centred on Security Council resolution 242 (1967),
which represents a practical and workable framework
for ajust settlement and lasting peace. That resolution
was arrived at and adopted unanimously after months
of tedious and painstaking negotiations. My delegation
remains insistent that the United Nations must con
tinue to devote all its endeavours to ensure the full
implementation of that resolution in all its parts. For
that purpose, we urge the speedy resumption of the
Jarring mission to carry out its mandate.

111. My delegation is participating in this debate in
the conviction that the General Assembly can play an
effective role in restarting the wheels of negotiation,
which would lead towards the full implementation of
Security Council resolution 242 (1967). In this connex
ion mv delegation wishes to reiterate our conviction
that in any solution of the Middle East problem the
inalienable rights of the Arab people of Palestine must
be fully respected, That is essential not only in terms
of social, moral and political justice, but also in order
to ensure a just and lasting peace in the Middle East.

108. It is a source of great concern to us that all
efforts in the past to proceed along the direction laid
down in Security Council resolution 242 (1967) have
failed. My Government welcomed the Rogers p.an and
the recent resumption of the Jarring mission. VIe were
particularly disappointed at the suspension of the
negotiations, especially as the reactivation of the Jarr
ing mission was a welcome breakthrough resulting from
difficult and painstaking diplomatic efforts towards a
peaceful settlement of the Middle East problem.

99. My delegation hopes and believes that, at the par
ticularly sensitive! age we have now reached, we will
try to apply those principles and not succumb to forces
that seek to thwart justice and to give blessings to
a successful use of force.

98. I said at the beginning of my statement that the 105. Those principles were emphasized in Security
duty of this Assembly is to influence the direction of Council resolution 242, (1967) ana have been written
events towards the principles enshrined in the Charter. into the Declaratior on Principles of International Law
The situation in the Middle East is one which has borne concerning Frien . ty Relations and Co-operation
no impress of these principles. Thatthe cradle of civili- among States in accordance with the Charter of the
zation has been a theatre of conflict for half a century, United Nations [resolution 2625 (XXV)},recently
that it has been the victim of war and immense suffering adopted by Heads of State and Government during
during the last 22 years, that the situation there is a the commemorative session, Nowhere e.ce are those
source of danger for peace throughout the world is principles in more urgent need of application than in
due primarily to the fact that in the handling of this the Middle East.
situation by the international community the principles
of the United Nations Charter have been completely
disregarded at crucial moments.

104. The continued Israeli occupation of Arab lam,
not only constitutes a violation of United Nations prin
ciples but also poses an immediate threat to interna
tional peace and security. There can be no justification
for aggression against the territorial integrity or politi
cal independence of any State, and the acquisition of
territory by force is inadmissible. Those are two infinite
truths, which must form an indispensable basis for a
peaceful world order.

100. Mr. ZAKARIA (Malaysia): The situation in the
Middle East is a persistent and unrelenting tragedy.
The situation continues to deteriorate, constituting a
grave threat to international peace and security. The
hope for a settlement remains remote, and all hope
will die if the present opportunities are not seized and
given life.

101. The simple fact before us is that three and a
half years ago aggression was committed-naked, bla
tant aggression by Israel-against three States Mem
bers of the United Nations. As a result of this aggres
sion Israel illegally occupied, and is still occupying,
territories belonging to the United Arab Republic,
Jordan and Syria, and many thousands of Arab victims
of the war have become refugees, joining the ranks
of the million Palestinian refugees who for over 20
years, since the creation of Israel, have suffered untold
misery, deprivation and injustice.

102. The situation resulting from the Israeli aggres
sion has been allowed to drag on for three and a half
years, despite Security Council resolution 242 (1967)
of 22 Nove- 'ier 1967, which, among other things.
called for ,.J\~ withdrawal of Israeli forces from
occupied Arab territories. This is an extremely serious
matter because aggression committed not only is grave
in itself but, when allowed to persist for that length
of time and in defiance of the resolution of the Security
Council, is all the more dangerous in its implications.

103. What makes matters worse is that refined argu
ments are now being made for its justification and,
still further, the situation created out of aggression is
being made the bargaining point to extract conditions
for withdrawal.
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112.. Draft resolution A/L.602 contains, in the view the military provocations against the Arab States which
of my delegation, a reasoned, balanced and construe- have continued for more than three years have been
tive approach towards the just and peaceful settlement dictated by the design of world imperialist circles to
of the Middle East conflict and my delegation is happy unseat the progressive regimes in the United Arab
to be associated with it as one of its many eo-sponsors. Republic and other Arab countries, to set those
I would request the General Assembly to give this draft countries back intheir social and political development
resolution its overwhelming support. and to arrest the onward movement of those countries

towards liberation and progress.
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113. Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) (translated from Russian): More than three years
have passed since the Middle East turned into an
extremely dangerous centre of international tension
which to this day is seriously threatening world peace
and security. The causes of the situation in the Middle
East are well known: Israel's armed attack in June
1967 on three neighbouring Arab States-the United
Arab Republic, Jordan and Syria; the occupation by
Israeli troops of a sizable portion of the territory of
those Arab States; and Israel's determination,
stre.irthened by the political and military support of
international Zionism and the United States of
America, to retain the occupied Arab lands.

114. In essence, this period since June 1967 has been
a period of, on the one hand, intense struggle on the
part of'peace-loving forces throughout the world to
arrive at a peaceful settlement of the Middle East con
flict, and, on the other hand. persistent and stubborn
obstructionisrn on Israel's part and attempts of that
country to avoid such a settlement, to prolong its occu
pation of Arab lands, to strengthen its position in those
foreign lands and to impose unjust expansionist terms
on the Arab countries by means of direct military pres
sure.

115 Obviously, these plans of the Israeli aggressors
are not destined to succeed. However, their' hostile
actions against the Arab countries are greatly increas
ing the tension in the Middle East and preventing the
establishment of a just and lasting peace there. This
compels the United Nationsand all peace-loving States
to take further steps to induce the Government of Israel
and the forces supporting it to heed the voice of reason,
to face present realities and to take account of the
wishes of the overwhelming majority of States Mem
bers of the United Nations, which are calling for a
speedy and just settlement in the Middle East based
on the principles of the United Nations Charter and
the decisions taken by the Organization, above all the
well-known resolution of the Security Council.

116. Israel's aggression in the Middle East, supported
by international imperialist and neo-colonialist circles,
is directed not only against the Arab States. What is
happening in that region, at the junction of three con
tinents-Asia, Africa and Europe-has a direct bearing
on the fates of the peoples of all the countries of Asia
and Africa and on the future of world peace and se
curity.

117. For decades the peoples of the Arab East have
not known peace or tranquillity and have had to wage
a fierce struggle for their freedom, for national indepen
dence and for social progress. It is no longer a secret
to anyone that the Israeli aggression of June 1967 and

118. It is only because of the firm and courageous
stand of the Arab States and their peoples, with the
active support of the socialist countries, other peace
loving States and all the progressive forces in the world,
that this imperialist design has been thwarted.

119. Nevertheless, attempts to put political and milit
ary pressure on the Arab States are still being made.
Although it has seized the lands of neighbouring States
and continues to flout international law, to violate the
Charter of the United Nations and to ignore the deci
sions of this international Organization whose mission
it is to stand guard for the peace and security ofpeoples,
Israel permits itself to deliver cynical lectures and even
tries to dictate how the Arab States-the victims of
aggression-should conduct themselves.

120. The United States of America, for its part, is
actively supporting this aggressive policy of Israel. It
promotes a great many actions which are aggravating
the situation in the Middle East. Is this not shown,
for example, by the further movement into the Mediter
ranean of United States warships and the "show of
force" of the American Sixth Fleet in the Eastern
Mediterranean, with its provocative nature underlined
by the personal participation of high-ranking represen
tatives of the United States?

121. The enormous and ever-increasing military
assistance given by the United States to Israel is serving
as a direct encouragement to the Israeli aggressors who
are so fond of other people's land. During the tensest
period of recent events in Jordan, Washington was
reported in the press to have intensified its anti-Arab
coUusion with Tel Aviv. A decision was taken to send
a large new consignment of Phantom jets to Israel and
a substantial additional credit was made available for
the purchase cf weapons and military supplies in the
United States. And in the four-Power talks on the Mid
dle East the United States of America declined to par
ticipate in the working group set up as part of the
consultations.

122. The Arab countries justly and with very good
reason viewed such actions as direct United States
assistance to Israel in the conduct ofa policy of threats,
military pressure and blackmail against the Arab world.
It turns out that while the United States in its official
statements and propaganda speaks ofthe need to imple
ment Security Council resolution 242 (1967) and to
ensure a state of peace in the Middle East, in reality
it supports the aggressive expansionist plans of Israel,
the country which is undermining a settlement based
on that resolution and is refusing to withdraw its troops
from the Areb territories it ~,as seized.
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United Arab Republic, Mr. Riad, made on 26 October
from this rostrum [J884th meeting). He said that every
day and hour that passed without the withdrawal of
Israeli troops from the occupied Arab territories rep
resented new Israeli acts ofaggression against the Arab
States. When the question ofthe situation in the Middle
East is being considered in the General Assembly, this
must be clearly and distinctly stated, for it is completely
obvious to all impartial and unprejudiced observers
that the Israeli aggression against the Arab countries
continues to this day.

130. As it did in the past, the Soviet Union continues
to believe that all peoples of the Middle East have
a right to independent national existence. This also
implies the need to recognize and guarantee the
legitimate rights of the Arab people of Palestine, who
were forcibly driven from their land as a result of the
aggressive and expansionist policy of Israel. The
inalienable rights of the Arab people of Palestine have
on many occasions been reaffirmed in United Nations
decisions. The events of the past two decades show
that unless justice is done to the Arab people of Pales
tine lasting peace cannot be expected in the Middle
East.

128. And no matter how hard Mr. Eban tries here,
with his rhetorical phraseology, to justify that aggres
sion, he will not succeed in convincing anyone that
Israel's armed attack on the Arab States is not aggres
sion. In this connexion, suffice it to recall that since
the adoption of Security Council resolution 242 (1967)
Israel has been condemned many times in Security
Council decisions for fresh acts of aggression against
the Arab countries.

129. In June 1967. at the fifth emergency special ses
sion of the General Assembly, the head of the Soviet
Government. Mr. A. N. Kosygin [1526tl1 meeting],
stressed that the principles of the United Nations Char
ter and the interests of peace and internatronal security
demanded that an aggressor should not be rewarded
for attacking other countries and should not profit as
a result of his criminal aggression. Otherwise, it is
impossible to put an end to aggression and to discour
age military expansionist adventures on the part of
those who might wish to undertake them in the future.
·The USSR stands firmly by that position.

131. The Soviet Government has also on many occa
sions clearly and distinctly stated that, in categorically
condemning the Israeli aggression against the Arab
countries, the USSR is speaking not against the people
of Israel, but against the aggressive policy pursued
by the ruling circles of that country. No matter what
slander Zionist propaganda and the official representa
tives of Israel use against the Soviet Union, they cannot
twist the profoundly principled policy line of the USSR
with regard to the inalienable national rights ofpeoples.
Contrary to the false assertions of the Israeli leaders,
the threat to the future and to the fate of the people
of Israel stems not from the position of the Arab States
and the policy of the Soviet Union, but from the adven
turist and aggressive policy against neighbouring
countries of the Israeli leaders themselves, who have
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123. It has long been known that, at all stages and
in all forms of negotiations towards a peaceful political
settlement in the Middle East, the United States has
consistently and stubbornly worked against the
achievement of agreement on the withdrawal of Israeli
troops from all Arab territories occupied in June 1967.
The United States is trying to have the question of
the withdrawal of troops replaced by and made condi
tional upon the question of the so-called rectification
of boundaries. What does this signify? It signifies
nothing else but an effort to reward Israel as the aggres
sor by transferring part of the Arab territories to it.
This position of the United States is in sharp conflict
with one of the most important provisions emphasized
in Security Council resolution 242 (1967). concerning
the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by
war.

125. Such was the position of the United States on
the question of withdrawal of occupying troops at that
time, and the United States is taking the very opposite
position now.

124. The political essence of such a position can be
considered in no other way than as an attempt to reward
Israel for its past and continuing aggression against
the Arab countries and to support Israel's attempt to
dictate its terms of settlement to the victim of aggres
sion. Obviously. the present position of the United
States on this question not only flagrantly contradicts
the letter andspirit of the Charter ofthe United Nations
but also differs from the position the United States
took in the past when the late President Eisenhower
proclaimed a diametrically opposed principle in con
nexion with Israeli aggression against the United Arab
Republic and the occupation by Israel of Arab ter
ritories. As shown by United States Department of
State Publication No. 6461, which was issued at the
time, President Eisenhower made the following state
ment on 20 February 1957:

"I would, I feel, be untrue to the standards of
the high office to which you have chosen me if I
were to lend the influence of the United States to
the proposition that a nation which invades another
should be permitted to exact conditions for with
drawal. "

126. As to the Soviet Union, from the very beginning
of the hostilities in the Middle East in June 1967 and
in accord with its fundamental policy in international
relations aimed at maintaining peace and counteracting
imperialist aggression, it has come out firmly in support
of the Arab countries, the victims of armed attack by
Israel. We condemn not only the actual aggression
by Israel in 1967 but just as categorically Israel's more
than three years' sabotaging of the implementation of
Security Council resolution 242 (1967) on a peaceful
settlement in the Middle East, and its adventurist plans
and designs to appropriate the Arab territories it has
seized.

127. In the light of these obvious and universally rec
ognized facts, one cannot but agree with the statement
of the distinguished Minister for Foreign Affairs of the



132. From the very start of Israel's aggression in the
Middle East, the Soviet Union.together with the other
socialist countries, has consistently sought the achieve
ment of ajust Middle East settlement by peaceful politi
cal means. As in the past, the Soviet Government con
siders that a just and lasting peace in the Middle East
can be achieved only through the full elimination of
all the consequences of Israeli aggression, including
the total withdrawal of Israeli troops from all occupied
territories. This position of the Soviet Union in favour
of the implementation of Security Council resolution
242 (1967) has always been and remains the same.
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aligned themselves with the forces of world imperialism went along the same path. It took Israel's negative
and Zionism. attitude to the continuation of contacts through the

Jarring mission and used it in its turn as an excuse,
as has already been said, for openly refusing to continue
to participate in the practical work ofthe working group
of the four-Power consultations designed to produce
agreed formulations for recommendations to Ambas
sador Jarring. In the circumstances one could not but
gain the impression that there has been co-ordinated
action between Israel and the United States to under
mine and block progress both in the talks through the
Jarring mission and in the four-Power consultations
on a Middle East settlement based upon Security Coun
cil resolution 242 (1967), and to block the resumption
of the Jarring mission.

133. But Israel is blocking the implementation of this
Security Council resolution.

134. In the light of the events of the past three years
it is now abundantly clear that Israel is fighting not
for its existence, not for its security, but to seize and
occupy foreign land. Israel is pursuing in the occupied
territories a policy of colonial plunder and mass terror
against the Arab population.

135. The intention behind the present policy of Israel
is tu close the way to ajust and peaceful political settle
ment in the Middle East, to increase the pressure on
the Arab countries and to dictate terms to them, all
in the hope ofconsolidating the results of its aggression.
But these designs are not destined to be fulfilled. Any
plans which would enable Israel to continue its occupa
tion of the Arab territories and all the more to annex
them, or plans which would place the interests of Israel
above those of the other States in the region, are clearly
doomed to failure.

136. The situation is now as follows: either there will
be a further intensification of the military threat in
the Middle East-and this may happen if the forces
of aggression are not firmly bridled-or steps will be
taken to secure a political settlement on the basis of
the full implementation of the Security Council resolu-
tion of 22-November 1967. .

137. What is the position regarding the talks on a
settlement in the Middle East?

138. Everyone knows that not long ago Israel deliber
ately broke off contacts with Ambassador Jarr
ing-thereby again violating Security Council resolu
tion 242(l967)-using as a pretext the well-known one
sided proposals of the United States. That surprised
no one, as it is known to all that Israel's policy is
one of undermining talks through Ambassador Jarring
on a peaceful political settlement in the Middle East
and of endeavouring to impose so-called direct talks
with a view to dictating its conditions to the Arab
States.

139. In this connexion it should be mentioned that
the United States not only did not exert a sobering
influence on the Israeli leaders-and it had and still
has every opportunity of doing so-but unfortunately

140. At the same time attempts have. been made to
direct certain tendentious charges against the Soviet
Union and the United Arab Republic and to shift to
them the fault for the mounting tension in the Middle
East and for the breakdown in the contacts through
Mr. Jarring.

141. Yesterday [J890th meeting) the Soviet delega
tion answered the United States representative on that
point, when he tried to present the matter in that way.
Exhaustive replies to all these insinuations and inven
tions had been given earlier in the statements of Mr.
A. A. Gromyko, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of
the USSR, at the commemorative session of the
Assembly [1877th meeting), and also in the recent state
ment by Mr. Riad, the Foreign Minister of the Unite.
Arab Republic. There is no need to repeat them.

142. The purposes of the propaganda campaign being
waged by Israel with United States support are quite
obvious. It is the latest venture by the Zionists and
the latest attempt by the United States under their
pressure to justify the action of Israel's leaders in
deliberately breaking off the contacts through Mr. Jar
ring. But this Israel-United States propaganda drive
cannot fool anyone, as can be seen from the present
debate in plenary meetings of the General Assembly.

143. There is something else that must also be pointed
out, however. Israel's actions in blockinj the Jarring
mission and the attempts of the United States to justify
these actions run counter to Security Council resolu
tion 242 (1967). They violate that resolution.

144. The Jarring mission is a component part-an
integral part-ofthat resolution, which must be carried
out by Israel unconditionally. Under that resolution
Israel must and is bound to maintain contacts with
Mr. Jarring. Refusal of the contacts is a refusal by
Israel to implement the resolution. It is a challenge
by Israel to the whole United Nations. No added condi
tions, no unilateral proposals, from wherever they
come, including of course the United States, can cancel
or supplant Security Council resolution 242(967). Any
attempt to make the implementation of that resolution
or any of its parts, including the provision concerning
the Jarring mission, conditional upon any additional
terms or requirements can only lead to further delays
and to the undermining of a peaceful political settle
ment.
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150. Instead of an objective approach to a peaceful
settlement in the Middle East, we hear from the United
States-in both official statements and propagan
da-that it is extremely important for Israel to maintain
air superiority in the Suez Canal zone and that Israel
must have manoeuvrability and freedom of action in
that area" The United States keeps saying that it will
not permit the existing balance to be upset to the detri
ment of Israel, although as everyone knows Israel now
possesses a definite military advantage.

151. Thus the issue at present is that of the perpetua
tion by the United States of its support for the aggres
sive policy of Israel towards the Arab States and the
continuation of its obstructionist tactics in the question
of a peaceful settlement in the Middle East.

152. It should also be recalled that the United States
has assumed the right, unlawfully and in violation of
the elementary standards of international law, to carry
out reconnaissance flights over the territory of the
United Arab Republic and to release information on
the defence position of that State, thereby in effect
playing the role of military intelligence agent for the
Israeli aggressors. The Soviet Government officially
pointed out to the Government of the United States
that such acts are aggravating the situation in the area
and constitute a gross violation of the sovereignty of
the United Arab Republic. Let the United States not
say later on that it was not warned of the unlawful
and dangerous nature of the espionage flights by United
States aircraft over foreign territories, in this case over
the territory of the United Arab Republic-and as
recent events have shown, not only over that country's
territory. If the United States really wants a peaceful
political settlement in the Middle East, it must stop
threatening the Arabs, stop its sabre-rattling and stop
giving Israel encouragement for new military adven
tures.

153. The way to ajust and lasting peace in the Middle
East does not lie in threats and miJitary adventures,
but in the complete withdrawal of Israeli troops from
all the occupied Arab territories. Without the fulfilment
of this prime requirement of Security Council resolu
tion 242 (1967) peace cannot come to the Middle East.
That should be clear to everyone.

154. Mr. Eban's references in this connexion to the
meaning in English of the article "the" do not bear
serious scrutiny. Security Council resolution 242 (1967)
directly and unequivocally provides for the withdrawal
of Israeli troops from occupied territories. It stands
to reason that the occupation troops must be withdrawn
precisely from those territories which they occupy.
We imagine that even Mr. Eban could not agree to
the absurdity that the occupation troops should be
required to withdraw from unoccupied territories. Con
sequently the occupation troops must be withdrawn
from all the territories that are occupied by them. The
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145. Against this background it is easy to see that Arab Republic, has remained entirely silent about the
the draft resolution submitted yesterday by the United real cease-fire violations committed by Israel from the
States representative IA/L.603j pursues precisely the very first moment following the adoption by the Secur-
purpose ofdrawing out and preventing a peaceful politi- ity Council of the cease-fire decision.
cal settlement in the Middle East. Therein lies the pro
Israel essence of that document and the obvious
attempt to help Israel and continue undermining the
implementation of Security Council resolution 242
(1967) so as to replace it by the unilateral United States
proposal. Under the United States draft resolution the
implementation of the Security Council resolution is
made conditional upon a freshly invented requirement
of establishing "confidence" between Israel and the
Arab States. To agree to that proposition would mean
putting the cart before the horse. Only someone who
has never himself been the victim of aggression can
talk ofconfidence between the aggressor and the victim
of aggression. What "confidence" can there be
between the aggressor and victims of the aggression?
Who will provide it? How can confidence spring up
between Israel and the Arab States without the
implementation of Security Council resolution 242
(1967)? The pre-condition for confidence is the full
implementation of that Council resolution, the with
drawal of Israeli troops from all Arab territories and
the establishment of a just and lasting peace between
the Arab States and Israel. That is the path to con
fidence.

149. It is a striking fact that the vast propaganda
machine ofthe Unit-d States, unstinting in its presenta
tion of various fabricated charges against the United

146. From the arguments of the United States rep
resentative, Mr. Yost, in his statement yesterday, the
only conclusion that can be drawn is that conditions
of confidence, in the opinion of Israel and its protec
tors, can only be established when the United Arab
Republic dismantles its defensive installations along
the Suez Canal. Perhaps the Arab States should com
pletely disarm, give up alJ means of defence, open its
air space and territory to the aggressor in order to
earn the benign confidence of the aggressor and its
highly placed protectors, and only after that will Israel
condescend to agree to the resumption of the contacts
with Mr. Jarring.

147. The draft resolution submitted by Mr. Yost also
speaks of "obstacles and difficulties" in the way of
a Middle East settlement. But who is creating these
obstacles and difficulties? They have been created
throughout the past three years by Israel and the United
States. In this regard we cannot but agree with the
recent statement by President Anwar Sadat of the
United Arab Republic tJ the effect that if the United
States did not raise obstacles a peaceful political settle
ment in the Middle East could be achieved in 24 hours.

148. It is easy to see that the introduction of any
new conditions or barriers to the implementation of
Security Council resolution 242 (1967) and resumption
of the Jarring mission would serve the interests only
of those who are trying to evade a peaceful settlement
in the Middle East and who wish to consolidate Israel'~
occupation of Arab territories.
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161. At the last consultative meeting the Soviet
delegation proposed specific measures for hastening
the resumption of the Jarring mission. But unfor
tunately it met with resistance on the part of those
who have been impeding such action so far.
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160. To assist the reaching ofagreement it is essential
to reactivate the mission of Ambassador Jarring
immediately and not to weigh it down with any fab
ricated conditions and requirements or to allege obsta
cles and difficulties as the United States delegation
tries to do in its draft resolution. This same position
was taken in the statement which the Secretary
General of the United Nations made on 23 October
after conferring with the Ministers for Foreign Affairs
of the USSR, the United States, the United Kingdom
and France. The four Ministers agreed to make every
effort to secure a peaceful settlement on the basis of
Security Council resolution 242 (1967), to enable
Ambassador Jarring to resume his mission at the ear
liest possible date-I stress date, and not time-and
to seek possibilities through agreement between the
parties directly concerned, to extend the cease-fire for
a period of time to be specified.

163. Therefore the Soviet delegation takes a positive
view of this draft resolution and supports it. The Soviet
delegation already expressed its negative attitude to
the United States draft resolution at yesterday's meet
ing of the Assembly.

164. The duty of the General Assembly-the duty
of the United Nations and ofall peace-loving States-is
to make a contribution, in accordance with the princi-

4 Held from 8 to 10 September 1970.
6 Held from 23 to, 2S March 1970.
6 Held from 24 to 31 August 1970.

162. The essential and fundamentally important prin
ciples and provisions for ajust settlement in the Middle
East as stated in resolution 242 (1967) have been sup
ported and reaffirmed in a number of other important
international documents recently approved in broad
intergovernmental forums. Very significant in this
regard are the resolutions adopted not long ago at the
Third Conference of Heads of State or Government
of Non-Aligned Countries at Lusaka,:' and at the con
ference of Moslem States in Jiddah" and at the confer
ence of Foreign Ministers of African countries at Addis
Ababa." The documents adopted at those conferences
contain a clear call for the withdrawal of all Israeli
troops from the occupied territories. These decisions
reflect the views ofthe overwhelming majority ofStates
Members of the United Nations and could well serve
as the basis for a General Assembly resolution on the
subject. The draft resolution on this item submitted
by a large group of delegations from African, Asian
and other non-aligned countries [A/L.602], although
it does not contain all the demands which in the Soviet
delegation's view the General Assembly should make
of Israel and those who protect it, nevertheless reaf
firms the major provisions of the United Nations Char
ter and calls for the speedy implementation of resolu
tion 242 (1967), which provides for a peaceful settle
ment in the Middle East.

Security Council resolution does not make provision
for the troops of the occupier to be left behind on
even the most insignificant portion of the territory
seized by them. Any other interpretation of the resolu
tion redounds solely to the benefit of the aggressor.

158. Agreement on all these and on other questions
involved in the settlement would be officially for
mulated and incorporated in an appropriate document,
which would have the force of international law. In
this way there would not be merely a declarative procla
mation of a state of peace in the Middle East, but
a mutually binding understanding between the parties,
drawn up in the form of an interrational instrument
guaranteeing observance of the provisions and obliga
tions contained in it.

155. In strict accordance with the principle of the
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war
stated in the Security Council resolution of 22
November 1967, there must be no encroachment on
the territory of Arab States on any pretext. And those
who try to interpret the resolution in this other way-in
the sense that a portion of Arab territory may be trans
ferred to the aggressor-have gone directly over to
the aggressor and assume responsibility for the aggres
sion and its continuation.

157. In the matter of boundary guarantees,
demilitarized zones could be established on both sides
of the frontier. Such zones should not give advantages
to either side. and the regime in the zones should entail
restrictions of only a purely military character. As
guarantees of compliance "with the terms of such a
settlement. provision could be made for a United
Nations presence at a number of points in the zones.
Direct guarantees ~ould also be provided through
guarantees by the four Powers that are permanent
members of the Security Council. or by the United
Nations Security Council as a whole.

156. The Israeli leaders often speculate on talk about
so-called "secure boundaries". But in fact under the
guise of establishing "secure boundaries" they are
proclaiming the unrestrained expansion of Israel and
its desire to appropriate a considerable amount of Arab
land. It is abundantly clear that at the present time,
in an age of unparalleled development of weaponry,
the security of boundaries is ensured not by the possi
bility of moving them several miles into foreign ter
ritory, but by their establishment in conformity with
international law and by their general recognition. If
the present leaders of Israel were interested in some
thing other than expansionist plans for territorial
seizure, Tel Aviv would pay attention to proposals
for guaranteeing the boundaries of States in the region,
including the boundaries of Israel, which would cor
respond to the lines existing on 4 June 1967.

159. The Soviet Union proceeds from the need to
establish a just and lasting peace in the Middle East-a
true lasting peace, not an uneasy truce. It is entirely
clear that peace cannot be secured by encouraging the
aggressor, let alone by rewarding him for his aggres
sion.

III



18 General Assembly - Twenty-fifth Session - Plenary Meetings
.~
r ,

U
~, }
, I

~l.-
r)
i I

"",,,"

172. This is unfortunate, but, precisely because of
these difficulties, it is imperative for all of us to make
renewed and more determined efforts with a view to
the resumption of the talks-s-talks which, in the words
of the Secretary-General, represent probably the one
chance of a breakthrough to peace in the Middle East.

173. When peace is at stake, we cannot afford to
take failure as inevitable. My delegation is as prepared
as ever to lend its support to any measures designed
to enable the peace talks to be resumed in an
atmosphere of mutual understanding.

174. It may be recalled that my delegation supported
the proposal made in the General Committee [188th
meeting] to have the question of the Middle East
considered in the plenary meetings of the General
Assembly as a matter of priority. We thought that it
was appropriate for the General Assembly at this stage
to throw its weight in full support of the peace efforts
which, as we all know, have been based, for the last
three years, on resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November
of the Security Council.

175. My delegation has fully supported resolution 242
(1967) because it has all the elements of reason, com
mon sense, equity andjustice. The resolution provides
an honourable and practical basis for the establishment
of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. It
addresses itself to the basic principle of international
relations, namely, the inadmissibility of the acquisition
of territory by war. While it rejects the idea of Israel
having any right to expand its territories by conquest,
it also insists on the right of that State to exist in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries.

176. Security Council resolution 242(1967) envisages
ajust and lasting peace in the Middle East, based upon
a settlement accepted and agreed upon by the States
directly concerned. In order to assist the efforts of
the parties to achieve a peaceful and accepted settle
ment, it provides for the designation of a Special Rep
resentative by the Secretary-General. Furthermore, it
spells out certain principles which should govern the
establishment of peace in the Middle Eastand which
are basic to any peaceful international order. Those
principles are: withdrawal of armed forces from
occupied territories-territories belonging to three
States Members of the United Nations; termination
of belligerency ;and respect for the sovereignty of every
State in the area and its right to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries. The November
resolution rightly affirms, among other things, the
necessity for achieving ajust settlement of the refugee
problem. As His Majesty King Mahendra recently

ples and provisions of the United Nations Charter, talks begun than substantial charges and coun-
to the cause of the speedy achievement of a peaceful tercharges of violations of the re-established cease-fire
political settlement in the Middle East and actively were flung at each other by the parties.
aid the re-establishment of a just and lasting peace .
in that area, thereby eliminating this dangerous 171. The factors that gave rise to those allegations '
breeding-ground of war. and the abrupt interruption in the talks dealt a serious

blow to the cause of peace in the Middle East. One
more opportunity to establish peace in the area. was
lost.

165. Mr. KHATRI (Nepal): It is a sad commentary
on the state of international relations that the situation
in the Middle East has been allowed to remain as explo
sive as ever.

166. Three years after the adoption of Security Coun
cil resolution 242 (1967), which laid down the basis
and framework for a settlement of the question of the
Middle East, it has become evident that if today the
problem appears to be as insoluble as it did in the
autumn of 1967, it is, in the first instance, because
of the failure of the parties directly concerned to make
those mutual compromises and accommodations which
are indispensable for any political settlement, and, sec
ondly, because of the extremely partisan policies of
the major Powers, permanent members of the Security
Council, which, having voted together for resolution
242 (1967), immediately parted company and, in their
efforts to strengthen the Jarring mission, seemed to
be motivated more by their own narrow individual
interests than by the interests of peace in the Middle
East.

167. The parties to the conflict in the Middle East
as well as the permanent members of the Security
Council have all, without exception, professed a will
to peace in the area.

168. This will to peace notwithstanding, the period
from the beginning of 1968, when the Jarring mission
began, to the early days of August of this year witnessed
a marked deterioration in the situation. There was an
unprecedented breakdown of the cease-fire ordered by
the Security Council. Large-scale fighting extended
into territories not involved in the 1967 war. During
the whole of the year 1969 and the first seven months
,..~ +"':0 yo~" .... , irt1lo1 ct!:ltl'" I'\f U1 r y'et d in the ...ntireVI. """11" "'UI., U VAA ....... ~..u, ~ ..... '"" "' .. ",ya. e".!_ ...e_ .... ~ !;;;;t ~

Suez Canal zone.

170. It was in the context of these tenuous develop
ments, therefore, that my delegation was happy when,
following acceptance by Israel, Jordan and the United
Arab Republic of the Rogers proposals, Ambassador
Jarring was able to activate his mission and to renew
his contacts with the parties. But no sooner had the

169. While this state of war continued, the major
Powers-in any case the most powerful of them-were
busy supplying the belligerents in the conflict with the

.' most sophisticated weapons of war. We have
appreciated their collective efforts for peace during
this time, but we feel that, by assuring the rival conten
ders of an unlimited supply of arms, they were them
selves responsible for undermining their own efforts.
There is reason to believe that, after more than three
years of continued conflict, the Powers in the Middle
East possess more weapons today than they did in
1967.
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185. History should guide us in our quest for peace
in the Middle East. Everybody talks of peace. We all
want peace. If we have not achieved it, it is, in my
opinion, because of our incapacity to understand and
master the objective forces of power politics in the
Middle East.

184. Adhering strictly to the principles of the United
Nations and its Charter as the solvent of all social
ills, President Tubman has spared no efforts in making
its provisions the keystone of our delegation's
guidelines over the years. His open door policy and
unification policy, which have made Liberia the
melting-pot of Africa, are predicated on his abiding
faith in the validity of the United Nations. And no
issue however grave has shifted him an inch from the
bed-rock of that conviction. His deep concern for peace
in the Middle East is no secret in the chancelleries
of many States.

188. The greatest good fortune of Africa is that we
do not speak or see or hear in the same way nor do
we see the issues in the same way. In matters ofserious
import we have our Tubmans, our Kenyattas and our
Haile Selassies to guide us,

186. The moment calls for serious thinking. Ethnic
anarchy, pugnacious outbursts and recriminations, and
the fatuous habit of blaming only the Western imperial
ists for all the ills of our world, are incompatible with
the spirit and letter of the United Nations, and certainly
not in the best interest of the refugees. They reflect
insensitivity to the tides and currents of modem social
trends in the area and in the world at large.

187. It is both fortunate and unfortunate that we have
newspapers, radios and television to tell us
immediately what is said and done anywhere in the
world and thus put students of current events in a
position to appraise the merits and demerits of any
issue and thereby arrive at an independent conviction.

189. Nothing undermines a good idea more easily
than name-calling or obtuse speculation and old con
cepts of parochialism in which there is no diversity
of thought. It should be understood that disagreement
on modus operandi does not necessarily denote hos
tility, malice or lack of grateful respect for a cause.
It should be conceded that intelligence and vision are
commodities fairly evenly distributed among diversely
endowed humanity. Those who disagree with us and
have the courage to tell us so are at times better friends
than those who agree with us without reservations.
The moment at hand calls for fresh insight into and
a new appraisal of trends and tendencies in a techni-
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stated in Lusaka: 7 "No solution ofthe Middle East the completely new opportunities to make peace in
problem is possible unless we take into account the the Middle East within the meaning of Security Council
question of over 1 million Arab refugees". resolution 242(1967) of November 1967. In this regard,

we are confident that the principles of the Charter of
the United Nations touching on the solution of all inter
national disputes are subscribed to by all the parties
in the Middle East conflict, and will be implicitly
observed to save succeeding generations in that area
from another war.

178. It is within the strict framework of the principles
and purposes laid down in that resolution that any set
tlement of the question of the Middle East must be
sought. If we in the General Assembly seek to
emphasize some aspects of that resolution to the exclu
sion of others, we shall be destroying the basis of the
international consensus which is so vital for establish
ing peace in the region. On the other hand, our efforts
in the Assembly will be also misspent if we inject into
our draft proposals contentious arguments insinuating
the responsibility of either party for the difficulties of
recent days. . .

177. The international efforts for peace in the Middle
East ever since the winter of 1967 have been based
on resolution 242 (1967) of the Security Council. A
strong international consensus on that resolution has
emerged. The continuing validity and the relevance
of that resolution to the developing situation in the
Middle East cannot be questioned.

1'82. Mr. DOSUMU-JOHNSON (Liberia): The inter
est of the Liberian delegation in this important debate,
now as in the past, is that of a peace-maker. Being
human beings, we cannot remain indifferent to the suf
ferings of other human beings in any part of the world.
I assure you that this will be, as my friends will recall,
my shortest statement in many years on this question,
because I do not think this is a time for too many
words.

183. We enter upon this debate with the profound
conviction that the United Nations is capable of seizing

7 Third Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non
Aligned Countries, held at Lusaka, Zambia, from 8 to 10 September
1970.

179. Surely, it is not our intention to set the hands
of the clock back. We must admit that we have made
much progress during these years; we must by every
means maintain, broaden and build upon the existing
measure of agreement among us, not destroy it.

180. This is clearly the time for the Assembly to place
the situation in its proper perspective. The first thing
the Assembly must do is to pronounce itself categori
cally in favour of the November 1967 resolution of
the Security Council. Second, the Assembly must
strongly call for respect for, and maintenance and
observance of, the cease-fire in the entire Middle East.
And finally, the Assembly must urge the resumption
of the peace talks under the auspices of Ambassador
Jarring, the Special Representative of the Secretary
General. As the AmbasSador of France so aptly
remarked in his statement this morning [1891st
meeting), it is negotiation that creates confidence, not
confidence that creates negotiation. This is very true
in the situation that prevails now in the Middle East.

181. The attitude of my delegation on the various
draft resolutions will be motivated by the considera
tions I have set forth in my statement.
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196. Every speaker at this rostrum, since the twenty
fifth session began, has opted for the implementation
of Security Council resolution 242 (1967) and the
resumption of the Jarring talks. At the meeting of the
Organization of African Unity at Addis Ababa" and
at the conference of non-aligned countries at Lusaka,
this' resolution 242 (1967) had the unanimous support
of all Heads of State. Here, at the commemorative
session, all Governments reaffirmed the resolution
without modification.

195. The question before us is briefly this: do we
want peace in the Middle East or not? I know that
we all want peace if we are really interested in the
refugees. Let us therefore stop this plethora of empty
words whose only aim is to exacerbate tension in the
Middle East and alienate friends in this Assembly.
Words are like leaves, and where they most abound
much fruit beneath is rarely found.

197. All these years that we have been talking about
the Middle East, the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East and
other things, the General Assembly did not put forward
a resolution. Why now when peace is within our grasp?
The Security Council did so, and in November 1967
it gave us resolution 242 (1967). This resolution is bal
anced and comprehensive and covers all aspects of
the conflict. The reason for the non-implementation
of resolution 242 (1967) is well known to analytical
thinkers: it is that some of the big Powers do not want
it to be implemented. That is why they tell us so many
things and go all over the world to try to convince
rrc that th~\l ar~ int~r~l;lt~rI in He Th~ r~cnllltinn nrn_
_ '-' ......... \,oa ..... J ..... .., ••• "''''• ...,''' .....,,,,,. ~ ... ...."' .........., a....,~"' ........ '"'11 y.v-

vides for the solution of the refugee problem; secondly,
it provides for withdrawal from occupied territories;
thirdly, it provides for secure boundaries. None of its
parts, in my opinion, since it is one resolution, can
be implemented without the others.

198. In other words, it is a package deal. That is
why the three States of the area accepted the Rogers
formula and were prepared to go together and work
together. We must not throttle the good work that Presi
dent Nasser has done, because to do anything else
is to throw a monkey-wrench into the machinery that
he has set up. If the great Powers will speak openly
to their followers as to how this resolution is to be
implemented, if they tell them that the implementation
cannot be compartmentalized, the whole problem will
be resolved tomorrow. But when one picks out only
withdrawal, when the Arabs pick out withdrawal and

8 Seventh ordinary session of the Assembly of Heads of State
and Government of the Organization of African Unity. held from
1 to 3 September 1970.

192. It is with a degree of satisfaction if not joy that
we enter upon this debate. During 10 years of personal
intervention in the same debate in the Special Political
Committee I have persistently and consistently
advocated negotiation between the Arabs and Israel
without success and with the vehement opposition of
a large number of members. To see at long last that
Israel and the United Arab Republic and Jordan have
agreed to, and begun plans for, negotiation under
Security Council resolution 242 (1967) makes me very
happy. And I am sure members will agree with me
that nothing should be permitted to throw a monkey
wrench into the wheels of this progress. It is a hard-won
victory and we should guide its course over the political
shoals and sandbanks with extreme care.

191. The New York Times of this morning, 30
October, should have some impact on our thinking,
for while the USSR and the United States were sparring
with words for our solace in this hall they were signing
an agreement on space docking in Moscow.
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tronic world. How shall we in conscience serve to lead 194. After all the rhetorical flourishes of the com-
the people of the Middle East? We must not let pass memorative session, and after adoption of the com..
the opportunity to come to grips with reality and seek prehensive declarations at that session's end, I thought
to end poverty, disease, ignorance and hatred with we were on the road to letting bygones be bygones
dignity and rationality. This is the task of Dr. Jarring and that we would turn over a new leaf in the Middle
under resolution 242 (1967). He needs our support not East and move towards encouragement of both sides
with a new version ofa resolution but with the apprecia- to resume negotiation with Mr. Jarring under Security
tion that peace-making and peace-keeping constitute Council resolution 242 (1967). On the contrary, what
a tedious and tortuous process and one that requires have we seen since the beginning of this debate?
great patience.

190. The situation in the Middle East leaves us with
a feeling of chaos. At times we appear powerless and
hopes decline. But what is happening in that area bes
peaks a process of social change which sometimes
seems alarming, yet is fundamentally hopeful. As soon
as the leaders on both sides, Israeli and Arab, realize
that nationalism is a habit, a conditioned reflex that
liesjust below the surface of the consciousness of mod
em man, and that ethnocentricism is a retrograde ten
dency, they will guide their course ofaction along more
rational lines. It is difficult for us to act constructively
if we allow ourselves to be prisoners of myth.

193. Here permit me to pay a deserved tribute to
a great son of Africa. While I do not profess to know
the workings of President Nasser's mind when he
accepted the Rogers formula for peace in the Middle
East-and now may never be able to know-I sincerely
believe, and everyone will agree with me, that he was
on a correct course. In his honour every African and
lover of peace should strive to continue on that course
to a positive and just conclusion as a memorial to his
greatness. Judging from a distant perspective, I venture
to say that if President Nasser had not died he would
have applied his bold leadership, skill and patience
to a permanent Arab-Israeli peace. He was a leader
capable ofcapturing and directing the conflicting forces
and pressures at work in the arena of Arab- Israeli poli
tics, and that would have had a great impact on world
politics. That implies acceptance of resolution 242
(1967) in all its aspects as a basis for negotiation.
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206. What the Middle East urgently needs for peace
ful survival is a new consciousness of its potentialities
and a search to transform them towards human values
in abundant living. By repressing hatred and rejecting
myths and chauvinism, by dispelling fears and sub
stituting brotherhood and good neighbourliness, the
leaders of both Israel and the Arabs may transform
their area into a paradise in which the new generation
of men, women and children may live a vigorous, intel
ligent and creative life.

207. I implore you to vote unanimously for draft
resolution A/L.603 and let Ambassador Jarring and
the Security Council resolution 242 (1967) guide my
people in the Middle East to a higher destiny. The
continuation of this debate in its present temper does
not contribute to this end.

209. Mr. PHILLIPS (United States of America): Mr.
President, I shall adhere to your request for brevity.
The hour is late and I shall not tax the patience of
the members here by responding to all of the distortions

208. The PRESIDENT: Four delegations have sig
nified their wish to address the General Assembly in
exercise of their right of reply. May I express the hope
that, given the lateness ofthe hour, these interventions
in reply will not exceed the ten minutes agreed upon?

205. Experience has taught me that when you try
to make a small boy feel big he will always try to
act big, he will always try like a big man. We talk
of Israel as though we are talking of a Power like the
Soviet Union or the United States. Israel Js a small,
little thing. When all the Arab world, Asia and all the
Eastern socialist forces join against Israel and talk of
Israel's intransigence with such fervour, it only serves
to make Israel feel great and adamant. Ifwe stop talking
so much about Israel this, 'Israel coming here and Israel
that, everything will soon be all right. We give Israel
a swelled head, and ifwe keep on talking it willcontinue
to have a swelled head.

that everyone who really wants peace in the Middle
East, and is committed to the success of the Jarring
mission, should vote for it and thereby prove to the
world that our motive is genuine in inscribing this item
on the agenda.

204. We want to see Israel and the United Arab
Republic and Jordan get together-right away. They
will get together, if you let them alone. But if we come
here and talk endlessly, they are not going to get any
where. I am not preaching now. They will get together.
Let us leave them alone. You will se-e how quickly
they will get together. The Soviet Union, France, the
United Kingdom and the United States will get them
together. We are just talking. They will soon .do what
they want to do. So let us not complicate matters for
them. Yes, to get negotiations going let us, to the best
of our ability, establish an atmosphere of confidence.
Rebus sic stantibus. And I will borrow this quotation
as an explanation: "Commitments are binding only so
long as the relevant facts and circumstances remain
basically the same."

201. In this context, and since by precedent we have
seemingly nullified Article 12 of the Charter, I feel
bound to address myself to the draft resolution con
tained in document A/L.602 and say that it is wholly
unacceptable to my delegation. Its preambular parag
raphs and parts of its operative paragraphs, particularly
paragraphs 1, 2, 6 and 7, in my opinion contravene
the provisions of Security Council resolution 242(1967)
of November 1967. If we must have a resolution in
the Assembly-although I do not think we should-the
only resolution we should have is one reaffirming
Security Council resolution 242 (1967), with a rider
urging the parties to get on with negotiations and
imploring the four Powers to find a solution to the
impasse in the situation between the United Arab
Republic and Israel as speedily as possible.

202. If it is left to the four Powers, a way of repairing
credibility and correctmg violations of the cease-fire
will be found. You need a face saver. And they are
better equipped to find one. Whenever the super
Powers work in small groups and away from the fanfare
and publicity stunts which Assembly debate is heir
to, they invariably get positive results. Here in the
Assembly, everybody speaks for the constituents back
home, although it should not be so.

203. The United States draft resolution [AIL.603)
meets the expectations of the Liberian delegation, and
I am directed by my Government to announce the
Liberian delegation's eo-sponsorship of it. In the
process, Mr. President, I want to ask you to direct
that the Liberian delegation's name be listed as one
of the sponsors. The draft resolution is simple. It is
comprehensive and its emphasis is on Security Council
resolution 242 (1967) of' 22 November 1967. I think
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199. The Israelis are no different from the Arabs.
I see one and they all look alike to me. Sometimes
I see them and I do not know who is who. So let
us work together and get the parties together and let
us stop this eternal wrangling. Do not let the big Powers
make fools of us. As I said earlier, just this morning,
as soon as I picked up the paper from my door, what
did I see? I saw that the USSR and the United States
are signing an agreement for space docking-c-m
Moscow, not in New York.

200. So I have a mandate to support resolution 242
(1967) without reservation. Any attempt to emasculate
it, any attempt to add to it or subtract from it in the
course of this debate will be provocative; any attempt
to elaborate on its substantive provisions wiII be decep
tive and mischievous; any attempt to read new mean
ings into its construction wiII border on a propaganda
exercise and thus be wholly prejudicial, or else ultra
vires.

say this is it, and Israel speaks of secure boundaries
and 'ii:tys this is it, and then when our refugee brethren
say . we must get our home back", you then have
three sides. How can you resolve this problem? That
is the problem. It is a package deal and we must be
prepared to sit together like brethren and work this

. thing out.
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214. The rectitude of that position is beyond chal
lenge and the ugly attacks upon it go far to explain
the injury inflicted on the United Nations by virulent
and prejudiced rhetoric .. Now, as the result of an initia
tive taken during the summer, three important gains
have been made: the cease-fire, a documentary consen
sus based on the exact text of the Security Council
resolution and an agreed procedural framework.

215. The United Arab Republic, with ~oviet aid, is
trying to destroy those gains. First, the cease-fire stand
still was grossly violated, thus illicitly changing the
military balance and destroying confidence in the
authenticity of Egypt's engagements in the past and
in the future. Then the United Arab Republic came
here to the General Assembly and, with the aid of
a group of States the majority of which do not even
maintain relations with Israel, has supported a text
which would destroy the gains achieved through the
acceptance of the Security Council resolution. The
United Arab Republic is asking the United Nations
for a vote ofcongratulation on its violation of an impor
tant international agreement. The draft proposed by
a list of States from Afghanistan to Zambia proposes
to grant that request.

216. The representative of the United Arab Republic
who spoke today would do a great service if he would
explain how hejustifies his request to Israel to negotiate
a new agreement while he tears up an existing agree-
ment , our eyes. We say to him with all respect:
if you , i. an agreement with us, why do you not
honour tee agreement which you have already made?
You agreed ~ 'not to introduce, move forward, construct
or install missiles" in a certain zone. You have
introduced, you have moved forward, you have con
structed and you have installed that which you agreed
not to introduce, not to move forward, not to construct
and not to install. It is frivolous J suggest that this
point has 110 importance. Surely any delegation which
ignored the principles of the integrity of agreements
would find itself contributing to the disruption of inter
national order.

217. The only obstacle to the Jarring mission-and
this obstacle exists only as between Israel and the
United Arab Republic-is the United Arab Republic's
refusal to respond to Israel's just claim for restoring
the situation wh ih was illicitly violated. We ask the
United Arab Republic representative: why does he not
talk to the General Assembly about removing the obsta
cle instead of adding new obstacles, such as that rep"
resented by the Afghanistan-to-Zambia draft
resolution?

218. How do you expect us to look to our security
otherwise than with the utmost zeal when we hear

and untruths which were uttered by the representative ressive design, worked out by Egypt and promoted
of the Soviet Union this afternoon. by the Soviet Union, which shocked all civilized man

kind and whose failure was greeted with deep satisfac
tion across the enlightened world. Three and a half
years have now passed and we now offer to negotiate
a peace on honourable terms in accordance with the
accepted principles of international law on a basis of
principles formulated by the Security Council.

210. But I should like to reply very briefly to two
inaccurate statements made yesterday and today in
response to Ambassador Yost's speech given before
this plenary Assembly yesterday [1890th meeting).

"The Security Council resolution neither endorses
nor precludes these armistice lines as the definitive
political boundaries. However, it calls for with
drawal from occupied territories, the nonacquisition
of territory by war and the estab'Ishment of secure
and recognized boundaries.

"We brueve that while recognized political bound
aries must be established and agreed upon by the
parties, any changes in the pre-existing lines should
not reflect the weight of conquest and should be
confined to insubstantial alterations required for
mutual security. We do not support expansionism.
We believe troops must be withdrawn as the resolu
tion provides. We support Israel's security and the
security of the Arab State as well. We are for a
lasting peace that requires security for both. "9

"The Security Council resolution' '-referring to
resolution 242 (l967)-'endorses the principle of the
non-acquisition of territory by war and calls for with
drawal of Israeli armed forces from territories
occupied in the 1967 war. We support this part of
the resolution including withdrawal, just as we do
its other elements.

211. First, it has been alleged that Ambassador Yost
had issued "a stern warning to this Assembly not to
meddle in such serious and dangerous questions as
the one before us" [ibid., para. 162]. What of course
he said in fact was that he urged the members of this
Assembly in exercising their clear responsibilities
under the Charter to work for a constructive outcome
"by moderating their approaches and paying careful
attention to any draft resolutions submitted for their
approval" [ibid., para. 78).

212. Secondly, it has been said and repeated here
again this afternoon by the representative of the Soviet
Union that the United States is not in favour of with
drawal. This, of course, is patent nonsense and the
Soviet representative knows it. I should like to recall
the reference made yesterday by Ambassador Yost
to a speech given by Secretary of State Rogers on
9 December 1969 in which Secretary Rogers clearly
set forth United States policy on the question of with
drawal. I quote Secretary Rogers:

" Speech made to the Galaxy Conference on Adult Education
at Washington, D.e., entitled"A lasting pea,..e in the Middle East:
an American view". (SeeThe Department ofState Bulletin (Wash
ington, Unlted StatesGovernment Printing Office, 1970), vol. LXLI,
No. 1593, pp. 7-11.)

213. Mr. EBAN (Israel): The Israel delegation is not
impressed by the torrent of invective released by Arab
and Soviet representatives. In 1967, in June of that
year, Israel defended itself successfully against an agg-
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224. But in the light of the record which I have only
briefly described, the one posture that the Soviet rep
resentative is not entitled to is a posture of innocence
or of self-righteous indignation, or the pretence that
the responsibility for the tension rests, as he says, on
Israel and on the United States, while the Soviet Union
stands immaculate in virtue. The v ~ is not
immaculate; it does not exist.

225. Some of those who have referred to our attitude
have discussed the choices before the General
Assembly. The situation became more dangerous
through the presentation two days ago[J889th meeting)
of a totally unbalanced draft resolution, offensive to
the spirit of our Charter in relation to Article 12 and
even more destructive in its political effects. Now,
that draft resolution has all the defects against which
I ventured to warn us all a few days ago. Let me just
draw brief attention to its two main imperfections.

226. First, it aims to destroy Security Council resolu
tion 242 (1967) as an agreed framework for a peace
dialogue. That resolution is delicately balanced, so
delicately balanced that the addition or subtraction of
a single word, the attribution of special emphasis to
one provision and not to another, any selective quota
tion by the General Assembly, would destroy the basis
on which the parties gave their consent to the United
States initiative, which was embodied in the Secretary
General's report to the Security Council in document
S/990210 • Why do such a thing? The balance is so
delicate that to put a grain of sand on one part and
not on the other would destroy the entire equilibrium.

227. Israel was able to give its full support to the
Security Council resolution, in the terms of our policy
statement of 6 August, because that resolution placed
emphasis on the establishment of a just and lasting
peace; because it called for the total elimination of
all hostility and all belligerency and all blockade;
because it required Middle Eastern States specifically
to recognize each other's sovereignty, independence,
right of national life; and because it left open the right
to work out agreements on the delimitation of secured
and recognized boundaries.

228. It is obvious that if any action of the General
Assembly removes or weakens those elements of the
resolution which are of importance to Israel. or gives
special status to one paragraph or preamble against
another, then Israel's consent would notbe operative.
Similarly, we do not for a moment suggest that by
selective quotation the General Assembly should
weaken or undermine any of those elements in the

10 Scc Ojfidal Records of the Securitv Council, Supplement for
July, August and September 1970.

the aggressive speeches of the Syrian representative, 223. There are very few precedents in modem history
who is under the illusion that Israel has a lesser right for such a constant assault by a great Power on interna-
to its national sovereignty than Syria or Egypt or tional peace and justice as that launched by the Soviet
Algeria or Morocco or any other State here? Union against Israel's security, against international

morality, against universal peace. The one-sided, vehe
ment, provocative Soviet address today will therefore
reinforce Israel in the tenacious defence of its security
until the attainment of a negotiated peace.

219. Thus the attacks that we have heard simply con
firm all the apprehensions that we expressed about
the negative effects of this debate on the fragile but
crucial prospects for peace.

221. The Soviet Union helped to kindle the 1967 war
by giving the United Arab Republic false information
about an alleged thirteen Israeli brigades poised on
the northern frontier to capture Damascus. The Soviet
Union supported the incendiary policy followed by the
United Arab Republic between 15 May and early
June: troop concentrations in Sinai, expulsion of the
United Nations forces, blockade of the Gulf. The
Soviet Union worked for a whole week in the Security
Council to prevent any attempt by the Security Council
to stop the war. The Soviet Union proposal, when
the Security Council met at the height of tension on
24 May, was not to meet: "Let us go home. There
is only a blockade and a threat of war and a menace
to extinguish the life of a sovereign State. Why should
the Security Council be sitting here to discuss this mat
ter at all?" And so the record continues after the war.

222. Mr. Kosygin came here to ask-in vain-that
Israel be condemned for having decided to stay alive.
He even suggested that Israel should pay compensation
to the Arab States, whose failure to murder us had
afflicted them with psychological wounds. In August
1967 the Soviet Union offered a vast infusion of arms
to the United Arab Republic, instead of offering advice
to negotiate peace. The Soviet Union has never once
quoted Security Council resolution 242 (l967) without
misquoting it. When the United Arab Republic
abolished the cease-fire in March 1969, the Soviet
Union responded by involving itself more and more
militarily, thus creating a danger of global confron
tation. And now it seeks openly today to cancel the
promising gains of an initiative taken during the
summer months.
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220. The speech by the representative of the Soviet
Union calls our attention to the Soviet role in the
development of the Middle Eastern tension over the
last two decades. It is a very dark story indeed. The
Soviet Union initiated and maintained a great arms
race from 1955 onwards. The Soviet Union prevented
the United Nations from exercising its conciliatory
functions. When the Security Council in its majority
wished to adopt a resolution in favour of free
navigation, the Soviet Union vetoed it. When the
majority wished to adopt a resolution for peaceful water
development, the Soviet Union vetoed it. When the
majority wished mildly to criticize the murder of Israeli
farmers on Israeli soil, the Soviet Union vetoed it.

. It is forbidden to express any regret about the murder
of Israelis on Israeli soil. The Soviet Union exercised
or threatened its veto whenever an attempt was made
to criticize any outrage or aggression of which Israel
was the victim.
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233. Mr. BAROODY (Saudi Arabia): I feel con
strained to come again to this rostrum, not only in
exercise of the right of reply. but to make certain obser
vations which should be brought to the attention of
my colleagues in this Assembly, I will begin with the
speech of my good brother from Liberia. His speech
reminds me of a passage in the Old Testament about
Isaac and his two sons, Esau and Jacob. I know that
my good friend from Liberia is a theologian-c-l believe
a minister of the Church-so this is why I thought
I would draw upon the Bible. of which I am a student.
When Jacob was avid to invoke the birthright blessing
of his blind father in Esau's absence, he wore a sheep
skin to make it appear to his father that he was Esau,
his hairy brother. With all due respect to the worth
and dignity of our Liberian friend and brothel', he
speaks in the voice of Israel and the United States.
But he cannot disguise his true African personality I

which we admire regardless.

232. On another occasion we should like to refer to
the action proposed for the General Assembly, but
since the criticism of my Government was so closely
linked with this resolution, I will content myself with
these observations. My feeling is that if anybody wants
to prevent peace with all his heart, he can do no better
than make the kind of speech which we heard from
Ambassador Malik today, or the deplorable anti
Semitic outburst this morning by the Soviet representa
tive in the Third Committee.

234. Coincidentally, not by design, both Mr. Eban
and our friend from Liberia used an American idiom.
or term, or rubric-call it by whatever name you
want-Ha package deal". This is American
phraseology-> 'a package deal", as if the destiny of
people can he put into a box. They meant Security
Council resolution 242 096"'7), and they speak of it as
if it were the eleventh commandment. There are
Moses' ten commandments, and now, in this

229. That, then, is the first great defect. There are
even minor falsifications. Mr. Jarring's mandate, for
example, is quoted, but do not imagine for a moment
that it is quoted accurately. His mandate is not to imple
ment the resolution by himself but to promote agree
ment between the States concerned on its implemen
tation. So that is the first great defect. The draft resolu
tion falsifies the resolution by misquotation, by selec
tive quotation, by quoting one part and ignoring at
least four other conditions which are relevant to it.
And surely the possible solutions are self-evident. If
any part of the Security Council resolution, preamble
or operative part, is quoted, then all the resolution
must be quoted, from the first word unto the last. This,
however, would hardly be compatible with the dignity
of an international occasion and therefore the answer
should be that the resolution should be endorsed as
it stands, by reference, and not by any selective
quotation. To do anything else would be to destroy
the package concept which enabled the resolution to
be accepted by the Security Council itself and by the
parties at issue.

230. The other grave defect in the Afghanistan
Zambia draft resolution lies in the fact that it calls
for the renewal of the Jarring talks without any refer
ence to the salient fact that it is necessary on the
Egyptian-Israeli sector to restore confidence by the
respect ofexisting agreements. We have not suggested
that the General Assembly enter a judgement on
specific charges of violation. What surely could be
expected, however, Is to affirm the principle of restor
ing respect for agreements voluntarily concluded
between sovereign States. Surely we could expect the
General Assembly objectively to ask that, in order to
make a fruitful dialogue possible. the parties respect
whatever agreement they have concluded.

~.-:=.-....--.~---. r-r--r-r-e-
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' i resolution which are of special interest to the Arab 231. The 19-Power draft -re-s-'o-lu-t-io-n-to-v-vh-i-ch-I-l-la-v-e
States. All we suggest about the resolution is to leave referred amounts to a request to congratulate the
it alone. It was not easy to get even a documentary United Arab Republic on having violated its pledged

/,."

consensus, and I know that that consensus conceals word. Therefore it has two results. It undermines the
• divergencies of interpretation and of intention. Security Council resolution and it establishes a General

Nevertheless, even to get a documentary consensus Assembly jurisprudence in favour of permissive viola-
took a lot of arduous and sustained work. Now here tion of contracts between sovereign States. We believe
the Afghanistan-Zambia draft resolution adopts an that these dangers should be borne in mind and that
attitude for which the word "irresponsible" that was the gains of the summer should be defended against
used yesterday is not an exaggeration. While purport- such partisan and unbalanced resolutions, and that the
ing to support the Security Council resolution, it effec- General Assembly should not lightly-or should in no
tively destroys it. It is based on a falsification of texts. way-take action which would eliminate the important
What would we think, in our civilian life, of a man fact that despite the obstacle created by the missile
who tried to add or subtract figures on'a cheque? What violation, there is a documentary consensus which it
would we call that? What other name could we apply is now proposed to destroy. We are prepared to
to the practice of taking a carefully balanced resolution negotiate on the basis of Security Council resolution
and emphasizing one part of it and ignoring another? 242 (1967), but we certainly would not have anything
Yet this is what that draft resolution does at every to do with a mission based upon such a tendentious
single stage. It lays emphasis on the principle of the formulation of it as is contained in the Afghanistan-
inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by force, to-Zambia draft resolution. That is what we mean by
totally ignoring the fact that that principle is linked saying that action of this kind would prejudice and
with .and balanced by the establishment of a just and undermine the results of three arduous years which
lasting peace, the abolition of all forms of belligerency, have passed in an effort to bring the parties to a common
freedom of navigation, recognition by the Arab States documentary consensus.
of Israel's sovereignty, integrity, independence and
nationhood, and the opportunity to establish secure
and recognized boundaries.
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239. Let the General Assembly beware of driving
them to violence. Many of them now believe in Mar
cuse, Nietzsche, Guevara. They are not simple people;
they are not farmers; they are all intelligent people.
If they cannot get justice from the United Nations,
what can they do? When the French could not get
justice from the Bourbons, they rebelled against them.
When in Czarist Russia the peasants were slaves, they
rebelled against the Czarist regime and a revolution
shook not only Russia but the whole world. And why?
Are the Palestinians sheep? They are lions-I am using
a metaphor-they do not roar, they act. Why should
they not? Why should they be denied their right to
self-determination when it was enunciated by the
League of Nations and inscribed in the Charter of the
United Nations? The covenant of the League of
Nations listed them as a Mandate, due for eventual
independence; and the Charter of the United Nations,
in one of its Articles, guarantees that right to all the
peoples of the world.

240. What secure boundaries? The boundaries of
Israel were in central Europe, not in the Middle East.
They would have been secure if the British had opened
Australia or New Zealand for them. They could have
had boundaries. Or if Mr. Truman had opened the
prairies of Kansas and Texas-I do not know then
if they would have had secure boundaries. Their secure
boundaries are not in our area.

241. The Palestinians had been sadly neglected until
they rebelled, not only against the United Nations.
They are rebelling against their Arab brothers because
money has been spent to crush them, and they will
not be crushed. I stand witness here before you: I
mav c1ip-~nc1 vou are mu witness Mr \T;".a O ..esident...- -.I --- _ ... - J - .... - •••J ., ..... .& ...... ...,~, y.a. •• V ,1."""E;:~ ..,"",:)1U-...1 ""

you are a younger man-you will see that there will
come-but later-suffering and tribulation to both Jew
and Gentile, which is unnecessary.

243. I want to end this statement by reminding my
Asian friends that we all lauded India when it chased
the Portuguese from Goa, It was a small enclave but

242. In a very calm manner I should like to say to
you, my good friend Ambassador Araujo Castro-you
who are a leader in the southern hemisphere and hail
from the largest country in that hemisphere; you who
have understood the meaning of power and have
enabled all of us to benefit from your dissertations
over the last two or three years in the First Committee
about spheres of influence and power politics-that
I think you will understand me better than many of
my colleagues, not because they are less intelligent
than you, Sir, but because they have had no chance
to study the impact of powe. politics, not only in our
area, but in the whole world.

Assembly, resolution 242 (1967) has become the . tinian people? Are they out of the picture? I submit
eleventh commandment. Beware of the wrath of God that the Palestinian people are alive, and they have
Almighty: he who adds one word or destroys a single started to establish cells in all the countries of the Arab
syllable of his commandments, his lot will be the con- east, in North Africa, and I will not mention where
suming fire of hell. That is how they have been talking else, so that if they are going to be sold down any
about resolution 242 (1967), as if it were the eleventh river they will know how to dispose of those who sell
commandment. Moses, the great prophet, had ten eom- them down that river.
mandments, and the United States and those who con
nived with it in elaborating resolution 242(1967) should
make an amendment to the Bible and consider it as
the eleventh commandment.

235. Whom are they fooling here? Package deal;
resolution 242. And they warned us that if it is not
heeded, the wrath of God will fall on the heads of
the people of the Middle East. The wrath of God will
not fall on the heads of the people of the Middle East.
It is the American Skyhawks-whatever they are
called, I am not a military man-and the weaponry
that was provided by the United States that have been
raining destruction through the instrumentality of
Israel, a colony transplanted from central and western
Europe into our midst.

236. It so happens that the protagonists of the Zionist
movement were Jews, but they could have been Chris
tians, they could have been Moslems, they could have
been Buddhists. They are a transplanted colony in our
midst. They have caused an abscess in the body social
and body politic of the region, and the whole region
has reacted with a high fever. That fever will not sub
side until the puss is squeezed out of that abscess.
Then peace will reign in the Middle East.

237. Our good friend, Ambassador Phillips-and he
is a personal friend of mine-has left, I think. One
day Ambassador Yost leaves, the next day Ambas
sador Phillips does; they read their homework and they
leave. And I guess Mr. Eban, whom I do not see
around, has also left. They go together; "birds of a
feather flock together". It is ludicrous. Yesterday,
Ambassador Malik called Ambassador Yost-he is also
a good friend of mine-a minstrel in a concert. He
does his part here and then he goes to play another
part. But, if we are minstrels, we show ourselves loyal
to the United Nations by keeping our noses to the
grindstone and listening to every word that is said here
in the United Nations. We do not just read what we
have to read and turn our backs. They claim they have
microphones, but what about the distance from here
to their Mission? Ofcourse, they have secretaries, who
report to them.

238. Mr. Phillips this evening allegedly corrected
what Ambassador Malik had said about the small
nations exercising restraint-I am paraphrasing here.
Were we a party to aU those talks that were concocted?
How can we be asked, or requested, or beseeched,
or implored to exercise restraint when we are not a
party to the so-called quiet diplomacy-secret dip
lomacy-as if this Organization did not exist? What
is this farce? Dialectics, rationalization. And then our
colleague, Mr. Eban, says "recognized and secure
boundaries". Who is going to judge what is a recog
nized and secure boundary? And what about the Pales-

,



255. Mr. Eban then thought that the United States
and other countries voting for the resolution of the
Security Council were serious, were in earnest. He
thought that after trying to give Israel a prize for with
drawal, and waiting some time for it to withdraw, if
it would not accept that deal, so to speak, they would
come back to the Charter, to the Assembly, to the
spirit on which the United Nations is built, and then
issue a resolution of unconditional withdrawal.

254. Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic):
When President Hambro allowed rights of reply to last
for ten minutes he said they were supposed to remove
misconceptions. The Foreign Minister of Israel has
used double that time to spread misconceptions. After
branding nineteen states, from Afghanistan to Zambia,
as irresponsible, he warned them again that they should
not touch the delicately balanced Security Council
resolution of 22 November 1967. In all honesty and
fairness, I must say that in the winter of 1967 the
Foreign Minister of Israel showed much concern about
that resolution, as reported by the Hebrew newspapers
in Israel. He met some of the Israeli journalists that
winter, and when they asked him, "How can Israel
accept that resolution?", the Foreign Minister is
reported to have replied then, "Gentlemen, you are
going to look with nostalgia at the Security Council
resolution of J967 when in the future you are faced
by a resolution of unconditional withdrawal".

the debate, we can immediately get together in a consul
tation of the four representatives of permanent mem
bers of the Security Council-we can come together
tomorrow if such a statement is made today-s-and
devise an agreed formula for Ambassador Jarring as
a recommendation he would put to the parties to the
conflict. I shall await the United States delegation's
answer from Mr. Phillips or Mr. Yost, or from any
other representative.

252. Minister Eban in his long speech did not find
room to mention the withdrawal of troops, to mention
that key, basic and central question in the Middle East
settlement. Mr. Eban if he is here, or someone from
the Israeli delegation, come here to this rostrum and
tell the General Assembly: Israel is for the implementa
tion of resolution 242 (1967), including the withdrawal
of all Israeli troops from all the territories they are
occupying. Make that statement and the problem will
be solved within the next few days.

253. That is all that I wanted to say on the question
which I put to Mr. Phillips and Mr. Eban, and I shall
await a reply.

256. I do not know if Mr. Eban is disappointed that
you, the United Nations, have not done so up till now.
I do not know if he is surprised. I am disappointed,
but r am not surprised. I am not surprised because
I think I know that what he had in mind was that
the permanent Members of the United Nations would
insist on respecting the Charter. Now he knows that
at least one permanent Member of the United Nations
.nslsts on using conquest as a means to gain political
objectives.

244. But mark my words. What happened only a few
months ago? The United States wisely promised to
withdraw from Okinawa because Okinawa belongs to
Asia. to the indigenous people, who are Japanese.

249. The Soviet delegation considers that it would
be beneath its dignity to reply to the slander which
Mr. Eban tried to spread here.

250. I have come here to ask them both a question
on the major, basic, key aspect of a Middle East settle
ment.

246. There wiII be no peace if the Zionists will not
live in peace after they have negotiated, directly or
indirectly-I do not care which-with the Palestinian
people; live as Jews at peace but not under the flag
of Israel, which is the symbol of aggression in our
continent.

251. Mr. Phillips referred to the question of with
drawal of troops. He told the General Assembly that
the United States is in favour of the withdrawal of
Israeli troops from the occupied Arab territories. I am
very sorry that he has left, but I should like to address
his colleagues sitting in the seats of the United States
delegation. J ask you to come to this rostrum-I will
yield my place to you-and say that the United States
is for the complete withdrawal of all Israeli occupation
troops from all Arab territories. If such a statement
is made from this high rostrum now or very soon in

245. As Asians we have divested ourselves of all col
onialism. But what are we witnessing today but a colo
nial transplantation from Europe, a new colonial move
ment under the banner of Zionism, a European move
ment, established in the western gate of Asia astride
the routes between three continents? I ask you, my
Asian friends: should we agree that there should be
a new incursion of colonialism into our midst? And
you, my African brothers, who are struggling to chase
Portugal and South Africa from South West
Africa-called Namibia now-will you heed my friend
from Liberia or will you stand steadfast and chase col
onialism from your midst and from our midst?

247. Mr. MALIK (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics) (translated from Russian): I have come to this
rostrum not to reply to those who, in exercise of their
rights of reply, have spoken here as my adversaries.

248. The statement of the Soviet delegation gave an
accurate and detailed account of the true situation
regarding a Middle East settlement and an accurate
and real assessment of the position of Israel and the
United States. Not one of the facts presented in the
statement of the Soviet delegation was refuted either
by Ambassador Phillips or by Minister Eban, and so
there is nothing for me to answer. I have not come
here to reply.

General Assembly - Twenty-fifth Session - Plenary Meetings------------------'....".,..
the Indians thought that it was, if not a colony, at
least a vestige of colonialism, and they chased the Por
tuguese out because they belong to Europe and had
no place in Asia.
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The meeting rose at 7.30 p.m.

260. There is one thing I want to say since I am here,
and that is that I am not one of those people whom
you can easily brain-wash. Nobody brain-washes me.
Those who know me know that, if there is any brain
washing to be done, I do the brain-washing.

259. Mr. DOSUMU-JOHNSON (Liberia): When I
inscribed my name I really thought my friend Mr.
Baroody was going to say something which would
enable me to say something. But he is' always very
friendly. We have been very great friends and, since
he did not say anything that reflects on my personal
character, I do not think I should bother this audience
by saying anything. Mr. Baroody is an old man and
a val ued friend and when you get past sixty you are
on the westward declivity of your life's way. We have
to concede the fact that, as long as God has spared
him to be here, we like to see him around. I do not
think we should fight each other.

1892nd meeting - 30 October 1970
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257. I am told that Mr. Eban asked us to come to 258. So they are not psychological wounds. He says,
this rostrum and explain our violations. We have come why do we not come and confess our violations? I
to this rostrum and explained their violations. We have wish he would come here and ask us why we have
produced maps showing how they have violated and to violate, if it can be called violation. We have to
are violating this now defunct standstill agreement. Mr. defend our skies, we have to deny him the pleasure
Eban also produced some maps. I wish he would come of seeing our cemeteries further expanded.
here again with some other sets of maps which I know
the Israeli armed forces have. He was saying that our
friends from the Soviet Union had the audacity to ask
for compensation for what he called the psychological
wounds which were inflicted on the Arabs. The other
sets of maps which I know exist in Israel are sets of
maps and photographs of what they gleefully have
announced to be the cemeteries of Egypt. Month by
month, year by year, it is the pleasure of the armed
defence forces of Israel to photograph our cemeteries,
to know how many more they were able to kill, how
'many more they were able to bury. They have these
sets of maps, they have the sets of photographs. They
know it is not psychological wounds that were inflicted
on us. They know they have taken the lives not only
of 10,000 or so in their six-day war, they know they
have taken the lives of thousands more-and I am not
going to give them the satisfaction of saying how many
-since they began their exercises. which led to the
erecting of our defence system. I I..now that we lost
hundreds of people putting these missiles in place
before August 1967, in my own presence in Egypt.
We put these missiles there before we accepted the
cease-fire on the United States initiative. I saw it; I
lost my friends and my relatives.
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