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1, The General Assembly on 2 Februery 1957, adopted two resolutions,
resolutions I end IT (A/RES/L60 end A/RES/461), concerning the Middle Eastern
gquestion. In resolution I the Genmeral Assembly, deploring "the non-compliance
of Israel to complete its withdrawal behind the armistice demarcation line“,
called upon Isrmel o complete this withdrawel without further delay. In
resolution IT the General Assembly, recognizing thet withdrawal by Israel

mist be folloﬁed by action which would assure progress towards the creatlon of
peacefﬁl conditions, noted with apprecistion the Secretary-Generall's report and
the meesures therein "to be carried out upon Isrmel's complete withdrawal",
called upon the Governments'concerned scerupulously to observe the Armistice
Agreement, end steted that it considered that, after full withdrawal of Israel
from the Sharm el-Sheikh and Gaze areas, varlous measures, as propdsed in the
Secretary-General's report, would be required for the scrupulous maintenance of
the Armistice Agreement. The General Assembly requested the Secretary-General,
in consultation with the parties cohcerned;_towtake steps to carry out the

megsures envisaged and to report, as appropriate, to the General Assembly.
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2a The Secfetary—General on 3 Fepruary transmitted thé two resolutions to the
representaﬁives of Egypt and Israel., He asked the representative of Israel

to meet with him on b February, at which time he hoped to learn the position

of the Covermment of Israel, particularly, as a matter of ‘special urgency, on
resolution I concerning withdrawel. On L February the representative of

Israel, in reply to this, request, presented an aide-mémoire, which is. annexed
to this report (Annex I). |

Ja In the aide-mémoire the Govermment of Israel "request the Secretary-
General to ask the Govermment of Egypt whether Fgypt agrees to a mutual and full
abstentionffrom.belligerent acts, by land, air and sea, on withdraewal of Israel.

troops”". In another point In the aide-mémoire clarification is sought by
Israel as to whether, "immediately on the withdrawal of Israel forces from
the Sherm el-Shelkh area, units of the Unlted Wations Emergency Force will be
stationed elong the western shore of the Gulf of Agaba in order to act as a
restraint ageinst hostile acts, and wili remain so deployed until another

effective means is agreed upon between the parties concerned for ensuring
permenent freedom of navigation and the gbsence of belllgerent acts in the
Straits of Tiren and the Gulf of Aqaba"a . -
L, Ihe first of these two points in the Israel aide-mémoire must be understocd

as & request for action ir implementation of resolution II, while the wording

of the request leaves open the guestion whether 1t involves a willingness

to comply with thg demand Tor withdrawsl in resolutlon I, even given a positive
respouse by Egypt. Ihe.Secretary-General, at the meeting with the representative
of Israel, asked whether, with regerd to Geza, 1t is understood by the Government
of Isreel that the withirewal must cpver elements of administration as well

as military>troops forces and units, A clarification on this poinﬁ appeared

to be a prerequisite to further comsideration of the Israel ‘aide-wémoire, This
roint and the followlng one are related, as there is an unevoideble comnexion
between Israelts willingness to comply fully with resolution I as concerns the
Gaza, Strip and what may be done toward malntaining quiet in the Sherm el-Sheikh
area; It is unrealistic to assume that thé latter gquestion could be solved
vwhile Isrgel remains in Gaza.

i
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. . . - . - . Lo n
5. The second of the points in the Israel aide-mémoire requests z "elarification

which, in view of the position of the General Assembly, could go beyond what was
stated in the last report only after negotiation with Egypt., This follows from
the statements in the debate in the General Assembly, and the report on wh.ch
it was based, vwhich made 1t clear that the stationing of the Force at

Sherm el-Sheikh, under such terms as thosg'mentioned in the question posed

by Isreel, would require Fgyptian consent. In the light of this implicétion

of Israel's question, the Becretary-General considered it important, as a

basls for his consideration of the alde-wéwoive, to learn vhether Israel

itself, ir principle, conserts to a stationing of UNEF unlts on its territory

in implementation of the functions established for the Force in the basic

decisions and noted in resolution II of the Ceneral Assembly of h February,

wvhere it was iundicated that the Force should be placed "on the BEgyptian-Israel
armistice demarcation line".

6. Concerning his two questions, the Secretary-Gengral received on 5 Pebruary

a letter from the Permanent Represcentative of Israel, The letter is aennexed

to this report (Annex II), The answer of the Secretary-Ceneral to this
“compunication vas transmitted by his letter of 6 February {Annex TIT).

Te A further meeting with the representative of Igreel was held, on the
invitation of the Secretary-Géneral, on 10 Februsry. Following the meeting,

the representative of Israel sent the Secretary-General an additional letter,
received on 11 Februsry. This letter is likewise ennexed to the report (Annex IV).
S This latest communication received from the representetive of Israel does

not add any new information. Thus it is still an open questioh whether Israel,
under any circumstanceé, accepts full implementation of resolution I, which,

as pointed out above, requires withdrawal from the Gaza strip of Israelts civil
administration and police as well as of its armed forces. Further, it is still

an open questicn whether Israel accepts the stationing of units of the United Nations
Emergency Force on its side of the armistice demarcation line under resolution i1,

concerning which, in a similar respect, Israel has raiced a question which requires

~
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clarification of the Egyptien stand. In case Israsel were to receive the
assurance from Egypt, which‘if has requested the Secretary-General to ask

for as an action in implementation of resolutlon II, the representetive of
Israel in his latest communication has stated only ‘that his Government

"would Fformulate its position on all outstanding questions in the light of
Egyptts response”,

O The -fact that the Govermment of Israel has not found it possible to
clarify elements decisive for the consideration of their requests, has
complicated the efforts,td achieve implementation of the resolutions

of the General Assembly, If this development has "adversely affected the
time-schedule for the withdrawel" of Israel forces, ebout which the
Secretary-General had not been informed, an ultimate reason is that Israel's
request for an assurance from Fgypt conceruning the cessation of all belligerent
-acts has been put forward while Israel itself, by conbinued oceupation,
mainteins a state of belligerency which, in the cese of daza, it has not
indicated its intentlon fully to liquidete,

10. .- The Secretary-General shares the view of the Govermment of Israel that
the office of the Secretary-General may serve as & means for an interchange
between Menber states of "proposals and ideas , put wishes to draw attention
to the fact that the action which the Government of Israel has reguested cannot
be regarded as properly described in such terms, as 1t would be an action
within the scope of resoluticn IT and in implementatlon of this resolution
which, although closely'related to resolution I, has, at least, full and
unponditional acceptance of the demend in resolution I as.its prerequisite.

11, The Secretarngeneralxdoes not consider it necessary here to discuss.qthe
points in the latest IsraellCommunication, to which he will have to revert in
fortheomivg discussions with the representatlive of Israel.

IT

12, The General Assembly, in adopting resolutions I and LT (A/RES/LE0 and

A/RES/h6l) was gulded by the need to "essure progress towards the creation of
peaceful'condltlons" in the area, It was recognized that this objective - whic
was also the theme of the Secretary-Generalts report on which the debate in the
Genersl Aaseﬂbly was based - requlred, as an.initial step, withdrawal of Israg]
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behind the armistice demarcation line, tp be followed by various measures within
the framewark of the Armistice Apreement., These measlres aimed at "a return

to the state of affairs enviseged in the Armistice Agreement, and avoidance of
the state of affairs into which conditions due to’lack of complisnce with the
Agreement had progressively detericrated.” With this In view, resolution II in
its operative peragraph 2 called for scrupulous obdervance of the Armistice
Agreement, vhich, in its first srticle, esteblishe the right of each party to
"its securlty end freedom from fear of attack by the armed forces of the other’,
13, The position of the Secretary~General, in his efforts to secure
implementation of the two resolutions, has been based on the following
considerations, First, sgreement was widespread in the General Assembly, as
reflected in the sequence of the two resolutions, that "like the cease-fire,
withdrawal is a preliminary and esséntial phase in a development through which =a
steble basis may be laid for peaceful conditions im the area". Second, the
principle vhich must guide the United Wations after a change in the status Jjuris

through military action contrary to the Charter, as stated in the last report of
the Secretary-General (A/3512, paragraph 5 (a)), is recognized as expressing a
basic rule of the Charter, thus giving a high priority to requests based cn that
principle.,  The key significance of resclution I, as indicated by these two
considerations, is confirmed bylthe fact that resolution IT explicitly states
‘that the measures to which it refers are to be czrried out "after full withdrawal
of Israel" behind the armistice demarcation line. .

1k, The Secretary-General has understocd the General Assembly to see in
resolution II a formal undertaking with respect to measures to be effected

upon withdrawal, in the light of which resolﬁtion I should be implemented
without delay., This is particularly so, since the United Nations Force is
deployed in the region with an assurance from the Govermment of Egypt that the
Government, when exercising its soverelgn rights on any matter concerning the
presence and functionlng of UNEF, will be gulded in good faith by its

acceptance of the basic Generasl Assembly resolution of 5 Novenmber 1956
concerning the Force snd its functlons.

/;l;
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15. Beginning with its initial resoclution df 2 November 1956 (Resolution o7 ‘
(ESI)).concerning this question, and culminating in its resolution IT of -

2 February 1957 (A/RES/461), the General Assembly has stressed the key importance

it attaches to scrupulous observence by both parties of the terms of the

Armistice Agreement between Egypt and Israel. In this regard, the Secretary-
General is able to report that the Covernment of Egypt reaffirms its intent to
"observe fully the provisions of the Armistice Agreement to which it is a party,.

as indicated earlier in its acceptance (A/3266) of the 2 November resolution

of the General Assembly, oﬁ the assumption, of course, that observance will be
reciprocal, Attention should be drawn, in this context, to the statement in
paragreph 22 of the lest report of the Secretary-Generai (A/3512) reporting the
desire of the Government of Egypt to see an end to all reids and incursions

‘across the armistice line, in both direetions, with effective asslstance from

United Nations auxiliary orgens to that effect.

16. The position of ‘the Covernment of Isreel on the Armistice Agreement, as
reaffirmed by the representafive of Israel in response to a question on the

matter during his meeting with the Secretary-General on 10 February, was set

forth in the letter of 25 Jénuaiy 1957 from the representative of Israel o the
Secretary-General (Annex V).

17. The relationship between the two resolutions on withdrawal and on measures

to be carried out after withdrawal, affords the possibility of informal

explorations of the whole field covered by the resolutions, preparatory to
negotiations. ILater, the results of such explorations mey be used in

negotiations through a constructive combination of measures, representing for

the two countries concerned pafallel progress toward the peaceful conditions

sought. However, such explorations cennot be permitied to invert the seguence
between withdrawal and other measures, nor to disrupt the evolution of

negotiations toward thelr goal. Progress towerd peaceful conditioms, following !
the genersl policy suggested in the last report to the General Assembly, on
which 1ts resolution IT is besed, has to be achieved gradually.  To disregard ‘
this would remder the process more difficult snd might seriously Jecopardize the

possibility of achieving desired results. In explorations and negotietions,

[one
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which in this sense necessarily have to proceed step by step, the parties involved
rust time and again show willingness to acéept scme risks as & condition f‘o:t"I
Progress.

18. Peaceful conditions in the Middle East must be created in the interest of
all éountries in the region and of the world community, The basic principles
of the Charter must be asserted and respected, in the very seme interest. Nelther
one of these imperative demands can be met at the expense of the other. The
fulfilment of one will make it easier o meet the other, but to have peasce with
Justice, adherence to principle and law mist be given priority and cannot ve
conditioned. In the present case,‘efforts to meet the two reguirements just
gtated have so far been frustrated. The Unlted Nations must maintain its
position on these requirements and, in doing so, should be entitled to count on
the assistance, in the complex process of gradual and sensitive approach to the
ijectives, in particular of the two Member States directly concerned. If such
essistance is not forthcoming, the efforts bf the United Nations will be caused
to fail, to the detriment of all. In an organization based on voluntary
co-cperation and respect for the general opinion to which tﬁe crgapization gives
expression, the responslbility for such a fallure would fall, not on the
organization, but on those who had denied it the necessary co-operation. This
responslbility extends beyond the immediste issue, It may also, in this case,
well have to cover difficulties, flowing from possible failure, for the United
Nations to fulfill its vital functions under the Armistice Agreements and for
the parties to come to gripﬁ with the wider problems which call for such

urgent attention.

19. The Charter has given to the Security Council meens of enforcement and

the right to teke decisions with mendatory effect. No sueh suthority is giveﬁ
to the General Assembly, which can only recommend action to Member Covermments,
which, in turn, may follow the recbmmendations or disrvegard them. This is

also true of recommendations adopted by the CGeneral Assembly within the framework
of the "Uniting for Peace" resolution. However, under that resolution the
General Assembly has certain rights otherwise reserved to the Security Council.
Thus, it can, under that resolution, recommend collective measures. In this

case, also, the recommendetion is not compulsory.

> /e
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20. It geems, in this context,'appropriate to distinguish between recommendeticns
which Implement a Charter principle, whicﬁ in itself is binding on Member States,
end recommendations which, although adopted under the Charter, do not iﬁplement
any such basic provision. A recommendstion of the fipst kind would have behind
it the force of the Charter, to which collective measures recommended by the
General Assembly could add emphasis, without however, changing the legal
character of the recommendaticn. A decision on collective measures referring

to e recommendstion of the second kind, although likewise formally retaining

its legal cheracter, would mean that the recoumendstion is recognized by the
General Assembly as being of such silgnificance to the efforts of ‘the United Nations
as to assimilate it to a recoﬁmendation expressing en obligation estaeblished

by the Charter. If, in some case, collective measures under the "Uniting

for Peace" regolution were to be considered, these end other importent questions
of principle would require attemtion:; this may‘also be gald of the effect of
such steps which, while supporting efforts to achieve peaceful solutions, mey
perhaps, on the other hand, be introducing new elements of conflict.

II1

2l. In the situation now facing the Uhited Nations the General Assembly, as e
matter of priority, may wish to indicate how 1t desires the Secretary- -General to
proceed with further steps to‘carry out the relevant deciéions of the CGeneral
Assembly. ‘ )

fons
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ANNEX T

Aide-mémoive dated L February 1957, tremsmitted to the Secretary-General by the
Permanent Representative of Israel to the United Natlons

The Govermment of Israel takes note of the adoption by the Genersl Assembly
of two lnter-related resolutions (4/3517 (I) end A/3518 (II)).

Israel will co~operate with aﬁy United Najions effort designed to establish
peace in the erea, based on the principles of the United Wations Charter.

I am instructed urgently to request the Secretary=-Genersl to ask the
Govermment of Egypt whether Egypt agrees to the mutusl and full ebstention, from
, on the withdrawal of Israel troops. This
matier is of central importance to all the questions at issue, .

In considering the withdrawal schedule, I am instructed to refer to the
Sharm el-Sheikh area, and the related guestion of measures degigned to prevent
hostile acts, such as interference with free navigation in the Straits of Tiran
and in the CGuli of Agzba., The General Assembly in 1ts resclution II‘ha.s recognized
"that withdrawal by Isreel must be followed by action which would assure progress
towards the creation of peaceful conditions',

A renewal of interference with shipping boumd to and from Elath would clearly
lead to hostilities and thus prejudice the declefed cbjective of United Nations
resolutions. Accordingly, I am instructed to cbtain clarificatlon without delay,
whether immediately on the withdrawal of Isrzel forces from the Sharm el-Shelkh
area, units of the United Nations Fmergency Force will be statloned along the
western shore of ‘the Gulf of Agaba in order to act as a restralnt against hostile
acts; and will remaln so depioyed until ancther effective means is agreed upon

'belligefent acts, by land, air and sea

between the partles co:cicerned for ensui:‘ing permanent freedom of navigation angd
the gbsence or beﬂigérent acts in the Straits of Tiran and the Gulf of Agsba,

A positive res_ponse\ to The zbove guestions from a2ll concerned would greatly
Tacilitate the early fulfilment of United Wations cbjectives as set forth in the
United Natlons resolutions taken as a whole.

h February 1957.
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ANNEX 1T

Letter dated 5 February 1957 from the Permsnent Representative of Israel to the
United Nations, addressed to the oecretary-General

‘Hew York , » February 1957

I heye been in touch with my Govermment on the sub,jéct of ouwr conversation
vesterday., |

The Govermment of Israel attaches primary importance to the, elucidation
of the two questions which I presented to you in my alde-mémoire.

An affirmetive response from Egypt fo the first question, on, belligerent
acts, would affect my Government!s pollicies on oubstanding issues, A positive
response to the second would greatly assist us to understand the potential role
of UNEF in the creatlon and maintenance of peaceful conditions,

Accofdingly, on the clarification of these basic metters , a position would
be created in which the other questions whigh you raised at yesterdayis meeting
coﬁlc‘i be considered in a more practical way,

(Signed) Abba FBAN
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ANNEX IIT

Letter dated 6 February 1057 from the Secre tary-General , addressed to the
Permanent Representative of Israel to the United Nations

New York, 6 Pebruary 1957

In our meeting of & Februery, as you will recall, I drew attention to
two polats on, which you agreed to seek clarification from your Goverament
"immediately"., The two points were (1) whether with regerd to CGaza it is
understood by the Govermment of Israel that the withdrawal must cover elements
of administration as well as‘military troops, forces ana'units; and (2) whether,
as a question ol principle, the CGoverrnment of Israel agrees to the statloning
of unite of the UNEF on the Isracl side of the Armistice Demarcation Line,

Al though vndertaking to seek clarification from your Government, you
indicated in cur discussion and in reéponse to an inquiry on the same matter
made of you by Df. Bunche on 5 February, that the attitude of your Government
on these two polnts iz as set forth in your previous aide-mémoire (4/3511) and

in your address to the General Asseﬁbly of 28 Januery. In these two documents,
the answer to the first questlon concerming Gaza 1s that Israel does not intend
to withdrew its civil sdministration from that territory, while there 1s no
reference at all to‘the,second question concerhing stabionlng of UNEF on‘the
Israel side of the line.

May I also polnt out thet your communication to me of 5 February, although
informing me that you have been in touch with vour Government on the subject
of our conversation on the previous days, has to say sbout the questions [
ralsed only that if "affirpative” and "positive" responses to the qﬁestions put
by Israel were first cbteined, then "a position would be created" in which my
questiond “"could be counsidered in 2 more practical way",

In the clrcumstances, I must assume, at least for the present, that the
reply of your Government to my two gquestions is speclfically negative in one
instance and essentislly so 1ln the other,

(Signed) Tag HAMMARSKJOLD
Secretary-Ceneral /
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AWNEX IV
Ietter dated 10 Februsry 1957 from the Permanent

Representative of Israel to the United Naticns,
addressed to the Secretary-General

New York, 10 February 1957

I refer to your letter of 6 February 1957. !
My Govermment's position on the withdrawal of forces from the western coast

of the Gulf of’Aqaha and from Gaze has been set out in my aide-mémoire of

4 Pebruary end in my letter to you of 5 February.

The latter communicatlon refers to the request which you made o me on
L February for the clarification of two puints bearing on matters other than
the withdrawal of armed forces from the Gulf of Agebe and Gaze. On learning
from the Egyptian Government whether or not it will exercise bellligerency by
land, sea and air after the withdrewal of Israel forces my Government would
formulate its position on all'outstanding questions in the light of the
Egyptian Government's response.

A Government which anticipetes that its neighbours will claim and exerclse
belligerency ageinst it must clearly adopt a different view of its security
problems then it might take if it could confidently assume full and mitual
abstention from all belligerent acts. If‘the'proposed affirmgtion of abstention
from belligerent acts were made, Egypt and Isreel could move forward to the
establishment of agreed relations in the security and other spheres. I cannot
bredict what arrangements they might or might not then concert with respect to
the disposition of their foreces on each side of their frontier. The fact that
I have not obtained assistance in receiving an official expression of Egypt's
intentions on belligerency deprives my Government of an essential element for
the consideration of a great variety of dependent problems.

* T have similarly informed my Governmsntithat I have not been able to obtain
clarification whether, immediately on the withdrawal of Israel forces from the
Sharm el-Sheikh area, units of the UNEF will be stationed along the western
shore of the Gulf of Agsba in order to act as a restrainthagainst hostile acts,

end will remain so deployed until another effective means is agreed upon bebtween

[eos
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the parties concerned for énsuring permanent freedom of nevigation and absence
of belligerent acts 1n the Straits of Tiran end in the Gulf of Agaba..

I hgve accordingly reported to Jerusalem that our conversations have thrown
no light on the question whether, op the withdrewal of Israel forces from the
Sharm el-Sheikh area, there will be any effectiﬁe guarantee for continued
freedom of navigatlon in the waters of the Gulf of Agaba. This freedom is a
vital end legitimate national interest for Israel, and is also of international
significances. The fact that we have not cbtained a positive enswer ou this
point has adversely affected the time-schedule for the withdrawal of forces.

I wish to explain why Isreel attaches cruciel importance to the guestions
gset out in the gide-mémoire of ﬁ February.

In the light of past experience, and of recent Bgyptian declarstions, my
Government must in all prudence hold the following essumptions unless evidence
to the contrary becomes available: )

First, that Egypt claims the withdrawel of Israel troops from

ber territory, while herself reserving belligerent rights to remain in

effect after‘such withdrawal;

Seecond, that Egypt has not agreed that free navigation in the

Gulf of Aqaba will be ensured after Israel's withdrawal, or that

effective measures such as the stationing of unite of UNEF should be

instituted to ensure such continued freedom of navigaﬁion;

Third, that when the Suez Canal becomes physically opened for
navigation Egypt will, as in the pest, obstruct Israel's exercise of

her rights in the Canal under the 1888 Convention;

Fourth, that the doctrine and practice of contimuing belligerency

willl govern Egyptts pelaﬁions towards Israel in such matters as frontier

raids and the non-recognition of Israel's rights under the Cherter.

These are gombre and disquieting assumptions. But nothing has yet happened
to justify any contrary assumption on cur part. I note, in particular, that you
did not feelable to state today that Egypt's declaration of adherence to the 1949
Armigtice Agreement includes the acceptance by her of em obligation to abstein
from the claim end exercise of belligerent righte in the Buez Canal, the Gulf
of Ageba or‘élsewhere. |

Jour
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Agpinst this background, if has become clesr to the Government of Israel that
the withdrawal of troops, without simultaneous ection to prevent the remewal of
hogtilities by land and sea, would in fact lead to the resumption of such conflict.
It is noteworthy that in adopting resolutions calling respectively for the
withdrawal of troops end for memsures to ensure progress towards pesceful conditions,
the Genersl Assembly declined to separate its action under these two headings.
It voted on the explicit assumption that action in one field without action in
the other would jeopafdize the prospects .of peace.
In that spirit, my Government mede an effort on 4 February to solve the

deadlock by the clarification of the two points referred to in its alde-mémoire.

In the first place we sought a declaration by Egypt and Israel pledging
themselves to full and mutual gbstention from belligerent acts. Such &an
effirmation would set up an accepted principle for relaticns between the two
countries, and bring those relations, for the first time, within the régime of
the United Nations Charter. Abstention from belligerency would, of course,
include the annulment of such practices as the restrictions on Israel-bound
shipping in the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Ageba, end of activities such as those
of the Fedayeen which are incompafible with any policybof non-belligerency. On
the basis of a mutusl abstention from belligerent acts Egypt and Israel could
construct a coherent system of security relationships. ‘The implementation of
a non-belligerent agreement would still require certain messures and guarantees,
but the conditions for progress in all flelds would be gutomatically and
radically transformed.

My Govermnment feels that it is not equitable to ask it to discuss its
ettitude on eny conecrete question affecting its securlty unless it knows whether
its answer must be based on the assﬁmption of war, or on the assumption of
progress to peace. Other Member States discussing this problem might reach
more precise conclusions 1f they understood clearly whether or not Egypt, on
securing the withdrawal of Isrmel forces, would renew its policy of blockade
end reids.

A similar situatlon prevails with respect to my second request. I have
enquiréd what arrangements for continued freedom of navigation on the Gulf of
Agaba and the Straits of Tiren would prevail on the withdrewal of Israel's forces
from the Sharm el»Sﬁeikh area. It 1s regrettable and puzzling that information
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so vital to our schedule for the withdrawal of troops should still be withheld
from us. S0 long as this information is denied it, my Government must apprehend
that the withdrawal of its forces would be fcllowed by en immediate or early
resumption of the illicit restricts which effectively denied Israel the free

use of its southern port, and cut our country off from normal trading reletions
with a greét part of the world, during & period when the Suez Cénal, too, hes
been effectively closed to essentlal Israel-bound commerce. ‘ /

The priority of the Sharm el-Sheikh area in any discussion on the.:
withdrawel of forces is justified b& many considerations. The sreas adjoining
Sharm el-Sheikh have recently been evacuated. An important international intere
is W1dely recognized in the edjeining waters. A wide consensus of opinion exist
on the need to prevent blockedes and maritime warfare. Withdrewal from this
aree would complete thé evacuation of the territory of Egypt. In these-
clrcumstances my Government has felt justifled in proposing ‘that this problem
be solved before others of greater complexity-ére broached. The solution which
we seek is one that reconciles the withdrawal of forces with the meintensnce of
continyed freedom of navigation.

My Govermment has studied your letter of 6 Pebruary and a published
statement on that date. It does not agree that the solution of two other
questions, not dealing directly with the withdrawal of‘forces, can Justifiably
be described as "jprereq_uis:T.‘l;e"l to the solution of the two basid problems of
belligerency and withdrawal from the remsining ares of Sinai. We hold thaﬁ the

two basic problems raised in the aide-mémoire of 4 February are objectively

and 1ntr1n51cally the most urgent of those s8till cutstending. My Government‘s
position on this matter is set out in this letter, and it therefore does not
agree thet the formulation of the last paragraph of your letter of 6 February
1s an adequate descriptlon of 1ts stand.

In the light of these considerations, snd of my letter of 5 February,
I em instructed to reiterate the request made through you in my side-mémoire of

L February for clarification by the Egyptian Govermment of its attitude to an
affirmation of,fuli and mutual abétention from belligerent acts; on the
withdrewal of Israel trcops; and for elarificetion of the guarantees to be .
established for continued freedom of navigation on the Withdrawé; of Israel

forces fromJthe Sharm el-Sheikh area.

/...
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My Government holds that it is one of the central functions of the high
office of Secretary-Genersl to serve as gz means for the interchangé of proposals
end ideas between Member States, especially when normal methods of inter-State
contect are not available. It hopes thet in that spirit you will assist it to
elucidate the two problems referred to in the k4 February aid-mémoire, in order

thet progress may be made in fulfilling the objectives of the General Agsembly!'s
recent resolutions,

(Signed) Abba EBAN

Permenent Representative of
Isrsel to the United Nations
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ANNEX V

Letter dated 25 January 1957 from the Permanent Representative of Israel to the
United Nations, addressed to the Secretary-General

Wew York, 25 January 1957

In your letter of 6 December 1956; you asked we to ascertain the position of
the Israel Government on the Genieral Armistice Agreement between Israel and Egypt.

Thls question has also arisen on e number of occesions in our conversations
end, a8 you are no doubt aware, has formed the subject of public statements by the
Prime Minister, and by other official Israeli spokesuwen,

Israel's view as outlined in these statements 1s, briefly, that the General
Arwistice Agreementﬂ@ggmyggg;pgggiﬁfently violated by Egypt both in letter and in
spirit ever since 1t was signed on é£_§;5;£;;§_£§E§:__TEETEEE€;51 purpose of
non-belligerency and its character as a,transition;xo,a—éé;;;£;£:;;;;5%%%nt bave
been constantly régudiated EZ_E%XPt' Egypt has even held, wost incongrously, that

the Agreement could coexist with a "state of war" against Israel. This policy of
Egypt and the actions flowing therefrom have brought the Agreement to nought, with
the result that a new system of relationshiﬁs must now be constructed.

On the other hend, Israel does not coﬁsider that the relations between Israel
and Egypt are those of a state of war: our-umtual obligations are still defined
by the Charter of the United Nations which rules out any concept of a "state of
wer". This was made clear by the Prime Minister of Israel in a speech in the
Knesset on 23 January 1957. The relevent extract of this speech follows:

"As for the Armistice Agreement with Egypt, which was signed eight
years ago (on 24 February 1949), as a transitional stage to permenent
peace, the Egyptian dictator has violated its principles and purposes
and by his repeated declarations that there is a state of war between
Israel and Egypt, he has distorted the essence and the alims of the
Agreement. He exploited it as g suocke screen to cover up his wurderous
attacks against the people of Israel and his implacable blockade of
Isvael on land, at sea and in the air.

"It was from the Gaza strip that fedayeen units were dispatched to
Israel and bands of murderers and saboteurs were orgenized in other
Arab countries as well., Thus the Agreement was trensformed into
harmful end dangerous fiction which only assisted the Egyptian ruling
Junta in its walevolent designs. '
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"Any return to this agreement means return to murder and sabotege.
Israel does not claim that the gbsence of an armistice agreement means
the existence of a state of war with Egypt even though Egypt insisted
on ‘the existence of g state of war even when the Agreement was in
existence, 1Israel is prepared to confirm its position on this by
signing Immediately with Egypt an esgreement of non-belligerency and
mutual non-aggression, but the Armistice Agreement, violated and broken,
is beyond repair."

(Signed) Abba EBAN

e -






