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INTRODUCTION

The present report! is submitted to the General Assembly by the Security
Council in accordance with Article 24, paragraph 3, and Article 15, paragraph 1,
of the Charter.

Essentially a summary and guide reflecting the broad lines of the debates,
the report is not intended as a substitute for the records of the Security Counucil,
which constitute the only comprehensive and authoritative account of its delibera-
tions.

With respect to the membership of the Security Council during the period
covered, it will be recalled that the General Assembly, at its 1595th meeting, on
6 November 1967, approved the membership of Algeria, Hungary, Pakistan,
Paraguay and Senegal as non-permanent members of the Security Council to fill
the vacancies resulting from the expiration, on 31 December 1967, of the terms
of office of Argentina, Bulgaria, Japan, Mali and Nigeria.

The period covered in the present report is from 16 July 1967 to 15 July
1968. The Council held sixty-six meetings during that period.

1 This is the twenty-third annual report of the Security Council to the General Assembly.
The previous reports were submitted under the symbols A/93, A/366, A/620, A/945, A/1361,
A/IS%, A/2167, A/2437, A/2712, A/2935, A/3137, A/3648, A/3901, A/4190, A/4494,
A/4867, A/5202, A/5502, A/5802, A/6002, A/6302 and A/6702.






Part I

QUESTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE SECURITY COUNCIL UNDER ITS RESPONSIBILITY
FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECURITY

Chapter 1
THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

A. Referral to the Security Council of the pro-
ceedings of the fifth emergency special ses-
sion of the General Assembly on the situation
in the Middle East

1. By a letter dated 21 July 1967 (S/8088), the
Secretary-General transmitted to the President of the
Sccurity Council the text of General Assembly resolu-
tion 2256 (ES-V) of 21 July 1967 and forwarded, as
requested in the operative part of the resolution, the
records, documents, draft resolutions and adopted reso-
lutions of the fifth emergency special session of the
General Assembly,

B. Communicatioas received by the Security
Council from 16 Jaly to 20 October 1967

2. During this period the Council received the
following communications relating to various aspects
of the situation in the Middle East:

(a) Conumunication relating to the fifth emergency
special session of the General Assembly on the
sttuation in the Middle East

3. In a letter dated 24 July 1967 (S/8090), the
representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics transmitted to the Council the text of a state-
ment by the Soviet Government on the work of the
fifth emergency special session of the General As-
sembly, which, inter alia, noted that the Assembly had
proved unable to adopt a decision dealing with the main
problem in the Middle East, namely, that of the with-
drawal of the Israel forces from the occupied Arab
territories to the positions they held before 5 June
1967, and maintained that the United States, some
of its allies and those countries subjected to United
States pressure had prevented the General Assembly
from discharging its proper duty in accordance with
the aims of the United Nations Charter.

(b) Comnumications rclating to charges of wilitary
action and other violent incidents in wiolation of
the Security Council cease-fire resolutions and re-
lated matters

4, In this connexion, the Council received the fol-
lowing communications:

Letters dated 17 July (S/8067), 18 July (S/8075), 16
October (S/8195), 18 October (S/8198) from the
representative of Jordan.

Letters dated 17 July (S/8065 and S/8068), 18 July
(S/8074), 19 july (S/8076, S/8079 and S/8087),
8 September (S/8145), 26 September (S/8169), 29

September (S/8173 and Corr.l), 4 October (S/
8181), 10 October (S/8188), 13 October (S/8192),
15 October (S/8194), 20 October (S/8202) from
the representative of Israel.

Letter dated 17 July (S/8071) from the representa-
tive of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Letters dated 17 July (S/8070), 6 September (S/
8140), 22 September (S/8163), 6 October (S/
8183) from the representative of the United Arab
Republic.

Letter dated 31 July (S/8106) from the representative
of Lebanon informing the Secretary-General that the
Government of Lebanon accepted the Security Coun-
cil resolutions 233 (1967) and 234 (1967) of 6 and 7
June 1967.

Letters dated 27 September (S/8171), 10 October
(S/8187) irom the representative of Syria.

(¢) Commaunications relating to the treatment of civil-
fan population and prisoners of war and related
nmatters

5. In this connexion, the Council received the fol-
lowing communications:

Letters dated 16 July (S/8086), 17 July (S/8064)
from the representative of the United Arab Republic.

Letters dated 17 July (S/8069), 19 July (S/3082),
24 July (S5/8092), 1 August (S/8104), 2 August
(S/8105), 3 August (S/8108), 16 August (S/8123),
25 August (S/8134), 28 August (S/8137) and 8
?epteimber (S/8147) from the representative of
srael.

Letters dated 19 July (S/8077), 18 August (S/8125),
1 September (S/8138) and 3 October (S/8178)
from the representative of Syria.

Letters dated 27 July (S/8101), 4 August (S/8110),
8 August (S/8115), 10 August (S/8117) from the
representative of Jordan.

Letter dated 18 August (S/8127) from the Chairman
of the Arab Group of States.

(d) Comsunications relating to the situation existing
in and around the city of Jerusalem and its Holy
Places

6. In this connexion, the Council received the fol-
lowing communications:

Letters dated 19 July (S/8078), 2 August (S/8107),
3 August (S/8109) from the representative of
Jordan,



Letter dated 25 July (S/8093 and Corr.l) from the
representative of Syria.

(e) Reports of the Secretary-General

7. In connexion with the violations of the cease-
fire the Secretary-General, in a supplementary teport
dated 17 July 1967 (S/7930/Add.23), reported that
after a heavy exchange of fire between Isracl and
United Arab Republic forces on 15 July in the Suez
sector, both sides had accepted a cease-fire proposal by
General Odd Bull, Chief of Staff of UNTSO. The
Secretary-General also informed the Council that ad-
vance partics of United Nations military observers
would begin observation operations on both sides of
the Suez sector on 17 July.

8. In three further supplementary reports issued
between 24 July and 11 Aungust (S/7930/Add.24-26),
the Secretary-General reported that the situation in
general had remained quiet in the Suez sector. On 26
July there had been an exchange of fire in the Israel-
Syria sector, but a cease-fire proposal had been ac-
cepted by baoth sides.

9. On 10 August the Secretary-General reported
(S/8053/Add.1) that since the beginning of UNTSO
cease-fire observation on the Suez sector on 17 July,
United Nations military observers had, by § August,
been increased to sixteen on both sides of the Canal,
with three observation posts on the United Arab Re-
public side and four on the Israel side. On the basis
of revised estimates calling for a total of forty-six
temporary observers in the sector, he proposed to
secure twenty-one additional observers. The report also
explained a proposal made by the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO to Israel and the United Arab Republic to
stop all military activity in the Suez Canal, including
the movement of boats in or into the Canal, but not
including boats of the Suez Canal Authority, for a
period of one month starting on 27 July 1967. Israel
had accepted the proposal on condition of reciprocity
and the United Arab Republic had stated that main-
tenance of the present situation under which it was not
carrying out any military activity in the Suez Canal
would ensure against any threat to the cease-fire deci-
sion. In a further report of 28 August (S/8053/Add.2),
the Secretary-General reported that both Israel and the
United Arab Republic had agreed that the arrange-
ment of 27 July would continue in effect until otherwise
agreed by the two parties.

10. In two supplementary reports issued on 25 and
28 August (S/7930/Add.30 and 31), the Secretary-
General reported that since 11 August the situation in
generai had remained quiet in the Israel-Syria sector.
Regarding the situation in the Suez sector, there had
been considerable air activity on both sides, and a heavy
exchange of fire had taken place on 26 August at a
point south of Ismailia.

11. On 4 and 7 September the Secretary-General
communicated reports (S/7930/Add.32-34) from the
Chief of Staff of UNTSO indicating that a heavy
exchange of fire on 4 September had been started by a
United Arab Republic shot directed at Israel boats
in Suez Bay and that the United Arab Republic had
again initiated firing on 6 September in the Ismailia
area. Observers had eventually obtained effective cease-
fires.

12. In eight additional reports issued between 12
and 30 September (S/7930/Add.35-41), the Secre-

tary-General reported on new exchanges of fire on
12, 20, 21, 22, 25, 27 and 29 September, stating that
United Nations military observers’ reports indicated
that the firing on 12 September was initiated by the
United Arab Republic and that on 21 September by
Israel. He reported further exchanges of fire on 27
September along the whole area from Kantara to Suez,
and appealed to both parties to exercise the utmost
restraint in the Suel Canal sector, to observe strictly
the agreed arrangements and to use the United Nations
cease-fire machinery, As regards the Israel-Syria sector,
the Secretary-General reported that as at 30 September
the situation in general remained quiet.

13. On 4 October the Secretary-General informed
the Council (S/8182) of the financial implications con-
cerning the stationing of United Nations military ob-
servers in the Suez sector.

14, In a report of 13 October (S/7930/Add.42),
the Secretary-General said, inter alia, that since 30
September the situation in the Suez sector had re-
mained quiet except for overflights by both sides on 11
October, In the Israel-Syria sector the situation in
general remained quiet as at 13 October.

15. In connexion with his efforts to obtain the
return of Government House Headquarters to UNTSO,
the Secretary-General on 11 August 1967 (S/7930/
Add.27) informed the Council of a proposal made by
the Government of Israel to return Government House
and one third of its grounds. Israel had given as-
surances that it would make no military use of the
area which had not been offered for return. In a further
report dated 22 August (S/7930/Add.29), the
Secretary-General informed the Council that he had
authorized UNTSO to return to the area offered be-
cause of its urgent need of the facilities and as a
practical step only. That action, the Secretary-General
added, was without prejudice to the claims he had
maintained that the United Nations was entitled to
the return and exclusive occupancy and possession of
the whole Government House compound. UNTSO
resumed occupancy on 23 August,

16. In a letter dated 25 July (S/8094), the repre-
sentative of Syria conveyed to the Secretary-General
his Government’s attitude regarding the terms of re-
ference and functioning of UNTSO.

17. Pursuant to paragraph 3 of Security Council
resolution 237 (1967) of 14 June 1967 concerning the
alleviation of the sufferings of civil populations and
prisoners of war, the Secretary-General, on 18 August,
submitted an interim report (S/8124) based upon in-
formation received from the Commissioner-General of
UNRWA and interim reports from his Special Repre-
sentative to the Middle East, Mr. Nils-Goran Gussing.

18. The report dealt, inter alia, with the needs of
persons displaced during and after the recent conflict
and emergency assistance promised for them, as well
as the problem of return of persons who had fled
from the West Bank of the Jordan to the East Bank
and with arrangements for their return made by repre-
sentatives of the Governments concerned, the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and the
Jordanian Red Crescent.

19. By a note dated 25 August (S/8133), the
Secretary-General transmitted to the Council a message
he had sent to the Government of Israel requesting
an extension of the deadline for the return of refugees
to the West Bank beyond 31 August 1967, the date



set by Israel. The reply of Israel stating its compliance
with )the request was received on 11 September (S/
8153).

20. On 15 September the Secretary-General an-
nounced (S/8155) that a report on the humanitarian
aspects of the situation in the Middle East would be
forthcoming.

21. On 2 October the Secretary-General transmitted
to the Council a final report (S/8158) based on in-
formation obtained by his Special Representative, Mr.
Gussing, on the situation of the population in arcas
currently under Israel control, the measures taken to
shelter and to facilitate the return of those who had
fled, the treatment of prisoners of war and the protec-
tion of civilians. The Special Representative had re-
ceived excellent co-operation at all levels in the coun-
tries he had visited and had been allowed full freedom
of movement; however, he had met with spokesmen of
the civilian population, displaced persons, prisoners
of war and local authorities only in the company of
government representatives, The Special Representative
believed that, particularly in the occupied areas, it
would have been of great psychological importance
and would have provided for franker exchanges if he
had had the opportunity to meet and talk without wit-
nesses to whomever he wished. This view was con-
veyed to Israel representatives without result.

22, Reporting on the safety, welfare, and security
of the population in areas under Israel control, which
had been placed under Israel military administration,
the Secretary-General stated that in the Syrian area
the entire population had left except for some 6,000
Druses, who had not wanted to leave and were living
peacefully, and some 250 other civilians, mainly in
Kuneitra. Syrian complaints regarding alleged viola-
tion by Israel of humanitarian principles, to which the
Special Representative could not give the required in-
dividual on-the-spot investigation, had not therefore
been verified. Israel had rejected the allegations. The
Special Representative, however, had looked into selected
issues which were the subject of continuing Syrian
complaints: namely, the alleged systematic efforts to
expel the entire original population from the area and
the alleged looting and demolition of entire villages after
the cessation of hostilities. Regarding the movement
of population, Mr. Gussing reported that while there
were strong indications that the majority of the popula-
tion had left before the end of hostilities, he had found
it difficult, in view of conflicting reports on subsequent
events, to determine the line hetween physical and
psychological pressure. At the local level, it seemed
clear that certain actions allowed by local commanders
had been an important cause of flight. He had never
been informed of any action taken by the Israel au-
thorities to reassure the population. As for looting, the
Special Representative felt reasonably sure that re-
sponsibility for the extensive looting of Kuneitra lay
to a great extent with the Israel forces. Syria had also
complained of “excavations” and “international rob-
bery” of historic treasures at an archaeological site near
Banias, but Mr. Gussing reported that he could find
no trace of any recent digging in those parts of the
site shown to him. On the question of demolition of
villages, he felt that the vast destruction observed in
three of four villages mentioned in Syrian complaints
could be attributed largely to military operations.

23. Concerning the occupied West Bank area of
Jordan, of its'population of 1.1 million people, including
430,000 registered UNRWA refugees, 200,000 had left

for the East Bank during and after the fighting, and
an additional substantial number had been displaced.
Jordanian complaints relevant to the West Bank civil
population, which Israel had either commented on or
rejected as unfounded, could not all be investigated in
detail or verified by the Special Representative, As
to complaints of Israel's attempts to create another
Arab exodus to the East Bank, the truth seemed to lie
somewhere between an Israel statement that “no en-
couragement” was given to the population to flee and
the allegations of brutal force and intimidation made
by refugees, The impact of hostilities and military oc-
cupation, particularly when no measures of reassurance
had been taken, had clearly been a main factor in the
exodus.

24. Regarding persons displaced by Israel demoli-
tion of certain villages which had been the subject of
Jordanian complaints, the Special Representative
provided more specific details. In the border town
of Qalqiliya, 850 of 2,000 dwellings had been demolished.
Israel claimed that the destruction had been caused
by actual fighting; the Arab mayor stated that only
fifteen to twenty houses had been destroyed during
the fighting and before the population had been advised
to leave by the Israel commander, The population had
been allowed to return three weeks later. Three villages
in the Latrun area had been destroyed: an Israel liaison
officer stated that most of the destruction had taken
place during the fighting, and the Israel Minister of
Defence stated that the damaged villages had been
destroyed for . strategic and security reasons. These
displaced villagers had not been allowed to return. In
the Hebron area two villages had been demolished. The
reason given by Israel was that they were “El Fatah”
terrorist bases; the Mukhtar claimed that “El Fatah”
members only passed through them and that the in-
habitants had never co-operated.

25. As for Jordanian complaints about alleged loot-
ing “of everything” found in banks by Israel occupying
forces, Israel had rejected the allegations. Israel spokes-
men said that the bank books and money had been
removed against signed receipts solely to check on the
situation of the banks. The Special Representative had
found it difficult to form a firm opinion regarding re-
ports of looting of private property by military per-
sonnel inasmuch as it took place two months before
his arrival. Israel authorities had stated that measures
had been taken to prevent looting ‘and to stop it when
it occurred.

26. Views on the économic and social conditions
of the civilian population on the West Bank had been
conflicting. Observation of four main towns indicated
that as a result of hostilities the general economy had
come to a standstill. The Israel Government had as-
sured the Special Representative that it had taken
initial measures to reactivate that economy. Delay in
resumption of normal life would require continued
provision of food relief for persons not at present
under UNRWA'’s care,

27. The United Arab Republic-administered Gaza
Strip and Sinai, occupied by Israel, consisted, respec-
tively, of an area densely populated by about 455,000
persons, of whom 315,000 were UNRW A-registered
refugees and of a vast peninsula with most of its
45,000 to 55,000 inhabitants in the two towns of
El-Arish and East Kantara, The report sketched the
post-hostilities economic and social conditions charac-
terized by unemployment and hardship.



28. Regarding movement of population, Israel had
enabled residents of the Gaza area to visit relatives on
the West Bank of Jordan, Six large buses were said
to leave daily; it was not known whether six busloads
of people also returned every day. The military gov-
ernor of the area stated that the population had been
informed that those who wanted to go and work on
the West Bank could do so.

29, After describing the difficult position of the
1,000 civil servants and their families in El-Arish,
the Special Representative stated that transfer of the
5,000 persons to the West Bank of the Canal had
started, by agreement, but he had later been informed
that the United Arab Republic no longer wished them
to cross but to stay so that their presence might
bolster the morale of the population. The Government
of the United Arab Republic abjected, however, to
the Israel detention of some 290 civil servants who
had been stationed in Gaza and requested that they
be permitted to rejoin their families who had been
allowed to cross the Canal,

30. Turning to the situation of persons who had
fled from areas under Israel occupation and the question
of their return, the report described the emergency
assistance provided and current pressing needs. The
persons involved were 200,000 who had moved from
the West to the East Bank of the Jordan; another
110,000 persons, according to Syria, although Israel
put the estimate at 85,000, who had moved out of
the south-western corner of Syria; and 35,000 who
had moved across the Canal from the Gaza Strip or
Sinai. The number of UNRWA-registered refugees
included in the three groups were respectively 93,000,
17.000 and 3,000.

31. Recalling that in its resolution 237 (1967) the
Security Council had called upon Israel to facilitate
the return of these displaced persons, the report de-
tailed information obtained by the Special Represen-
tative on the three groups.

32. The Syrian Government strongly desired the
return of the Syrian displaced persons through inter-
vention by the United Nations but was not willing
to enter into direct negotiations with Israel. The Israel
Government’s attitude to the return of the displaced
persons, applicable to both Syria and the United Arab
Republic, was that Israel and Jordan had reached an
agreement and that, when talks were initiated with
Syria and Egypt, it would be prepared to discuss any
outstanding issues, including the return of the dis-
placed civilians.

33. In early July Israel had announced its inten-
tion of authorizing the return of displaced persons
to the West Bank on certain conditions and had set
10 August as the deadline for the return. A dispute
over the application form required by Israel had not
been resolved until a meeting between representatives
of Israel, ICRC and the Jordanian Red Crescent on
6 August. The distribution of application forms had
begun on 12 August, and Israel had extended the
deadline to 31 August.. According to the Jordanian
Government, by 28 August Israel had approved only
4,763 applications, covering 16,266 persons, of the
40,000 applications, involving 170,000 persons, which
had been transmitted through ICRC, On 9 September
Jordan stated that the total number of displaced persons
who had returned was 14,150 (14,056 according to
Israel). Israel and Jordan had offered various con-
flicting reasons why the return operation had not
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functioned smoothly, Jordan charged that Isracl ap-
proval of applications had excluded UNRWA-regis-
tered refugees and displaced persons in East Bank
camps, as well as those from the areas of Jerusalem,
Bethlehem and Jericho, Israel charged that a Jor-
danian campaign against Israel of increasing violence
and direct incitement of both the prospective re-
turnces and West Bank inhabitants had seriously
impeded the whole question of the return of the
displaced persons,

34. The Special Representative pointed out that
only 35,000 persons could have returned by 31 August
at the potential daily rate mentioned by Isracl., He had
heen able to assure Israel that Jordan wished to
proceed with the return operation in an atmosphere
of restraint, In response to a request by the Secre-
tary-General on 24 August for extension of the dead-
line, Israel had informed him that displaced persons
who had been unable to use previously issued permits
would be allowed to return within a fixed period of
time and that additional individual and reunion-of-
family applications would be considered.

35. Displaced persons in the United Arab Republic
had ‘expressed their desire to return to their homes.
The Israel attitude to their return was the same as
that set forth above (see para.32) in the case of
Syrian displaced persons, The United Arab Republic
held the view that the Special Representative should
initiate discussions regarding return and that the ICRC
might assume responsibility for implementing any
agreement reached.

36. Regarding the correct treatment of prisoners of
war, referred to in paragraph 2 of Security Council
resolution 237 (1967), Mr. Gussing stated that on
the whole the ICRC had been able to play an im-
portant role as agent and neutral intermediary in the
area of conflict. Jordan, Syria and the United Arab
Republic had accused Israel of maltreatment and execu-
tion of prisoners of war. Israel had denied the alle-
gations and had expressed concern over treatment of
Israel prisoners of war in Arab countries, alleging
murder of several Israel pilots by the United Arab
Republic and by Syria. The Special Representative
had not been in a position to investigate these accusa-
tions, but in visits to prisoner-of-war camps had
gathered the impression that treatment was correct on
both sides. An exchange of prisoners had been success-
fully concluded through the ICRC between Israel on
the one side and Jordan, Syria and Lebanon on the
other, Negotiations between Israel and the United
Arab Republic through the ICRC had not yet led to
any agreement.

37. Regarding the treatment of Jewish minorities,
particularly in certain Aral States, about which Israel
had expressed concern, the Secretary-General had
informed Mr. Gussing that the provisions of Security
Council, resolution 237 (1967) might properly be in-
terpreted - as having application to the treatment of
both Arab and Jewish persons in the States involved
in the war, Since this particular aspect of the protec-
tion of civilians in time of war could be taken up only
towards the end of his stay in the area of conflict, the
Special Representative had had very little time for
discussion or investigation of the actual situation of
minorities. Letters of inquiry had been sent by the
Special Representative to Israel, Syria and the United
Arab Republic. Israel had replied that except for
security measures, which were no longer in effect,



there had been no discrimination against Arab citizens.
The United Arab Republic had expressed to Mr.
Gussing its firm opinion that Security Council resolu-
tion 237 (1967) did not apply to its Jewish minority
and had requested clarification of that interpretation.
Jews of Egyptian nationality, it maintained, were
solely the responsibility of the UAR Goyernment, The
Special Representative indicated that there were per-
sistent allegations that 500 to 600 men of the estimated
Jewish minority of 2,500 in the United Arab Republic
had been kept in detention since the beginning of the
war. In discussion of his letter with the Syrian Govern-
ment, the latter had assured Mr. Gussing that the
Jewish minority in Syria (about 4,000 persons) was
treated in exactly the same way as other Syrian
citizens. For security reasons, certain Jews suspected
of anti-Government activities were restricted in their
movements, as were certain Christians and Moslems.

38. In conclusion, the report noted the efforts of
Governments and international organizations to help
the people affected by the war, The Secretary-General
expressed appreciation for all the voluntary contribu-
tions to relieve the distressed populations and appealed
to all to contribute to that humanitarian task.

39. Pursuant to paragraph 3 of General Assembly
resolution 2254 (ES-V) of 14 July 1967 concerning
the situation in Jerusalem, the Secretary-General cir-
culated to the Security Council a note dated 14 August
(S/8121), announcing the appointment of Ambassador
Krnesto A. Thalmann of Switzerland as his Personal
Representative in Jerusalem. The Secretary-General
pointed out that Mr. Thalmann’s mission would be
solely to obtain information as a basis for the report
requested under the above-mentioned resolution and
would not entail any negotiations relating to the im-
plementation of that resolution,

40. On 12 September the Secretary-General submit-
ted to the Council a two-part report (S/8146) on the
situation in Jerusalem. The first part was based on
information gathered by his Personal Representative
during his two-week mission.

41, After setting out figures on changes in Jerusa-
lem's geography, population and municipal administra-
tion, the Personal Representative stated that Israel
leaders had made clear to him beyond any doubt that
Isracl was taking every step to place under its sove-
reignty those parts of the city not controlled before
June 1967. For practical reasons, not all Israel laws
and regulations were yet being enforced, but the
declared objective was to equalize the legal and ad-
ministrative status of residents of all parts of the city.
The Israel authorities had stated unequivocally that
the process of integration was irreversible and not
negotiable.

42. While admitting serious economic problems of
adjustment in East Jerusalem, Israel authorities main-
tained that in many respects the economy was in a
prosperous state due to the flow of Israelis and that
the adverse effects of the cessation of tourism should
not be unduly protracted. Everything was being done
not to cut off East Jerusalem from its West Bank
source of supply, especially of agricultural produce,
Israel excise and customs duties, income tax, municipal
taxes and vehicle licence fees were being applied in
East Jerusalem, all at higher rates than those previously
paid there. The question of the increased cost of living
was being ‘studied, and the pay of salaried officials
had been increased but not to a level equal to the

Israel scale, Serious obstacles to economic recovery
had been caused by monetary problems, including the
closure of West Jerusalem banks and the rate of
exchange of the Jordan dinar to the Israel pound.

43, Measures concerning the judiciary had included
moving the High Rabbinical Court to East Jerusalem.
Moslem courts, the Isracl authorities stated, were
functioning in the same manner as in the past.

44. As for education, it was intended to introduce
as soon as possible in East Jerusalem all the educa-
tional laws and regulations applicable in Israel to Aral
children, using the existing curriculum and textbooks
and maintaining Arabic as the basic language of
instruction, All previously employed teachers had been
invited to continue their work. Information from other
sources made the Personal Representative doubtful
whether the teachers would be prepared to co-operate
with the Israel authorities in reopening the schools.

45, Turning to the situation in Jerusalem as de-
scribed by Arab personalities, the Personal Representa-
tive explained that the disproportionately large amount
of information received from the Israel side, as com-
pared with that from Arab sources, was due partly
to the fact that his investigations were carried out in
an Israel-controlled area. Israel representatives had
stated that the Arab personalities interviewed were,
with few exceptions, members of the Palestine Libera-
tion Organization and did not truly represent the
population, The Personal Representative noted that
the Arab-provided documents were signed by a wide
range of personalities, including many previous Jordan
officials and recognized religious leaders.

46. The report described the most important Arab
complaints against the Israel authorities. Most Arabs
stated the Moslem population was shocked by Israel
desecration of Moslem Holy Places. The bulldozing
of 135 Arab-owned houses in the Maghrabi Quarter
(adjoining the Wailing Wall) and expulsion of their
inhabitants had aroused strong feelings, as had the
eviction of 3,000 residents from the so-called Jevrish
Quarter. The application of Israel civil law was un-
acceptable to the Arabs, as was the Israel claim of
jurisdiction over the Moslem religious courts and
control over sermons preached from the El-Aksa
Mosque. The dissolution of the elected Municipal Coun-
cil of East Jerusalem was described by the Arabs as a
violation of international law. Action taken by Arab
notables to establish a public administration in accord-
ance with Jordanian law had not been recognized by
the Israel authorities. Measures by Israel with respect
to taxes, customs duties, licences, absentee properties
and other economic matters were considered oppres-
sive, and there was a growing feeling of economic
strangulation. There was pronounced aversion to efforts
by the Israel authorities to apply their own educa-
tional system to Arab schools.

47. The Personal Representative was told that the
Arabs were ready to co-operate with a military occu-
pation régime on questions of administration and
public welfare but were opposed to civil incorporation
by force into the Israel State system, which they
regarded as a violation of international law, which
prohibited an occupying Power from changing the
legal and administrative structure.

48. All representatives of the religious communities
met by the Personal Representative agreed that the
Holy Places needed special protection and that their
believers should have free access to those places.



Reassuring statements made in this connexion by Israel
authorities were favourably received. Apart from the
Moslems, essentially only the Catholic Church adopted
a systematically divergent attitude: the Holy See was
convinced that the only solution offering sufficient
guarantee for the protection of Jerusalem and its Holy
Places was to place that city and its vicinity under
an international régime in the form of a corpus separa-
tum. Various religious leaders hoped that their links
with the outside world, including the Arab countries,
would remain open, The Personal Representative was
assured by Israel that a liberal practice would be
pursued; so far as entry from Arab countries was con-
cerned, it was for those countries to issue the relevant
permits.

49. Part II of the report set forth the response of
Israel dated 11 September to the Secretary-General’s
letter of 15 July 1967 transmitting the General Assem-
bly’s resolution 2254 (ES-V) of 14 July 1967, In that
reply, the Israel Foreign Minister stated that it was
necessary to ensure equal rights and opportunities to
all residents of the city. No international or other
interest would be served by the institution of divisions
and barriers. It was his Government’s policy to secure
appropriate expression of the special interest of the
three great religions in Jerusalem, in co-operation
with the universal interests concerned, by ensuring
that the Moslem, as well as the Christian and Jewish,
Holy Places should be scrupulously respected and
placed under the résponsibility of a recognized Moslem
authority.

C. Communications to the Security Council and
requests for a meeting

50. In letters dated 21 and 22 October (S/8203
and S/8204) addressed to the President of the Security
Council, the representative of Israel charged the United
Arab Republic with a premeditated and unprovoked
attack at 17.30 hours local time on 21 October on the
Israel destroyer Eilat, at position 31°20.5’ north, 32°8’
east on the high seas to the north of the Sinai
peninsula, while it was on a routine patrol, which
had been known to the United Arab Republic for
several months, The first surface-to-surface missiles
launched from within Port Said harbour, approximately
fourteen nautical miles distant, had immobilized the
ship, which dropped anchor. Two more missiles fired
at 19.30 hours at the helpless vessel had forced
abandonment of the sinking Eilat at 20.30 hours. Ca-
sualties had included fifteen killed, thirty-six missing
and forty-eight wounded, eight of them seriously. The
representative of Israel denied that the ship had
opened fire on Port Said as had been alleged by
the United Arab Republic authorities. He termed the
attack a wanton act of aggression and charged that
it was the culmination of a series of violations of
the cease-fire resolutions and an outrageous violation
of the international law of the sea.

51. In a supplementary report dated 22 October
(S/7930/Add.43), the Secretary-General reported, on
the basis of information submitted by the Chief of
Staff of UNTSO, that on 21 October the senior liaison
officer of the United Arab Republic had reported that
at 1550 hours GMT one Israel boat had entered
UAR territorial waters, that it had opened fire at
15.55 hours GMT and that fire had been returned
and the destroyer sunk at 16.17 hours GMT. At 1845
hours GMT, the Israel liaison officer had confirmed

that the Israel destroyer had been attacked and presu-
mably sunk, He believed the ship was approximately
thirteen miles east of Port Said and approximately ten
miles off shore. In response to a message from the Chief
of Staff that he expected no interference with any
rescue operations, the senior liaison officer of the
United Arab Republic had informed him that the local
commander had been forbidden to fire, The Chief of
Staff had no verified information about the nature
of the attack as the United Nations military observers
in the Suez Canal sector had no means of observing
such incidents at sea. On 24 October the Secretary-
General reported (S/7930/Add.49) that the Chief of
Staft had been informed by the senior liaison officer
of the United Arab Republic that the destroyer had
been hit by a guided missile from a United Arab
Republic torpedo boat outside Port Said when it was
eleven nautical miles north-east of Port Said.

52, In a letter dated 22 October (S/8205), the
representative of the United Arab Republic informed
the Security Council that at 17.30 hours local time,
on 21 October, an Israel destroyer had been seen
speeding in UAR territorial waters off Port Said and
that the United Arab Republic naval units in Port
Said had been compelled to act in self-defence to
stop the advance of the Israel vessel. The subsequent
exchange of fire had resulted in the sinking of the
destroyer, He added that this latest aggressive viola-
tion of the cease-fire followed the series of attacks on
populated cities of the Suez Canal sector which had
prompted the United Arab Republic to evacuate over
300,000 of that sector’s inhabitants.

53. In a further letter dated 24 October (S/8207),
the representative of the United Arab Republic charged
Israel forces with unprovoked premeditated flagrant
aggression at 12,30 hours GMT, on 24 October, when
they had started a continuous shelling of the city of
Suez resulting in extensive human losses and severe
damage to property. The Israel forces had also sys-
tematically shelled and completely or severely damaged
industrial installations, including the petroleum re-
fineries in Suez, the Nasr plants for fertilizer, and
installations in the Suez harbour. Those military opera-
tions could not be justified as a retaliatory measure
against the sinking of the Israel destroyer in territorial
waters because they were conducted against civilian
and industrial installations, not military targets. The
Israel forces, he said, had not responded to the cease-
fire request of United Nations military observers until
their planned aggression had been implemented. He
requested an urgent meeting of the Security Council
to consider that grave situation and take prompt
action against Israel in accordance with the United
Nations Charter.

54. By a letter dated 24 October (S/8208), the
representative of Israel charged that United Arab
Republic forces had opened fire from the cities of Port
Ibrahim and Suez on the west bank of the Suez Canal
on Israel forces on the east bank north of Port
Taufiq at 14.30 hours. The artillery fire had been
returned. Because of the location of the Egyptian
artillery some oil refineries were believed to have been
hit. He added that a cease-fire proposed by United
Nations military observers for 17.30 hours had been
accepted by both parties and had taken effect. He
requested an urgent meeting of the Council to deal
with the open aggression and violations of the cease-
fire resolutions by the United Arab Republic,



55. On 24 and 25 October the Secretary-General
transmitted reports on the events of 24 October (S/
7930/Add.44-48) from the Chief of Staff of UNTSO,
indicating that United Nations military observers had
not ascertained the initiation of firing south of Lituc
Bitter Lake heard at 12.23 hours GMT on 24 October.
Israel forces had initiated artillery fire at 12.31 hours
GMT at the oil refinery approximately five kilometres
west of Port Taufiq. Heavy exchange of fire had
developed at 12.35 hours GMT in Port Taufiq-Suez
area. At 12,35 hours GMT, United Nations Military
Observers had proposed a cease-fire for 13.30 hours
GMT. The United Arab Republic had accepted. At
15.25 hours GMT, Israel had stated it would agree to
a cease-fire at 15.30 hours GMT. After vain United
Nations military observers’ efforts to obtain acceptance
by Israel for an earlier cease-fire, the Chief of Staft
had finally proposed one for 1530 hours GMT, a
proposal accepted by the United Arab Republic at
1445 hours GMT and Israel at 15.13 hours GMT.
Heavy sporadic firing had continued until the cease-fire
time.

D. Consideration by the Council at the 1369th
to 1371st meetings (24.25 October 1967)

56. At the 1360th meeting on 24 October, the
provisional agenda consisted of the letters of 24 October
from the United Arab Republic and Israel. The repre-
sentatives of the United Arab Republic, Israel, Jordan
and Syria were invited, at their request, to take part
in the Council’s discussion.

57. The representative of the United Arab Republic
charged that Israel’'s act of war on 24 October was
the most violent since its aggression of 5 June and was
carried out against the entire civilian and industrial
life in the Suez area, one of the most vital industrial
sites in his country., The reports of the Chief of Staff
made clear that Israel had rejected the first cease-
fire proposal because two more hours were needed to
implement Israel’'s plan of aggression and destruction,
That aggression was totally unprovoked and premedi-
tated. It followed the violation of the territorial waters
of the United Arab Republic by the Israel destroyer
Eilat on 21 October and its attempt to carry out aggres-
sion against the city of Port Said. The destroyer was
subsequently sunk, in self-defence, by his Government’s
forces. That destroyer had sunk two United Arab Re-
public boats in the territorial waters of Port Said on
12 July 1967. He called upon the Council to condemn
the Israel aggression and to apply enforcement mea-
sures under the provisions of Chapter VII of the
Charter.

58. The representative of Israel charged that the
destroyer Filat had been attacked by Egyptian naval
craft equipped with Soviet Komar missiles while on
routine patrol outside Egyptian territorial waters. The
later renewal of the attack on and the sinking of
the helpless vessel showed the premeditated nature
of the action, There had been nineteen killed, twenty-
eight were missing and ninety-one wounded. The use
of missiles was a deliberate act of military escalation.
The United Arab Republic had been preparing for the
situation by evacuating the population of the Suez area
and by creating tension by radio and press announce-
ments that the renewal of fighting was imminent.
Cairo’s Press and radio had gloated over news of the
sinking. The incidents of 24 October were the cul-
mination of a long series of provocative Egyptian

violations of the cease-fire by the shelling of Israel
forces from gun emplacements near built-up areas, If
there 'were no reciprocity as regards the cessation of
fire, he declared, then naturally the whole system
collapsed. Israel was reacdly to meet representatives
of the United Arab Republic and of any other Arab
State forthwith to discuss measures to lay the basis
for a peaceful future,

59. With regard to the charge that Israel had been
at fault in not agreeing to the first cease-fire proposal,
the representative of Israel stated that the delay in
effecting the cease-fire was due to the fact that an
Israel communications centre had been hit at the
beginning of the incidents, Israel was prepared to
co-operate in an investigation to determine the position
of the Eilat when it was sunk and was confident that
such an investigation would corroborate that the ship
was sunk on the high seas.

60. The representative of the United Kingdom
thought that the whole weight of the Council should
be applied to a demand that the cease-fire be observed,
and belligerence from both sides abandoned. In his
view, the Council should have met and acted earlier.
He reminded the Council that the United Kingdom
had repeatedly wurged the appointment of a United
Nations special representative. His Government’s pro-
posals had been absolutely clear. It could not be accused
of delay, or of opposition to United Nations action
when the 1967 war broke out. It was delay which had
led to conflict, then to deadlock and currently to more
death and destruction. The Council should take urgent
action towards a fair and balanced resolution appointing
a United Nations special representative to deal with
the situation on the spot.

61. The representative of Canada observed that the
current outbreak of hostilities underlined the precarious
nature of the cease-fire. He suggested several measures
to be adopted by the Councii: first, the Council should
call upon all parties to observe scrupulously the cease-
fire and to halt all military activities in the area;
second, the Council should request a report from
the Secretary-General on what additional resources the
Chief-of-Staff of UNTSO might need to carry out
his task under the consensus of the Council on 9/10
July 1967 for surveillance of the cease-fire in the area;
and third, the Secretary-General should be immediately
authorized, as the delegations of Canada, India and
the United Kingdom had advocated since early June,
to send a special representative to the Middle East to
start the process towards restoring peace on the basis
of a fair and balanced resolution.

62. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics condemned the premeditated shelling
of inhabited areas and industrial targets by Israel forces,
which had opened fire and disregarded United Nations
military observers appeals for an immediate cease-fire,
That action, he said, followed the provocative sending
of an Israel destroyer into the territorial waters of
the United Arab Republic, which had had to take
measures in legitimate self-defence. The new act of
provocation by Israel’s armed forces was a very serious
violation of the Security Council decision on a cease-
fire and a defiance of the generally recognized rules
of international law and the principles of the United
Nations Charter. Israel’s actions had not been some
kind of error or accident, but a deliberate act of
barbarity planned in advance. The counter-complaint
hurriedly put forward in the Security Council by Israel



was intended to mislead the Council and world public
opinion, The Soviet Union firmly supported the United
Arab Republic’s legitimate request for an uncondi-
tional condemnation of the aggressive actions of Israel
in the area of the town of Suez. Peace could not be
restored in the Near East until the illegal occupation
of Arab lands by Israel was ended. It was essential
to hasten the achievement of a political settlement in
the Near East. The representative of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics then introduced the follow-
ing draft resolution (S/8212):

“The Security Council,

“Having considered the communication of the
representative of the United Arab Republic concern-
ing a new act of aggression by Israel in the area
of the city of Suez,

“Having considered also the information provided
by the Secretary-General in document S/7930/Add.
44 that the Israel forces began and continued an
artillery barrage, ignoring the proposal by the Chief
of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision
Organization for an immediate cease-fire,

“Expressing grave concern that the said act of
aggression has resulted in heavy losses among the
peaceful population and in serious phy.ical damage,

“Considering that the actions of the Israel armed
forces in the area of the city of Suez constitute a
gross violation of the Security Council resolutions
of 6 June 1967 (resolution 233 (1967)) and of 7
June 1967 (resolution 234 (1967)) calling for a
cease-fire and the cessation of military activities, as
well as of other Security Council resolutions on that
question,

“1. Strongly condemns Israel for the act of aggres-
sion committed by it in the area of the city of Suez:

“2. Demands that Israel compensate the United
Arab Republic for the damage caused by that act;

“3. Urgently calls upon Israel strictly to observe
the aforementioned resolutions of the Security
Council concerning the cease-fire and the cessation
of military activities.”

63. The representative of Jordan said that nearly
five months had passed since Israel occupied large
tracts of Arab territory and nothing had been done to
change that situation. The recent attack by Israel on
Suez, he said, was but one link in a chain of continued
Israel aggression. In the occupied parts of Jordan, he
went on, Israel forces in disregard of international law
and the Charter were committing crimes unparalleled
in modern history. Human torture, looting and oblitera-
tion of Jordanian villages abounded. Those acts con-
tinued, he said, because the United Nations shrank
from taking a clear and effective stand. He urged the
Council to condemn Israel aggression and order
the withdrawal of Israel occupation forces to the lines
existing prior to 5 June 1967.

64. The representative of the United States ex-
pressed concern over the loss of life and destruction
resulting from the sinking of the Eilat and the exchange
of artillery fire at Suez. He emphasized that the first
step towards peace must be a complete cease-fire and
cessation of violence between the parties. The United
States, he added, would co-operate in giving the
United Nations machinery in the area a strength com-
mensurate with its tasks. The events of the last days
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underscored the need to move towards a just settle-
ment of all the questions outstanding between the
parties, The Council should now demand scrupulous
adherence to the cease-fire while condemning all viola-
tions; it should deal with the situation even-handedly
without taking one-sided views or adopting one-side:l
resolutions. He introduced the following draft resolu-
tion (S/8213):

“The Security Council,

“Gravely concerncd at the reports and complaints
it has received of military hostilities in violation
of the cease-fire between Israel and the United Arab
Republic,

“Convinced that progress toward the establish-
ment of a just and durable peace in the area requires
mutual respect for the cease-fire, in accordance with
resolutions of the Security Council and the agree-
ments of the parties,

“1. Condemns any and all violations of the cease-
fire;

“2. Insists that the Member States concerned
scrupulously respect the cease-fire as contained in
resolutions 233 (1967), 234 (1967), 235 (1967) and
236 (1967) and the consensus of 10 July and co-
operate fully with the Chief of Staff of the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization and the
United Nations Military Observers in their tasks
in connexion therewith;

“3. Calls on the Governments concerned to issue
categoric instructions to all military forces to refrain
from all firing, as required by these resolutions.”

65. The representative of India said that the de-
liberate nature of the attack by Israel on the Suez
area was proved by Israel’s refusal to accept UNTSO’s
first cease-fire proposal. He maintained that Israel’s
policy of retaliation was impermissible under Security
Council decisions. Moreover, Israel’s action infringed
the Security Council cease-fire resolution 236 (1967)
of 12 June. In view of the conflicting statements by
Israel and the United Arab Republic concerning
the Israel destroyer he suggested that the Secretary-
General should order further investigation to determine
whether the destroyer was in territorial waters or on
the high seas when sunk. India believed that there
could be no reduction of tension in the area unless
Israel forces first withdrew from the occupied terri-
tories. He agreed on the need for a fair and balanced
resolution which should be based on certain funda-
mental guidelines,

66. The representative of Brazil stated that the
regrettable military action could only postpone the date
of a lasting settlement. He emphasized that strict
observance of the cease-fire was a necessary first step.

67. The representative of Bulgaria said that the
Israel destroyer by entering United Arab Republic
territorial waters had provoked just retaliation, which
had been used by Israel as a pretext for the Suez
attack. Moreover, the Israel forces had delayed accept-
ance of the cease-fire in order to complete their planned
massacre of the population and destruction of the
installations. He added that as long as Israel continued
to occupy Arab territory, there would always be the
temptation on the part of Israel leaders to undertake
military action in order to expand their territorial
gains; the Council must take the necessary measures




to resolve the situation created by Israel's aggression
of 5 June. He declared that the Council must condemn
Israel for its aggression, demand compensation for
the damage and call on Israel to observe strictly the
Security Council cease-fire resolutions as proposed in
the draft resolution tabled by the USSR.

68. The representative of France regretted that
there had once again been a resort to force, which
could only reopen a cycle of reprisals and counter-
reprisals, Without more information he did not wish
to pass judgement on responsibility for the incidents
but stressed that only on the basis of a strict observance
of the cease-fire by both parties could the wider task of
re-establishing normal conditions in the whole area be
undertaken,

69. The representative of Denmark said that the
incidents in the Middle East had again proved the in-
stability of existing arrangements there. The cease-fire
must be fully respected and all violations deplored
and condemned. His delegation would consider favour-
ably any request from the Secretary-General to
strengthen the cease-fire machinery in the area. It was
the Council’s duty to strive for a just and durable
peace and to formulate, in a fair and balanced way,
the principles that should guide a lasting settlement.

70. The representative of Mali charged that Israel
had violated the cease-fire by its premeditated aggres-
sion against Suez, resulting in destruction of 80 per
cent of the industries there and loss of life. His delega-
tion shared the concern expressed by other members
of the Council about the precarious nature of the
cease-fire arising from Israel’s territorial claims and
military occupation of Arab territories. He added that
as long as Israel continued its occupation, the situation
in the Middle East would remain fatally explosive,
The Council, he said, must condemn Israél’s violation
of the cease-fire resolutions of the Security Council
and must order strict observance of the cease-fire by
the parties and demand fair compensation for the
damage suffered by the United Arab Republic. He
expressed support for the USSR draft resolution.

71, The representative of Ethiopia said that his
delegation was anxious to ensure respect of the
cease-fire resolutions of the Security Council and to
strengthen the cease-fire machinery. He thought the
Council should request of the Secretary-General a full
report of the recent incidents in the area so that the
Council might take appropriate action. However, as
other members of the Council had pointed out, the
cease-fire was only a precarious first step for building
peace in the area, Further measures were necessary
to change the present dangerous stalemate to a state
of just and durable peace. In that connexion, he sup-
ported the suggestions of the United Kingdom repre-
sentative and said that the dispatch of a Special
Representative to the area was long overdue. In his
view the Special Representative should make contacts
with the Governments concerned and operate within
the context of general and comprehensive guidelines
set out by the Council.

72. The representative of Argentina, stressing the
gravity of the events which had taken place, said that
further information was needed to decide on the respon-
sibilities of each of the parties. He believed that the
Council should speedily find a formula which would
establish a clear-cut balance of interests and obligations
on the part of the parties concerned and set up a
constructive dialogue among them. He hoped that agree-
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ment on a substantive resolution might be reached that
would open the way to a just and lasting peace,

73. At the 1370th meeting of the Council, on 25
October, the representative of Nigeria declared that
if it were proved that the Israel destroyer had been
sunk in circumstances in which it should not have
been attacked and if there were conclusive evidence
that the Israel action against Suez was a reprisal
action, he would join in condemning both actions.
Noting the draft resolutions of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the United States, he con-
sidered it would be reckless to vote upon them since
a resolution not having the general support of the
Council did not have the effect it should. He suggested
a short suspension of the meeting to allow consulta-
tions on a compromise draft resolution which would
not damage the position of the two major Powers but
produce an effective decision as a necessary step
towards continuing efforts to deal with the Arab-Israel
question as a whole,

74, The Council then adjourned.

75. At the opening of the 1371st meeting of the
Council, on the same day, the President announced
that, as a result of consultations, agreement had been
reached on the text of the following draft resolution:

“The Security Council,

“Gravely concerned over recent military activities
in the Middle East carried out in spite of the
Security Council resolutions ordering a' cease-fire,

“Having heard and considered the statements
made by the parties concerned,

“Taking into consideration the information on the
said activities provided by the Secretary-General in
documents S/7930/Add.43, Add.44, Add.45, Add.46,
Add.47, Add.48 and Add.49,

“l. Condemns the violations of the cease-fire;

“2. Regrets the casualties and loss of property
resulting from the violations;

“3. Reaffirms the necessity of the strict observance
of the cease-fire resolutions;

“4, Demands of the Member States concerned to
cease immediately all prohibited military activities
in the area, and to co-operate fully and promptly
with ﬂ;l’e United Nations Truce Supervision Organi-
zation.

_ 76. There being no objection to granting priority
in the vote to the draft resolution, the President put it
to the vote,

Decision: At the 1371st meeting, on 25 October, the
draft resolution was adopted unanimously (resolution
240 (1967))

77. After adoption of the resolution, the Secretary-
General stated that the need to strengthen the observer
operation, established in the Suez Canal sector follow-
ing the Council’s consensus of 9/10 July 1967, had
become increasingly apparent. At present, forty-three
observers manning nine Observation Posts were patrol-
ling parts of the Canal sector in jeeps., Their mobility
was limited and they had no facilities to observe by
air or sea.

78. Consultation with the Chief of Staff of UNTSO
on means to make the operation more fully effective in



maintaining the cease-fire had made apparent the
necessity of steps along the following lines: (1) in-
creasing the number of observers from the present
forty-three to ninety; (2) doubling the Observation
Posts from nine to eighteen; (3} using, possibly, four
small patrol craft to patrol the waters of the Canal and
adjacent waters; (4) acquiring and making use of
four small helicopters to increase observer mobility
and for air observation, two on each side of the Canal.
All such measures would relate exclusively to the
Council’s cease-fire resolutions and its consensus, and
therefore, would be of a provisional and temporary
nature, A substantial increase in costs, beyond the
estimate set out in document S/8182, would result
from the strengthening of the observer operation. The
Secretary-General also reminded the Council that there
was only token observer representation in the Israel-
Jordan and Israel-Lebanon sectors and therefore no
machinery to assist in implementing the Council’s reso-
lutions of 6 and 7 June, which applied to all sectors.

79. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics declared that though his delega-
tion’s draft resolution was completely justified and
Israel’s sole responsibility clear, he had not opposed
the resolution presented by the President because
of the desire of some members for unanimity. In the
circumstances there was no need to put the USSR
draft to a vote. He stressed that peace in the area
was impossible as long as Israel forces occupied Arab
territories, and added that it was highly regrettable
that neither the Council nor the General Assembly
had taken steps to liquidate the consequences of Israel
aggression. At the same time, he said, there was a
unanimous feeling in the Council that consultations
must be speeded to work out a decision leading to a
political settlement in the Near East. With regard to
the Secretary-General’s statement concerning the in-
crease in the number of United Nations observers
in the Suez Canal sector and certain other measures
connected with supervision of the implementation of
the Security Council decisions on a cease-fire and
cessation of hostilities, the USSR representative noted
that, according to the Secretary-General, the Council
was still not seized of reports concerning many details.
He added that any increase in the number of observers
must be examined by the Council in conformity with
its competence under the Charter.

80. The representative of the United States said
the Council had acted positively and wisely in
reaffirming the Council’s cease-fire orders, in demand-
ing mutual and scrupulous observance of the cease-fire
by the parties, and in condemning all violations. He
observed that the Council had refused to take a one-
sided view of the situation and had dealt with the
incidents in a balanced manner. As a result there was
no need to vote on his draft resolution. He believed
that recent events underlined the fact that although a
cease-fire was essential, the situation also required
new steps towards a durable, permanent and just
peace. The United States regarded the steps proposed
by the Secretary-General to strengthen the observa-
tion operation in the Canal sector as in accord with his
responsibilities and his authority under the Charter
and established practices of the United Nations and
therefore fully supported the Secretary-General’s in-
itiative.

81. The representative of China said that his delega-
tion whole-heartedly welcomed the resolution just
adopted by the Council as an essential first step. With-
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out an effective cease-fire, a climate conducive to a
durabie settlement could not be created.

82. The representative of Syria condemned the pre-
meditated Israel attack on Suez. That act of aggression,
he said, had been confirmed by the report of the
Secretary-General on 24 October. He said that the pre-
text for the massacre of 24 October had been the sink-
ing of the Israel destroyer in United Arab Republic
territorial waters. Israel peace appeals, he said, were
cynical and hypocritical, and were usually made at
gunpoint under conditions of conquest and duress. He
affirmed that by rejecting the United Nations armistice
machinery and all efforts towards peace, Israel had
embarked upon a doctrine of belligerency.

83. The President, speaking as the representative
of Japan welcomed the resolution adopted by the
Council as a first step, He urged the Council to find
a formula which, acceptable to the parties, would es-
tablish a durable and just peace in the Middle East.

E. Reports of the Secretary-General on the
observance of the cease-fire

84, In a report dated 31 October 1967 (S/8053/
Add.3 and Corr.1), the Secretary-General, after further
consultation with the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, re-
ported on the requirements and details for the possible
strengthening of the observer operation mentioned in
his statement at the 1371st meeting of the Council on
25 October, The report outlined the tentative deploy-
ment plan for the additional observers, including the
Observation Posts to be established in consultation
with the parties, the need for further consultations
with the parties about the nationalities of the ob-
servers, the areas of operation of the proposed patro!
craft and helicopters and other communications and
logistic problems. The Secretary-General emphasized
that those measures would not suffice to maintain the
cease-fire unless the parties exercised the utmost re-
straint and he therefore renewed his appeal of 27
September that in cases of alleged violations of the
cease-fire each side make use of the United Nations
observation system instead of continuing the practice
of resorting directly to violent measures. During this
period the Secretary-General also issued three sup-
piementary reports (S/7930/Add.50-52) on the ob-
servance of the cease-fire. The reports indicated over-
flights by both sides in the Canal sector. The situation
in general had remained quiet in the Israel-Syrian
sector.

85. On 10 November the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted a draft re-
solution (S/8236), whereby the Security Council would
authorize the Secretary-General to increase the number
of observers in the Suez Canal sector. The text of the
draft resolution read as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Recalling its resolutions 233 of 6 June 1967, 234
of 7 June 1967 and 240 of 25 October 1967,

“Recalling further the consensus reached at its
1366th meeting on 9 July 1967 concerning the send-
ing of observers to the Suez Canal sector,

“Noting the Secretary-General’s statement at the
1371st meeting of the Security Council on 25 October
1967 and the Secretary-General’s reports S/8053 of
11 July 1967, S/8053/Add.1 of 10 August 1967 and



S/8053/Add.3 and Corr.1 of 31 October 1967 con-
cerning the stationing of United Nations observers
in the Suez Canal secter, the desirability of sending
additional United Nations observers to the area and
the provision to them of technical facilities and means
of transport with a view to the more effective im-
plementation of the Council’s decision concerning a
cease-fire and the cessation of all military activities,

“Noting further the Secretary-General’s report
S/8182 of 4 October 1967 on the financial implica-
tions in regard to the stationing of additional ob-
servers in the Suez Canal sector,

“Taking cognizance of the above-mentioned re-
ports by the Secretary-General,

“Authorises the Secretary-General to increase the
number of observers in the Suez Canal sector to
ninety and to take the measures proposed in his
report to the Security Council (S/8053/Add.3 and
Corr.1) concerning the provision of additional tech-
nical facilities and means of transport for the United
Nations observer group.”

F. Consideration by the Council at the 1373rd,
1375th, 1377th and 1379th to 1382nd meel.
ings (9-22 November)

86. In a letter dated 7 November 1967 (S/8226),
the United Arab Republic requested an urgent meeting
of the Council to consider the dangerous situation pre-
vailing in the Middle East as a result of the persistence
of Israel not to withdraw its armed forces from all the
territories which it occupied as a result of its aggression
committed on 5 June 1967 against the United Arab
Republic, Jordan and Syria.

87. At the 1373rd meeting, on 9 November, the
Council included the United Arab Republic letter in
its agenda and invited the representatives of the United
Arab Republic, Israel and Jordan, at their request,
to take seats at the Council table.

88. On a point of order, the representative of the
United States, citing the established practice of the
Council, moved that the parties concerned which had
indicated their desire to speak, namely, the United Arab
Republic and Israel, be heard prior to the members
of the Council.

Decision: Following a brief discussion in which the
representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics, India, the United States and Nigeria made state-
nients, the Council, at the suggestion of the representa-
tive of Nigeria, agreed on a short recess for consultation.

89. When the Council resumed its meeting, further
discussion took place, after which the President put
the United States motion to a vote.

Decision: The United States 1motion received 8 votes
in favour, none against and 7 abstentions, and was not
adopted.

90. After the vote, the President drew the Council’s
attention to the following two draft resolutions. One,
submitted on 7 November 1967 by India, Mali and
Nigeria (S/8227), read as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Expressing its continuing concern with the grave
situation in the Middle LEast,

“Recalling its resolution 233 (1967) of 6 June
1967 on the outbreak of fighting which called for, as
a first step, an immediate cease-fire and for a ces-
sation of all military activities in the area,

“Recalling further General Assembly resolution
2256 (ES-V),

“Emphasising the urgency of reducing tensions,
restoring peace and bringing about normalcy in the
area,

“l. Affirms that a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East must be achieved within the framework
of the Charter of the United Nations and more par-
ticularly of the following principles:

“(1) Occupation or acquisition of territory by
military conquest is inadmissible under the
Charter of the United Nations and con-
sequently Israel's armed forces should with-
draw from all the territories occupied as a
result of the recent conflict;

“(i1) Likewise, every State has the right to live

in peace and complete security free from

threats or acts of war and consequently all

States in the area should terminate the

state or claim of belligerency and settlc their

internationa! disputes by peaceful means;

Likewise, every State of the area has the
right to be secure within its borders and
it is obligatory on all Member States of
the area to respect the sovereignty, ter-
ritorial integrity and political independence
of one another;

“2. Affirms further:

“(i) There should be a just settlement of the
question of Palestine refugees;

“(ii) There should be guarantee of freedom of
navigation in accordance with international
law through international waterways in the
area;

“3. Requests the Secretary-General to dispatch
a special representative to the area who would con-
tact the States concerned in order to co-ordinate
efforts to achieve the purposes of this resolution and
to submit a report to the Council within thirty days.”

91. The second draft resolution (S/8229), also sub-
;nﬁted on 7 November, by the United States, read as
ollows :

“(iif)

“The Security Council,

_“Expressing its continuing concern with the grave
situation in the Middle East,

“Recalling its resolution 233 (1967) on the out-
break of fighting which called, as a first step, for an
immediate cease-fire and for a cessation of all military
activities in the area,

“Recalling further General Assembly resolution
2256 (ES-V),
“Emphasizing the urgency of reducing tensions

and bringing about a just and lasting peace in which
every State in the area can live in security,

“Emphasicing further that all Member States in
their acceptance of the Charter of the United Nations
have undertaken a commitment to act in accordance
with Article 2 of the Charter,




“1. dffirms that the fulfilment of the above
Charter principles requires the achievement of a
state of just and lasting peace in the Middle East
embracing withdrawal of armed forces {rom occupied
territorics, termination of claims ov states of bel-
ligerence, and mutual recoguition and respect for
the right of every State in the area to sovercign
existence, territorial integrity, political independence,
secure and recognized boundaries, and freedom from
the threat or use of force;

“2. dffirns further the necessity:

“(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation
through international waterways in the area;

“(d) For achieving a just settlement of the re-
fugee problem;

“(c) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability
and political independence of every State in the area,
through measures including the establishment of de-
militarized zones;

“(d) For achieving a limitation of the wasteful
and destructive arms race in the area;

“3. Requests the Secretary-General to designate
a Special Representative to proceed to the Middle
East to establish and maintain contacts with the
States concerned with a view to assisting them in the
working out of solutions in accordance with the pur-
poses of this resolution and in creating a just and
lasting peace in the area;

“4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to
the Security Council on the progress of the efforts
of the Special Representative as soon as possible.”

92. Opening the debate on 9 November, the Foreign
Minister of the United Arab Republic stated that the
latest aggression of Israel on 24 October had left no
doubt as to the gravity of the present situation in the
area. Since the aggression of Israel on 5 June the
Council had failed to dc its clear duty: to condemn
the aggression, order Israel to withdraw its forces to
the positions held on 4 June 1967, and determine
Israel’s responsibility for the damages and losses in-
flicted on the Arab countries. The emergency special
session of the General Assembly had been unable to
translate into a resolution its unanimous commitment
to the principle that military occupation of any part
of the territory of one State by another was totally
inadmissible. He maintained that the failure of the
United Nations to act had encouraged Israel to defy
the resolutions of the emergency session on Jerusalem
and on the return of the refugees and to embark upon
further acts of aggression in the Suez Canal sector.
That policy of terror, he said, had resulted in heavy
civilian casualties there and had led his Government
to evacuate more than 300,000 inhabitants. Referring
to the August 1967 Khartoum summit meeting, he
said that its decision was for peace but not surrender,
for a political solution the cornerstone of which was
the immediate and unconditional withdrawal of Israel
forces to the pre-5 June positions. That was a basic
requirement under the United Nations Charter. It was
the duty of the Security Council to eliminate the present
aggression and initiate a course that would bring
normalcy to the area through the application of the
Charter. The central issue in the Middle East situation
was the expulsion by force of the people of Palestine
from their homes. The United Nations, the successor
of the League of Nations, was the only valid framework
for enabling that people to exercise their right to self-
determination.
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93. Continuing, the Foreign Minister said that Is-
rael's aggression of 5 June must be considered in its
grave dimensions, Isracl’s obligations under the Charter
and under the General Armistice Agreements, the
binding nature of which was stated in their provisions,
were inescapable. He urged that military, political
and cconomic assistance to Israel be withheld until
Israel complied with its Charter obligations and with-
drew its forces from all the territories it had occupied
as a result of its aggression, The situation, he said, fell
into the category of breaches of the peace which re-
quired the Council to apply the Charter provisions,
He concluded that a minimum mecasure to be taken
by the Council would be a demand for immediate with-
drawal to the positions of 4 June, Should Israel refuse
to withdraw, the ‘Council must apply enforcement
measures,

94, The representative of India, introducing the
three-Power draft resolution on behalf of the sponsors
(8/8227), said that the Afro-Asian and Latin Amer-
ican members of the Council had examined all pro-
posals put forward during the Assembly's fifth cmer-
geney session and had taken into account the views
of other Councils’ members and of the parties con-
cerned in order to produce a fair and balanced text.
The draft resolution closely paralleled the Latin Amer-
ican draft submitted to the General Assembly's fifth
emergency session. Its aim was not only to set forth
in clear language the principles within the framework
of the Charter on which the solution of the problems in
the Middle East should be based, but to link them so as
to give equal validity to each and to ensure equality
of obligations. Thus, paragraph 1 provided for with-
drawal of Israel forces from all the territories occupied
as a result of the recent conflict. It not only called for
the termination of the state of belligerence but also of
any claim of belligerence; it emphasized the recognition
of the right of every State in the area to be secure
within its borders, With regard to the question of re-
fugees, provided for under paragraph 2, it was clearly
intended to comprehend only the Palestinian refugees
and not those who had acquired that status as a result
of the June conflict. In the sponsors’ view, as soon
as Israel withdrew its forces, the problem of the so-
called new refugees caused by the June conflict would
automatically cease to exist. As for the question of
freedom of navigation, some questions had been raised
during informal consultations regarding the reference
“in accordance with international law”. The sponsors,
he said, would examine carefully any arguments which
might be advanced in the Council with regard to that
or other provisions in the draft. While he was aware
that some of its provisions were not in accordance with
the wishes of the parties and there were differences
within the Council, the co-sponsors had tried to narrow
down those differences so as to initiate a process of
peaceful settlement of the West Asian crisis.

95. The representative of Nigeria stated that his
Government’s objective was not merely to restore the
status quo before 5 June to create a climate in which all
of the people in the area could live in peace. He con-
sidered the three-Power draft a definite improvement
upon the Latin American draft resolution and em-
phasized that it was submitted for decision under
Chapter VI of the Charter. He had not been able to
persuade either the Arabs or the Israelis that what
they sought was unobtainable : namely, on the one hand,
no negotiations until after unconditional withdrawal
of the Israel forces and, on the other, no withdrawal
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except as a result of bilateral negotiations. However,
he recommended the three-Power draft as the most
balanced one and declared the Council must tell hoth
partics that unless they moved they could not have
peace in the Middle East.

96. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics declared that withdrawal of Isracl
forces from the occupied Arab territories was the pre-
requisite for a Near East settlement. Yet Israel was
taking measures to consolidate its occupation by coloni-
zation and talk of a greater Isracl and by attempts to
annex Jerusalem in defiance of international law and
United Nations resolutions, He charged that the ag-
gression by Israel had not only blocked the Suez Canal,
in violation of international agreements, but the pre-
sence of Isracl troops had prevented the United Arab
Republic from reopening the Canal to navigation. He
added that the expansionist designs of Israel con-
tinued to achieve connivance from powerful supporters
—above all the United States. Although some of its
provisions did not take fully into account the positions
of the Soviet Union, his delegation would support the
three-Power draft if the Arab countries clid not oppose
it. In essence, the Soviet Union’s position on the ques-
tion of the settlement of the situation in the Middle
East was that aggression must be condemned; Israel’s
troops must be withdrawn to the lines occupied before
5 June; and Israel must compensate the Arab States
for the damage caused to them and must implement
the General Assembly resolution on Jerusalem. As for
the United States draft resolution, he said that it was
designed to support the claims of the aggressor to Arab
lands. It would seem that the essential condition for
lasting peace in the Near East must be not a clear-cut
provision concerning the withdrawal of Israel troops
from Arab lands, but the solution of a whole series of
other problems. That condition served tiie interests
of Israel only. He believed the new formula for with-
drawal of troops in the United States draft was a
step backwards as compared with that provided in the
Latin American draft and was intermingled with refer-
ences to “secure and recognized boundaries”. The
Soviet representative asked what were those boundaries.
Who was to judge how secure those boundaries were,
and who must recognize them? Those questions, the
Soviet representative contended, remained unanswered
and left much leeway for different interpretations, which
might allow Israel to withdraw its troops only to the
lines it judged convenient. It was significant that Israel
claimed that the Armistice Agreements of 1949 were
no longer binding. The American draft admitted that
Israel troops would not necessarily be withdrawn from
all conquered Arab land and contained no provision
regarding the inadmissibility of acquisition of territory
by conquest.

97. The representative of the United Kingdom
thought that there was overwhelming agreement on the
way fo start towards a durable and just settlement.
There must be no more delay; the present opportunity
might be the last for the Council.

98. Continuing, the representative of the United
Kingdom said that the main aim was to achieve a
durable peace in the Middle East. His Government
would never wish to be associated with any settlement
which meant a return to an uneasy truce. At the start
of the conflict his Government’s policy had been clear.
It had consistently recommended that the Secretary-
General be authorized to send a special representative,

that there must be withdrawal from occupied territories
and an end to belligerency, that secure frontiers could
not be settled by conquest, and that nothing should
be done in Jerusalem or elsewhere to prejudice the
final outcome of the desired settlement, The United
Kingdom was concerned that there should be freedom
of navigation through international waterways, It had
urged an imaginative and comprehensive policy on the
problems of the refugees, There was no change in its
position,

99. TFinally, he stated that as soon as the Council
had formulated the principles which would serve as
the framework for a final settlement, the United Nations
special representative would have a key role to play
and should be left free to use his best judgement
within the agreed principles. Until he started work
in the Middle East, there would be no progress.

100. The representative of the United States said
that, although his delegation would have preferred that
the Council meet only after the intensive diplomatic
consultations then in. progress had led to advance
agreement, his delegation nevertheless would do all in
its power to make the meeting an occasion of progress
towards peace. Action by the Council in exercise of
its Charter responsibilities was long overdue. The
objective of his delegation’s draft resolution was to
open a new path to a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East in which every State in the area could
live in security, justice, honour and dignity. Its terms
reflected the conviction that a durable peace must
embrace the five fundamental principles set forth by
President Johnson on 19 June 1967, namely, the re-
cognized right of national life, justice for the refugees,
innocent maritime passage, limits on the wasteful and
destructive arms race and political independence
and territorial integrity for all. The principal parties
on both sides had accepted those principles as the
framework for a just peace. How the draft’s objectives
could be achieved in practice could only be worked
out in consultations with the parties which the special
representative would undertake. Peace in the Middle
East depended primarily upon the parties to the
conflict.

101. The representative of the United States went
on to say that his delegation’s draft resolution con-
tained a mandate which should be acceptable within
the Council and was sufficiently comprehensive for
all the States directly concerned; so that the process
of diplomacy could be set in motion. Such a mandate
could not be stated in terms entirely satisfactory either
to the Arab States or Israel. It was therefore stated
in terms of guidelines which, in his opinion, took
into account and in no way prejudiced the positions or
the vital interests of the States involved. The most
constructive contribution the Council could make at
that stage was to provide such guidelines for the
special representative; it was not for the Council to
seek to impose the exact terms of a settlement. His
delegation believed that a United Nations represen-
tative should be sent to the area promptly. He pledged
that his Government’s diplomatic and political in-
fluence would be exerted under the draft resolution
in support of the efforts of the United Nations repre-
sentative to achieve a fair and equitable settlement.

102. The representative of Ethiopia said that his
delegation, in urging that a special representative be
sent to the Middle East as soon as possible, had in
mind three important considerations: first, that an



effective United Nations presence be speedily established
in the area; second, that the special representative
should operate within the context of agreed guidelines
and third, that the guidelines should have the backing
of the Council as a whole. In that spirit his delegation
supported the principles embodied in the three-Power
draft resolution. However, it was essential that the
work of the special representative should not begin on
a note of discord, but rather with the unreserved sup-
port of all members of the Council, particularly the
major Powers,

103. The representative of Canada said that there
was common ground that the United Nations could
and must assist in bringing about peaceful conditions
in the Middle East, and it seemed to be generally
recognized that the appointment of a special repre-
sentative would be helpful. There was also common
ground on the necessity for a political, not for an im-
posed, solution under Chapter VI of the Charter.
This meant that the co-operation of the parties directly
concerned was essential ; and that the mandate given to
the special representative required an equitable balance
of obligations on all parties. Although the problem of
withdrawal was crucial; it could not stand in isolation,
The Council must ensure that the circumstances that
led to the hostilities last June did not recur. The repre-
sentative of Canada regretted that the three-Power
draft did not serve the desired objective of beginning
the process of peaceful settlement. He preferred the
United States draft because it more fully met the
criteria of equilibrium.

104. The representative of Denmark stated that a
solution should be built on interrelated principles that
would include withdrawal of Israel troops, safeguarding
of the territorial and political integrity of all States
in the area—including a final settlement of the borders
in the area—right of free passage through the Suez
Canal and the Straits of Tiran, limitations on arms
shipments into the Middle East, and settlement of the
refugee problem. With respect to these fundamental
political problems no resolution would be useful unless
a scrupulous balance between the claims on both sides
could be found, so that both sides could live with the
resolution. In formulating guidelines to be given for
the work of a special representative to be sent to the
Middle East the Council was operating under Chap-
ter VI of the Charter. The active co-operation of the
parties concerned would be essential in the search
for a solution.

105. The representative of France stated that only
a political solution of the Middle East could possibly
be envisaged. It would consequently be unrealistic to
say that direct negotiations should be undertaken be-
tween Israel and the Arab Governments, which had re-
fused such negotiations for twenty years. It was within
the framework of the United Nations that such action
could be undertaken at present. His Government had
always believed that it fell to the Security Council
to find a solution, but agreement among the great
Powers was essential. Withdrawal of Israel troops
from the occupied territories, he said, was imperative
to create conditions conducive to a peaceful solution,
it being understood that each of the States concerned
had the right to exist and to see its security assured.
His delegation agreed with the proposal to send a
Special Representative, but felt that he would not be
able to carry out useful work, unless the principles
guiding his task were set out clearly by the Security
Council. Finally, he said that the consideration that
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Arabs and Israelis must be able to live together in
peace would dictate his Government’s position at the
present discussion.

106. The representative of Japan felt that neither
of the draft resolutions adequately reflected a consensus
of the Council. He hoped further consultations might
lead to a compromise and the unanimous consensus
which was so important,

107. The representative of Argentina stated that the
Security Council must find a solution to the problem
by peaceful means. No one should be asked to renounce
his legitimate interests, but at the same time there must
be a clear balance of mutual concessions within a frame-
work in which the parties might express their views
freely and no one would negotiate under the threat
of pressure. For that reason his delegation could not
support operative paragraph 2 of the Soviet draft
resolution. He did not believe thai the simple with-
drawal of troops would necessarily bring with it a
return to peace; it should be accompanied by a cessa-
tion of belligerency. The position of his Government on
withdrawal and other important aspects of the Middle
Eastern problem had been explicitly stated in the
Latin American draft resolution submitted to the fifth
emergency special session of the General Assembly, He
still believed that that draft resolution would provide an
adequate solution today.

108, At the 1375th meeting of the Council, on
13 November, the representative of Syria was also in-
v1lt;l:d, at his request, to take a seat at the Council
table.

109. The Foreign Minister of Israel declared, in
reply to the charges of the United Arab Republic, that
that Government, heavy with responsibility for nine-
teen years of purposeful aggression, had been un-
mistakably responsible for its aggressive attempt in
June to destroy the State of Israel. After citing actions
taken and statements made in May and June 1967 for
that purpose by the United Arab Republic Government
and other Arab States, he stated that it was his Govern-
ment’s supreme national purpose never to return to the
danger and vulnerability from which Israel had
emerged. Stating that the representatives of the United
Arab Republic and the Soviet Union had on 9 Novem-
ber sought to persuade the Council that Israel’s refusal
to be strangled and bludgeoned to death was an act of
“aggression”, he affirmed that the charge of Israel
“aggression” was a violent untruth. He recalled that
proposals seeking to define Israel’s action as “aggres-
sion” had been rejected in the Security Council on
14 June 1967 and in the fifth emergency special session
of the General Assembly on 4 July. He maintained that
Israel's defensive action had been taken when the
choice was to live or to perish. His Government’s think-
ing on the political, juridical, territorial and security
aspects of the Middle Eastern problem was based on
the premise that, having repelled aggression and being
threatened with its renewal, no new assault should
succeed.

110. As for the Soviet and Arab suggestion that the
way to peace was to restore the 4 June situation
through the withdrawal of the Israel forces, the For-
eign Minister declared that many statesmen had ex-
pounded its folly and injustice at the emergency ses-
sion of the General Assembly. He emphasized that the
profound need of the Middle East was for constructive
innovation. A durable edifice of relations ensuring peace
and security must be built. His Government’s policy



was to respect the Council's cease-fire until it was
replaced by peace treaties, concluded by direct negotia-
tion between Israel and the Arab States, ending the
state of war, determining the agreed national frontiers
of States, and ensuring a mutually guaranteed security.
He stated that there could be no return to the shat-
tered armistice régime, which the United Arab Republic
had converted into a formula for belligerency, blockade
and an alibi for refusal to make peace. The armistice
lines must be superseded by agreed and permanent
national boundaries; such permanent and secure
boundaries were the central issue to be negotiated in
a peace settlement, without which no solution of the
deadlock could be envisaged. A negotiated boundary
meant stability, a demarcation line meant the mainte-
nance of reciprocal territorial claims. The only alterna-
tive to the cease-fire was now formal peace; any other
course would be a prelude to the next explosion. Against
the Khartoum policy of no recognition, no negotiation
and no peace, Israel presented its policy: recognition,
negotiation, peace. As for the statement of the repre-
sentative of France that it would be unrealistic to have
negotiations without withdrawal, he stated that it was
unrealistic to believe that there could be withdrawal
without negotiation.

111. The Foreign Minister drew attention to the fact
that the United Arab Republic representative had pro-
mised nothing in return for what he had asked. Israel,
the Foreign Minister continued, must assume that it
was still the policy of the United Arab Republic to
close the Suez Canal to Israel shipping, to regard
the Gulf of Aqaba as an internal Arab waterway, to
continue the economic boycott, and to maintain terri-
torial claims heyond the point of the withdrawal to the
4 June position.

112. Declaring that his Government’s standard of
judgement on draft resolutions before the Council was
whether or not they prejudiced in advance Israel’s
negotiating positions, the Foreign Minister rejected
unreservedly the three-Power draft, stating, inter alia,
that it prejudiced the territorial and security problems
by asking for withdrawal without a final peace treaty
and by defining in advance the territorial and security
situation which should follow the cease-fire. He as-
serted that it was for the sovereign Governments of
the area to determine through negotiation the situation
to succeed the cease-fire. Furthermore, the draft’s state-
ment on maritime freedom was compatible with the
United Arab Republic’s doctrine on the exclusion of
Israel from the Suez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba,

113. Israel, the Foreign Minister continued, would
constructively consider any proposal based on a nego-
tiated peace in accordance with Chapter VI of the
Charter, which did not prejudice its substantive in-
terests in advance. In Israel’s view, a United Nations
representative could play a useful role in bringing parties
together only if his directives did not prejudice Israel’s
policies or negotiating position in advance. At a peace
negotiation Israel would make constructive proposals
conducive to the interest and the national honour of all
negotiating States.

114. The representative of Jordan said that if the
United Nations did not do its duty and effect Israel
withdrawal from all Arab territories occupied since
5 June, the pre-condition for peace in the area, Arab
representatives would have to explain to their peoples
that they had no other course but to use their own
resources to liquidate Israel aggression, no matter what
the price. The representative of Jordan went on to say
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that the main threats to peace and security in the area
had been Israel's systematic expansionist policy based
on aggression and denial of justice to the Palestine
refugees. Israel, he said, had no right to aspire to
peace while it continued to defy United Nations resolu-
tions and refused to accept the pre-conditions for peace.
He added that Israel’s insecurity was of its own mak-
ing, and the only expression of belligerency by the
Arabs had been their uncompromising refusal to recog-
nize an unjust and illegal situation,

115. The reprcsentative of Bulgaria stressed that the
Western Powers, which had voted for the Latin
American draft resolution at the fifth emergency special
session of the General Assembly when they were sure
it had little chance of being adopted because of the
then prevailing situation in the Near East, did not now
agree with the principles of that draft which were now
embodied in the three-Power draft resolution. He ob-
served that the formula for withdrawal in the United
States draft resolution was intended to allow the ag-
gressor to continue the occupation of Arab territories
and to decide when to withdraw the occupation troops.
Furthermore, in the three-Power draft resolution the
mandate of the Special Representative was clearly de-
fined, while in the United States draft his role was
limited to assisting the parties in creating a just and
lasting peace in the area,

116. Continuing, the representative of Bulgaria said
that the most realistic method to a peaceful settlement
was direct and active United Nations participation.
Israel’s insistence on direct negotiations with Arab
States was a negotiation of all the agreements con-
cluded under United Nations auspices and a negation
of any negotiation at all. The return of the aggressor
to the positions of 4 June was, he said, the fundamental
step that must precede any political solution of the other
outstanding problems; otherwise, the aggressor could
act from a position of strength and use the usurped
territories as bargaining counters. In conclusion, the
representative of Bulgaria said that a just and lasting
political solution must include a settlement of the refugee
question, including that of the Arab population of
Palestine and the new refugees.

117. In reply to the remarks of the Foreign Minister
of Israel on the three-Power draft resolution, the repre-
sentative of India stated, inter alia, that the aim of that
draft was to provide a framework of principles and
guidelines within which the special representative could
contact the parties concerned in order to co-ordinate
efforts towards initiating the process of peaceful settle-
ment. He emphasized that in accordance with Ar-
ticle 33 of the Charter it was left to the parties to seek
a solution by negotiation or by some other peaceful
means of their own choice,

118. At the 1377th meeting of the Council, on
15 November, the representative of Syria said that
none of the draft resolutions before the Council were
acceptable to his Government because they subjected
withdrawal to conditions. The Council was faced with
one basic issue only, namely, that of a premeditated
war of aggression by Israel against the Arab States.
The United Nations should deal with that war and its
consequences. He declared that the only draft resolu-
tion in harmony with the Charter was that submitted
at the emergency session by the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics calling for condemmnation of Israel
aggression, withdrawal of Israel troops, and compensa-
tion to the Arabs.




119, Speaking on Israel’s policies in the occupied
territories, the representative of Syria said that his
delegation had on various occasions drawn the Coun-
cil’s attention to the acts of lawlessness committed by
Israel in occupied Syrian territory. By its words and
actions, he said, Israel had shown that it attached
no value to United Nations resolutions calling for the
return of Arab refugees to their homeland, and the
rescission of Israel’s illegal measures to annex the city
of Jerusalem.

120. While reserving his right to speak on the draft
resolutions before the Council, he stated that Syria
would never submit to aggression and would not
subscribe to any resolution which would reward the
aggressor.

121. The representative of the United Kingdom,
stressing the urgent need for immediate and effective
action by the Council, observed that the demand by the
Arab States for withdrawal and the solution of the
refugee problems, on the one hand, and the demand
by Israel for a permanent peace and secure houndaries,
on the other, did not conflict and were of equal validity.
To imagine that one could be secured without the other
was a delusion. He felt that there was enough common
ground on purpose and principle for the Council to
make a final and successful effort in further informal
consultations to arrive at an acceptable text. The
Council must pass a resolution, he hoped unanimously.
which would be the first step to a just and peaceful
settlement.

122, The representative of the United States, in
reply to earlier comments on his delegation’s draft
resolution, said that the language in paragraph 1 of
the draft was sound and carefully balanced in what it
required of the respective parties, namely, that Israel
must withdraw, that the Arab States must renounce
the state of belligerency and claim of belligerency
which they had maintained for many years; and that
the States on both sides must terminate the present
state of war and must mutually recognize each others’
rights under the Charter. He went on to emphasize
that the interdependence of the principles stated in
paragraph 1 was inherent in the nature of the situation
and the history of the conflict. To seek withdrawal
without secure and recognized boundaries, for exam-
ple, would be just as fruitless as to seek secure and
recognized boundaries without withdrawal. He pointed
out that there had never been secure and recognized
boundaries in the area. Neither the armistice lines of
1949 nor the cease-fire lines of 1967 answered that
description. An agreement on such boundaries, he said,
was an absolute essential to a just and lasting peace
just as withdrawal was. He added that secure houn-
daries could not be determined either by force or
by unilateral action of any of the States, nor could
they be imposed from the outside. The timing of
steps to be taken by the parties would need careful
working out with the assistance of the Special Repre-
sentative; it was not his' Government’s conception that
any one step should be relegated to the end of the
process. The provisions of paragraph 2 were no less
vital to a durable peace settlement. Guarantees concern-
ing freedom of navigation in the Straits and in the
Suez Canal for all States was a requirement for peace,
as was the solution of the refugee problem which was
not merely a political grievance, but a profoundly
humanitarian problem. The key provision in the entire
draft was the appointment of the special representative:
his crucial role would be to foster on hoth sides the

pragmatic will to peace which could overcome the un-
denmiable difficulties in defining mutually acceptable
terms. Finally, under the terms of the draft resolution,
he renewed his Government’s pledge to exert its full
diplomatic and political influence in support of the
eftorts of the United Nations representative to achieve
a fair and equitable settlement.

123. The representative of Canada said that the
hasic approach supported by his delegation was that
the mandate of the special representative should be
within Chapter VI of the Charter; that the principles
and guidelines should be balanced and non-prejudicial
to both sides and that the objective was to initiate the
process of a peaceful settlement without delay. He
urged additional and determined efforts in further
private consultations as proposed by the United
Kingdom.

124, The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that the statement by the
United States representative had not answered the
questions concerning withdrawal, and emphasized that
the absence in the American draft of a clear-cut provi-
sion concerning the withdrawal of troops from all ter-
ritories could not be divorced from that draft’s concept
of “secure and recognized” houndaries which would
make it possible for Israel arbitrarily to fix new houn-
daries and to withdraw only to lines deemed con-
venient to it. The withdrawal provision must he so
clear-cut as to allow no one to give his own interpre-
tation of it. He hoped for a clear United States state-
ment in favour of withdrawal from all occupied ter-
ritories,

125. At the 1379th meeting of the Council, on
16 November, the representative of the United King-

dom introduced the following draft resolution (S/
8247) :

“The Security Council,

“Expressing its continuing concern with the grave
situation in the Middle East,

“Emphasising the inadmissibility of the acquisi-
tion of territory by war and the need to work for a
just and lasting peace in which every State in the
area can live in security,

“Emphasising further that all Member States in
their acceptance of the Charter of the United Nations
have undertaken a commitment to act in accordance
with Article 2 of the Charter,

“l1. Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter princi-
ples requires the establishment of a just and lasting
peace in the Middle East which should include the
application of hoth the following principles:

“(i) Withdrawal of Israel armed forces from ter-
ritories occupied in the recent conflict;

“(ii) Termination of all claims or states of bel-
. ligerency and respect for and acknowledge-
ment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity
and political independence of every State in
the area and their right to live in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries free

from threats or acts of force;

“2. Affirms further the necessity

“(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation
through international waterways in the area;

“(b) For achieving a just settlement of the
refugee problem; '



“(¢) For guarantecing the territorial inviolability
and political independence of every State in the area,
through measures including the establishment of de-
militarized zones;

“3. Requests the Secretary-General to designate
a_Special Representative to proceed to the Middle
East to establish and maintain contact with the States
concerned in order to promote agreement and as-
sist efforts to achicve a peaceful and accepted settle-
ment in accordance with the provisions and principles
in this resolution;

4, Requests the Secretary-General to report to
the Security Council on the progress of the efforts of
the Special Representative as soon as possible.”

126. In introducing the draft resolution, the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom stated that its provi-
sions were drawn from the work undertaken and the
proposals put forward by other members of the Coun-
cil and represented a sincere attempt to meet the just
claims of hoth sides and also to discharge the urgent
responsibility of the Council for effective action. The
alternative to agreement, even at this late hour, was too
terrible to contemplate, He commended the draft to
the Council as a balanced whole and a just finding.

127. With regard to paragraph 1, and with due
respect for fulfilment of Charter principles, he con-
sidered it essential that there should be applied the
principles of both withdrawal and security, and had
no doubt that the words set out throughout that para-
graph were perfectly clear. As to paragraph 2, he
believed that there was no disagreement that there
must be a gunarantee of freedom of navigation through
international waterways., There must be a just settle-
ment of the refugee problem. There must be a guarantee
and adequate means to ensure the territorial inviola-
bility and political independence of every State in the
area, As to paragraph 3, the United Nations special
representative should be free to decide himself the
exact means and methods by which he pursued his en-
deavours in contact with the States concerned both
to promote agreement and to assist efforts to achieve
a peaceful and accepted and final settlement.

128. The representative of the United Arab Re-
public reiterated his Government’s position that under
no circumstances would it compromise on the with-
drawal of the Israel forces from all the territories
occupied after 4 June. An aggression, he said, had
taken place against the Charter, and therefore the con-
sequences of that aggression had to be fully eliminated
in accordance with it.

129. The Foreign Minister of Israel restated the
general principles of his Government’s policy and
affirmed that agreement on secure and recognized
boundaries was absolutely essential, and that any con-
structive resolution should emphasize the duty of the
States of the Middle East to work out conditions of
peace in direct negotiation. Israel would examine any
draft resolution in accordance with that policy.

130. The President, speaking as the representative
of Mali, stated that the first task of the Council was
to ensure implementation of the provisions of the
Charter, namely, withdrawal of the Israel forces to
positions occupied prior to the aggression. It would
be a serious error to link that withdrawal to any other
element of the crisis in the Middle East. To do so
would create a very dangerous precedent. Secondly,
there must' be justice to the Arab people of Palestine,
\;vnl}o had a natural right to return to their homes. Non-

compliance with that sacred right had led to the inces-
sant crises of the last twenty years. Breaking the vicious
circle of reprisals and counter-reprisals must begin with
a })oliticx\l and humane solution to the fate of the Arab
refugees. Thirdly, there should be freedom of naviga-
tion for all States in the international waterways in
accordance with international agreements and conven-
tions. The objective of the three-Power draft resolution,
of which his delegation was a co-sponsor, was to fulfil
those conditions which were essential for peace in the
Middle East,

131. At the opening of the 1380th meeting of the
Council, on 17 November, the representative of Bul-
garia proposed that the meeting of the Council be
adjourned until Monday afternoon, 20 November, so
as to allow time for consideration of the draft resolution
submitted by the United Kingdom,

Decision: The Council agreed, without objection, to
the Bulgarian motion.

132, At the 1381st meeting of the Security Council,
on 20 November, the representative of Jordan charged
that Israel forces had carried out an unprovoked attack
against the Jordanian refugee camp at El Karama,
resulting in thirteen Lilled and twenty-eight wounded.

133. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics declared that it was indisputable
that only the withdrawal of the aggressor’s troops from
all of the territories conquered by him could pave the
way to a just and lasting peace in the Middle East.
In the present situation his Government considered it
to be its duty to make new efforts towards a political
settlement and therefore was submitting a new draft
resolution (S/8253), the text of which read as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Expressing concern at the lack of progress
towards a political settlement in the Middle East
and at the increased tension in the area,

“Noting that there have even been violations of
the cease-fire called for by the Security Council in
its resolutions 233 of 6 June, 234 of 7 June, 235 of
9 June and 236 of 12 June 1967, a cease-fire which
was regarded as a first step towards the achievement
of a just peace in the area and which was to have
been strengthened by other appropriate measures,

“Recalling General Assembly resolutions 2252
(ES-V), 2253 (ES-V), 2254 (ES-V) and 2256
(ES-V),

“Emphasizing the urgent necessity of restoring
peace and establishing normal conditions in the
Middle East,

“l. Declares that peace and final solutions to this

problem can be achieved within the framework of
the Charter of the United Nations;

“2. Urges that the following steps should be taken:

“(a) The parties to the conflict should imme-
diately withdraw their forces to the positions they
held before 5 June 1967 in accordance with the
principle that the seizure of territories as a result
of war is inadmissible;

“(b) All States Members of the United Nations
in the area should immediately recognize that each
of them has the right to exist as an independent
national State and to live in peace and security, and
should renounce all claims and desist from all acts
inconsistent with the foregoing;



“3. Deems it necessary in this conmexion to con-
tinue its consideration of the situation in the Middle
East, collaborating directly with the parties con-
cerned and making use of the presence of the United
Nations, with a view to achieving an appropriate
and just solution of all aspects of the problem on
the basis of the following principles:

“(a) The use or threat of force in relations be-
tween States is incompatible with the Charter of the
United Nations;

“(b) Every State must respect the political in-
dependence and territorial integrity of all other States
in the area;

“(¢) There must be a just settlement of the ques-
tion of the Palestine refugees;

“(d) Innocent passage through international
waterways in the area in accordance with interna-
tional agreements;

“4. Considers that, in harmony with the steps
to be taken along the lines indicated above, all States
in the area should put an end to the state of belliger-
ency, take measures to limit the uscless and destruc-
tive arms race, and discharge the obligations assumed
by them under the Charter of the United Nations
and international agreements.”

134. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics then stated that the Soviet draft
resolution contained all the key elements of a political
settlement on the need of which the views of the over-
whelming majority of Member States of the United
Nations converged.

135. His delegation’s draft resolution contained a
clear-cut provision on the key question of the with-
drawal of the Israel troops from all occupied terri-
tories of the Arab States to positions that those troops
held before 5 June 1967. The provision was drafted
in such a manner that that measure must be carried
out without delay. The draft also reflected the Soviet
Government’s position in favour of recognition of the
inalienable right of all the States of the Middle East,
including Israel, to an independent national existence.
It also reflected his Government’s support for the in-
dependence, freedom and territorial integrity of States,
no matter in what part of the globe they were located,
and the inadmissibility and cessation of aggression, no
matter on whose part it had been committed. The
Soviet Union was in favour of a peaceful and just solu-
tion of the problem of the Arab refugees, guided by
their lawful rights and interests. The Soviet draft also
supported innocent passage of all ships through inter-
national waterways, with due respect for the sovereign
rights and territorial integrity of States through whose
territory those waterways flowed.

136. As mentioned in paragraph 4, the Soviet Union
favoured limiting the armaments race in the Middle
East and solving that problem on the basis of the
liquidation of the consequences of Israel aggression.
He said that renewed United States arms deliveries
to Israel were hardly likely to be conducive to a settle-
ment but, on the contrary, would encourage Israel’s
aggressive designs,

137. The representative of the United Kingdom
expressed surprise that in the USSR draft resolution
there was no reference to the appointment of a United
Nations special representative, the one main matter
on which he had understood all to be fully agreed.
He stated that in drafting its resolution, his delegation

20

had in mind two stages, The first was the statement
of principles and the appointment of the special repre-
sentative, The second stage was the work which that
representative was to undertake in the Middle East,
guided by the principles set out in the draft resolution,
but not restricted as to the means and method which
he employed. He believed that it would be wrong to
endeavour in advance to specify exactly how those
principles should be applied. He remained convinced
that the balanced formulation of the United Kingdom
draft offered the only basis on which the practical
co-operation of both sides could be won.

138. The representative of the United States said
that his delegation, although adhering to the views
expressed in its draft resolution, would vote in favour
of the United Kingdom draft resolution for two reasons,
First because it commanded a substantial consensus
in the Council and was entirely consistent with United
States policy as set out by President Johnson on
19 June and second, because it was non-prejudicial to
and sufficiently mindful of the legitimate and vital
interests of all parties so that they should be able to
co-operate with the special representative. He pledged
that the influence of his Government would be exerted
under the United Kingdom draft in support of the
efforts of the special representative. The USSR draft
resolution was not an even-handed, non-prejudicial
draft; it did not meet the test of exact balance, acquies-
cence by the parties and workability.

139. At the 1382nd meeting of the Council, on
22 November, the representative of Syria stated that
his Government could not accept the United Kingdom
draft resolution because the central issue of withdrawal
was made subject to concessions to be imposed on the
Arab countries, because it ignored Israel’s aggression,
because it was silent on the systematic violations of
the Security Council cease-fire resolutions and Israel’s
defiance of General Assembly resolutions concerning
the status of Jerusalem and the return of the new refu-
gees since 5 June, and, finally, because it ignored the
various United Nations resolutions on the Palestine
question and the right of the Palestine people to self-
determination. The adoption of the United Kingdom
draft resolution, he concluded, would open another
unjtlx(sit and tragic chapter in the history of the Arab
world.

140. The representative of Ethiopia declared that
his delegation’s position on the proposals before the
Council would be determined by three main considera-
tions: first, any proposal should be based on the United
Nations Charter and its relevant principles, Second,
it should be balanced in the affirmation of those prin-
ciples and in the recognition of the problems involved.
His delegation considered it essential that due emphasis
should be placed on the inadmissibility of acquisition
of territory by war, and hence on the imperative re-
quirement that all Israel forces be withdrawn from
the territories occupied as a result of military conflict,
as well as on the need to ensure conditions of perma-
nent peace in which all States in the area could live
in security., That meant termination of claims or states
of belligerency, Moreover, there must be a just and
final solution of the problem of refugees. There must
also be a guafantee of freedom of navigation through
international waterways for all nations. And third,
the guidelines for the special representative would
have to be such as, on the one hand, not to depart
from the basic principles of the Charter while, on the
other hand, allowing the representative sufficient dis-



cretion in his delicate task of contacts and preparations
for a negotiated settlement. In conclusion, he stressed
that the success of the United Nations presence in
the area depended on the co-operation and support of
all members of the Council, particularly the major
Powers, and of the parties directly concerned.

141, The representative of India, stating the po-
sition of the sponsors of the three-Power draft reso-
lution, emphasized that the draft gave equal validity
to the principles of withdrawal, non-belligerency and
secure borders, principles which provided the context
within which the problem of the Palestine refugees
and that of freedom of navigation in waterways could
be solved. The principle of the inadmissibility of terri-
torial acquisition by force was absolutely essential.
No decision could be accepted, or acquiesced in, that
left out territories occupied by military conquest from
the provision of withdrawal. He added that the three-
Power draft was aimed at initiating the process of
peaceful settlement under Article 33 of the Charter,
leaving it to the parties concerned the choice of any
of the methods of peaceful settlement.

142, Turning to the United Kingdom draft reso-
lution, the representative of India recalled that during
the General Assembly special emergency session the
Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom had upheld
the principle of the inadmissibility of territorial ag-
grandizement as a result of war. He had also stated
on a later occasion that Israel must withdraw, that
its neighbours must recognize its right to exist, and
that Israel must enjoy security within its frontiers.
In the light of those policy statements, his delegation’s
vote would be determined by its clear understanding
that the United Kingdom draft resolution committed
the Council to the application of the principle of total
withdrawal of Israel forces from all the territories
occupied by Israel as a result of the June conflict. That
being so, Israel could not use the words “secure and
recognized boundaries” to retain any occupied terri-
tory. He said that the delegations of Mali and Nigeria
concurred in that position and had authorized him
to state that they would not press the three-Power
draft resolution to a vote.

143. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that he was sure that all would recognize that it was
only the resolution that would bind all and that he
regarded its wording as clear, On its own views and
understandings and interpretations each delegation
rightly spoke only for itself.

144. The representative of the United States indi-
cated that he was prepared to give priority to the
United Kingdom draft and added that if adopted he
would not press his delegation’s draft resolution
(S/8229) to a vote.

Decision: At the 1382nd meeting of the Council, on
22 Novwember, the draft resolution submitted by the
United Kingdom (S/8247) was adopted unanimously
(resolution 242 (1967)).

145. Following the vote, the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said that the So-
viet Government would have preferred the Security
Council to adopt the Soviet draft resolution (S/8253)
at the present stage, since that text best answered the
purpose of eliminating the consequences of Israel’s
aggression and establishing a lasting peace in the Near
East. The Soviet delegation had voted for the drait
resolution submitted by the United Kingdom on the
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basis of the interpretation of the draft resolution put
forward by the representative of India, which the So-
viet delegation shared. Thus in the resolution adopted
by the Security Council “withdrawal of Israel armed
forces from territories accupied in the recent conflict”
was put forward as th first essential principle for the
cstablishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle
East. The Sovict delegation understood that provision
of the resolution adopted to mean the withdrawal of
Isracl’s forces from absolutely all territories of Arab
States occupied by them as a result of the attack on
those States of 5 June 1967. That was confirmed by
the fact that the preamble of the United Kingdom dratt
resolution emphasized “the inadmissibility of the ac-
quisition of territory by war”. Consequently, the pro-
vision in the draft resolution concerning the right of
all States in the Middle East “to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries” could not serve as
an excuse for maintaining Israel’s forces on any part
of Arab territory seized by them as a result of the
war. That was the essential content of the resolution.
The most important task now was to ensure the im-
mediate implementation of the resolution and, first
and foremost, to secure the withdrawal of Israel's
forces from all territories occupied by them as a result
of aggression, The representative of the Soviet Union
stated that at the present stage his delegation would
not press its draft resolution (S/8253) to a vote,

146. The representative of Nigeria stated that the
resolution just adopted contained the essential factors
for the peaceful and just settlement of the Middle East
situaticn and expressed the hope that the parties con-
cerned would co-operate with the Special Representa-
tive in his peace-making tasks.

147. The Foreign Minister of Israel stated that
Israel’s position remained unchanged. It was now
understood as axiomatic that movement from the cease-
fire lines could be envisaged only in the framework
of a just and lasting peace. The central affirmation of
the adopted resolution was the need for such a peace
based on secure and recognized boundaries, There was
a clear understanding that it was only within the estab-
lishmernt of permanent peace with secure and recognized
boundaries, mutually agreed by the parties, that the
other principles could be given effect. Israel did not
believe that Member States had the right to refuse
direct negotiation with those to whom they addressed
their claims. The only possible peace that could be
established in the Middle East was one that the Gov-
ernments there built together; it could not be imposed.

148. Commenting on the remarks of the Indian
representative, the Foreign Minister declared that he
had sought to interpret the resolution in the image
of his own wishes. Establishment of a peace settlement,
including secure and recognized boundaries, was quite
different from withdrawal, without final peace, to
demarcation lines, For Israel, the resolution said what
it said. It did not say what it had specifically and con-
sciously avoided saying. He would communicate to his
Government for its consideration nothing except the
original English text of the draft resolution as pre-
sented on 16 November.

149. The representative of the United States de-
clared that his delegation had voted for the resolution
because it found it entirely consistent with its Govern-
ment’s policy on the Middle East, the five principles
of President Johnson and his own statements before
the Council. He added that, had not the United King-
dom draft been so delicately balanced, his delegation



would have offered an amendment so that the Council
could endorse the need to achieve limitation of the
arms race in the Middle East, He had been encouraged
by a provision to that effect in the USSR drait reso-
lution of 20 November. He did not conceive that the
mandate of the Special Representative excluded his
exploring that urgent requirement of peace, He re-
newed his Government's pledge to use its diplomatic
and political influence to support the efforts of the
Special Representative to achieve a fair and equitable
settlement,

150, The representative of France stated that his
delegation had felt that to be really useful, draft reso-
lutions should leave no room for ambiguity and that
the Special Representative must be given very precise
orinciples on which to act. In his view the three-Power
draft would have had significant advantages. His dele-
gation would have preferred the United Kingdom reso-
lution to be more explicit on certain points, including
the mandate of the Special Representative. However,
on the essential question of the withdrawal of the
forces of occupation, the French text of the adopted
resolution, which was equally authentic with the Eng-
lish text, left no room for ambiguity since it spoke
of withdrawal “des territoires occupés”, thus giving a
precise interpretation to the expression “territories
occupied”. He had heard with satisfaction the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom stress the link between
that paragraph and the principle of the inadmissibility
of the acquisition of territories by force. The resolution
had affirmed a second principle concerning the termina-
tion of all belligerency and respect for and acknowl!-
edgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
political independence of every State in the area and
its right to live in peace within its boundaries. His
delegation had voted for that resolution, finding in it
the general principles necessary for a solution to the
problem. However, the adoption of the resolutivn was
only a first step.

151. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics stated that in voting for the United
Kingdom draft resolution his delegation fully shared
the interpretation of the representative of India that
the provision regarding withdrawal meant withdrawal
of Israel forces from all conquered territories of the
Arab States, That was confirmed by the fact that the
resolution’s preamble emphasized the inadmissibility of
the acquisition of territory by war. Consequently, the
provision regarding secure and recognized boundaries
could not serve as a pretext for the maintenance of
Israel forces on any part of those Arab territories,

152. The representative of Brazil regretted that the
non-permanent members of the Council had not suc-
ceeded in drawing up a draft text acceptable to all,
on the basis of the Latin American proposal. He stated
the incontestable principle that occnpation or acquisi-
tion of territories by the threat or use of force should
not be recognized. Its acceptance did not imply that
borderlines could not be rectified as a result of an
agreement freely concluded among the interested States.
Although the resolution did not give full satisfaction,
his delegation had voted for it because its principles
reflected most of those in the Latin American preposal
and because the implementation of that resolution
seemed to be viable.

153. The representative of Canada stated that his
delegation’s approach to all proposals had been deter-
mined by the extent to which they would help get
under way diplomatic processes for a peaceful settle-

ment. The adopted resolution took into account the
essential interests of both sides and represented a fair,
balanced and non-prejudicial basis for the dispatch to
the Middie East of a Special Representative of the
Secretary-General,

154, The representative of Bulgaria stated that the
resolution had proved the only possible compromise
which did not jeopardize the interests of the victims
of aggression and might open the way to a political
settlement, if strictly and judiciously applied. Although
he would have liked the Council to take much more
energetic and efficient measures, the adopted resolution
was an adequate reply to the question of withdrawal
of Israel forces from all the territories occupied since
4 June and adequately defined the terms of reference
of the Special Representative, He hoped that it would
be respected and applied in good faith.

155. The representative of the United Arab Repub-
lic reaffirmed his Government’s position that the first
step towards peace was the full withdrawal of the
Israel forces from all the territories occupied in the
June conflict and that the inalienable rights of the peo-
ple of Palestine, which had been recognized and re-
peatedly affirmed by the United Nations resolutions,
should not be allowed to fall by the wayside.

156. The representative of Jordan alsu reaffirmed
that the essential step towards peace was the imme-
diate and complete withdrawal of Israel forces from
all the territories occupied in the recent conflict.

157. The representative of Argentina had supported
the resolution because it was generally acceptable and
based on the Latin American proposal but would have
preferred the clearer formula for withdrawal in that
proposal, nzinely, “Israel to withdraw all its forces
from 2!l the territories occupied by it as a result of
the recent conflict”. His delegation had always main-
tained that no international order could be based on
threats or the use of force. The acquisition or occupa-
ticn of territories by force could not he accepted.

158. The representative of Japan thought that the
adopted resolution stated in clear and simple terms
the principles and objectives on which peace in the
Middle East must be based. He emphasized that the
success of the Special Representative’s mission de-
manded the utmost support of the Council and, above
all, the co-operation of the parties concerned.

159. The representative of Denmark said that he
had voted for the resolution because it fully met his
delegation’s point of view as to procedure and was
compatible with its position on substance. It represented
a compromise, taking into account the essential interests
of the parties concerned. Denmark urged all the parties
to extend their full co-operation and goodwill to the
Special Representative.

160. The representative of China expressed satis-
faction that the resolution had commanded the unani-
mous support of the Council and hoped that the parties
would 'not allow the intensity of their feelings to
impair the prospects for constructive steps towards
peace in the Middle East.

161. The representative of the United States, refer-
ring to the views expressed by various members in
explanation of their votes, stated that the voting had
not taken place on those views but on the draft
resolution.

162. The President, speaking as the representative
of Mali, said that his delegation’s vote for the resolu-
tion was in keeping with the interpretation of the
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representative of India that withdrawal of Israel forces
from all the territories occupied since 5 June could not
be linked to any condition and that the just solution
of the refugee problem lay in the implementation of
the resolutions of the General Assembly and the Se-
curity Council with a view to restoring the inalienable
rights of the people of Palestine. He stressed that the
resolution contained specific obligations to renounce
belligerency and to guarantee freedom of navigation
in the international waterways of the area.

G. Reports of the Secretary-General and com-
munications received by the Council up to
31 December 1967

163. In a note dated 23 November (S/8259), the
Secretary-General informed the Security Council that,
pursuant to paragraph 3 of the Council’s resolution
242 (1967) of 22 November, hz had designated Am-
bassador Gumnar Jarring of Sweden as his Special
Representative in the Middle East, He had, on the
same day, addressed identical notes to Israel, Jordan,
Lehanon, Syria and the United Arab Republic in which
he had informed them of his designation of Ambassador
Jarring, and expressed the hope that each of the Gov-
ernments concerned would extend to Ambassador
Jarring its full co-opersiion and afford him all facilities
for the effective discharge of his mission.

164. Ambassador Jarring accepted the designation
and arrived at United Nations Headquarters for con-
sultations on 26 November.

165. Ina report dated 1 December (S/8053/Add.},
the Secretary-General stated that he had been recruit-
ing forty-seven additional observers from countries
mutually acceptable to the parties, as follows: Argen-
tina, Austria, Chile, Finland, France, Ireland and
Sweden and that the first new observers would be ar-
riving early in December. In another report of the same
date (S/8182/Add.1), he informed the Council that
the total additional expenditure for observers through
31 December 1967 was estimated at $US315,820. Con-
tinuance through 19G8 of the Suez Canal sector ob-
server operation would cost $USS873,000. Cost esti-
mates of other measures to strengthen the operation
would be reported when figures were available.

166. By a letter dated 6 December (S/8287), the
representative of the Union of Sovist Socialist Re-
publics requested an urgent meeting of the Council to
_consider the draft resolution (S/8236) submitted by
the USSR on 10 November 1967 by which the Council
would authorize the Secretary-General to increase the
number of observers in the Suez Canal sector to ninety
and to take the measures proposed in his report of
31 October 1967 (S/8053/Add.3/Corr.1) concerning
the provision of additional technical facilities and means
of transport for the United Nations observer group.

167. On 8 December the President of the Council
circulated a statement (S/8289) in which it was said
that after consultations he had had with representatives,
he understood there was no objection to his transmittal
of the following statement as reflecting the view of
the members of the Council. Referring to the Secretary-
General’s report of 31 Octoher, the statement said that
the members, “recalling the consensus reached at its
1366th meeting on 9 July 1967, recognize the necessity
of the enlargement by the Secretary-General of the
number of observers in the Suez Canal zone and the
provision of additional technical material and means
of transportation”,

168. On 22 December the Secretary-General, pur-
suant to paragraph 4 of Security Council resolution
242 (1967) of 22 November, submitted a report
(S/8309) on the progress of the efforts of the Special
Representative, The report indicated that after con-
sultations at United Nations Headquarters with the
parties concerned, and with the concurrence of the
Government of Cyprus, Ambassador Jarring had de-
cided to set up the headquarters of the United Nations
Middle East Mission (UNMEM) in Cyprus. It further
stated that Ambassador Jarring had arrived in Cyprus
on 10 December, and by 20 December had completed
a first round of visits to the Governments of Israel,
Jordan and the United Arab Republic, which, the
report said, had extended to him courtesy and willing-
ness to co-operate and had welcomed the prospect of
continuing the conversations. Also, each of the Gov-
ernments visited had agreed to keep the details of the
conversations confidential,

169. During November and December 1967, the
Council also received communications from Israel and
Jordan. These included charges by Israel (S/8222,
S/8254} of terrorist activities being carried out by
armed marauders coming from Jordan with the en-
couragement of the Jordanian authorities; and charges
by Jordan (S/8258) of Israel's shelling and bombing
of Jordanian defensive positions on 21 November, In
connexion with the latter incidents, the Secretary-
General, in a supplementary report issued on 21 No-
vember (S/7930/Add.55), stated that because there
was no United Nations observation operation in the
Israel-Jordan sector, UNTSO could determine neither
the origin nor the scope of the firing. However, a
cease-fire proposal by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO
had been accepted by both parties and taken effect.

170. In a note dated 29 November (S/8279), Israel
requested the Secretary-General to circulate its note of
15 November and his reply of 24 November concern-
ing the status of acceptances of the cease-fire resolu-
tions of the Security Council by the Governments of
Algeria, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Saudi Arabia,
Sudan, Tunisia and Yemen, to which the Secretary-
General had sent the texts of the resolutions. The
Secretary-General’s reply stated that no communica-
tion in reply had been received from those Governments,

171. On 8 December Jordan complained (S/8290)
that Israel had expelled 294 members of the Nuwaseirat
tribe and forced them to cross the river to the East
Bank in violation of resolution 237 (1967) of 15 June
1967. Israel denied the charges (5/8295), stating that
for security reasons it had been necessary to proclaim
the area of the nomadic tribe a restricted area and
that some of the tribesmen had voluntarily crossed
the river. Israel also denied the charge of Israel ag-
gression on 20 November, stating that the Jordanian
forces had opened fire on an Israel patrol from posi-
tions in the village of El-Karama. Fire had been re-
turned to silence the assault.

172. On 22 December Jordan complained (S/8311)
of the deportation by Israel of two prominent Arab
leaders because of their refusal to co-operate with the
Israel authorities. It charged that most of the leaders
who had signed a memorandum rejecting the annexa-
tion of Jerusalem by Israel had been either arrested,
exiled or deported, in violation of resolution 237
(1967). In reply, Israel stated (S/8322) that the
action concerning the two Arab leaders had been
taken in order to ensure the security and welfare of
the population of the area concerned.



H. Developments between 1 January and
18 March 1968

173. Between January and the middle of March
1968, many communications were sent to the Security
Council and the Secretary-General by Israel and
Jordan. The bulk of these communications dealt with
complaints of violations of the cease-fire made by
each side against the other. Those alleged by Jordan
(letters dated 2 January, S/8321; 10 January, S/8334;
26 January, S/8361; 30 January, S/8368; 9 February,
S/8391; 13 February, S/8400; 15 February, S/8409;
16 February, S/8419; and 19 February, S/8423) con-
cerned firing by Israel forces against Jordanian posi-
tions east of the River Jordan, and shelling and bomb-
ing of villages and refugee camps. Those alleged by
Israel (letters dated 5 January, S/8328; 8 January,
S/8329; 25 January, S/8359; 26 January, S/8364;
2 February, S/8379; 8 February, S/8387; 9 February,
S/8392; 11 February, S/8395; and 15 February,
S/8404 and S/8405) related to firing by Jordanian
forces on Israel positions, shelling of Israel villages,
acts of hostility and sabotage raids carried out against
Israel villages by persons coming from Jordan, who,
Israel alleged, had the support of Jordanian authorities
and armed forces.

174. Measures taken by Israel within the occupied
part of the City of Jerusalem were also the subject
of letters addressed to the Security Council and the
General Assembly in February and March by Jordan
and Israel. By letters dated 23 and 28 February and
28 March (S/8427 and Add.l, S/8433, S/8507),
Jordan charged that recent Israel measures bulldozing
Arab property in the Magharba Quarter and planning
enlargement of the western area of the Wailing Wall
of Jerusalem amounted *~ naked aggression and made
a mockery of the two Jeneral Assembly resolutions
(2233 (ES-V) of 4 July and 2254 (ES-V) of 14 July
1967) on Jerusalem which had called upon Israel to
rescind and desist forthwith from any measures that
would alter the status of Jerusalem, Equally, Jordan
protested the expropriation of 838 acres of areas ad-
jacent to the Old City as another attempt to uproot
the Arab inhabitants., Both measures had been vehe-
mently protested by the Arab leaders of Jerusalem,
who considered that Israel was proceeding with its
plans of annexation in utter disregard of Security
Council and General Assembly resolutions, With these
communications, Jordan transmitted to the Council
the text of a report issued in 1930 by the Commission
appointed by the United Kingdom Government, with
the approval of the Council of the League of Nations,
to determine the rights and claims of Moslems and
Jews in connexion with the Western or Wailing Wall
at Jerusalem, which, Jordan noted, had unequivocally
established that the Wailing Wall and the surrounding
area was Moslem property.

175. The charges by Jordan were rejected by Israel
(letter dated 5 March, S/8439 and Add.l), which
asserted that the allegations were without foundation,
but followed logically on the destructive attitude
adopted by the Jordanian authorities towards the City
of Jerusalem and its Holy Places during the period
it was under Jordanian control, when it had relentlessly
set about destroying the Jewish Quarter, including
its synagogues and places of learning and the Cemetery
on the Mount of Olives, Those acts of desecration had
been described fully in a document published by the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Israel, a copy of which
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was being submitted to the Council. As for the Wailing
Wall, it held a unique place in the history and faith
of the Jewish people and no Arab conquest of Palestine
had eftected any change whatsoever in the sacredness
of the Wall to Judaism. The policy of Isracl, which
was reiterated, was that the Holy Places should be
protected from desecration and any other violation and
from anything likely to violate the freedom of access
of the members of the different religions to the places
sacred to them or their feelings with regard to those
places. In pursuance of that policy, the difierent Holy
Places of Judaism, Christianity and Islam were ad-
ministered under the responsibility of the respective
religious authorities which held them sacred. As for
Jordan’s charges concerning expropriations, Israel
maintained that the plans for construction of new
housing in the modern part of Jerusalem called for
location on vacant land of which about two thirds was
public domain or belonged to Jews, while the Arab
owners of one third would receive compensation in
accordance with the law.

176. In the same period, charges were made by
the United Arab Republic (letters dated 18 January,
S/8344; 31 January, S/8373 and Corr.1; 2 February,
S/8380; 29 February, S/8434; 4 March, S/8436) and
by Lebanon whose Permanent Representative served
as Chairman of the Arab Group of States at that time
(letter dated 23 January, S/8354) to the effect that
the Israel forces in the occupied territories, contrary
to the Geneva Conventions of 1949, the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, and in defiance of Se-
curity Council resolution 237 (1967) of 14 June 1967
and General Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and
2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967, were carrying
out military operations and acts of violence aimed at
terrifying and coercing the civilian population in those
areas and inducing them to flee or acquiesce in accept-
ing the foreign occupation of Israel.

177. Tsrael denied the charges (letters dated 22 Janu-
ary, 5/8349; 31 January, S/8371; 6 February, S/8383;
11 March, S/8451), stating that they only reflected the
United Arab Republic Government’s policy of con-
tinued belligerency and wilful distortion of administra-
tive measures taken by Israel authorities to protect
life and property and maintain public order in the areas
under its control.

178. On 7 March Jordan charged (S/8445) Israel
with arbitrarily deporting Mr. El-Khtab, Mayor of
Jerusalem, in flagrant violation of Security Council
resolution 237 (1967) which called on Israel to ensure
the safety, welfare and security of all the inhabitants
of the occupied territories. It added that this and other
acts of expulsion of Jordanian citizens by Israel au-
thorities were designed to break the will of the people
and were part of Israel’s plan to change the national
character of the City of Jerusalem and the occupied
territories. In reply, Israel claimed (S/8452) that
Mr. El:Khatib had been an agent of the Jordanian
Governnient in promoting tension and public unrest
behind the cease-fire lines and, because of those activi-
ties and the threats to public order and security which
they posed, he had been ordered to cross the cease-fire
lines to Jordan.

179. On 10 and 13 March, Jordan (S/8458) and
Morocco (S/8459), whose Permanent Representative
served as Chairman of the Arab Group of States at
that time, protested against a decree issued on 29
February by Israel authorities to the effect that the oc-
cupied Arab territories were no longer to be regarded



as “enemy territory” and which had established custom
and civilian control posts for official entry into and exit
from “Israel.” They alleged that those measures consti-
tuted glaring proof of Israel’s plan for expansion and
and annexation of occupied Arab territories in defiance
of the principles of the United Nations Charter and
the General Assembly and Security Council resolu-
tions.

180. The Secretary-Gieneral also submitted a report
(S/8309/Add.1) to the Council on 17 January on
the progress of the efforts of his Special Representative
to the Middle East, setting forth the itinerary the
Representative had followed in his consultations with
the Governments in the area, and describing in general
the types of questions dealt with in his talks, as it was
premature to report on the substance of those discus-
sions. They related to the large and fundamental prob-
lems referred to in Security Council resolution 242
(1967) of 22 November 1967, and to secondary prob-
lems whose solution would contribute to an improve-
ment of the general atmosphere by relieving certain
unnecessary hardships which had resulted from the
June 1967 hostilities, including the release of stranded
ships, the exchange of prisoners of war and measures
of a humanitarian character. The Governments visited
had continued to extend courtesy and willingness to
co-operate and had expressed positive reactions con-
cerning the desirability of continued steps to improve
the general atmosphere while searching for solutions
to the fundamental problems.

181. In a supplementary report issued on 26 Jan-
uary (S/7930/Add.62), the Secretary-General in-
formed the Council of an exchange of machine-gun
fire, initiated from the east side, in the Suez Canal
sector, and efforts which eventually succeeded, to secure
a cease-fire,

182, On 30 January the United Arab Republic
charged (S/8369) that on that morning Israel forces
had twice fired upon Suez Canal Authority boats in an
endeavour to obstruct operations for the release of
fifteen ships stranded in the Suez Canal and had shelled
United Arab Republic positions which returned the
fire in self-defence.

183. On 31 January the Secretary-General reported
(S/7930/Add.63) that the 30 January incident had
occurred when Suez Canal Authority boats, engaged
in a technical survey of navigational conditions north-
ward in the Canal, had been fired upon by the Israel
Defence Forces, and the firing had been returned by
United Arab Republic forces; heavy fire had continued
from both sides until a cease-fire became effective on
the same day. The incident had a bearing on plans
which had been developed, after consultation with both
the United Arab Republic and Israel, by the Secretary-
General’s Special Representative to the Middle East,
Ambassador Jarring, who had sought to safeguard the
cease-fire while an evacuation operation and its prepa-
ratory phases were being carried out. Information in
advance of all activity and the schedule of work were to
have been conveyed by the United Arab Republic to
the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, who would have kept
the Israel authorities informed of the arrangements
with a view to preventing any breach of the cease-
fire. However, in view of the conflicting positions taken
by the parties regarding the northern part of the Canal,
UNTSO had warned the United Arab Republic that
it could not give assurance about maintaining the cease-
fire if the sutvey boats moved northward. The Secre-
tary-General had on 28 January urged Israel to permit

the survey of the Canal to the north to proceed under
the eyes of the United Nations observers, as he felt
the projected survey to be a technical undertaking
whose findings should not be prejudged and which
could not afford any security risk for Israel. Pending
Israel’s reply, he had informed the United Arab Re-
public on 29 January of his hope that, pending the
outcome of his efforts to resolve the difficulty over the
question of survey to the north, the work towards the
south would continne on schedule, and if it should
indicate that all the stranded ships could be evacuated
to the south there would be no problem. UNTSO was
informed that it was unlikely that Israel would be
willing to consider its agreement regarding the south-
ward release of the stranded ships to include any survey
work to the north. By the time the Israel reply to the
Secretary-General's letter of 28 January was received,
the shooting had broken out on 30 January, and Israel
charged the United Arab Republic with having violated
the cease-fire arrangements as well as with responsibility
for having blocked the exit of the stranded ships and
for keeping them there. In conclusion, the Secretary-
General said that the difficulties encountered by the
operation demonstrated graphically the complexities
and hazards involved in seeking solutions even to rela-
tively non-controversial matters on which the parties
themselves were agreed in principle. The United Arab
Republic authorities had halted the whole operation
for evacuating the ships and the future possibilities for
its completion were in serious doubt. The Secretary-
General hoped that it might still be possible to effect
an arrangement that would enable that important effort
to be successfully concluded.

184. By a letter dated 1 February (S/8378), the
representative of the United Arab Republic transmitted
the text of a statement by its Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of 30 January concerning the question of the
release of the stranded ships, The statement gave an
account of the plan and operation undertaken by the
Suez Canal Authority for the release of the stranded
ships and laccused Israel of resorting to the
use of force to obstruct that operation. It denied
the existence of any agreement prohibiting navigation
in the Suez Canal as claimed by Israel, and affirmed
that in letters exchanged with the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO it was made clear that the Suez Canal Au-
thority should continue to move its boats for the safety
of the stranded ships in the Canal. In conclusion, the
statement said that in the face of Israel’s attack on
30 January, the Canal Authority had been compelled
to discontinue the operation.

185. In a letter of 7 February (S/8385), Israel
denied the charges and, in turn, accused the United
Arab Republic of resorting to distortions and pretexts
to sabotage the release of the ships. The letter stated
that Israel was in favour of an early opening of the
Canal to free navigation for ships of all nations. Until
that was achieved, the letter continued, Israel must
insist that the conditions created in the Suez Canal
under the cease-fire and the arrangements concerning
navigation in the Canal be fully respected. The letter
claimed that those arrangements which had been set
out in documents S/8053/Add.1 and S/8053/Add.2 of
10 and 28 August 1967 prohibited the movement of
boats and craft in and into the Canal, the sole exception
relating to the supplying of the stranded ships. There-
fore, the sailing of any vessel in the Canal by one of
the cease-fire signatories was a breach of that arrange-
ment unless the other signatory agreed. The letter
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pointed out that Israel had agreed to Ambassador
Jarring's provosal to allow the southward exit of the
stranded ships, without prejudice to the arrangement
on mutual abstention from navigation, The sending of
boats northward into the Canal had been an act of
direct and deliberate provocation on the part of the
United Arab Republic.

186. On 2 March the Secretary-General circulated
a note (S/8435) under General Assembly resolution
2252 (ES-V) and Security Council resolution 237
(1967) on humanitarian assistance, stressing the ap-
peals made by the Assembly for special contributions
to the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA), and
added his own appeal to all Governments to make
urgently whatever contributions they could to meet the
new emergency refugee situation then facing the Gov-
ernment of Jordan and UNRWA, In that connexion,
he attached a special report of the Commissioner-
General of UNRWA on the exodus from the Jordan
Valley which had followed military incidents along
the River on 8 and 15 February. Those incidents had
caused casualties and widespread alarm among the
civilian population living on the east side of the Jordan
Valley, and among those were displaced persens from
areas occupied by Israel in June 1967 and refugee resi-
dents of UNRWA’s Karameh Camp, where the ware-
house was destroyed and schools, health and other
facilities damaged. As a result, about 75,000 refugees,
displaced persons- and villagers had sought refuge on
higher ground to the east away from the scene of the
firing. At the request of Jordan, UNRWA was con-
tinuing its services for those remaining in the Valley
and was working closely with the Government to pro-
vide emergency assistance to the newly displaced per-
sons at places where they were then located. Those
developments confronted Jordan and UNRWA with
a new emergency of large proportions, whose dimen-
sions could not be fully assessed at that stage.

I. Communications to the Council and requests
for meetings

187. In two letters dated 18 March (S/8470,
S/8475), Israel charged Jordan with a series of cease-
fire violations and acts of terrorism and sabotage ema-
nating from Jordanian territory and emphasized that
Jordan must accept full responsibility for those acts
which imposed a heavy strain on the cease-fire struc-
ture. The letter added that Israel had the right and
duty to take all necessary measures for the security
of the territory and population under its jurisdiction.

188. On 19 March Jordan informed (S/8478) the
Council that Israel authorities were contemplating a
mass armed attack against the East Bank of Jordan.
In two further letters dated 20 March (5/8482,
S/8483), Jordan rejected Israel’s charges as ground-
less and held that they were intended to mask Israel’s
aggressive plans.

189. In a further letter dated 21 March 1968
(S/8484), the representative of Jordan charged that
Israel had on that morning launched a mass attack,
and requested an urgent meeting of the Security Coun-
cil to consider the situation. On the same day, the
representative of Israel also requested (S/8486) an
urgent meeting of the Security Council to deal with
the continuous acts of aggression and violations of the
cease-fire by Jordan. The letter referred to information
which Israel had received that an increased large-scale

26

campaign of raids and sabotage was about to be
launched from Jordan and to preventive measures which
the Israel Defence Forces had been compelled to take
that morning against training centres and staging bases
situated on the East Bank of the Jordan,

190. In a report submitted on 21 March (S/7930/
Add.64), the Secretary-General stated that the Chief
of Staff of UNTSO had advised him that morning
most urgently that he had appealed to the Governments
of Israel and Jordan to stop the fighting and to ob-
serve the Security Council cease-fire, The Secretary-
General pointed out that in recent days there had been
indications from various sources of increasing tension
in the Israel-Jordan sector, relating to terrorist activi-
ties on the Israel side and threats of retaliatory action
by Israel. There had also been reports of an unusual
build-up of Israel military force in the Jordan Valley
area, But, unfortunately, those developments could
not be verified because no United Nations observers
were deployed in the Israel-Jordan sector. The report
further stated that an initiative by Jordan to arrange
a meeting of Israel and Jordan liaison officers under
United Nations auspices had failed as the Israel side
had rejected any United Nations presence, a rejection
which the Se.retary-General thought in the circum-
stances seemed unnecessarily negative and rigid. In
a further report on the same day (S/7930/Add.65),
the Secretary-General reported that Israel had accepted
the Chief of Staff’s appeal for a cease-fire on condition
of reciprocity, while Jordan stated that it would respond
positively once Israel withdrew its forces to their
positions and ceased the firing,

J. Consideration at the 1401st to 1407th
meetings (21 March to 24 March 1968)

191. At the 1401st meeting of the Security Council,
on 21 March, the provisional agenda, consisting of the
Jordanian and Israel letters of 21 March, was adopted.
The representatives of Jordan, Israel, the United Arab
Republic, Iraq and Morocco were invited, at their re-
quest, to take seats at the Council table.

. 192. The representative of Jordan said that Israel,
instead of facilitating the task of the United Nations
Representative and showing its acceptance of the
Council’s 22 November resolution had, by its premedi-
tated attack, shown its defiance and utter centempt
for the United Nations. His Government had kept the
Council informed of Israel’s violations and acts of law-
lessness in the occupied territories and had warned
the Council of Israel’s plans for a mass attack against
Jordan, The present attack, Jordan charged, was larger
than the usual retaliatory raid and had been directed
against civilians and refugees at the Karameh Camp
near the cease-fire area. Casualties were numerous and
damage heavy. The representative of Jordan went on to
say that, if Israel was not condemned, and if Chapter
VII of the Charter was not invoked, the entire concept
of law' and equity as embodied in the Charter would
be jeopardized. In that connexion, the representative
of Jordan recalled that in resolution 228 of 25 No-
vember 1966, adopted following Israel’s attack on a
Jordanian village, the Council had censured Israel for
its large-scale military action and had emphasized that
actions of military reprisal could not be tolerated, and
if repeated, the Council would have to consider further
and more effective steps envisaged in the Charter. He
urged the Council to take immediate action and thus
prevent the problem from becoming more explosive.
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193. The representative of Israel said that the
twenty-year-old war in the Middle East was continuing
despite United Nations decisions calling for a perma-
nent peace, the Armistice Agreements which were to
lead to a final peace scttlement, Charter obligations,
and the Sccurity Council resolution of 22 November
1967 prokibiting the exercise of belligerency through
terror, sahotage, blockade and hoycott. Time and again,
he said, the Council had failed Israel when it appealed
to it for action and assistance to preserve peace. Israel
had on previous occasions brought to the attention of
the Council numerous hostile acts directed against
Isracl from Jordan. Continuing, the representative
of Israel quoted from a statement made by his Prime
Minister in the Knesset on 21 March that, faced with
verified infermation that an increased large-scale cam-
paign of terror was about to be launched, Isvael had
had no choice but to act in self-defence to a\ :rt the
danger. The statement charged that recently terrorist
and sabotage activities originating from Jordan had
spread and terrorist organizations had established train-
ing bases near the cease-fire line from which they could
carry out acts of sabotage. It stressed that Israel re-
spected and would continue to abide by the cease-fire
agreement, but demanded that Jordan do the same.
The cease-fire, the statement said, obliged not only the
abstention from any military activities by regular
ariies, but also the prevention of any acts of aggression
and terrorism on the part of any factor present within
the territory of those States which had agreed to
the cease-fire,

194. In conclusion, the representative of Israel
urged that the Council should call on Jordan to abandon
its policy of war, put an end to acts of aggression
from its territory, and move forward on the path of
peace.

195. At the 1402nd meeting of the Council, on
21 March, the representative of Syria was invited, at
his request, to participate in the Council’s discussion.

196. The representative of the United States said
that, upon receipt of the reports of that day’s events,
his Government immediately issued a statement which
deplored the Israel military action across the cease-
fire lines and characterized it as damaging to the hopes
for a peaceful settlement. The United States opposed
violence from any quarter in the Middle East. It op-
posed military actions in violation of the Council's
cease-fire resolutions and opposed acts of terrorism
which were in violation of the cease-fire. Further, it
believed that military counter-actions, such as that which
had just taken place on a scale out of proportion to
the acts of violence which had preceded it, were greatly
to be deplored. The parties in such situations should be
guided by the rule stated in Security ‘Council resolu-
tion 56 (1948) of 19 August 1948, regarding the obli-
gation of each party to prevent truce violations either
by individuals or groups under its authority or in the
territory under its control or by undertaking reprisals
or retaliation against the other party. His delegation
deemed those principles applicable to the cease-fire
resolutions of 1967. Violence was not the answer to the
problems in the Middle East. The wise and effective
response was to have recourse to all available peaceful
means to end the provocations. For that reason, his
Government believed that it was vital to strengthen
the United Nations role in the Israel-Jordan sector
of the cease-fire line. The absence of observers in the
Israel-Jordan sector, he noted, handicapped the task
of the Chief of Staff of UNTSO and the Secretary-

General ni observing and supervising the cease-fire
in the area.

197. His delegation was gravely concerned with the
peril which recent events had created for the all-
important peace-making process set in motion by the
Council’s 22 Novemher resolution, under which the
Secretary-General’'s Special Representative, Ambas-
sador Jarring, had been working tirelessly and patiently
to fulfil his difficult mandate.

198. Finally, the representative of the United States
emphasized that the parties must scrupulously comply
with the cease-fire arrangements, must co-opecrate
in strengthening the supervision of those arrangements,
and must rededicate themselves to the principles of the
22 November resolution and co-operate with Ambas-
sador Jarring to hasten the achievement of the ob-
jectives set forth by the Security Council, namely,
a just and lasting peace in which every State in the
area could live in security.

199. The representative of Algeria thought that the
situation created by the Israel attack was particularly
disquieting because it was a direct continuation of
Israel’s behaviour of 5 June, and dovetailed with an
over-all policy of provocation followed by repeated ag-
gressions. The war waged by Israel upon the Arab
States was only the manifestation, he said, of a colonial
type of policy, which had led to the eviction from their
homeland of a profoundly peaceful population. The
crux of the problem still was the desire of the Palesti-
nians to recover their national rights. He went on to
say that in carrying out its aggressive policies Israel
had benefited from the complicity and support of certain
capitals and also from the assistance of certain Zionist
organizations. He declared that following the aggres-
sion of 5 June Israel had evolved a policy of systematic
oppression and destruction to remove the Arah popula-
tion remaining in the occupied areas, whom it regarded
as an obstacle to annexation. Israel, he said, had thus
far achieved a series of fait accomplis which it wished
to impose on the international community and, ahove
all, on the Arab world. Concluding, the representative
of Algeria said that the imperialist concept of reprisals
could not be tolerated; what some called “terrorism”
was, in fact, the strengthening of the Arab resistance
movements against the enemy occupation.

200. The representative of Pakistan said that there
was not a shadow of a doubt that the Israel attack was
premeditated and that it was part of a series of well-
planned actions by Israel against its Arab neighbours
in disregard of the Security Council resolutions calling
upon Israel to cease and desist from all acts of ag-
gression in the name of retaliatory action. He empha-
sized that as long as the Israel forces were not with-
drawn from territories occupied by them since June
1967, it was inevitable that a resistance movement
should grow among the population of those territories.
The doctrine of the right of reprisal which Israel had
on previous occasions asserted before the Council had
been regarded by the Security Council as intolerable.
The Council, he concluded, should condemn Israel,
call on it to withdraw its forces forthwith and put an
end to its violations of the Geneva Conventions.

201. The representative of France said that the
fact that the Israel operation, directed especially against
a refugee camp, that of Karameh, had been pictured
as a reprisal in no way diminished Israel’s responsi-
bility for it. Even if the events supposedly preceding
Israel’s action were to be used as an excuse, the action




was out of proportion to the events. Moreover, the
very idea of reprisals had never seemed acceptable
to his Government; it had been condemmned by the
United Nations Organization and the Charter. His
Government had repeatedly stressed that so-called acts
of terrorism were the almost inevitable consequence
of military occupation. The Security Council was duty-
bound to condemn the Israel military operation, call
for the withdrawal of Israel forces from the occupied
territories, and demand prompt and full compliance
with the resolution of 22 November 1967.

202. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics said that Israel, as in the past, was
trying to justify its aggression and its violation of
Security Council decisions as an act of reprisal. The
aggressive acts of Israel clearly proved that its policy
was designed to annex the Arab territories it occupied
as the result of aggression in flagrant violation of the
United Nations Charter. Recent events showed that
Israel, in pursuing its aggressive line, relied primarily
on the political, economic, military and diplomatic as-
sistance of the United States, Great Britain and certain
other Western Powers; those countries, he added,
must cease that assistance and co-operate to improve
the situation in the Middle East. His Government had
repeatedly stated that the most important prerequisite
for a political settlement was the immediate withdrawal
of Israel troops from all the occupied Arab territories
to positions held before 5 June 1967.

203. As regards the sending of United Nations
observers to the Israel-Jordan sector, the representative
of the USSR expressed doubts about the value of
sending those observers to the region, adding that their
presence would not prevent Israel from committing
acts of military provocation and aggression. Morcover,
as irdicated in the Secretary-General’s report of
21 March (S/7930/Add.64) Israel had refused to
meet with representatives of Jordan in the presence of
the United Nations, The Security Council, he con-
cluded, should categorically condemn Israel’s latest
act of aggression, and, if it proved necessary, should
apply sanctions against Israel.

204. The representative of India said that the latest
action of the Israel authorities was in utter defiance
of resoultion 236 (1967) of 12 June 1967, which spe-
cifically prohibited any forward military movement sub-
sequent to the cease-fire, It was incumbent upon the
Council to act immediately and not only order an im-
mediate cessation of hostilities and withdrawal of Israel
military forces which had crossed the Jordan River,
but demand that Israel should desist from such actions
in the future. His delegation had always held that the
Council could not expect the return of peace and security
to the area without the withdrawal of the Israel forces
from occupied Arab lands. That principle had been
clearly recognized in the Security Council resolution of
22 November, the full implemeutation of which was
required in order to lay the foundation of lasting peace
in West Asia.

205. The representative of Iraq observed that it
was not accidental that the Council’'s 22 November
resolution did not contain a provision for direct negotia-
tions; that resolution, he added, maintained a delicate
balance ‘in which the main effort of the international
community to settle the problem peacefully was entrusted
not to the parties directly concerned, but to the Special
Representative of the Secretary-General. However, the
Government of Israel had sought to interpret the reso-
lution in its own way, trying to show that it provided
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for direct negotiations when cveryone kuew that such
a resolution could not get through the Council, He
declared that Israel had tried by every means at its dis-
posal to prevent the success of the Special Representa-
tive's mission and the achievement of a peaceful solu-
tion of the problem. The massive attack against Jordan,
he said, was the culmination of that policy. He pointed
out that it was inconceivable that, in a country under
occupation and repressive military rule, there would
not be opposition from its inhabitants. The people of
Palestine, he said, were no different from other peoples
who had fought against foreign occupation. There was
no Government in the Arab world that was able or
willing to prevent the activities of those freedom
fighters. Moreover, the cease-fire resolution was ad-
dressed to Governments and not to individuals acting
without the instigation of any Government, The ac-
tivities of those freedom fighters could not be considered
as violations of the cease-fire resolution. It was the
action of the Israel armed forces that could properly
be considered as a violation of the cease-fire resolution,
Therefore, the Council must invoke Chapter VI1I of
the Charter and take enforcement and punitive measures
against Israel, including sanctions.

206. The representative of Ethiopia said that the
military reprisal by Israel could not even be justified
by what the Israel representative described as measures
designed to meet the need to avert terrorist activities
alleged to have been committed by armed bands or-
ganized on the Jordanian side of the armistice position.
While his delegation fully recognized the need for
strict observance of the cease-fire provisions and the
need to avoid hostile acts on all sides, it held that
military reprisals were impermissible. The Council,
he said, had no alternative but to deplore Israel’s act
of reprisal and to demand that it withdraw its forces
to the cease-fire positions behind the West Bank of
the Jordan. The way to peace in the Middle East, he
maintained, lay in the acceptance by both sides of re-
solution 242 (1967) of the Council as the basis for
lasting peace.

207. The representative of Morocco said that a look
at the map of the Middle East would show that over
the past twenty years Israel, which contended that it
had to struggle daily for its existence, had spread
widely. He stated that in spite of the fact that the
Tripartite Agreement of 1950 had committed the three
Great Powers to respect the status quo of the region,
those Powers had not raised a finger when the status
quo was repeatedly altered. As for the cease-fire resolu-
tion of June 1967, the Arab side had supported it from
the very beginning, while Israel had not only rejected
it until it had achieved its objectives, but had not been
satisfied with the cease-fire resolution itself and from
that time onwards there had been a constant stream
of Israel actions to annex the conquered territories. He
said that the Security Council must condemn Israel
and there must be no question of putting its military
action’ on the same footing with the action of those
who, in the light of illegal aggression, could only take
the legal action of liberation. The Security Council,
he concluded, must stand up to its obligations and
responsibilities.

208. The representative of Hungary said that it was
the duty of the Council to condemn the latest Israel
aggression against Jordan and to do everything to
prevent the recurrence of such attacks., He declared
that, in contrast to the attitude of the Arab States
which had repeatedly stated their willingness to abide



by the terms of the 22 November resolution, Israel
had so far refused to do so, in direct contravention of
Article 25 of the Charter, The Council should achieve,
by all means at its disposal, the full implementation of
the 22 November resolution to eliminate all conse-
quences of the Israel aggression, Israel, he said, should
be made to understand that the United Nations would
not tolerate any Charter violations,

209. The rcpresentative of the United States, re-
plying to criticism of the United States attitude regard-
ing the problems in the Middle East, recalled that on
4 November 1966, when Israel had brought a complaint
before the Council against Syria’s violation of its
obligations under previous Security Council resolu-
tions, the United States had supported a draft resolu-
tion inviting the Government of Syria to strengthen its
measures for preventing terrorist activities and calling
upon both Syria and Israel to facilitate the work of
UNTSO. That draft resolution had not been adopted
because of the negative vote of the Soviet Union. Also,
on 25 November 1966 when Jordan had brought to
the Council a complaint of Israel violation of its obliga-
tions, the Council, with the support of the United
States, had adopted a far more drastic resolution deplor-
ing Israel’s large-scale military action on that occasion.
He had suggested that the United Nations extend its
supervisory functions to the Israel-Jordan sector cease-
fire line in the interest of making progress towards the
implementation of previous Council resolutions and
seeing that the cease-fire was scrupulously adhered to
by all parties.

210. The representative of Israel, speaking in
exercise of the right of reply, said that if the Soviet
Government were interested in peace in the area, its
representative would have spoken words of peace and
understanding and not of abuse and hate, As regards
Algeria, the representative of Israel went on, that
country had declared its rejection of the cease-fire
and it persisted in that attitude.

211, The representative of Iraq, exercising his right
of reply, said that the twenty-year-old war, about which
the representative of Israel had spoken, had not started
in 1948 but in 1897 when a group of European Jews
had decided to establish a State in Palestine which for
fourteen centuries had been predominantly Arab. He
charged that Israel was imposing new repressive mea-
sures on the Arab population and that its actions were
calculated to ensure the failure of the mission of the

Secretary-General’s Special Representative so that the

measures already taken to annex the occupied ter-
ritories could be consolidated. For those reasons, the
representative of Iraq said, action by the Council was
of vital importance, Failure by the Council to take
resolute action would undoubtedly be regarded by
Israel as encouragement to embark upon new aggres-
ston and adventures.

212, The representative of Algeria stated, in reply,
that his Government was not ready to accept decisions
which it considered unjust against the Palestine people,
the Rhodesian people, or the South African people,

213. At the 1403rd meeting of the Council, on 21
March 1968, the representative of the United Kingdom
said that the Council’s first demand must be for an
end to all violence. It was essential for the Council
to call immediately for a return to the cease-fire line
of June which, he emphasized, must lead to a return
to the 22 November resolution. His Government de-
plored the latest deliberate and most serious breach of
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the cease-fire and agreed with Council members that
had condemned the practice of retaliation. It especially
deplored resort to violence at a time when it had hoped
that United Nations action put in train in the Council
would lead towards a peace settlement, It must be made
clear that the Council stood by the entire November
resolution, His delegation was convinced that there
was no other course to follow if a secure settlement and
permanent peace was to be attained. IEvents since
November, the representative of the United Kingdom
continued, made it more necessary than ever to support
the efforts of the Secretary-General's Representative
and to insist that the framework for a settlement which
was drawn up four months ago be respected and carried
out completely, His Government was not prepared to
countenance or condone any violent attack of the kind
now before the Council. All the patient work of Ambas-
sador Jarring had been put in jeopardy, but a new
start could be made towards sanity. He trusted that
members of the Council would keep uppermost in their
minds the need not to block but to open the way for
the Secretary-General’'s Representative to go forward
steadily and surely to eventual success,

214, The representative of the United Arab Re-
public said that Israel’s attack was bound to aggravate
further the already inflammable situation existing in the
area. His Government had on several occasions in-
formed the Security Council of Israel’s continuing policy
of repression of the Arab population of the occupied
territories. Such aggression and violation of the Security
Council and General Assembly resolutions, as well as
of fundamental human freedoms, especially those of the
refugees who were in the custody of the United Nations,
could neither be condoned nor ignored. The Arab
peoples in the occupied territories, the representative
of the United Arab Republic asserted, were entitled,
just as all other oppressed peoples, to struggle for
freedom. The movement of resistance by the Arab
population was solely aimed at achieving the worthy
cause of liberating their transgressed land, while, on
the other hand, the acts of butchery and massacres
committed by the Israelis concentrated on implementing
the Zionist policy of expansion by prolonging their oc-
cupation of Arab territories.

215. In the view of the delegation of the United
Arab Republic, to condemn Israel’s criminal action
would not be adequate. Israel prided itself on its long
list of condemnations. It was necessary now to consider
further steps envisaged in the Charter which laid down
in no ambiguous terms the modalities for carrying out
the Council’s responsibilities with respect to acts of
aggression. Articles 41 and 42 gave the Security Council
ample latitude to exercise its authority.

216. The representative of Canada said that follow-
ing a mounting number of incidents of infiltration and
sabotage on the Israel side of the Israel-Jordan sector,
an extensive military action by Israel in Jordan had
brought about a highly dangerous situation in the Mid-
dle East. The Security Council could not condone those
acts of violence. It must insist on scrupulous observance
of the cease-fire and a cessation of all military activities
as required by several Security Council resolutions.
He would at the same time appeal to Israel and Jordan
to facilitate the assignment by the Secretary-General
of United Nations observers to supervise the cease-fire,
The Council, he added, was undoubtedly placed at a
disadvantage by the absence of an impartial source
of information which only the United Nations ob-
servers could provide,



217. The representative of Canada went on to say
that in addition to other measures the Council might
consider taking this opportunity to reaffirm its resolu-
tion of 22 November; call on the parties concerned
to accept that resolution; and call on the parties con-
cerned to co-operate with the Secretary-General's
Special Representative in his endeavours to achicve
an accepted settlement. He hoped that whatever else
might come of the debates, Council action would
strengthen Ambassador Jarring’s mission and the will
of the Governments concerned to work for political
solutions rather than have recourse to force,

218. The representative of Denmark said that the
latest incidents along the cease-fire line had demon-
strated once more the deplorable lack of stability in
the area and the urgent nced for a just and lasting
peace as called for unanimously by the Security Council
i its resolution of 22 November 1967. His Govern-
ment deplored all violations of the cease-fire resolutions
which were not only contrary to the specific arrange-
ments in force in the area, but impeded progress to-
wards the objective of the 22 November resolution. In
the view of his delegation, lasting solutions could be
achieved only through the mission of the Special Repre-
sentative of the Secretary-General. Therefore, it was
the duty of all members of the Council and of all
Members of the United Nations to support it; above
all, it was the duty of the parties concerned to co-
operate with Ambassador Jarring, extend to him all
the goodwill to which he was entitled, and do nothing
which might jeopardize his mission. The Government
of Denmark would also support the Secretary-General
in such endeavours as he might find opportune to
strengthen United Nations supervision in the area.

219. The representative of Brazil said that his de-
legation had heard with a sense of shock the news of
the military operations carried out by Israel on the
east side of the Jordan River. It had equally viewed
with grave concern the series of armed attacks carried
out from Jordan territory across the cease-fire line.
Both actions constituted an unmistakable violation of
the cease-fire resolutions and jeopardized the prospects
for peace under the Council’s resolution of 22 No-
vember. His delegation felt that the Council should
deplore the recent violations of the cease-fire and warn
both parties against repeating such actions. The Council
should also give due attention to the need for deploying
United Nations observers in the Israel-Jordan sector
of the cease-fire line, His delegation considered that
the vital condition for progress towards peace in the
Middle East was the maintenance of the cease-fire.

220. The representative of Paraguay said that the
Security Council could not condone acts of violence
and certainly could not condone them as acts of re-
prisal. His delegation trusted that the Council would
act promptly and effectively to prevent any recurrence
of a breach of the cease-fire, guarantee implementation
of its November resolution, continue the peace-making
activities of the Secretary-General and his Special Rep-
resentative, and create once more an atmosphere con-
ducive to the attainment of peace in the Middle East.

221. The representative of China said that no Gov-
ernment, even under extreme provocation, was justified
in taking the law into its own hands. His delegation
therefore felt that Israel’s attack in the name of re-
taliation called for censure. The first task of the Council
was to arrange for a return to normality, at least such
normality as the resolutions of the Council had sought
to establish since June 1967. It seemed to his delega-
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tion that the United Nations should establish its pre-
sence in the Israel-Jordan sector without further delay.

222, At the 1404th mecting of the Council, on 22
March, the representative of Jordan said that Israel
had arbitrarily expelled Jordanian citizens from the
West Bank of Jordan, including the Mayor of Jerusalem
Mr. Rouhi El-Khatib, the former Foreign Minister of
Jordan, Mr, Anton Attalah, and others, The President
of Israel, Mr, Shazar, the representative of Jordan
said, had called for more Jewish immigrants to Jerusa-
lem to take over Arab property and reap what the
Arabs had sown. After mentioning some other actions
of Israel on occupied Jordanian territory during the
last six months, the representative stressed that Jordan
had maintained an attitude of restraint and patience
and, as had been advised by some members of the
Council, had not brought the question to the Security
Council until that moment, What was before the Se-
curity Council was an act of aggression. The least the
Security Council could do was to condemn the aggres-
sion, censure the aggressor, and invoke Chapter V1I of
the Charter, Otherwise, Security Council resolutions
would become meaningless.

223. The representative of Syria said that the latest
Israel aggression was a continuation of what the Israelis
had been perpetrating against the Arabs under the
yoke of their occupation or domination, and in violation
of the Geneva Conventions which Israel had ratified
on 12 August 1949, It was also an implementation of
Israel's unceasing quest for Lebensraunt and a conso-
lidation of its conquests. As for the word “terrorist”
used in the debate, his delegation wanted to clarify that
if the word was used to describe the Arab people of
Palestine, who had become a nation in exile, or Arabs
living under the Israel occupation, then that description
contradicted the references to the Arab refugees as the
term was used by the highest United Nations officials
and in United Nations resolutions. The Secretary-
General, in the introduction to his annual report sub-
mitted to the twenty-second session of the General As-
sembly, had said that “... people everywhere, and this
certainly applies to the Palestine refugees, have a na-
tural right to be in their homeland and to have a
future”. The General Assembly had adopted numerous
resolutions reaffirming that right, The Arabs, the repre-
sentative of Syria affirmed, were still the legal owners
of their lands and property and had never ceded their
inalienable rights or accepted the conquest as a fait
accompli.

224. The Representative of Israel said that the state-
ment of the representative of the United Arab Republic
had made it clear that that Government would not
alter its policies of continued belligerency, disregard of
international law, and defiance of the United Nations
Charter. No Government was more responsible for
the events of June 1967 than the Government of the
United Arab Republic, he said. Syria, he added, had
rejected the Security Council resolution of 22 Novem-
ber, it had refused to receive Ambassador Jarring,
and had no qualms in proclaiming that it would con-
tinue to wage war on Israel. The representative of
Iraq, he continued, had carefully avoided any reference
to Iraq’s responsibility for the Middle East war of
1948, to its'joining the fighting in June 1967, and to
its refusal to accept the cease-fire called for by the
Security Council. Iraqi forces, the representative
of Israel charged, remained in Jordanian territory as-
sisting the marauder units. It was not by accident, the
representative of Israel affirmed, that those Arab States



had joined haunds in the complaint about Israel’s de-
fensive action against terrorist raids.

225, The representative of Israel further declared
that the nature, organization and location of the sabo-
tage forces had been known to Israel defensive au-
thorities. The existence of the saboteur bases and their
activities had been a matter of public knowledge in
Jordan, In the action that had taken place, he said,
Isracl had found that Karameh had ceased to be a
civilian settlement and had been transformed into a
huge base fully armed and under the complete control of
the terrorists.

226. Concluding, the representative of Israel said
that he had asked for an urgent meeting of the Council
to seek relief from the campaign of murder and sabotage
staged from Jordan which was the central factor of
tension in the area. He asked the Council to condemn
warfare by any means and to help in moving forward
to peace and security.

227. At the 1405th meeting, on 22 March, the repre-
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
said that the statements by the representative of Israel
showed that Tel Aviv had no intention of renouncing
its provocative and aggressive policy. It was Israel
which bore the complete responsibility for the new act
of piratical aggression against Jordan and for the delay
in implementing the Council resolution of 22 November
1967. Furthermore, Israel, in disregard of General
Assembly resolutions, had issued decrees annexing the
seized Arab territories and was resisting the clearing of
the Suez Canal,

228. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics then read a statement issued on 22
March 1968 by the Soviet Government (S/8495),
which said, inter alia, that the aim of the present actions
of Israel, which had the support of the United States
Government and of international Zionism, was to delay
as long as possible a political settlement in the Middle
East, to impose its imperialistic terms on the Arabs,
to force them to surrender and to renounce the ter-
ritories belonging to them. The statement further said
that the demand for the withdrawal of Israel forces
from all occupied territories had been given prominence
in the resolution adopted by the Security Council on 22
November 1967 ; that demand was the main, imperative
condition for the restoration of peace in the Middle
East. The United Nations, the statement continued, had
heen officially informed of the readiness of Arab States
to comply with that Security Council resolution. Israel,
on the contrary, had frem the very beginning promoted,
and was promoting, a policy of obstructing the Security
Council and General Assembly decisions on the Middle
East. The Soviet Union, the statement added, together
with other peace-loving States, was firmly determined
to press for an end to Israel aggression, the return to
the lawful owners of the territories captured from Arab
States, and the achievement of the necessary political
settlement in the Middle East on the basis of respect for
the sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political in-
dependence of every State in the area.

229. The representative of the United States, re-
ferring to the statement of the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, declared that the
records of the Council showed that the policy of the
United States had been clear, explicit and even-handed
throughout, His Government favoured the establishment
of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East; it did not
favour the return to a state of belligerency, uncertain
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boundarics or hostilitics, Moreover, his Govermment
had used, and would continue to use, its full political
influence in support of the Council’s resolution of 22
November and of Ambassador Jorring's mission, The
Soviet Union could make a major contribution if it
would truly use its political influence in the direction of
a just and lasting peace in the area.

230, The representative of Syria said that once
again the representative of Israel had spoken of peace
and had deplored the attitude of the Arabs. But Israel’s
appeals for peace, he said, did not deceive anyone. For
what had Israel done with the General Assembly and
Security Council resolutions reafiirming the rights of
Arab refugees of Palestine and of those refugees later
driven from the Demilitarized Zones? Between 1947
and 1968, Israel had expanded four times its original
area and its doors were wide open to immigrants from
all over the world while the legal inhabitants of Pa-
lestine lived in exile. One could not impose peace by
occupying somebody else’s house and then asking him to
submit to one’s own terms,

231. The representative of Iraq remarked that it
was significant that the representative of the United
States, in discussing the Security Council’s resolution
of 22 November 1967, had mentioned non-belligerence,
secure and permanent boundaries, and the necessity not
to return to the situation existing before the war, but
had omitted the two most important provisions: that
of the withdrawal of Israel forces from occupied Arab
territories, and that of the inadmissibility of territorial
gains by military force,

232. Turning to the problem before the Council, the
representative of Iraq declared that no one could deny
that the Israel attack on 21 March was a grave and
serious violation of the cease-fire resolution. The Israel
action was not a reaction to provocation nor an act
of reprisal and that was admitted by the Chief of Staff
of the Israel Army on the news broadcasts. But even if
Israel’'s action was to be considered as an act of re-
prisal, the Security Council had on many occasions
stated that reprisals and acts of retaliation were not
permissible under the Charter. Therefore, he said, the
Council should express its opposition to bloodshed and
slaughter and should warn against a recurrence of such
acts, which would only result in the weakening of the
peace-making process of the United Nations,

233. In statements in exercise of the right of reply,
the representative of the United States said that his
Government supported the resolution of 22 November
1967 in all its parts and in all its aspects.

234. The representative of Israel declared that the
thesis that acts of aggression carried out by small
military or para-military units or by individual ma-
rauders were not violations of the cease-fire was pre-
cisely the thesis which had been used to justify warfare
against Israel during the truce, under the Armistice,
and now under the cease-fire. It was a thesis which had
brought about the renewal of hostilities in 1956 and in
June 1967. It was an attempt to gain immunity for
the continuation of war, terror and murder,

235. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics pointed out that the aim of the repre-
sentative of the United States during the discussion of
this question in the Security Council had quite clearly
been to avoid the main issue of peaceful settlement in
the Middle East, which was the question of recognizing
the Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967
and of agreeing to implement it and to co-operate with



the representative of the Secretary-General, Ambas-
sador Jarring, The main point of the resolution was the
question of the withdrawal of Israel troops from the
Arab territories occupied by Israel, He said that the
Arab Governments had officially informed the United
Nations of their readiness to comply with the Security
Council’s resolution of 22 November and to co-operate
with the Representative of the Secretary-General in
the Middle East; therefore, there was nio need to exert
influence on them. However, Israel had made no such
statement. The United States, he added, should exert
its influence so that Israel officially declared that it
recognized the resolution and was ready to proceed
immediately to the withdrawal of Israel troops from the
occupied territories.

236. The representative of the United States said
he spoke for the United States and for no other country
in the Security Council. He said his Government had
used its political and diplomatic influence with all coun-
tries concerned in support of the 22 November resolu-
tion. His Government continued to hope that the Soviet
Union would similarly use its diplomatic influence and
would state its support of the resolution in all its parts,
The Special Representative would then have the whole-
hearted support of the Council behind the resolution
as a whole.

237. The representative of Morocco in his state-
ment declared that for two days the Council had al-
lowed itself to be led into a debate which related orly
to the general context of the unfortunate situation in
the Middle East which had obtained for twenty years.
A resolution on the Middle East had been adopted in
November 1967. It had a meaning and scope and was
binding on those who had voted for it; it was a decision
that must be imposed on those to whom it was ad-
dressed. But since that resolution was adopted, the
efforts of the Special Representative had been met with
direct or covert opposition and dilatory tactics designed
to delay a serious solution, Meanwhile, Israel had been
allowed to undertake actions of the utmost gravity
with impunity and without the slightest international
reaction,

238. His delegation saw no reason why the Council
should not act with respect to the specific problem
before it. The situation, he said, was clear: a punitive
expedition had been carried out and recognized as such
by Israel in violation of a Security Council resolution
and international law. The Council must not remain
indifferent, he said.

239. The representative of the Soviet Union noted
that the United States representative had given no
answer to the questions whether Israel agreed with the
Security Council resolution of 22 November, whether
it agreed to implement it, and whether it agreed to
withdraw its troops to the line of 5 June. He said the
United States should know that the Soviet Union did
not vote for resolutions which it did not accept and
recognize. In reply to the United States representative’s
statement that there had been no answer whether the
Soviet Union supported the resolution in all its parts,
the Soviet representative said his Government had voted
for all parts of the resolution of 22 November 1967,
and consequently recognized all parts of the resolution.

240, At the 1406th meeting, on 23 March, the repre-
sentative of Israel stated that the basic problem before
the Council was that the Arab States, Members of the
United Nations, were waging an illegal, aggressive war
against Israel, another Member State. The Council
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could not remain silent on that. The entire world, he
added, awaited the Council’s decision on the respective
complaints; on the one hand, a complaint against the
sanctuary that Jordan openly granted on its territory
to terrorists; and, on the other hand, a complaint on
measures taken by Israel in defence against that sinister
type of aggression, He was certain that members of the
Council would realize how heavily their decision would
weigh upon the prospects of peace and security in the
Middle East.

241. The representative of Jordan observed that
Israel had come to the Security Council after com-
mitting a crime, The motives behind the Israel com-
plaint were nothing but an attempt to divert the atten-
tion of the Council from the real issue before it to ir-
relevant and fabricated allegations. Resistance to ag-
gression and foreign domination in the West Bank,
Gaza and Syria was a natural, normal reaction. The
people of Karameh had resisted the invaders, The claim
that Karameh was a terrorist base was only an attempt
to justify the killing of every young man in the village
on the allegation that he was a member of El-Fatah.

242, Commenting on the suggestion of having ob-
servers on the cease-fire line, the representative of
Jordan declared that there was no cease-fire line; there
were cease-fire resolutions and a cease-fire area. His
country welcomed the strengthening of observers on
both sides of the Armistice Demarcation Line, which
was the line recognized by the United Nations. His
country wanted to see the Armistice Agreement fully
activated and it did not support anything new which
would freeze the so-called cease-fire line which would
enable Israel to consolidate the fruits of its aggression
and its programme for new expansion. The Mixed
Armistice Commission, he added, was the only United
Nations machinery created for observing.

243. The representative of Saudi Arabia said that
the so-called “terrorists” were Palestine freedom
fighters trying to regain their homeland. Yet nobody
around the Council table mentioned the Palestinian
people. It was the Palestinian people, and not Arab
States, who had a dispute with Israel, which had
usurped their land. If Jordan, or Syria or the United
Arab Republic wanted to come to an agreement with
Israel, the Palestinians in those countries would not
remain docile and silent. As long as the Palestinian
people were not taken into consideration by the Council
and the world at large, every arrangement or treaty
that might be worked out by third parties would
boomerang,

244, On 23 March India, Pakistan and Senegal
submitted the following draft resclution (S/8498):

“The Security Council,

“Having heard the statements of the representa-
tives of Jordan and Israel concerning the grave
Israel military action across the East Bank of Jordan
on 21 March 1968,

“Having mnoted the supplementary information
provided by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO as con-
tained in documents S/7930/Add.64 and Add.65,
and also the contents of the letters of the Permanent
Representative of Jordan in documents S/8478 and
S/8483,

“Observing that this military action by the armed
forces of Israel on the territory of Jordan was of a
large-scale and carefully planned nature,




“Recalling resolution 236 (1967) by which the
Security Council condemned any and all violations of
the cease-fire,

“Recalling further resolution 237 (1967) which
called upon the Government of Israel to ensure the
safety, welfare and seccurity of the inhabitants of
the areas where military operations have vaken place,

“l. Condemns this military action launched by
Israel in flagrant violation of the United Nations
Charter and of the cease-fire resolutions;

“2. Warns Israel that actions of military reprisals
cannot be tolerated and that the Security Council
would have to consider such measures as are en-
visaged in the Charter to ensure against repetition
of such acts;

“3. Calls upon Israel to desist from acts or ac-
tivities in contravention of resolution 237 (1967);

“4, Requests the Secretary-General to keep the
situation under review and to report to the Security
Council as appropriate.”

245, At the opening of the 1407th meeting of the
Council, on 24 March 1968, the President stated that
the members of the Security Council had held consulta-
tions for the purpose of agreeing on an acceptable
draft resolution, These consultations had resulted in
the following text, the preamble of which took note
of the letters of both Israel and Jordan:

“The Security Council,

“Having heard the statements of the representa-
tives of Jordan and Israel,

“Having noted the contents of the letters of the
Permanent Representatives of Jordan and Israel in
documents S/8470, S/8475, S/8478, S/8483, S/8484
and S/8486,

“Having noted further the supplementary informa-
tion provided by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO as
contained in documents S/7930/Add.64 and Add.65,

“Recalling resolution 236 (1967) by which the
Security Council condemned any and all violations
of the cease-fire,

“Observing that the military action by the armed
forces of Israel on the territory of Jordan was of
a large-scale and carefully planned nature,

“Considering that all violent incidents and other
violations of the cease-fire should be prevented and
not overlooking past incidents of this nature,

“Recalling further resolution 237 (1967) which
called upon the Government of Israel to ensure the
safety, welfare and security of the. inhabitants of
the areas where military operations have taken place,

“l. Deplores the loss of life and heavy damage
to property; )

“2. Condemns the military action Jaunched by
Israel in flagrant violation of the United Nations
Charter and the cease-fire resolutions;

“3.- Deplores all violent incidents in violation of
the cease-fire and declares that such actions of
military reprisal and other grave violations of the
cease-fire cannot be tolerated and that the Security
Council would have to consider further and more
effective steps as envisaged in the Charter to ensure
against repetition of such acts;

_“4. Calls upon Israel to desist from acts or ac-
tivities in contravention of resolution 237 (1967) ;
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“5, Requests the Secretary-General to keep the
situation under review and to report to the Security
Council as appropriate.

Decision: At the 1407th wmeeting, on 24 March
1968, the above draft resointion was adopted unani-
mously (resolution 248 (1968)).

246. The representative of the United States said
that he had sought to make the position of his Govern-
ment on the question before the Council as clear as
possible in his statement at the meeting of the Council
on 21 March, After restating that position, the repre-
sentative of the United States said that his delegation
had been able to support the resolution because it took
into account all types of violence in violation of the
cease-fire. It was the duty of the Council and of all
concerned to eliminate resort to all types of violence
by scrupulous compliance with the cease-fire resolutions
and arrangements.

247. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that the Soviet delegation had
voted for the resolution because it considered it a
firm ‘action desighed to bridle the aggressor, a con-
demnation of the newest Israel aggression, and a
serious warning for the future. However, the decision
was the very minimum of what the Council should
have done, The statement of the representative of the
United States, in which he had attempted to give a
one-sided interpretation of the Council’s decision, was
additional evidence of United States general policy
towards Israel aggression,

248. The representative of Paraguay said that the
resolution was in keeping with the general views he
had previously expressed and was therefore acceptable
to his delegation.

249. The representative of the United Kingdom
emphasized that the resolution just adopted referred
back to resolution 236 (1967) of 12 June 1967 in
which the Security Council had condemned any and
all violations of the cease-fire. It had been essential to
make it clear that no violence would be condoned;
all violations must be stopped if there was to be hope
for the future.

250. The representative of Brazil stated that his
delegation supported the resolution because it covered
large-scale military operations undertaken by Israel as
well as all acts of violence launched from Jordanian
territory across the cease-fire line.

251. The representative of Canada said that his
delegation, in voting in favour of the resolution,
recognized that while it condemned Israel’s major
military action, it did not condone violent incidents,
whatever their source. He would have liked to see
an appropriate reference to UNTSO and to the Jarring
mission.

252. The representative of Denmark stated that his
delegation had voted for the resolution because, while
dealing in particular with Israel’s military action, it
also dealt clearly with all violent incidents in violation
of the cease-fire.

253. The representative of Pakistan stated that the
delegations of India, Senegal and Pakistan which co-
sponsored draft resolution S/8498 submitted on 23
November had not asked for an immediate vote on
their draft because tliey believed further efforts should
be made to reach a compromise text that would com-
mand unanimity. They were pleased at the unanimous




agreenient on the text adopted; however, Pakistan had
voted for the resolution with sorrow, for it would not
bring back the many dead on both sides; nor did it
require Israel to make reparations for the untold
damage inflicted on a poor country, Paragraph 3 of
the resolution did not in any way imply that the
sporadic acts of terrorism alleged by Israei were to
be equated with the large-scale Israe! military atiack.
The Security Council could not permit an interpreta-
tion of that paragraph that would, i the event of any
future incident, enable Israel to claim freedom te launch
any military attack against Jordan or its neighbours.

254. The representative of Algeria said that his
delegation rejected any interpretation of the resolution
which sought to disguise the problems engendered by
the aggression and occupation. Efforts had been made
to find interpretations of the resolution that the text
simply could not carry. Such interpretations were not
in accord with the terms or the spirit of the resolution.
His delegation had voted for the resolution and only
for the resolution. It would continue to respect the
right of the freedom fighters of Palestine to resist
tyranny.

255, The representative of Hungary said that the
resolution just adopted was not complete, Due repara-
tions to Jordan should have been included in the
resolution, Speaking of operative paragraph 3, the
representative of Hungary said that in the opinion of
his delegation the reprisals by Israel authorities against
civilians in the occupied areas, the numerous armed
violations of the cease-fire, the destruction of homes
and human lives, and the colonization of the occupied
areas were all violations of the cease-fire, His delega-
tion believed that on the basis of the Charter and
international law, the civilian population of the occupied
areas had every right to fight for freedom.

256. The representative of France said that his
delegation, while asking for strict respect for the cease-
fire, would find it unacceptable to try to place on the
same footing military operations planned by Govern-
ments and acts of individuals or groups or even to
establish any parallel between them. The resolution
left no doubt in that respect: that was why his delega-
tion had voted for it.

257. The representative of Iraq said that although
the resolution did not go far enough, it contained
certain positive elements, It was quite clear that it was
addressed to Israel. There was a clear condemnation
of the Israel military action as a violation of the United
Nations Charter and the cease-fire, and it called upon
Israel to desist from actions in contravention of
Security Council resolution 237 (1967). The refusal
of the representative of Israel to say that his Govern-
ment abided by the 22 November resolution was an
added reason for the freedom fighters to continue
their struggle until their land was liberated from the
aggressor,

258. The representative of Morocco stated that the
text of the resolution was sufficiently clear not to call
for interpretations based more on what it did not say
than on what it did say. The resolution condemned
Israel and insisted that it refrain from committing
such acts in the future. It did not put the two parties
on the same footing.

259. The representative of Israel said that the
Council had adopted a resolution which referred to
both the Israel and Jordanian complaints on the
agenda. Jordan had told the Council that it would
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persist in warfare and that it would do nothing to
prevent violations of the cease-fire by raids, terror
and snbotage. Israel could not accept the condemnation
of the military action which its defence forces had
been compelled to undertake against terrorist bases
on Jordanian territory. Israel was most unhappy to
take such actions as they involved loss of life on both
sides, However, when they proved necessary in self-
defence, Israel could not accept censure, especially from
an organ operating within the terms of the United
Nations Charter, which enshrined the right of every
State to self-defence. His delegation had noted with
appreciation that Council membhers who did not identify
themselves with the point of view of the forces of
war in the Middle East had recognized the danger and
perniciousness of the armed attacks, raids and acts of
sabotage which had made necessary Israel’s action
against the terrorist bases, Israe! would abide by its
obligations under the cease-fire; however, the cease-
fire could exist only on the basis of full reciprocity.
If the cease-fire was violated in any way whatsoever,
Israel would maintain its right and duty to take all
necessary measures for the security of the territory
and the population under its responsibility.

260. The representative of Jordan expressed satisfac-
tion with the unanimous adoption of the resolution
which had established no link between Israel’s aggres-
sion and its allegations and charges. The Council had
in effect rejected Israel’s allegations concerning so-
called individual incidents of terrorism. But the Council
did not go far enough. The nature and scale of the
attack against Jordan and Jordanian citizens should
have moved the Council to apply the provisions of
Chapter VII calling for sanctions. That was all the
more so since that was not the first time the Council
had condemned or censured Israel. It should be a final
warning. The representative of Jordan then informed
the Council that on that very day, 24 March, Israel
forces had shelled Jordanian positions for two hours.
Villages were also shelled north of the East Bank
near Shunna,

261. At the same meeting (1407th), the represen-
tative of Saudi Arabia was invited, at his request, to
take a seat at the Council table.

262. The representative of Saudi Arabia said that
the resolution just adopted would not bring peace
to the Holy Land because of the diametrically opposed
interpretations given in the Council. Interpretations of
the resolution would only intensify and broaden the
scope of the conflict. Freedom fighters could not be
equated with terrorists. The indigenous people of
Palestine had been a peaceful people. There had been
no troubles between the Moslems and the Christians,
on the one hand, and the Moslems and the Jews on
the other hand. It was the incursion of the eastern
European groups who had used a noble religion,
Judaism, as a motivation for a political and an eco-
nomic end. After reviewing the history of the Jews
in Palestine, he asserted that the indigenous people of
Palestine would not remain docile. They would never
be eradicated. If the Jews had come to the Holy Land
as Jews and not as Israel citizens, they would perhaps
have benefited a hundredfold from the Arabs, and
the economic door would have been open to them.

263. The representative of Israel stated with regard
to the Jordanian allegation that Israel forces had
attacked Jordanian positions and villages on 24 March,
that the Israel forces returned fire in self-defence;
and the only way to avoid Israel fire against Jor-




danian military positions was to make certain that
Jordanian positions did not attack Israel forces or
Israel citizens,

264. The representative of Jordan said in reply that
if Israel was worried about violations, why had it
objected to the reactivation of the Mixed Armistice
Commission, the only machinery in the area recognized
by the Security Council which could send observers
to the spot and investigate.

K. Communications and requests for meetings
received by the Council from 27 March to
4 April 1968

265. Tn a letter dated 27 March (S/8505) addressed
to the President of the Security Council, the represen-
tative of jordan drew the attention of the Council
to the new Israel threats against Jordan made by the
Israel Prime Minister in a speech before the Israel
Pasliament on the previous day. The speech, it was
stated, embodied some allegations against Jordan which
were intended to mislead world public opinion and
to pave the way for a future justification of a new
Israel attack against Jordan. Jordan had no connexion
whatsoever with the incidents which had allegedly
occurred in the Arab territory occupied by Israel, and
did not consider itself responsible for the safety and
security of the Israel forces occupying those territories,

266. In three letters dated 29 March (S/8510,
S/8511 and S/8515), the representative of Israel
stated that Jordanian army positions had opened a
large concerted attack on Israel villages and civilian
population in the Upper Jordan Valley. He listed a
series of violations of the cease-fire in addition to raids
and acts of sabotage which, it was stated, had been
carried out from Jordanian territory. The Jordanian
actions were in frequent violation of the cease-fire.

267. In a letter dated 29 March (S/8516), the
representative of Jordan requested an urgent meeting
of the Security Council to consider Israel’s aggression
against the East Bank of the Jordan in defiance of the
Security Council resolution of 24 March 1968.

268. In a letter dated 29 March (S/8517), the
representative of Israel, referring to his previous letter
of the same day concerning Jordanian acts of aggres-
sion, requested an urgent meeting of the Security
Council.

269. Also on 29 March, the Council received a
report from the Secretary-General (S/8309/Add.2)
on the progress of the efforts of his Special Represen-
tative to the Middle East, Ambassador Gunnar Jar-
ring. The report reviewed Mr. Jarring’s visits to the
various capitals of the countries concerned and stated
that Ambassador Jarring had found a basic difference
of outlook between the parties, which had been de-
scribed in some detail by the parties themselves in
the Council documents and in the course of meetings
held in March, His efforts had been directed towards
obtaining an agreed statement of position concerning
the implementation of the 22 November resolution,
which could then be followed by meetings between the
parties under his auspices. So far, those efforts had
not resulted in agreement, and had, moreover, been
interrupted by events during the latter part of March.
Contacts were being renewed and a further report
would be submitted when the results were known.

‘L. Consideration hy the Council at its 1409th

to 1412th meetings (30 March to 4 April
1968)

270. At the 1409th meeting, on 30 March 1968, the
provisional agenda, consisting of the Jordanian com-
munication dated 29 March (S/8516) and the Israel
communication of the same date (S/8517) was adopted,
and the representatives of Israel and Jordan were
invited, at their request, o take part in the Council's
discussion without the right to vote.

271. The Security Council had before it a supple-
mentary report dated 30 March from the Secretary-
General (S/7930/Add.66), who was called upon by
the 24 March resolution to keep the situation under
review and to report to the Security Council. The
Secretary-Genera! regretted his inability to submit a
helpful report on the fighting of the previous day,
since no United Nations observers had been stationed
in the Israel-Jordan sector. The Secretary-General
observed that the presence of United Nations observers
in the area could be helpful in preserving a cease-fire in
ways other than reporting. The mere fact of their
watchful presence could be something of a deterrent
to military activity. He noted that largely because of
the presence of United Nations observers, the cease-
fire resolutions were better served and maintained
in the Suez Canal and Israel-Syria sectors than in
the Israel-Jordan sector.

272. The representative of Jordan stated that on
29 March 1968 the Israel forces had shelled without
provocation Jordanian positions on the northern part
of the East Bank of the Jordan using tanks and
mortar fire. The Israel air force then indiscriminately
bombed Jordanian frontier villages inhabited by ci-
vilians. The area bombarded provided the most vital
water resources for the East Bank. In bombarding
agricultural lands, the Israelis aimed to deprive the
inhabitants of their only means of livelihood, to terrorize
them and thus force them to move further east, creating
a new vacuum for Israel's aggressive designs. The
Israel Minister for Tourism, Mr. Moshe Kol, had
claimed that next time the attacks would be wider in
scope. It was clear that unless immediate action was
taken by the Council, Israel would continue wilful
violations of Council resolutions. The merciless attacks
against Jordan had been preceded by a conference of
the chiefs of Israel Defence Ministry missions in
Europe which was discussing its 1968 armament pro-
gramme, The chiefs of mission were recalled from the
United States of America, the United Kingdom,
the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy and other
European countries. The first essential step to be taken
by the Security Council was to call for an immediate
halt to any shipment of arms to Israel. Those Member
States that continued to arm Israel, despite its repeated
aggression against Jordan, were assuming a great
responsibility, The Council had already issued a solemn
warning that grave violations of the cease-fire could
not be tolerated and it should ponder another important
question—to take more effective measures to bring
about the immediate and complete withdrawal of all
Israel forces from territories forcibly occupied. Ad-
ditional delay would lead to further deterioration of
an already explosive situation and result in an intensifi-
cation of the resistance movement.

273. The representative of Israel said that, the day
following the adoption of the resolution on 24 March,
the Foreign Minister of Jordan had declared that the




condemnation contained in the resolution was directed
against Israel and the paragraph on cease-fire viola-
tions did not concern Jordan. The representative of
Israel then listed a series of incidents that had occurred
between 22 and 29 March, which he said were started
by Jordan in violation of the cease-fire, Jordan still
. proclaimed that it was at war with Israel and that it
did not intend to terminate acts of aggression, raids,
terror and sabotage against Israel. If Israel were not
to take military security measures, Jordan must cease
its warfare. If Jordan continued to wage and encourage
aggression, the Government of Israel, like any other
Government in the world, would not remain passive
and forgo its right to self-defence. The concept that
Governments of neighbouring Arab States, which were
bound by their obligations under the cease-fire, re-
mained free to aid and abet armed attacks on Israel
through organized terrorism and sabotage was inadmis-
sible, Such activities constituted a continuation of
warlike action under cover of the cease-fire. He ex-
pressed a hope that the Security Council would realize
that from the outcome of its debate the forces of war
in the area would either see further encouragement,
as they did after the 24 March resolution, or find in
it a clear warning not to persist in their acts of
aggression in violation of the cease-fire.

274. The representative of the United States of
America said that his Government opposed military
actions in violation of the cease-fire in the Middle
East as well as acts of terrorism in violation of the
cease-fire. The Council, in its resolution of 24 March
1968, served notice not only that actions of military
reprisal and all other violent incidents in grave viola-
tion of the cease-fire were intolerable, but also that
the Council would have to consider effective steps to
ensure against their repetition. This new eruption of
violence had made it clear that the Council should
immediately heed the Secretary-General’s wise advice
and consider the stationing of United Nations observers
in the Israel-Jordan cease-fire sector as soon as possible.

275. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that the dangerous situation
before the Council contained three basic facts: first,
Israel, in disregard of the repeated decisions of the
Security Council on a cease-fire in the Middle East
and on the liquidation of the consequences of its
aggression, was continuing its policy of armed aggres-
sion against neighbouring Arab States; second, that
meant that the decisions so far adopted by the Security
Council for the purpose of halting Israel aggression
had not been effective enough to restore peace in
the Middle East region: third, it followed from
the above-mentioned consideration that the Security
Council was faced with the necessity to take more
effective measures with regard to the aggressor, as
provided for in the United Nations Charter and in
the Security Council resolution of 24 March. If the
Council adopted effective measures to halt aggression,
the Soviet Union would be ready to take part in the
implementation of such measures.

276. The representative of Algeria said it was
obvious that Israel intended to impose its own solution
in order to establish its own kind of peace in the
Middle East and that the confusion deliberately fostered
by certain Powers with regard to the interpretation
of the Council resolution of 24 March gave the Tel
Aviv authorities reason to believe that they were
assured of a more understanding attitude in future.
Yet the basic reasons for the aggressive Zionist policy
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proceeded from its programme of territorial expansion
which Zionism intended to pursue. Using the active
resistance of the Palestinian people as a pretext, the
Tel Aviv authorities were determinedly carrying out
massive military operations allegedly in response to
the Palestine struggle for freedom., The substance
of the Middle East problem was, in reality, the right of
the Palestinian nation to full integrity and sove-
reignty, It was time the Security Council concerned
itself with the problem posed by the usurpation of
Palestine, as a solution to that problem was the only
way in which an end could be put to the aggression
which they knew must indefinitely perpetuate itself,
and to create the necessary conditions for a general and
stable peace. To permit the territories involved to
remain occupied and to leave their populations under
the yoke of the occupation policy would result in a
reward to aggression and to the aggressor. The Council
must stress the legitimate and justified nature of the
struggle for liberation, and the concrete and effective
endeavours that must be pressed to halt and disarm
those who put their aggressive intentions into action
and made reprisals a political and juridical institution,

277. The representative of Hungary said that the
recent act of aggression by Israel was an expression
of a military policy of conquest, domination and
expansion aimed at ruling over other peoples by
ruthless and violent force. The duty of the United
Nations was to stop that series of aggressions and
to call upon those members of the Council and the
Organization which supported the Israel Government
by supplying it with offensive weapons, capital and
economic assistance to cease their assistance and co-
operation with the aggressor in the Middle East. The
duty of the United Nations, based on the Charter,
was to protect the interests of the victimis of the
aggression. The contemptuous refusal by Israel to im-
plement resolutions 242 (1967) and 248 (1968) consti-
tuted a very clear violation of Article 25 of the Charter,
which called for strong measures against a Govern-
ment which refused to implement resolutions.

278. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that the Security Council must ensure that the cease-
fire. was made effective. Merely to maintain the
cease-fire was not enough. The Council had laid down
the framework of a settlement which was acceptable
to everyone concerned. However, such acceptance of
the resolution could not be given without two clear
obligations being created: first, to carry it out in full
and, second, to co-operate with the United Nations and
with Ambassador Jarring for that purpose.

279. In exercise of the right of reply, the represen-
tative of Jordan said that the Security Council had
not adopted anything more than a cease-fire resolution.
A cease-fire did not mean peace, peace with occupa-
tion, coexistence with aggression. Regarding the
question of observers, it was in the interest of
the Security Council to insist that its same machinery
should be stationed in the same area in which it had
operated prior to June 1967. The Armistice Agree-
ment, as the Secretary-General had said, was still
valid and no one had a veto concerning revocation of
that Agreement, neither Jordan nor Israel.

280. At the 1410th meeting, on 1 April, the repre-
sentative of Syria was also, at his request, invited to
take a seat at the Council table.

281. The representative of Israel informed the
Council that acts of aggression against Israel were
continuing. The people of Israel had been subjected




to the Arab war of aggression for twenty years. By
the decision of Arab Governments, the war was not
terminated, but continuing, It continued by the method
of raid, terror and sabotage. Following the defeat of
Arab frontal aggression last June, this was the method
most readily available to the Arab States and one on
which the Arab Governments relied to prepare the
ground for the resumption of full-scale military ac-
tivities, He directed the Council’s attention to what
he said were facts which emphasized the official military
character of the terrorist war machine and its activi-
ties. He appealed to the Security Council to see the
situation as it was, in all its gravity, and to take a
clear stand on the dangers of continued Jordanian
warfare by raid, terror and murder, and to assist in
putting an end to this warfare and advancing Israel
and the Arab States towards peace.

282, The representative of Jordan said it could not
be argued that because there were no observers present
at the time of the Israel attack the Security Council
was not in a position to make any findings. There was
a complete confession made by the Israel Defence
Minister who had said over the Israel radio that the
attacks on Jordan were part of the campaign that
would continue until Israel reached a decision with
the Arabs. To make out of the Israel crime a call for
observers was not helpful, because it amounted to
diversion, But if the Council deemed it fit to deal
with that question at a later stage, after having given
Jordan’s complaint an adequate and effective remedy
by invoking Chapter VII of the Charter, then it was
the duty of the Council to take action that was not in
conflict with existing arrangements concerning peace-
keeping in the area, namely, the Armistice machinery.
To do otherwise would be to weaken the Council’s
own resolution of 22 November 1967, which by calling
for “withdrawal of Israel armed forces from terri-
tories occupied in the recent conflict” recognized the
machinery existing before 5 June and the Demarcation
Line of the Armistice Agreement. No action should
be taken by the Council which might explicitly or
implicitly create a new situation which would affect
the character of the cease-fire. The cease-fire was
conceived as a temporary stage in order to enable
the Security Council to take steps to bring about the
complete liquidation of the acts of aggression, so that
no fruits could be gained through aggression,

283. The representative of Canada said that the
parties should, as a matter of co-operation and volun-
tary arrangement, allow United Nations observers to
function in the Israel-Jordan sector in a mobile fashion,
He urged all the parties concerned to extend full co-
operation to Ambassador Jarring on the basis of the
acceptance of the Council’s resolution of 22 November
1967 as a whole.

284. The representative of France said that the
Council could not permit its authority to be flouted
or its decisions to be ignored. It must demand respect
for them, and in particular, respect for resolutions 242
(1967) and 248 (1968) of 22 November 1967 and
24 March 1968. While the presence of the United
Nations in the area might serve as a deterrent to
military activity, there could be no question of taking
action which might in any way appear to be condoning
coitquest or military occupation.

285. The representative of Pakistan said that the
Security Council must acknowledge that the immediate
cause of the problem before the Council was the con-
tinued occupation of Arab territories by Israel. The

Council must call upon Israel to accept and' implement
without any further delay Security Council resolution
242 (1967) of 22 November 1967 and to co-operate
unreservedly with the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General by withdrawing ‘ts forces from all
the territories occupied since 5 June 1967. As for the
presence of United Nations observers in the Israel-
Jordan sector, he stressed that the machinery of the
United Nations should not be so exploited as to lead
to an insidious transformation of an occupation into a
de facto annexation of territory acquired by military
conquest,

286. The representative of Brazil stressed the vital
importance his Government attributed to the need for
the most scrupulous respect of the cease-fire. His
Government was concerned as to the possible effects
of the most recent events on the future and on the
prospects of the Jarring mission. His delegation
welcomed the suggestion made by the Secretary-General
on the need for United Nations observers in the Jordan-
Israel sector of the cease-fire line.

287. The representative of Denmark recalled his
statement of 21 March 1968 in the Council in which
he suggested the strengthening of the United Nations
supervisory functions, The supplemental information
presented by the Secretary-General (S/7930/Add.66),
confirmed the need in this respect. His delegation was
prepared to give positive consideration to any practical
steps, such as deployment of UNTSO observers in
an appropriate area, that could strengthen the Secre-
tary-General in the discharge of his reporting respon-
sibilities, and that would help in deterring further
violations of the cease-fire.

288. The representative of Israel, exercising the
right of reply, said that the United Nations, for the
first time in many years, was working towards a just
and lasting peace that would establish precisely those
elements that, in the words of the Jordanian represen-
tative, did not exist under the Armistice, such as
the right to live in peace, the right to live free from
threats of force, and the right to freedom of navigation.
The United Nations was now actively engaged in an
effort to establish boundaries, in an effort to define
territory.

289. The representative of Jordan replied by saying
that the Armistice Agreement did not fix boundaries
for Israel. The boundaries for Israel were fixed by
the United Nations. There was a ‘resolution referring
to boundaries. It had been affirmed by the United
Nations, by the Security Council and by the General
Assembly,

290. At the 1411th meeting, on 2 April, the repre-
sentatives of the United Arab Republic and Iraq were .
also invited, at their request, to take seats at the
Council table.

291. The representative of India restated his delega-
tion’s view that as long as Israel refused to withdraw
from Arab territories occupied since June 1967, there
would be little worth-while prospect for peace in the
area. It was therefore imperative that Israel should
agree to implement fully the Security Council resolution
of 22 November 1967. It was equally important that
the parties should co-operate with the Special Repre-
sentative of the Secretary-General in his task of bring-
ing about the implementation of that resolution.

292. The representative of Syria said that there
would be a renewal of large-seale military operations
by Israel against the Arab States. The continuous
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attacks on Jordan under the pretext of stopping in-
filtration, and the large concentration of Israel troops
on Syrian borders and in Sinai were proof of Israel’s
aggressive designs and military planning. Israel was
continuing its policy of armed aggression against the
Arab States and the resolutions of the Security Council
had not halted that aggression. The threat of the
Council to take effective measures as provided by
the Charter did not deter Israel from repeating its
acts of aggression, always in wider dimensions. The
Council would fail in its responsibility if it did not
halt the aggressor and uphold the right of the victim
to its integrity and independence, The right of the
Palestinian people to resist liquidation of their per-
sonality and rights, and the right of every Arab under
Israel occupation to resist annexation and occupation
was a natural right, the sanctity and integrity of which
were recognized by the United Nations Charter and
scores of resolutions on colonialism,

293. The representative of Iraq said there was one
central issue before the Council: would Israel be al-
lowed to solidify its occupation and thereby be
enabled to realize its avowed aim of annexing the
accupied Arab territories? There was virtual unanimity
among Member States that territorial conquest by
military force was inadmissible under the Charter, and
therefore on the need for the complete withdrawal of
Israel troops from the occupied territories. Besides
flatly rejecting the resolution of 22 November, Israel
had completely disregarded two General Assembly
resolutions on Jerusalem, refused to apply the Security
Council resolution on refugees and the Geneva Con-
vention to the inhabitants of the occupied territories
in Palestine, and it had unilaterally denounced the
Armistice Agreements. All the problems besetting that
area had been created as a result of the onslaught of
Zionism against the people of Palestine. Nothing would
be settled and nothing would endure until the con-
sequences and implications of that aggression were
recognized and fearlessly dealt with.

294. The representative of Ethiopia said that it was
the urgent duty of the Council to ensure that its
cease-fire decisions were fully implemented so that a
climate could be created in the area which would be
conducive to the ultimate and urgent goal—that of
establishing peace based on resolution 242 (1967),
unanimously adopted by the Security Council on 22
November 1967. The immediate task of the Council
must be to reaffirm resolution 248 (1968) and, in view
of the Secretary-General’s request, to envisage appro-
priate and acceptable arrangements for tle stationing
of observers in the Israel-Jordan cease-fir.. .:ctor. The
cease-fire arrangements and, for that matter, the special
mission of Mr. Jarring, should be envisaged as being
of only temporary duration, without any permanent
character, and without prejudice to the rights and
positions of any party in any given situation.

295. The representative of Paraguay said that the
possibilities for achieving a just and stable peace in
the Middle East were to be found in the implementa-
tion by everyone of the provisions of the Security
Council resolution of 22 November 1967. In addition
to facilitating the work of Ambassador Jarring, the
United Nations presence in that area would be equally
important, His delegation, together with other Latin
American delegations, were convinced that no stable
international order could be built on threats or the use
of force, and that no recognition should be given to
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the accupation or acquisition of territories acquired by
such means,

296. “The representative of the United Arab Repub-
lic said that the Israel authorities, hiding behind an
alleged right of self-defence and using the pretext that
they were defending themselves against so-called ter-
rorist activities, were merely trying to justify their
persistent policy of expansion at the expense of the
Arab Stetes and people. Direct and indirect attempts
had been .rade to vilify the noble endeavours of the
national liberation movement in the Arab-occupied
territories. In resolution 2160 (XXI) eautitled “Strict
observance of the prohibition of the threat or use of
force in international relations, and of the right
of peoples to self-determination”, the General Assem-
bly recognized that peoples subjected to colonial oppres-
sion were entitled to seek and receive all possible
support in their struggle in accordance with the pur-
poses and principles of the Charter. All States Members
of the United Nations were by virtue of that resolution
requested to give assistzince and aid to peoples under
the yoke of colonialism. The Security Council should
make it cienr to the Israel authorities that it expected
them te withdraw forthwith from all occupied terri-
tories 4nd should indicate unequivocally that their
relucta~ce to abide by the principles of the Charter,
and their defiance of the United Nations resolutions and
their refusal to withdraw their troops from the occupied
territories constituted a threat to peace and security
in the area, and hence a threat to international peace
and security.

297. The representative of Israel brought to the
attention of the Council additional acts of aggression
which he said had been committed against his country
across the Jordan River. He recalled that on 4 Sep-
tember 1965, when Pakistan sent infiltrators across
the cease-fire line between India and Pakistan, the
representative of India said that his Government had
no choice but to defend itself by preventive action,
including action across the cease-fire line.

208. Commenting on the statements of the repre-
sentative of Iraq and the United Arab Republic, the
representative of Israel said that those two countries
refused to make peace with Israel and promised before
the Security Council to wage war against it by murder
and sabotage despite their obligations under the Char-
ter, despite Security Council decisions. The Council
was not discussing alleged opposition of the population
in areas under Israel control, but it was discussing
organized incursions from the outside in breach of
Security Council resolutions and of Charter provisions.
If there were a State in the Middle East whose actions
symbolized above those of all others a perverse in-
humanity, it was Syria. Moreover, the Jewish com-
munities of Syria lived in dismal oppression and
suffering, deprived of food and freedom of movement,
many. of them in prison and concentration camps.

299. The representative of Syria, exercising the
right of reply, denied the allegations of the repre-
sentative of Israel about the treatment of the Jewish
community in Syria and expressed doubt that the
Israel representative, by his reference to development
plans for occupied Arab territories, was trying to
convince the Council that Israel had waged war against
three Arab States and occupied large areas in order
to develop Arab agriculture and to put into effect
some development plans,



300. The representative of Iraq, in reply, said that
if Israel had had the slightest intention of implementing
the Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967,
it would not have gone to all the effort and expense
of launching a five-year plan in the occupied areas of
the West Bank of Jordan. He added that both the
Arabs and the Jews had lived in peace and harmony
for centuries over all the Arab world. It was with
the advent of Zionism and with the imposition of the
Zionist programme by force on the people of Palestine
that that peace and traditional harmony had been
destroyed.

301, The representative of India, in reply, referred
to his previous statement and said that Israel could
follow the example of India and Pakistan and withdraw
from territories occupied in June 1967 and not expand
the area of occupation over Arab peoples and Arab
territories,

302. At the 1412th meeting, on 4 April, ine repre-
sentative of Jordan reiterated his Government’s attitude
with regard to the stationing of observers in the cease-
fire area. The cease-fire resolution was neither intended
te consolidate the Israel aggression, nor to create a
new line with stationed observers to be used as a shield
for such consolidation. In pursuance to resolution 237
(1967), the Secretary-General could not submit to the
Council a helpful report on Israel’s claims simply be-
cause the Israelis would not permit the stationing of
observers within the occupied territories. The immediate
and complete withdrawal of Israel troops would reacti-
vate and revive the only valid machinery in the area, the
armistice machinery, Then observers could certainly
function more effectively on the Armistice Demarcation
Line, which was the only line recognized by the United
Nations,

303. He declared that the bombing by Israel of more
than a dozen villages, food-producing areas and civilian
population, and the extension of the bombing to villages
far beyond the cease-fire area, which was by itself an
act of genocide, should warrant censure and sanctions
by the Security Council. In this connexion, he said that
the Israel military missions in the United States and
in many European capitals were now preparing the
1968 plans for acquiring arms and military supplies
from the United States and certain other Western
countries,

304. The representative of Israel said that as the
Security Council proceeded with its deliberations, Arab
aggression against Israel continued. Warlike pronounce-
ments were made daily in the Arab capitals. The ter-
rorist machine was being openly geared for further
operations. Armed attacks and incursions continued.
He strongly stressed the urgency of measures that the
Jordanian authorities must take without further delay
to put a final and total end to acts of aggression per-
petrated from their territory against Israel. He re-
iterated Israel’s policy to abide fully by its obligations
under the cease-fire on the basis of reciprocity. How-
ever, Israel expected the Arab States to act accordingly.
The Arab population on the West Bank did not want
war and conflict with Israel, It wanted peace and co-
existence. What concerned the Arab rulers today was
perhaps less the fact that Israel had successfully repelled
their aggression than the fact that in areas under Israel
control it had been proved that Israelis and Arabs could
live together, work together and understand each other.
The Arab people, like people everywhere, wanted peace
and tranquillity, happiness and progress. -
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305. In exercise of the right of reply, the representa-
tive of Jordan said that distortions by Israel were made
for obvious reasons, but the problem was not cne of
words but one of deeds. If Israel really wanted good
Arab-Israel relations, it should vacate the occupied
areas, accept the people who had been expelled from
what was allotted to be Israel, implement the decision
calling for repatriation and show by their behaviour
that they could live with the Arabs.

306. At the same meeting, the representative of
Saudi Arabia was invited, at his request, to take a seat
at the Council table.

307. The representative of Saudi Arabia said that
the argument now as in previous meetings proceeded on
the assumption that there was dispute between Jordan
and Israel as such. But like it or not, there was still
a Palestinian people who were pursuing their struggle
to regain their homeland. The Uniwed Nations, he said,
had made a mistake in adopting the resolution on the
partition of Palestine: for it had been done under pres-
sure and without respecting the principles of self-
determination. The ~ay out of the impasse, he thought,
was to ask the Eastern European Jews now in Israel if
they wished to emigrate to Western countries, and the
Arab refugees if they wished to return to their homes.
Council discussions, he said, were becoming purely
academic, At one time, the veto was useful; now con-
sensus had taken its place. Coexistence among the
great Powers was to be applauded, but the small, weak
Powers paid a high price tor that consensus. What was
to prevent the major Powers, now that they were co-
existing, from issuing a withdrawal ultimatum to Israel?
To continue as the Council and the United Nations had
been doing lately meant only loss of prestige for the
Organization. Concluding, he said that there was no
problem between Arabs and Jews as such, but only
between the Palestinians and their Arab neighbours,
on the one hand, and the Zionists, on the other. The
Arabs wished only to be left alone. They were willing
to trade and co-operate with the Western Powers, but
a people could not be displaced. The situation in the
Middle East was one of sheer exploitation, occupation
and domination,

Decision: At the 1412th meeting, on 4 April 1968,
the President made the following statement as a result
of consultations which had taken place on the item:

“Having heard the statements of the parties in
regard to the renewal of the hostilities, the members
of the Security Council are deeply concerned at the
deteriorating situation in the area. They, therefore,
consider that the Council should remain seized of
the situation and keep it under close review”.

M. Communications to the Council and

request for a meeting

308. By a letter dated 18 April 1968 (S/8549), the
representative of Jordan drew the Council’s attention to
Israel’s decision to hold a military parade in Jerusalem
on 2 May 1968, and attached a map of the proposed
parade route, nearly half of which, it was asserted, was
in occupied Arab Jerusalem, Such a parade, the
representative of Jordan said, would be a flagrant
violation of the letter and spirit of the General
Armistice Agreement, of Security Council resolu-
tion 162 (1961) of 11 April 1961, endorsing the
Mixed Armistice Commission decision of 20 March
1961 which condemned such parades, and of General



Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V), 2254 (ES-V) of
4 and 14 July 1967, respectively. In order to prevent
further deterioration of the situation, Jordan asked the
Secretary-General to take adequate steps to remedy it
and to ensure that the parade was not held,

309. In a further letter dated 25 April (S/8560),
addressed to the President of the Security Council, the
representative of Jordan stated that since the adoption
of the General Assembly resolutions (2253 (ES-V)
and 2254 (ES-V)), Israel had continued to carry out
its plans for annexation and illegal appropriation of
Arab lands in Jerusalem and had persisted in carrying
out projects calculated to bring about drastic changes
in the national and historical character of the Holy
City. It charged that those violations were culminating
in the military parade planned for 2 May, which, be-
cause of its nature and the heavy military equipment to
be used, constituted a serious provocation which would
lead to further deterioration in an explosive situation.
Jordan therefore requested. an urgent meeting of the
Council to consider that development and the situation
in Jerusalem and to take measures to remedy the situa-
tion.

310. In a note dated 26 April 1968 (S/8561), the
Secretary-General informed the Security Council of a
note he had felt it necessary to address to the Govern-
ment of Israel on 20 April expressing his concern about
plans to hold a military parade on Israel’s Independence
Day on 2 May, -much of which, it was understood,
would be on the east side of the Armistice Demarcation
Line. In his note to the Government of Israel, the
Secretary-General had emphasized that the holding of
a military parade in that area, at that time, would
almost surely cause an increase in tension in the Near
East and could well have an adverse effect on the efforts
then going forward to find a peaceful settlement of the
problems in the ares, He had further stated that his
concern about the proposed parade also related to Gen-
eral Assembly resoiutions 2253 (ES-V), 2254 (ES-V)
and Security Council resolution 162 (1961), as well
as to his position on the General Armistice Agreement
between Israel and Jordan as stated in the introduction
to his annual report 16 June 1966-15 June 1967.

311. The Secretary-General noted that so far there
had been no reply from the Government of Israel to
his note of 20 April.

N. Consideration by the Council at the 1416th
to 1426th meetings (27 April to 21 May 1968)

312. At its 1416th meeting, on 27 April 1968, the
Council included the Jordanian complaint in its agenda
and invited the representatives of Israel and Jordan, at
their request, to take places at the Council table.

313. The representative of Jordan stated that his
Government had requested an urgent meeting of the
Council to forestall a situation fraught with danger,
which might have repercussions far beyond the im-
mediate area. The planned parade, the representative
of Jordan said, was only one visible aspect of Israel’s
plans to annex Jerusalem in defiance of General As-
sembly resolutions of 4 and 14 July 1967, which had
declared invalid measures taken by Israel to change
the status of Jerusalem and had called upon Israel to
rescind such measures and to desist forthwith from
taking any action to alter the status of the City.

314, He quoted passages from the Secretary-
General’s report of 12 September 1967 (S5/8146) on
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the situation in Jerusalem to the effect that Israel au-
thorities had made it clear to the Secretary-General's
Representative, Mr. Ernesto Thalmaun, that they were
taking every step to place under Israel’s authority those
parts of Jerusalem not under its control before June
1967, and had stated that the process of iategration
was “irreversible and not negotiable”. The Isracl au-
thorities had been busy consolidating their gains by
applying repressive measures against the Arab in-
habitants, confiscating and bulldozing Arab property
and uprooting thousands of Arab people from their
homes. Arab leaders and people from all walks of life
had protested those measures and rejected the steps
talken by Israel authorities to annex Jerusalem.

315. Israel, the representative of Jordan continued,
had no valid claim to Jerusalem, As regards some of
the religious shrines, his delegation had recently drawn
the Council’s attention to the report of the Commission
appointed by the United Kingdom Government with
the approval of the Council of the League of Nations,
to determine the rights and claims of the Moslems and
Jews in connexion with the Western or Wailing Wall
at Jerusalem (S/8427/Add.1), which had found,
among other things, that the Wailing Wall and the
surrounding area were Moslem property. Thus, the
legal facts, the representative of Jordan continued,
clearly showed that recent Israel measures were naked
aggression and made nonsense of Israel's allegations
that they were simply administrative measures.

316. As for the planned military parade, with heavy
military equipment in excess of that allowed by the
Armistice Agreement, it constituted a provocative act,
a breach of the Armistice Agreement and a violation
of Security Council resolution 162 (1961) of 11 April
1961, which had endorsed the decision of the Israel-
Jordan Mixed Armistice Commission of 20 March 1961.
He hoped that the Security Council would take more
effective tieasures this time and, as a first step, call
on Israel not to hold the parade.

317. The representative of Israel asserted that the
Jordanian complaint was an attempt to create new
tensions and misunderstanding, and constituted in effect
a complaint about the celebration of Israel’s independ-
ence, the reconstruction of synagogues and houses of
learning destroyed by Jordan in the Jewish Quarter
of Jerusalem, aud the restoration of the Western Wall
of King Solomon’s Temple free from slums, dirt and
profanation. Jordan’s objection was not to the parade,
but to what it stood for: Israel’s existence, its liberty,
and its defeat of Arab aggression. Instead of joining
the United Nations efforts to guide the nations of the
Middle East towards a just and lasting peace, Jordan
asked for a return to the Armistice Agreements, which
no longer existed because. thie Arabs had destroyed
them by the military attack on Israel on 5 June 1967.
Israel’s relations with the Arab States were now
founded upon, and were regulated by, the cease-fire
established by the Security Council, and within the
cease-fire area Israel forces were free to move, act
and parade as they saw fit. The Assembly resclutions
of 4 and 14 July 1967 had referred to the legislation
which Israel had adopted in June 1967 and were not
aimed at preventing military parades in the city, nor
were they intended to paralyse construction in Je-
rusalem,

318. Continuing, the representative of Israel charged
Jordan with concocting unfounded allegations about
housing development in- Jerusalem and asserted that
most of the land involved in the reconstruction projects
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was Jewish-owned and public domain and that the
undertaking was one of normal urban development,
Divided for nineteen years because of Jordanian ag-
gression, Jerusalem was again united, the Holy Places
were protected, restoration was in progress and life
was normal and peaceful in a city where a quarter of
a million Jews and 70,000 Arabs mingled in growing
understanding,

319. In conclusion, the representative of Isracl said
that the present situation called for a clear, unequivocal
summons to disavow bhelligerency, terminate warfare,
and move onward to peace.

320. The representative of the United Kingdom
stated that his Governmment stood firmly by its state-
ments and votes in the General Assembly and in the
Council on the future of Jerusalem. As for the military
parade, his delegation applied only one test: whether
or not it would increase tensions and adversely affect
current efforts to find a peaceful and permanent settle-
ment. In the opinion of his delegation, the Council
should discourage any action which made a peaceful
settlement more difficult and might lead to greater
bitterness or conflict.

321. At the 1417th meeting, on 27 April 1968,
the representative of Algeria said that only the gravest
consequences could be expected from Israel’s military
parade in Jerusalem. A greater danger was that Zion-
ism, which based its ambitions on a fanciful interpreta-
tion of the Bible, gave a would-be religious nature
to new steps towards complete annexation. Adding
a religious conflict to a political-military situation
would give the present conflict an implacable character.
Moreover, the planned parade violated all United
Nations resolutions on Jerusalem since 1948, It had
become obvious that Israel’s refusal to implement the
resolutions, particularly those of 4 and 14 July 1967,
reflected once again its contempt for its international
obligations. Israel might want peace some day, but
only when it had satisfied its territorial ambitions and
filled the annexed territories with immigrants. There-
fore, self-defence to escape extermination was the
understandable and legitimate reaction of the people
of Palestine. It was the duty of the Council, above
all, to condemn and put an end to Israel’s backward
policy. The Council must immediately forbid any ag-
gravation of the situation by tha annexation of Je-
rusalem and any acts of deliberate provocation.

322, The representative of Hungary stated that the
policy of Israel towards Jerusalem illustrated the kind
of peace and coexistence Israel offered to its Arab
neighbours. By gradually shifting its governmental
organs to Jerusalem, Israel Lad begun to erode the
Israel-Jordan Armistice Agreement of 1949. The pro-
cess of annexation, which had begun when the Israel
forces moved across the Demarcation Line in June
1967, had been continued by the demolition of Arab
tenements, the appropriation of Arab land and the
forced resettlement of Israel citizens in the Jordanian
part of Jerusalein in violations of General Assembly
resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V). The argu-
ment advanced by Israel that the Armistice Agreement,
and all resolutions based thereon, was null and veid
could not be accepted by any Member of the Organiza-
tion, Only by mutual consent—of which Israel had
never informed the Council—might the parties to the
Agreement revise or suspend it.

323. In conclusion, the representative of Hungary
stated that Israel was openly violating the United

Nations Charter by trying to annex territory of another
Member State of the Organization, including the City
of Jerusalem, and arrogantly planning to hold a pro-
vocative military parade. Such an attitude could not be
tolerated by the Security military which should con-
demn Israel's policy and demand that it accept and
implement without delay the provisions of the Armistice
Agreement, the earlier resolutions of the Sccurity
Council, especially resolution 162 (1961), and General
Assembly resolutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V).
The Council should call upon Israel to desist from tak-
ing any action which might violate those decisions,
324, The representative of Senecgal stated that, in
the view of his Governement, Israel evacuation of the
occupied territories was the first step towards the
peaceful solution of the grievous problem of the Middle
East, Israel was, of course, aware that military parades
were considered an act of sovereign power. For that
reason and because of the provocative nature of the
parade, his Government urgently appealed to Israel
to refrain from any act which could further aggravate
the already tense situation in the Middle East. The
holding of the parade east of the Demarcation Line
was a deliberate violation of important provisions of
the Armistice Agreement. His Government proclaimed
its solidarity with the Arab peoples in general and,
in particular, with Jordan on the question before the
Council. His delegation would associate itself with any
proposal forbidding Israel to hold the parade.

325. The representative of Ethiopia declared that
the intended parade in Jerusalem was the kind of ac-
tion that could aggravate the explosive situation in the
Middle East. His delegation agreed with the Secretary-
General’s assessment that the parade would increase
tensions and would have an adverse effect on the current
efforts to find a peaceful settlement of the problems in
the Middle East and it therefore endorsed the Secretary-
General’s wise call for moderation addressed to the
Government of Israel. His delegation also joined other
Council members in their appeal to the Government
of Israel to abandon its plans for the parade.

326. The representative of Canada said that he
wished to emphasize the position taken by Canada in
the General Assembly in July 1967: that the question
of Jerusalem and the Holy Places could not be con-
sidered or resolved as an isolated issue. His Govern-
ment was opposed to any unilateral actions regarding
Jerusalem which would be prejudicial to the legitimate
international concern about that city, to the preservation
of special spiritual and religious interests there, or to
the settlement sought by Ambassador Jarring. His de-
legation could not condone any steps which would alter
the status of Jerusalem or endanger the prospects for
a peaceful and agreed settlement. In the present circum-
stances, the planned parade was inevitably provocative
and was bound to raise tensions, By implication, it
seemed to prejudice the future of Jerusalem. Canada
regretted Israel’s decision to hold the parade, and
particularly the decision to route it through the part of
Jerusalem occupied by Israel during the June 1967
fighting.

327. The representative of France said that although
it was understandable that Israel should wish to com-
memorate the anniversary of its independence, the
planning of the parade through a sector of Jerusalem
occupied by Israel forces after the events of June 1967
could not but be considered as part of a policy which,
ever since the June conflict, had been characterized
by similarly inspired actions. At its fifth emergency




special session, the General Assembly, in its two re-
solutions 2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ILS-V), had dealt
with the measures adopted by Isracl on 29 June to
“unify” Jerusalem. His delegation, the representative
of France continued, had voted for both resolutions
and the French Government had stated that it could
not recognize the measures taken by Israel in defiance
of those resolutions, Those actions not only seemed
illegal but they could aggravate tension and add to the
complexity of a problem which must be solved peace-
fully. His delegation did not doubt the assurances
given by the Israel authorities that they would take
measures to protect and ensure free access by all to
the Holy Places. However, the basic question was that
of sovereignty. The future of Jerusalem could not be
determined unilaterally; it directly concerned Jordan,
as well as the international community, for the Holy
City of three religions must cease to be an element of
discord and become a symbol of peace.

328. The representative of India said that Israel
must desist from all measures tending to aggravate
the serious situation prevailing in the area. The pro-
posed military parade could only exacerbate existing
tensions and further vitiate the atmosphere, It was
incumbent upon the Council to take the immediate,
although interim, step of calling on Israel to desist
from holding the parade.

329. The representative of Paraguay said the parade
to celebrate Israel’s independence could only introduce
further dangerous elements into the existing situation
and render more difficult the delicate peace mission
entrusted to the Secretary-General and his Special
Representative. Therefore, his delegation considered
that the military parade should not be held, and trusted
that Israel would heed its appeal.

330. The representative of Pakistan declared that
there could be no doubt that the parade, if held, would
seriously set back the process of achieving a peaceful
settlement of the situation in the Middle East. The
Council, therefore, would be remiss in its duty if it
did not call upon Israel in the plainest language
to refrain from holding the parade. On behalf of the
delegations of India, Senegal and Pakistan, he intro-
duced the following draft resolution (S/8563) :

“The Security Council,

“Having heard the statements of the representa-
tives of Jordan and Israel,

“Having considered the Secretary-General’s note
(S/8561),

“Recalling its resolution 162 (1961) of 11 April
1961,

“Considering that the holding of a military parade
in Jerusalem will aggravate tensions in the area and
will have an adverse effect on a peaceful settlement
of the problems in the area,

“1, Calls upon Israel to refrain from holding
the military parade in Jerusalem which is contem-
plated for 2 May 1968;

“2. Requests the Secretary-General to report to
the Security Council on the implementation of this
resolution.”

331. After commending the draft resolution to the
Council, the representative of Pakistan recalled that,
by its resolution 162 (1961), the Council had forbidden
a military parade by Israel even though that parade
was to take place on the Israel side of the Armistice
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Demarcation Line in Jerusalem and even though the
situation then was far less explosive than today. At
that time, the crucial question had been how the military
parade would aftect public feelings, the Armistice
Agreements and the attitudes of the parties concerned
towards those agreements, The situation now was even
more crucial. Moreover, the Pakistan delegation re-
garded the question of the status of the City of Je-
rusalem as of supreme importance,

332, The representative of China observed that,
although normally there was nothing unusual about
holding a parade to celebrate a national holiday, in the
present circumstances a military parade in Jerusalem
could not fail to arouse resentment in Jordan. More-
over, the legal status of the area in which the parade
was to be held was directly at issue. His delegation
therefore regarded the Secretary-General’s note to
Israel of 20 April a timely warning, and joined in the
appeal to Israel to refrain from any provocative act.

333. The President, speaking as the representative
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, said that
the provocative intent of the Government of Israel to
hold a military parade in the Arab part of Jerusalem
was yet another confirmation of the expansionist
policies of Israel. It was an attempt to support, by a
display of military might, illegal aspirations of Israel
in respect of the Arab part of Jerusalem, in a new
defiance of the Charter. Israel continued to ignore
Council resolutions 162 (1961), 2253 (ES-V) and
2254 (ES-V) and by its actions, particularly by the
decision to stage the parade, had demonstrated that it
was not even thinking of leaving the Arab part of
Jerusalem. The Secretary-General’s note to Israel, he
said, reflected the concern of the overwhelming majority
of the Members of the Organization. The Council must
urgently demand that Israel desist from carrying out
its military parade in Jerusalem, and specifically in the
Arab section of that city., His delegation would give
its full support to the three-Power draft resolution.
Should Israel not comply with it, further measures
would have to be considered. Events in Jerusalem and
the other occupied Arab lands were signs of the grave
situation which Israel was deliberately creating in the
Middle East, as well as additional confirmation of the
fact that so long as the troops of Israel did not leave
the territories of the Arab States which Israel had
seized, there would be no peace in the region.

334. The representative of Jordan, replying to the
statement of Israel said, inter alia, that no one shared
the view advanced by the representative of Israel that
the Armistice Agreement was a ghost. The Secretary-
General had stated that neither the Council nor the
Assembly had indicated that the validity and applica-
bility of the Armistice Agreements had been changed
by the recent hostilities or the war of 1956, and that
there was no provision in them for unilateral termina-
tion of their application. Moreover, the representative
of Israel contradicted his own Foreign Minister who
had previously stated that Israel regarded the Armistice
Agreement as permanent, and that the fact that certain
mutual claims remained unsettled in no way affected its
existence or caused the breakdown of the Armistice
system.

335. Following further statements in exercise of
the right of reply made by Israel and Jordan, the
Security Council, at the request of the representative
of the United States, held a brief recess for the purposes
of consultation on the three-Power draft resolution.



336. As a result of the consultations, the second
preambular paragraph of the three-Power draft resolu-
tion was modified by the addition of the words “parti-
cularly his note to the Permanent Representative of
Israel to the United Nations”, following the reference
to the Secretary-General's note; and the third pre-
ambular paragraph, referring to resolution 162 (1961),
was deleted,

Decision: At the 1417th meeting, on 27 April 1968,
the draft resolution (S/8563), as modified, was adopted
unanimously (resolution 250 (1968)).

337. Following the vote, the representative of
Israel stated that his delegation could not accept the
resolution advising Israel not to hold the parade be-
cause under the cease-fire the matter fell within Israel’s
internal jurisdiction,

338. The representative of Jordan expressed satis-
faction that the Council had taken prompt action on
the first part of his Government’s complaint. The
Council, he said, was still seized with the second part
of his complaint which was the situation in Jerusalem.

339. In a letter dated 30 April 1968 addressed to
the Secretary-General (S/8565), the Foreign Minister
of Israel stated that, after giving careful attention to
the Secretary-General's cable transmitting Security
Council resolution 250 (1968) of 27 April 1968, and
to his report to the Security Council of 26 April, it was
his Government’s considered judgement that the cere-
mony of 2 May need not and would not have the ad-
verse effects predicted in some quarters. Jordan’s ob-
jections, he asserted, were based on implacable hostility,
not on disinterested concern for regional peace, and its
aim was to create, not to alleviate, tension. The tension
in the area sprang not from peaceful ceremonies within
the cease-fire line, but from terrorist acts across it.

340. In a letter dated 1 May addressed to the
Secretary-General (S/8568), the representative of
Jordan complained that Israel policemen had mistreated
a group of Arab women in Jerusalem who were trying
to submit a petition to the Israel authorities protesting
against the proposed military parade. Attached to the
letter of the representative of Jordan were photographs
of the incident, together with a copy of the petition in
question.

341. At its 1418th meeting, on 1 May, the Council,
on the suggestion of the representative of Algeria,
agreed, without objection, to add to the provisional
agenda the report of the Secretary-General under Gen-
eral Assembly resolution 2254 (ES-V) relating to Je-
rusalem (S/8146).

342, The representative of Jordan said that his
Government had requested him, as a matter of urgency,
to inform the Council that it had irrefutable evidence
that the Israel authorities intended to hold the parade
despite the Council resolution of 27 April. His Govern-
ment appealed to the Council to do everything possible
to prevent further deterioration of the already explosive
situation. Israel’s defiance of the Council’s decision made
it clear that Israel was deliberately and premeditatedly
obstructing all efforts to find a peaceful settlement of the
problems of the area. Yet, he asserted, some Powers
for reasons of political expediency were reluctant to
help the Council take adequate measures. If the efforts
of the Secretary-General’s Special Representative were
to be strengthened, it would be necessary to prevent
violations leading to a change of the status quo in
Jerusalem,

343. The representative of Israel, after reading out
the text of the reply of 30 April 1968 from the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Israel to the Secretary-General,
remarked that the Council should give greater weight
to its resolutions and those of the General Assembly
on vital questions of peace in the Middle East which
Jordan and other Arab States had refused to im-
plement than to the matter of the parade,

344. The representative of Algeria said that a new
fait accompli was taking shape; by one gradual mea-
sure after another, the Tel Aviv authorities were im-
posing what, in their view, should be the final status
of Jerusalem. Although no spectacular measures had
yet been applied by Israel, the Council was progressively
but ineluctably witnessing a qualitative change in the
status of Jerusalem. It would be deplorable, the repre-
sentative of Algeria continued, if the Council reacted
only when the Zionist authorities annexed the city.
The Council must ensure respect for its deeisions. It
must condemn Israel for its defiance of the 27 April
resolution and then consider what further measures
should be taken.

345. The representative of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics said that, in his letter of 30 April,
the Foreign Minister of Israel had attempted to justify
the military parade by pointing out that it would take
place at a considerable distance from the cease-fire line
and would not increase tension in the area. None of
the members which had voted for the resolution of 27
April, he said, would agres with that interpretation.
Such assertions, connected with the calculations of the
Government of Tel Aviv to consider the cease-fire line
as a final frontier between Israel and Jordan, could
only be viewed as a new instance of the expansionist
policy, which regarded the occupied part of jerusalem
as Israel territory. The Council, basing itself on the
provisions of the General Assembly resolutions of 4
and 14 July, must categorically reject such an inter-
pretation. The Foreign Minister also failed to state
officially that it was his Government's, as well as the
Council’s, objective to secure a peaceful settlement.
Furthermore, as in previous official documents, nothing
was said about recognition and implementation, includ-
ing the withdrawal of troops from Arab territory, of
the Security Council resolution of 22 November.

346. The Council, the representative of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics said, should demand that
Israel stop its lawless actions in Jerusalem and abide
by United Nations resolutions. The Soviet Union was
ready to take part in any measures which the Council
as a whole, including its permanent members, might
find necessary to take in order to curb the aggressor.

347. The representative of the United States said
that his Government had repeatedly expressed its con-
cern about the status of Jerusalem and had pointed
out that a just settlement of the city’s status was in-
separably linked to other aspects of the problems which
still defied solution. That was, he said, the clear import
of the resolution unanimously adopted on 22 November
1967. Peace would not and could not be achieved by a
patchwork of resolutions dealing with one or another
symptom of tension and discord in the Middle East.
Such a piecemeal approach had been tried time and
again, and it had failed. He feared the Council was
on the verge of drifting again into the same situation.
The main concern of the Council should be to foster
the success of Ambassador Jarring’s mission to achieve
a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. The Council
could not impose the terms of a peace settlement on




the parties; it was the parties themselves, as envisaged
in the 22 November resolution, which should engage
in a peace-making process with the help of a United
Nations representative. Ouly thus could the Council
succeed in replacing relations based on the premise
of a temporary respite in hostilities by relations based
on mutual tolerance and willingness to accept one
another and to live in permanent peace.

3438, In a further statement, the representative of
Israel said that his Government, in statements to Am-
bassador Jarring, had declared its acceptance of the
22 November resolution by the promotion of agreement
- on the establishment of a just and durable peace. He
reaffirmed that Israel was willing to seck agreement
with each Arab State on all matters included in that
resolution. It had accepted Mr, Jarring’s proposal for
a meeting with each of its neighbours under his aus-
pices. No Arab State had yet accepted that proposal;
instead, they still subscribed to the Khartoum declara-
tion: “No negotiations with Israel, no recognition of
Israel, and no peace with Israel”,

349. At the 1419th meeting, on the morning of 2
May, the Security Council adjourned, following a state-
ment by the Secretary-Geuneral to the effect that the
parade had been held as scheduled and that he would
shortly submit a report on the question.

350. In a report of 2 May (S/8567) submitted in
compliance with resolution 25¢ (1968), the Secretary-
General informed’ the Council with regret that the
parade had taken place in Jerusalem as scheduled,
having been held in the area east of the Armistice
Demarcation Line for approximately two hours and ten
minutes. As far as he knew, there had been no in-
cidents, but in the absence of United Nations ob-
servers, it was not possible to provide fully verified
information. However, from information received from
various sources, the main equipment and personnel for
the parade were said to have been concentrated in the
eastern part of Jerusalem, as were the main reviewing
stand and the spectators’ stands. Attached to the re-
port were excerpts from an article in the Jerusalem
Post listing the units, vehicles and equipment for the
parade,

351. At the 1420th meeting of the Council, on 2
May, the President read out the text of the following
draft resolution which had resulted from consultations
among the members of the Council:

“The Security Council,

“Noting the Secretary-General’s reports of 26
April (S/8561) and 2 May 1968 (S/8567),

“Recalling resolution 250 (1968) of 27 April 1968,

“Deeply deplores the holding by Israel of the
military parade in Jerusalem on 2 May 1968 in dis-
regard of the unanimous decision adopted by the
Council on 27 April 1968.”

Decision: At the 1420th wmeeting, on 2 May, the
draft resolution was adopted unanimously (resolution
251 (1968)).

352. The representative of Israel stated that the
patrade had not violated any principle of international
law, had created no new situation and had endang.red
no lives. It had been a parade of thanksgiving and deliv-
erance after twenty years of Arab aggression.

353. The representative of Jordan said that since
the Council was now to turn to the discussion on the
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situation in Jerusalem it would be very helpful if the
Council would invite Mr, Rouhi El-Khatib, the elected
Mayor of Jerusalem, to appear before the Council in
order to supply the Council with information under
rule 39 of the provisional rules of procedure of the
Security Council.

354, At the 1421st meeting of the Council, on 3
May, the President drew attention to a letter of 2 May
(S/8570) from the representative of Jordan, in which
Jordan requested that the elected Mayor of Jerusalem,
Mr. Rouhi El-Khatib, be invited to appear before the
Council under rule 39 of the provisional rules of pro-
cedure. The President stated that following consulta-
tions with the members of the Council it was agreed
that Mr, Rouhi El-Khatib should be heard by the
Council under rule rule 39 of the provisional rules of
procedure. He would proceed accordingly, if there was
no objection.

355. The representative of Algeria said that his
delegation understood that Mr, El-Khatib was being
invited in his capacity as the elected Mayor of Jerusa-
lem. That was in accordance with rule 39 of the provi-
sional rules of procedure. He stressed that the com-
petence of Mr, El-Khatib to appear before the Council
arose from the fact that he was the elected Mayor of
Jerusalem.

356. The President replied that he did not consider
it necessary or desirable for the Council to pronounce
itself on that point. The agreement he had obtained from
the members of the Council was that Mr. Rouhi El-
Khatib should be invited in accordance with rule 39
of the provisional rules of procedure. He would proceed
accordingly.

357. Following a brief procedural discussion, during
the course of which the representatives of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, Pakistan and Hungary as-
sociated themselves with the views expressed by the
representative of Algeria, the President invited Mr.
El-Khatib to take a place at the Council table
and address the Council.

358. Mr. El-Khatib charged that during the first three
weeks of the occupation, the Israel authorities had spread
terror throughout the city, looting, mistreating anyone
showing dissatisfaction and arbitrarily gaoling hundreds
and thousands for unlimited periods. In the Magharba
Quarter, the Israel authorities, he said, had bulldozed
135 houses which belonged to the North African Moslem
communities, causing the inhabicants to scatter. Israel
authorities and Jewish religious bodies had also directed
a campaign against the inhabitants of the neighbouring
area of the Western Wall of the El-Aksa Mosque,
legally proved to be Moslem property, That campaign
had later been extended to cover wider areas in the
heart of the Moslem quarters and, to some extent, the
houses standing in the old Jewish quarter, 80 per cent
of which was Arab property. The inhabitants had been
given notice by Israel religious bodies, confirmed by
army authorities, to evacuate the area within three
days. On 27 June 1967, the Israel authorities, he said,
had issued a decree of death to the Arab status of
Jerusalem by passing an act announcing the annexa-
tion of Arab Jerusalem to Israel, and on 29 June a
Military Defence Order had dissolved the Arab Muni-
cipal Council and dismissed the Mayor and members
of the Council.

359. Since then, Mr, El-Khatib continued, the situa-
tion in Arab Jerusalem had deteriorated. The Israel
authorities had taken one carefully planned and quickly




executed measure after another, Israel had subjected
Arab Jerusalem to Israel civil laws and regulations and
had imposed its educational system, The “Law of the
Properties of Absentees”, entitling the Israel authori-
ties to expropriate all property of so-called absentee
Arabs, had swallowed much of the Arab property in
the area and was one of the means devised to liquidate
the Palestine case. He spoke of two construction pro-
jects which the Israel authorities intended to carry out
on recently seized Arab lands in Jerusalem which, he
said, would have the effect of separating the Arabs
of Jerusalem from those in adjoining Arab towns and
villages. The effects of the war, the closing of Arab
banks, the unbearable conditions imposed by the Israel
authorities for restoring their operations, and the steady
drop in the tourist industry had reduced Arab employ-
ment by more than 50 per cent. More than 8,000 people,
Mr. El-Khatib said, had had to leave the city and
cross the Jordan River. Every Arab in Jerusalem, he
asserted, had only one choice: either to stay and live
in misery or leave. Israel, he charged, refused to imple-
ment the Council’s resolution of 14 June 1967 which
called on Israel to ensure the safety and welfare of the
inhabitants of the areas of military operations and to
facilitate the return of the inhabitants who had fled
after the outbreak of hostilities in June 1967. The
claim by Israel that most of the land involved in the
reconstruction projects was Jewish-owned and in the
public domain was, he said, untrue. Official records
in the Department of Land Registry in Jerusalem
showed clearly that Jewish organizations and indivi-
duals owned less than 8 per cent of the total area
seized, the Government of Jordan owned less than 1
per cent, and 91 per cent belong to Arab individuals,
families and companies in Jerusalem. The construction
of the new Israel quarter, and the others to follow, con-
firmed the grounds for the Arabs’ anxiety that Israel
was planning and working to consolidate expansion
and to change the character of Jerusalem.

360. In conclusion, Mr. El-Khatib said that the
Arabs of Jerusalem resolutely opposed all measures of
the Israel occupying authorities for the “unification”
of the two sectors of the City under Israel sovereignty.
They proclaimed to the whole world that this annexa-
tion, sometimes camouflaged as “administrative mea-
sures”, was carried out against their will.

361. The representative of Hungary said that his
delegation had made it clear that in its view the status
of Jerusalem was regulated by the General Armistice
Agreement which remained valid, until modified or
suspended by its two signatories, and contained no
provision for unilateral renunciation which Israel
sought, regrettably with the support of a2 Great Power,
which had openly espoused the maintenance of the
territorial integrity of all Middle Eastern States. To
effect the desired changes in the status of Jerusalem,
Israel, contrary to the principles of the United Nations
Charter, had used force and attempted to explain its
anachronistic approach by claims about acquired rights
to Jerusalem on historic grounds. But what, he asked,
were the criteria for choosing Israel as the allegedly
rightful owner of the city over other peoples who had
controlled Jerusalem before or after the Jewish State?
What would happen to all frontiers were such stand-
ards to be applied to determine the territory of modern
States? He rejected the claim of the representative
of Israel to speak on behalf of the “Jewish people” and
stressed that no representative is entitled to speak in
the Council on behalf of citizens of other States. His
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delegation remained convinced that compliance with
Security Council resolution 242 of 22 November 1967
and the two resolutions adopted at the fifth emergency
special session of the General Assembly was the only
possible way to solve the problem of Jerusalem and
peace in the Middle East.

362. The representative of Israel rejected the
charges made by Jordan and referred to the report
submitted by the Secretary-General on 12 September
1967, in which Mr, Thalmann, the Special Representa-
tive of the Secretary-General, had stated that he had
been struck by the great activity and the mingling of
Jews and Arabs in Jerusalem where uniforms were
few and weapons fewer., He had also reported that the
Arab personnel of the Old City had been absorbed in
the equivalent departments in the Israel municipality.

363. The situation, the representative of Israel con-
tinued, had improved further since Mr. Thalmann's
report. Public services and schools were operating
normally, No changes had been made in the curriculum
of Arab schools; in municipal schools, the curriculum
current in Israel’s Arab schools, which included studies
in Arab history and Islam, was followed. All Moslem
and Christian institutions were pursuing their ac-
tivities without hindrance under the same leadership.
As the Foreign Minister of Israel had pointed out in
his letter of 30 April 1967 to the Secretary-General,
Israel was deeply aware of the universal interest in
Jerusalem and had reaffirmed its willingness to work
for formal sectlements satisfactory to the Christian,
Moslem and Jewish faiths,

364. Continuing, the representative of Israel said
that Mr, El-Khatib was not an elected mayor, but an
appointee of the Government of Jordan, and a member
of the National Council of the Palestine Liberation
Army. He charged that as an agent of the Government
of Jordan, Mr. El-Khatib had continued to promote
tension and public unrest after the cease-fire and to
act as an intermediary for the transmission of directives
and instructions from Amman and the transfer and
distribution of funds for promoting breaches of public
order. He had been ordered to cross the cease-fire line.
He pointed out that the plan to develop the Jewish
quarter involved an area which Jordan had destroyed
in 1948 and allowed to degenerate into a slum. The
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) and other bodies had
stressed the need for urban development in the area.
Another urban development project concerned the area
of Neveh Yaacov in the northern part of East Jeru-
salem, a village razed to the ground by the Jordanian
Army in 1948. Most of the land involved was Jewish
property or in the public domain, and all private
claimants would be compensated.

365. In conclusion, the representative of Israel
stressed that Israel’s aim remained to live in peace
with its neighbours. That aim could be achieved, but
only if warfare by terror, warfare by threat and war-
fare in the international organizations stopped.

366. The representative of Jordan declared that the
issue before the Council was the violation by Israel
of the Council’s resolution of 22 November which
emphasized the inadmissibility of territorial gains by
force and of the two General Assembly resolutions de-
claring that the status of Jerusalem should not be
changed. The aim of the representative of Israel, he
said, was to confuse the issue and to use the Council
as a forum for fund-raising in the United States. As for
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Mr. El-Khatib, the representative of Jordan said that in
Jordan all members of the Municipal Council were
elected by the people and the Government then ap-
pointed one of them as Mayor of the city.

367. At the 1422nd meeting, on 6 May, the repre-
sentative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
stated that the information before the Council showed
that Israel continued a policy of arbitrariness and
violence towards the Arab population in the occupied
part of Jerusalem. The Government of Israel, in de-
fiance of the United Nations, had issued a number
of statements demonstrating its intention to Israelize the
occupied part of Jerusalem and to deprive the city of its
Arab personality; it had followed them by the illegal
action the Mayor of Jerusalem had described. The oc-
cupation of Arab lands and the persecution of the Arab
population were acts of aggression. The rulers of Israel
and their imperialist protectors, he contended, were
entirely responsible for the delay in reaching a political
settlement in the Middle East, It was the Council’s
duty to demand that Israel cease such illegal acts. In
accordance with the United Nations Charter, the
Council should take all necessary measures to eliminate
the obstacles to a political settlement, the primary condi-
tion for which was the immediate withdrawal of Israel
troops from all the occupied Arab territories in ac-
cordance with the Council’s resolution of 22 November,
The Soviet Union would continue to render all possible
support and assistance to the Arab countries in their
just struggle for the elimination of the consequences of
Israel aggression.

368. The representative of Pakistan stated that the
letter of the Foreign Minister of Israel had failed to
explain why Israel's ceremony of thanksgiving should
take the form of a massive display of military might,
Moreover, the letter had not even mentioned the reso-
lution of 27 April 1968. Apart from that, there were
two fallacies in the letter: first, the issue was not
whether the provocative parade was within or
across the cease-fire line, but Israel’s right to flaunt its
military might in a city over which it had no sov-
ereignty and whose status it was specifically asked
not to alter; second, the letter was based on the
premise that, by virtue of its military power and its
victory, Israel was entitled to act without regard for
the Security Council or the conscience of mankind
as voiced by the General Assembly. Compliance with
the Council’s 27 April resolution would have entailed no
sacrifice. of Israel’s interests or claims. Israel was sim-
ply asked to abstain from a provocative act and show
respect for world opinion. Its refusal to exercise even
that modicum of restraint revealed its attitude towards
the issues of war and peace.

369. Continuing, the representative of Pakistan
referred to the General Armistice Agreement, General
Assembly resolutions 181 (II), 194 (III), 303 (IV),
2253 (ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V), all of them prohibit-
ing any attempt by Israel to establish sovereignty over
Jerusalem, Those instruments were reinforced by the
expressed will of the population of the Old City of
Jerusalem, as stated in the report of the Secretary-
General under General Assembly resolution 2254
(ES-V). Israel, the representative of Pakistan as-
serted, was deliberately trying to obfuscate the issue
by presenting a wholly subjective interpretation and
injecting into the discussion the elements of a mystique
and the assertion of an elemental primordial right. The
delegation of Pakistan, which had the greatest respect
for Judaism and for its sentiments towards Jerusalem,
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did not think it permissible to cite that religion and
culture and invoke its memories in order to justify
wholly illegal acts which indicated a complete rejection
of the decisions of the United Nations. The representa-
tive of Israel had tried to show that Jerusalem had not
been Arab. What else had it been since the seventh
century? The arguments advanced by the representative
of Israel did not bear on the issues of international
})eace and security, which demanded effective measures
rom the Council, If the drift towards disaster in the
Middle East, the representative of Pakistan said, was
to be halted, the Council must call on Israel to respect
the General Assembly resolutions concerning Jerusalem,
rescind all measures to alter its status, and refrain
from such actions in the future.

370. At the 1423rd meeting, on 7 May, the repre-
sentative of Jordan, refuting Israel’s charge that the
West Bank had been taken by Jordan through con-
quest, said that the will of the Arab people of Jerusa-
lem had been expressed in numerous statements, de-
monstrations and protests which called for the
rescission of the annexation of Jerusalem, the im-
mediate withdrawal of Israel, and the re-establishment
of the unity of Jordan. The refusal of the Municipal
Council to recognize the annexation and co-operate
with the usurping régime was sufficient proof. The
people of the West Bank and the Gaza area, he de-
clared, were one in their determination to reject and
oppose the occupation, The punitive measures taken
by the Israel authorities against the Araly population
answered all the falsifications made by the representa-
tive of Israel. The Council resolution 237 (1967)
called upon the Government of Israel to ensure the
safety, welfare and security of the inhabitants of the
area; however, the orders and decrees issued by the
Israel Defence Army defied that resolution. He cited
cases of arbitrary arrest, expulsion and other violations
of human rights, He urged the Council to condemn
Israel’s measures changing the status of Jerusalem
if justice and peace were to be restored in the area.

371. The representative of Israel said that while
the Council debate went on, Jordanian artillery was
shelling Israel villages and farms and sabotage raids
continued with the participation of ever larger com-
mando units. He described a recent clash between
commando units and an Israel patrol in which, he
said, the saboteurs, who had worn Egyptian army uni-
forms and appeared to belong to Egyptian regular units,
had been killed. Israel came to the Council to plead
with it to stop those persistent violations of the cease-
fire, which were a direct threat to the hopes for a
peaceful settlement. The present Jordanian complaint
was but another expression of active belligerency, an-
other attempt to thwart Israel-Aralr understanding,
and obstruct the Council’s work to deal effectively with
Arab aggression. Jerusalem was now rejuvenated after
nineteen years of artificial division, and all its inhabi-
tants were gradually joining together to rebuild it.
He reiterated that Israel had no desire to exercise
exclusive and unilateral control over the Holy Places;
it had already taken steps to work out special ar-
rangements with those traditionally concerned to ensure
the universal character of Christian and Moslem Holy
Places. There was only one way to judge conditions
in East Jerusalem, he said, and that was to listen to
the people, not to the bhellicose pronouncements of
hostile Governments and disgruntled agents of Jor-
danian rule. The Arab residents of Jerusalem had
rejected all attempts by outside elements to prevent



Israel-Arab co-operation in the administration of the
city; they adopted the attitude of joint effort for the
benefit of the city., Jerusalem land registries and title
deeds were available to all. Not 3,000 persons, but
160 families were evacuated from the Jewish Quarter
or were moved out of the synagogue ruins; all had
received alternative housing and full compensaton,

372. Israel, he said, did not suggest that Jerusalem's
problems had been solved. It was too much to expect
that the 60,000 Arabs would love the 200,000 Jews
in Jerusalem, but both groups were bhetter off than
before. Jerusalem was now a venture in coexistence.

373. At the 1424th meeting, on 9 May, the repre-
sentative of the United States said that the United
States position on Jerusalem was well known. His
Government did not accept or recognize unilateral ac-
tions by any State in the area as altering the status of Je-
rusalem and had publicly stated that such unilateral
measures, including expropriation of land and legislated
administrative action by the Government of Israel,
could not be considered other than interim and provi-
sional, and could not affect the present international
status nor prejudge the final and permanent status of
Jerusalem. He stated what while the question of Jerusa-
lem was a most important issue, it could not be
realistically solved apart from other aspects of the
situation in the Middle East dealt with in the resolu-
tion of 22 November, nor could it be excluded from the
scope of that resolution. In the achievemunt of a peace-
ful and accepted settlement embracing all aspects of
the complex Middle East problem, the parties them-
selves must necessarily be engaged, and the legitimate
interests of all concerned must be taken into account.
The resolution of 22 November was the lodestar of the
journey towards peace, and the United States con-
tinued to support it unreservedly, in its entirety, and
in all its parts. The best way to support the Novem-
ber resoluton was to stress the Council’s support for
the peace-making efforts of the Special Representative,
to call on all the parties to refrain from all actions that
might prejudice Mr. Jarring’s efforts and to extend
to him full co-operation in carrying out that most dif-
ficult mission. The Council must preserve the unity of
22 November and the common desire for constructive
action so that the peace-making process then initiated
might be carried on in such a manner that the goal
all hoped for would be achieved.

374. The representative of Senegal said that his
Government deeply deplored Israel’s failure to respect
the Council’s 27 April resolution. Senegal was at one
with its Arab brethren and wished to help them ob-
tain a just peace under United Nations auspices. He
stressed that Senegal could never accept military oc-
cupation, much less annexation of territory. Negotia-
tions, he said, must aim at a return to the status quo
ante or, better still, respect for United Nations deci-
sions. That presupposed the withdrawal of Israel
troops to their previous positions. As for Jerusalem,
his delegation maintained that no one had the right
to challenge the status of Jerusalem. Senegal appealed
to Israel to facilitate Mr. Jarring’s mission and to all
men of goodwill to try to find a just and lasting
solution.

375. The representative of Jordan, referring to
the statement by the representative of the United States,
said he had not brought the question of Jerusalem be-
fore the Council for an over-all solution, but to seek
certain interim measures to stop the continued viola-
tion by Israel of General Assembly resolutions 2253
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(ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) on Jerusalem, which, if
continued, would make future consideration and im-
plementation of the 22 November resolution difficult,

376. At the 1425th meeting, on 20 May, the repre-
sentative of Pakistan introduced a draft resolution
(S/8590), co-sponsored by Pakistan and Senegal,
which he stated was the product of prolonged and
careful consultations among the seven Asian, African
and Latin American members of the Council. It was
essentially a proposal of an interim nature which did
not in any way embody a decision of the Council re-
garding the disposition of the city of Jerusalem but
sought only to reaffirm the General Assembly’s resolu-
tions on the subject. Because of its limited scope, it did
not include a call for the withdrawal of Israel’s forces
and other personnel from that city, but simply sought to
preclude any measures or actions constituting attempts
to change the status of the city. It was important, while
there was still reason to entertain the hope that efforts
towards a political settlement of the Middle East prob-
lem might bear fruit, that the Council do its best to
prevent actions and occurrences which deepened and
further complicated the conflict and rendered its reso-
lution still more difficult.

377. The text of the draft resolution of Pakistan
and Senegal (S/8590) read as follows:

“The Security Council,

“Recalling General Assembly resolutions 2253
(ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967,

‘Having considered the letter (S/8560) of the
Permanent Representative of Jordan on the situation

in Jerusalem and the report of the Secretary-General
(5/8146),

“Having heard the statements made before the
Council,

“Noting that since the adoption of the above-
mentioned resolutions, Israel has taken further
measures and actions in contravention of those
resolutions,

“Reaffirming the established principle under the
Charter of the _United Nations that acquisition of
territory by military conquest is inadmissible,

“l. Deplores the failure of Israel to comply with
the General Assembly resolutions mentioned above;

_“2. Considers that the legislative and administra-

tive measures and actions, including expropriation
of land and properties thereon, taken by Israel are
mYalid and cannot change the legal status of Jeru-
salem;

3. Urgently calls upon Israel to rescind all
measures already taken and to desist forthwith from
taking any further action which tends to change
the status of Jerusalem;

“4. Requests the Secretary-General to report ur-
gently to the Security Council on the measures taken
:).y Israel in implementation of the present resolu-
ion;

“S. Decides to remain seized of the matter and to
consider the question further in the light of the
Secretary-General’s report.”

378, At the 1426th meeting, on 21 May, the repre-
sentative of Pakistan submitted a revised text of the
two-Power draft resoluton (S/8590/Rev.2), which
read as follows:




“The Security Council,

“Recalling General Assembly resolutions 2253
(ES-V) and 2254 (ES-V) of 4 and 14 July 1967,

“Having considered the letter (S/8560) of the
Permanent Representative of Jordan on the situation
in Jerusalem and the report of the Secretary-General
(S/8146),

“Having heard the statements made before the
Council,

“Noting that since the adoption of the above-
mentioned resolutions, Israel has taken further
measures and actions in contravention of those
resolutions,

“Bearing in mind the need to work for a just and
lasting peace,

“Reaffirming that acquisition of territory by mili-
tary conquest is inadmissible,

“l. Deplores the failure of Israel to comply with
the General Assembly resolutions mentioned above;

“2, Considers that all legislative and administra-
tive measures and actions taken by Israel, includ-
ing expropriation of land and properties thereon,
which tend to change the legal status of Jerusalem
are invalid and cannot change that status;

“3. Urgently calls upon Israel to rescind all such
measures already taken and to desist forthwith from
taking any further action which tends to change the
status of Jerusalem;

“4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the

Security Council on the implementation of the present

resolution.”

379. The representative of the United States stated
that his Government had hoped the Council would be
able to act on this issue with the same unanimity
it had evidenced on other aspects of the Middle East
situation since the previous June. Although his delega-
tion shared many of the concerns of the members sup-
porting the draft, it could not support the two-Power
draft resolution because it considered, first, that the
Council should encourage and support the peace-
making processes initiated in Security Council resolu-
tion 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967, and second,
that the Council and all concerned should avoid any
action which might prejudice efforts to achieve a just
and lasting peace in the area, including actions or
measures purporting to alter the status of Jerusalem.
The draft resolution was seriously deficient on both
counts. It was essential that a peaceful and accepted
settlement, in conformity with the resolution of 22 No-
vember, encompass all aspects of the Middle East prob-
lem, including Jerusalem. That seemed to be the general
view among the members of the Council, yet the
two-Power draft resolution unfortunately would work
in the direction of isolating one part of the problem
from the rest. Further, the United States was not
in a position to vote favourably on a text which con-
tained specific—and selective—reference to two General
Assembly resolutions on which it had previously ab-
stained.

380. The United States was prepared to declare that
unilateral actions and measures by Israel could not
be accepted or recognized as altering or prejudging
the status of Jerusalem, and to call upon Israel to
refrain from such actions. At the same time, his delega-
tion believed that it was essential to call on all parties
to avoid all acts that might prejudice efforts to achieve
a just and lasting peace in the area and express sup-
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port for Mr, Jarring's mission. It was simply incom-
prehensible that such a reference was not included in
the draft resolution.

381, The representative of Canada stated that his
Government could not condone any steps which would
either alter or attempt to alter unilaterally the status
of Jerusalem or endanger the prospects for a settle-
ment. There was a consensus in the Council on those
points. It had been clear from the beginning that a draft
resolution like the one presented could not command
unanimous support in the Council. The dvaft, if
adopted, would be the first resolution adopted without
unanimity since the November 22 resolution establish-
ing the basis for the Special Representative’s mission,
It would be self-defeating to divide the Council on
only one of the problems covered by the November
resolution. Furthermore, adopting the draft resolution
would mean starting along the road to application of
sanctions in the event that Israel did not comply with
its requirements. His delegation did not think it was
wise for the Council to pursue that course when it was
fully committed to a diplomatic approach. The Canadian
delegation, therefore, would abstain in the vote.

382, The representative of Brazil said that his
country had consistently supported the principle of
internationalization of Jerusalem, and had not recog-
nized any unilateral actions by Jordan or Israel to
change the city’s status. The problem of Jerusalem
should be solved within the context of the organic
solution of the Middle East problem contemplated in
Security Council resolution 242 (1967). However, that
did not mean that the Council should take no action
or that any action on permanent priticiples would neces-
sarily prejudice the Special Representative’s work. On
the contrary, the Council must, in the meantime, make
it clear, as the Assembly already had, that it rejected
any measures taken by Israel to alter the international
status of Jerusalem and would not recognize changes
in that status. In the light of those considerations, the
Brazilian delegation would vote for the revised draft.

383. The representative of the Union of the Soviet
Socialist Republics said that his delegation would vote
for the draft, although it considered that it should be
strengthened by a more decisive condemnation of the
illegal expansionist acts by Israel in the Arab part of
Jerusalem. Most members of the Council, including the
the Soviet Union, considered that by its annexationist
measures with regard to the Arab part of Jerusalem,
Israel had flagrantly violated the principle that the ac-
quisition of territory by military conquest was inadmis-
sible and contrary to the United Nations Charter.
Others, notably the United States, were attempting to
present the situation in such a way that the Council
need not demand the rescinding of those measures, be-
cause, in their view, they were temporary and, there-
fore, would not affect the status of Jerusalem either
now or in the future. Attempts to cover up the illegal
activities of the aggressor, the representative of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics said, amounted to
encouraging it to commit further acts of aggression. The
argument that adoption of the draft resolution might
hinder the implementation of the Jarring mission was
artificial. The only obstacle to a political settlement was
the policy of Israel and its supporters.

Decisions At the 1426th wmeeting, on 21 May, the
two-Power draft resolution (S/8590/Rev.2) was
adopted by 13 wotes to nome, with 2 abstentions
(Canada and United States) (resolution 252 (1968)).



384, After the vote, the representative of Paraguay
said that his delegation had voted for the resolution
because it contributed to the preservation of the inter-
national status of Jerusalem under General Assembly
resolutions.

385. The representative of Denmark said that al-
ready bhecause of the failure to obtain unanimous sup-
port for the resolution his delegation doubted the
political expediency of adopting it; however, he had
voted in favour because his Government did not, in
principle, disagree with its contents. Nevertheless,
adopting such resolutions on isolated questions was not
the propet way to accelerate a solution of the Middle
East problem which must be a comprehensive one in
accordance with resolution 242 (1967). The absence
of any reference to that resolution in the present
text was not only deplorable but also surprising,

386. The representative of Jordan thought that the
resolution reaffirmed the General Assembly resolutions
of 4 and 14 July 1967, as well as the principle that
acquisition of territory by military conquest was in-
admissible. He agreed that the resolution should have
been adopted unanimously. However, the Powers that
had spoken about being wise, practical and realistic,
were responsible for the division in the Council.

387. The representative of Israel declared that the
resolution adopted was neither practical nor reasonable.
It disregarded Israel’s basic rights and sought to violate
the natural unity of Jerusalem and overlooked the in-
terests and welfare of its inhabitants. He maintained
that the resolution neither changed nor added to the
pattern of Security Council resolutions on the situation
in the Middle East, but it did add to the determination
of the people of Israel to gird themselves for even
greater fortitude in defence of their rights and in pur-
suit of peace and security.

388. The President, speaking as the representative
of the United Kingdom, said that because he felt that
the whole weight of the Council should be applied to
the achievement of a settlement in the Middle East,
he had directed every effort of argument and persua-
sion to a single proposition, namely, that the Council
should proceed in unity on the common ground of gen-
eral agreement, That common ground existed, limited
but firm, and the Council could have proceeded on that
basis. However, he had felt at times that not all mem-
bers had put first the pursuit of an ultimate settlement.
Nevertheless he trusted that the Council could now
turn to its main objective in an atmosphere not of
rancour, but of reason and support, and encourage and
facilitate the efforts to put agreed provisions and prin-
ciples into practical effect.

0. Other communications received by the
Security Council before 15 July 1968

389. During and subsequent to its series of meetings
held in April and May 1968, the Security Council
received the following communications relating to vari-
ous aspects of the situation in the Middle East:

(a) Comvmunications relating to charges of violations
of the Security Council’s cease-fire orders

Letter of 8 April (S/8533) from Jordan charging
that an armoured Israel battalion consisting of tanks
supported by helicopters crossed the Jordan River on
the morning of 8 April, entering villages south of the
Dead Sea,.and that Israel paratroopers landed in the
area east of the cease-fire sector,
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Letter of 8 April (S/8535) from Israel charging
that on 8 April Jordanian forces opened fire on Israel
forces across the Jordan River, that Israel patrols in
the eastern Negev encountered a unit of armed sabo-
teurs from Jordan inside Isracl and pursued them to
their base across the cease-fire line, and that an Israel
command car was blown up by an anti-vehicle mine
in the Jordan Valley.

Letter of 6 May (S/8578) from Jordan charging
that during the months of January, February and March
and the first week of April, Israel military aircraft
violated Jordanian air space more than 100 times.

Letter of 6 May (S/8579) from Jordan charging
Isracl with planting anti-vehicle mines following the
incident of 8 April, one of which had destroyed a car
of the Jordanian Manganese Company and killed four
of its passengers, and also charging further incidents
on 11 April in which a military ration car was blown
up, and Jordanian farmers were fired upon.

Letter of 12 May (S5/8583) from Lebanon charging
Israel with shelling the village of Hula on the night
of 11-12 May causing casualties and heavy damage.

Letter of 14 May (S/8585) from Israel in reply to
the Lebanese letter of 12 May charging that Lebanon
had joined in pursuing a policy of active belligerency
against Israel and that Israel villages had been shelled
from Lebanese territory on 7 and 12 May.

Letter of 20 May (S/8591) from Lebanon denying
the charges contained in the Israel letter of 14 May
(S/8585) and charging Israel officials with expansion-
ist ambitions for Lebanese waters and for the southern
part of Lebanon.

Letter of 4 June (S/8613) from Jordan charging
that in a surprise attack that day Israel forces were
heavily bombing areas in Jordan, including the city of
Irbid, using military aircraft, missiles and artillery
and also land-to-land rockets, causing heavy casualties.

Letter of 4 June (S/8614) from Israel charging that
a large-scale Jordanian assault had been taking place
since that morning and that in view of the persistence
and intensification of the artillery barrage it became
necessary to order Israel aircraft to take action to
silence the sources of fire.

Letter of 4 June (S/8615) from Israel stating that
the Jordanian attacks ended at 1815 hours local time
and quiet prevailed on the border, and charging that
the Jordanian attack of 4 June came in the wake of a
series of acts of aggression on 16 May, 25 through
31 May and 1 and 2 June.

_ Letter of 5 June (5/8616) from Jordan request-
mng an urgent meeting of the Security Council with
reference to its letter of 4 June (S/8613).

Letter of 5 June (S/817) from Israel requesting
an urgent meeting of the Security Council with
reference to its letters of 4 June (S/8614 and S/8615).

(The letters of 5 June from Jordan and Israel were
placed on the provisional agenda of the 1429th meeting
of the Security Council on 5 June 1968, but the pro-
visional agenda was not adopted by the Council at that
meeting, which was devoted to statements concerning
the assassination of Senator Robert F. Kennedy. The
Council did not discuss these complaints during the
period covered by the present report.)

Letter of 15 June (S/8637) from Israel charging
that on 14 June mortar fire was opened from Lebanese
territory on an Israel village in Upper Galilee,



Letter of 15 June (S/8638) from Lebanon charging
that on 14 June a group of Israel armed forces crossed
the borders of Lebanon and shelled a village.

Letter of 21 June (5/8649) from Jordan enclosing
a list of thirty-nine mcidents during the months of
April and May and the first week of June in which
Israel military forces engaged in attacks on the East
Bank of the Jordan River.

Letter of 24 June (S/8651) from Israel charging
that hetween 26 May and 23 June there had been
sixty-eight Jordanian violations of the cease-fire, forty-
nine of them attacks from military positions employing
artillery, mortars, bazookas and machine-guns, eleven
mining raids and eight attacks by armed commandos
who had penetrated across the cease-fire line.

Letter of 10 July (S/8677 and Corr.d) f{rom the
United Arab Republic charging that Israel armed
forces opened fire on that date on the city of Suez,
causing heavy casualties among the civilian population,

Letter of 11 July (S/8678) from Lebanon trans-
mitting the text of a report made to the Chairman of
the Israel-Lebanese Mixed Armistice Commission con-
cerning an investigation conducted by a United Nations
military observer into the incident which took place
on 11-12 May at Hula.

Supplemental information received from the Chiet
of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Or-
ganization, circulated by the Secretary-General on
27 April (S5/7930/Add.67 and Add.68), 22 May
(S/7930/Add.69), 14 June (5/7930/Add.70), 17 June
(5/7930/Add.71), 24 June (S5/7930/Add.72) and
9 July (S/7930/Add.73); the reports of the United
Nations military observers related to breaches of the
cease-fire in the Suez Canal sector which took place
on 27 April, 22 May, 14 June, 15 June, 23 June and
S July.

(b) Communications relating to the treatment of civil
populations in the areas occupied by Israel since
the outbreak of hostilities, and related anatters

Letter of 18 April (S/8550) from Syria protesting
that Israel had destroyed at least 30 villages in the
Golan Heights, looted private property and expelled
115,000 people from occupied Syrian territory, while
continuing to establish ‘“Nahal” colonies in the oc-
cupied territory.

Note by the Secretary-General (S/8553) dated
19 April concerning his correspondence with the Gov-
ernments of Israel, Jordan, Syria and the United Arab
Republic with regard to the implementation of Security
Council resolution 237 (1967) and General Assembly
resolution 2252 (ES-V) on humanitarian questions
and the usefulness of again sending a representative
to the area in order to make it possible for the Secre-
tary-General to meet his reporting obligations under
those resolutions.

Letter of 24 April (S/8558) from Israel denying
the charges contained in the Syrian letter of 18 April
(5/8550).

Letter of 10 May (S/8586) from Jordan transmitting
a copy of a resolution adopted by the International
Conference on Human Rights in Teheran on 7 May
relating, inter alia, to the rights of inhabitants in the
Middle East to return home,

Letter of 16 May (S/8588) from the United Arab
Republic protesting that Israel authorities continued
to violate the provisions of the Geneva Conventions

of 1949 as well as United Nations resolutions through
mass destruction of homes and other buildings, eviction
of 35,000 Arab inhabitants of the Gaza Strip during
February, undermining the work of the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency and imposing long curfews
with a view “to empty the Strip”.

Letter of 26 May (S/8596) from Israel referring
to complaints of the United Arab Republic and charg-
ing it with using the name of the Palestinian Arabs
again to camouflage its current strategy of war by
sabotage and terror.

Letter of 3 June (S/8609) from Jordan charging
another serious violation perpetrated by the Israel
forces of occupation in Al-Khalil (Hebron) in collabo-
ration with a group of religious Jews who tried to
settle in the town,

Letter of 7 June (S/8626) from Israel rejecting the
Jordanian charges of 3 June (S/8609) as magnified
and distorted.

Letter of 18 June (S/864