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INTRODUCTION

The present report! is submitted to the General Ascembly 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 Council,
which constitute the only comprehensive anc authoritative account of its deliberations.

With respect to the membership of the Security Council during the period
covered, it will be recalled that the General Assembly, at its 1462nd meeting, on
11 November 1966, approved the membership of Brazil, Canada, Denmark, Ethiopia
and India as non-permanent members of the Security Council to fill the vacancies
resulting from the expiration, on 31 December 1966, of the terms of office of Jordan.
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Uganda and Uruguay.

The period covered in the present report is from 16 July 1966 to 15 July 1967.
The Council held eighty meetings during that period.

! This is the twenty-sccond annual report of the Security Council to the Gencral Assembly,
The previous reports were submitted under the symbols A/93, A/366, A/020, A/945, A/
1361, A/1873, A/2167, A/2437, A/2712, A/2935, A/3137, A/3648, A/3901, A/4190, A/4494,
A/4867, A/5202, A/5802, A/6002 and A/6302.






Part I

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

Chapter 1
THE PALESTINE QUESTION

I. Complaints by Israel and Syria

A. COMMUNICATION TO THE SECURITY COUNCIL AND
REQUESTS FOR A MEETING

1. By u letter dated 18 July 1966 (S/7412), the
representative of Syria drew the attention of the Presi-
dent of the Security Council to a new act of aggression
committed by Israel authorities against Syrian territory,
population and property, when on the afterncon of 14
July 1966, a number of Israel jet fighters and bombers
violated Syrian air space, shelled seven Syrian areas
situated on the site of the Jordan River development
scheme, hit mechanical and engineering equipment, de-
stroyed bulldozers with napalm bombs, wounded nine
civilians and killed one woman. The Israe] claims that
Syria was responsible for four incidents which had al-
legedly taken place on 13 and 14 July had been cate-
gorically denied by Syrian military spokesmen, and
refuted before the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Com-
mission. The representative of Syria emphasized that
his Government could not be held responsible for the
activities of Il FFatah and El-Assefa, nor for the rise of
Palestinian Arab organizations striving to liberate their
conquered and occupied territory. The machinery com-
petent to carry out an investigation was obviously the
Mixed Armistice Commission, whose meetings the Israel
authorities had boycotted for fear of exposure f their
fallacious arguments,

2. In a further letter dated 21 July (S/7419), the
representative of Syria requested an urgent meeting of
the Security Council to consider the grave situation
arising from the act of aggression committed by Israel
against Syrian territory on the afternoon of 14 July
1966, an act that seriously threatened peace and security
in the area.

3. In a letter dated 22 July (S/7423), the repre-
sentative of Israel requested an urgent meeting of the
Security Council to consider repeated acts of aggression
committed by Syrian a~med forces and by armed sabo-
teur groups operating from Syrian territory against
citizens and territory of Israel, and declarations by
official spokesmen of the Syrian Government containing
threats against the people, territorial integrity and po-
litical independence of Israel, openly inciting to war
against Israel, in violetion of the United Nations Charter
and the Israel-Syrian General Armistice Agreement,

B. ConsipErATION AT THE 1288TH AND 128%0TH
MEETINGS (25 AnD 26 JuLy 1966)

4. At the 1288th meeting on 25 July, the representa-
tive of Jordan objected to the inscription of the so-called
Israel complaint in the provisional agenda which, he

said, represented an effort on the part of Israel, by pre-
senting a counter-complaint, to frustrate the work of the
Council and to confuse the issue.

5. The representatives of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics and Bulgaria endorsed the views ex-
pressed by the representative of Jordan. The Council
should, they considered, discuss the matter as originally
presented in the provisional agenda.

6. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that it had been the Council’s past practice to include in
the agenda communications from both sides in disputes
which came before it, and to de.l with those communica-
tions simultaneously. To depart from the established
practice would tend, in a sense, to be a prejudgement
of the claim of one party against the other.

7. The representative of Jordan said that there was
no such thing as a standing practice vis-a-vis the question
at issue. He suggested that the Council first take up item
(@) and later, if it wished, item (&),

8. The representative of New Zealand suggested that
the Council follow the procedure outlined in its decision
of May 1954 and subsequently recalled at a meeting in
1957, of holding a general discussion with reference to
any or all of the items on the agenda.

9. The President of the Security Council said that
the revised agenda had been issued as a result of his
consultations prior to the convening of the Council
Noting the reservations expressed by previous speakers,
he said that, as no formal proposal had been made, he
would allow the agenda to stand as drafted.

10. The provisional agenda, consisting of the Syrian
and Israel communications as sub-items (a) and (b)
respectively, was adopted. The representatives of Irag,
Israel, and Syria were invited, at their request, to take
seats at the Council table.

Decision: Following a brief procedural discussion,
the Council decided first to consider the Syrien com-
plaint, and then to decide whether to consider the Israel
complaint. It was also decided that the Chief of Staff of
the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization
should be asked to investigate the incidents referred to
in the Israel and Syrian communications and report on
them separately.

11. The representative of Syria stated that Israel
had cited a number of incidents allegedly caused by Sy-
rians on 13 and 14 July as having provoked the air strike.
Complaints by either side, however, were supposed to
be presented to the Mixed Armistice Commission on the
.cthority of which the Council, in turn, made its deci-
sion. Israel had boycotted the Commission since 1951



because the Commission’s decisions were not to its lik-
ing; it decided on the truth of its own charges and
decided its own course of action. Its policy of retaliation
completely disregarded the General Armistice Agree-
ment between Israel and Syria, which forbade military
or paramilitary forces of either party to commit warlike
or hostile acts against the other,

12, The Israel attack had been directed against a
water development project in Syria, and was part of a
calculated plan. Israel forces had attacked the same place
several times before, and the Prime Minister of Israel,
the Chief of Staff and other Ministers had made no secret
of the fact that they intended to prevent the work by
force. The charges made by Israel were but a smoke-
screen for expansionist and colonialist designs on Syria
and her neighbours. Regardless of the motives alleged
for the aggression, Israel authorities admitted responsi-
bility for it. It was not Syria’s duty to serve as the
guardian of what Israel regarded as its frontiers,

13. The air strike of 14 July was but one link in a
chain of Israel attacks on neighbouring Arab countries,
all in less than a year. The decisions of the Mixed Ar-
mistice Commission had made it clear that the Govern-
ment of Israel had been convicted of planning and organ-
izing military operations against neighbouring Arab
States. But no Arab Government had been found guilty
by the Commission of organizing a raid on Israel. The
frequency of these acts of aggression by Israel, their
timing and their tactics all pointed glaringly to a funda-
mental Israel policy which was an inherent condition of
its existence and stemmed from Zionist ideology, which
was based on a policy of constant aggression against
neighbouring Arab States and of obstructing the develop-
ment of the Arab countries. Syria could not be expected
to acquiesce any longer in the imposition by Israel of
this law of the jungle.

14.  The representative of Israel said that the recent
incidents, and Israel’s reaction to them, could not be
regarded in isolation from their background. For a long
time, gunfire from Syrian military positions directed at
civilian activities in Israel, and squads of saboteurs and
terrorists crossing into Israel, had kept the border region
in a state of turmoil. In this constant harassment, Israel
had suffered sixteen casualties, with four dead. The ac-
tion on 14 July had been taken reluctantly, after Israel
had become convinced that all its efforts through the
United Nations and diplomatic channels had failed to
deter Syrian aggression. An air strike had been employed
because it was only by taking to the air that Israel could
overcome its marked topographical disadvantage and
keep casualties to a minimum.

15. The Government of Israel had no wish to engage
in armed clashes or military action on its borders. There
could be no trouble if there were an anconditional and
effective cease-fire and a complete halt to armed raiding
in Israel territory. Israel was prepared to send repre-
sentatives to meet with Syrian representatives at any
time or place convenient to Syria.

16. Citing a number of the provisions of the Ar-
mistice Agreement, the representative of Israel said that
Syria’s policy and behaviour amounted to a repudiation
of these in letter and in spirit. Syrian leaders openly de-
cleared that Israel must be destroyed and announced that
they were engaged in what they called a “people’s war of
liberation”. The proclaimed policy was belligerency, and
the practical steps to implement that policy included
arming and training five to six thousand Palestinians in

Syria as a spearhead in the coming war on Israel; at-
tempting to disrupt normal civilian life in the border
region; setting up an illicit project to curtail Israel's
normal and vital water supply; and promoting sabotage
throurh the El Fatah organization. From the beginning,
it had been clear to Israel that Syria was the source, the
training ground, the principal supplier and the main
political patron of that organization.

17.  If the Council saw fit to adopt any resolution at
all, it was clearly imperative that it condemn Syria’s
acts of aggression and threats of war and that it demand
of the Syrian Government that it halt such activities
forthwith. Syria had prevented the Mixed Armistice
Commission from functioning fully, by insisting on plac-
ing on its agenda matters concerning the demilitarized
zone, despite the fact that, under the General Armistice
Agreement, it was for the Chairman of the Mixed Ar-
mistice Commission to deal with such matters.

18. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics recalled that the Security Council had
on three occasions, in January 1956, April 1962 and
April 1964 condemned Israel in the most categorical
fashion for taking so-called “retaliatory measures” of a
military character. The Council was now confronted with
open aggression by Israel, an act which was in direct
contradiction with the principles of the Charter, the ele-
mentary and universally recognized rule of international
law, and the Armistice Agreement between the two
countries. Israel’s activities were an obvious reflection
of the intensification of the imperialistic policies of the
Western Powers and of their reactionary agents in the
Near East. The Soviet Union could not and would not
watch with indifference all these attempts to disturb
peace in a region which was in the immediate proximity
of its frontiers. The repeated provocations against Arab
countries and the overt aggression against Syria were
intolerable. The Security Council must condemn Israel
as an aggressor, condemn its use of military aircraft in its
provocations against Syria, and take effective measures
to prevent those aggressive acts by Israel in the future.

19. The representative of the United States of Amer-
ica regretted that the representative of the Soviet Union
had once again raised the bogev-man of western imperial-
ism. The United States sought and maintained friendly
relations with all countries 1 the Middle East; it gave
assistance to both Isracl and the Arab States, and its
policy was based on a desire to maintain peace in the area.

20. At the 1289th meeting, on 26 July, the repre-
sentative of Iraq said that his Government considered
the latest Israel aggression an aggression against the
entire Arab world. The Israel attack had been provoked
not by infiltration or sabotage, but by the works of
peaceful and constructive reclamation undertaken by
Syria. The Zionist intruders had no right to interfere
with the development schemes of Syria or any other
country. The Arabs, on the other hand, had every reason
to be alarmed by the Israel diversion of the Jordan River
for expansionist purposes. The recent aggression was but
one aspect of the Zionist conspiracy against the Arab
people. The Israel policy of “hit and report” must not
be allowed to continue and to become another Zionist
manoeuvre to block action by the Security Council.

21. The representative of Jordan said that the attack
on Syria was the sixth proclaimed retaliatory action
committed by the Israel regular forces in less than a
year. The philosophy of retaliation wus not new to Zion-
1sm; it had been part and parcel of Israel’s history since



its creation. The Council could not possibly escape its
responsibility. It should consider the roots of the problem
it had created when it had given the right of the majority
to the minority in Palestine,

22. The question before the Council was not one of
retaliation for acts of sabotage, but a further link in a
long and carefully studied Zionist plan for immigration
and expansion. It embodied an attempt to create a
vacuum which could prepare thc ground for further
expansion. That policy of aggression had been the rule
followed by the Israelis since the signing of the Armis-
tice Agreement, and Israel had been constantly rebuked,
censured or condemned by the Council for its military
attacks on Arab lands. No Arab State, the representative
of Jordan continued, could be held responsible for the
rise of liberation movements among the 1 million Arab
expellees who had been forcibly driven from their home-
land, and unless the rights of the Arabs of Palestine
were restored, the peace of the area would continue to be
threatened.

23. Replying to the statement made by the repre-
sentative of Iraq, the representative of Israel said Iraq
had no common frontier with Israel and was in no
position to bring before the Council any information
relating to the occurrences on the Israel-Syrian border
with which the Council was now dealing. It was unclear
to him what special standing Iraq claimed for itself now
to intervene in matters that concerned the Israel-Syrian
armistice régime and the questions arising out of it,
which were now on the Council’s agenda. He would
enter on the record a blanket refutation of the whole of
the statement made by the representative of Iragq.

24, The statement made by the representative of
Jordan, he continued, constituted not a refutation of the
case that Israel wished to make to the Council, but e
priori comments on a case which had not yet even been
heard by the Council. Moreover, the representative of
Jordan had indulged in a series of cheap innuendoes and
sneers, to which grave exception must be taken.

C. CoONSIDERATION AT THE 1290TH TO 1295TH
MEETINGS (28 JuLy 10 3 Avucust 1966)

25. At the 1290th meeting on 28 July, the President
of the Council drew attention to two separate reports
transmitted to the Council by the Secretary-General
dated 26 July (S/7432 and Corr.l and Add.1) and 27
July (§/7433 and Corr.l), relating respectively to
items (@) and (&) of the agenda adopted by the Council
on 25 July. Both were based entirely on information
transmitted by the Chief of Staff of the United Nations
Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO).

26. The first report (S/7432 and Corr.1 and Add.1)
stated that United Nations military observers had in-
vestigated the Syrian verbal complaint received by the
Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission on 15
July 1966. The incident investigated had occurred in
Syria in an area 8 to 9 kilometres due east of the Armis-
tice Demarcation Line, where work had been in progress
on a public works project. The Observers had noted six
caterpillar-type tractors destroyed by burning or other-
wise damaged, as well as burnt metal sheets, a com-
pressor truck damaged, a small supply dump destroyed
and two power-drills slightly damaged by falling stones.
One dead woman and five injured persons had been
seen by the observers. The logs at the United Nations
observation posts—none of which were in locations with

direct observation of the target area—had indicated that
at 1400 GMT, on 14 July 1966, four to six Israel jet
aircraft had attacked targets in Syria.

27. The second report (S/7433 and Corr.l) dealt
with the investigation of three Israel verbal complaints
received by the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commis-
sion on 13 and 14 July. These complaints related to two
mine explosion incidents. The observers had seen at the
site of the first incident an overturned, partially de-
stroyed, burning military vehicle and a crater 50 to 75 cm
deep and 1.5 metres wide caused by an explosive charge.
They had also seen a trail of marks and well-defined
matching footprints leading to and from the scene of the
incident and the western bank of the Jordan River
mouth. At Israel hospitals, they had also seen the body
of a dead man with severe burns and traumatic injuries
and an injured person and had received medical certifi-
cates for the three casualties reported vy witnesses (two
dead, one injured).

28. Observers investigating the second incident had
found a crater in a dirt road, and a badly damaged diesel
tractor fifteen metres south of the crater. At Godford
Hospital they had seen a patient in serious condition
with multiple wounds and lacerations caused by splinters.
They had also seen a trail of marks and footprints lead-
ing to and from the northern bank of Wadi She’Ayoun
and the western bank of the Jordan River, and had been
shown footprints and signs from the scene of the incident
to the northern bank of Wadi She’Ayoun. At the scene
of the third incident, the observers had seen a concrete
two-roomed building badly damaged and a number of
shattered windows in two nearby chicken houses. They
had also been shown a deactivated charge. The observers
had also seen outgoing tracks from the scene of the
incident to the Lebanese border.

29. The President also drew attention to a note of
27 July by the Secretary-General (S/7434) on the ef-
forts of UNTSO to relieve tension along the line between
Israel and Syria. These efforts had included visits to the
demilitarized zone and the defensive areas, as well as
proposals for facilitating conversations on the long-
standing dispute over the cultivation of certain areas and
restoration of the unconditional cease-fire both countries
had agreed to in June. The Chief of Staff expressed the
hope that the relaxation of tension that had accompanied
those visits would continue and would permit efforts
to be made in a calmer atmosphere to solve problems, in
particular the cultivation problems, which had given rise
to regrettable incidents.

30. The representative of Syria said that the aerial
attack of 14 July had destroyed a development project
aiming at the utilization of water resources inside “;vrian
territory. It was not merely a reprisal action but part of
the long-term effort to realize the expansionist and im-
perialist designs of Israel and Zionism. Those designs
went as far back as 1919 and even before, when Zionism
had been conceived by its founders as a great scheme
directed against the Arab world.

31. The representative of Israel said that the Se-
curity Council, although it had been urged to confine its
discussions strictly to sub-item (@) of the agenda, had
been taken on a historical ramble, dating back to the
diaries of Dr. Theodore Herzl in the 1890s. Israel had
emerged from the statement just made by the Syrian
representative as an ugly unrecognizable Arab carica-
ture of a small hard-working democratic republic which



was a permanent part of the Middle East landscape,
anxious to build itself and to live in peace with its
neighbours,

32. At the 1291st meeting, on 29 July, the repre-
sentative of the United States said that his country
supported the instrumentalities of the United Nations
and believed in the full utilization of the United Nations
machinery in dealing with events such as those the
Council was now considering. One of the principal causes
of tension along the Israel-Syrian frontier, he continued,
had been disagreement over areas of cultivation, In June
1960, the Chief of Staff had been successful in obtaining
a cease-fire in those areas. It was regrettable that that
period of quiet had been broken by a series of terrorist
incidents in Israel close to the Syrian border. IFrom the
evidence submitted by the Chief of Staff, it scemed reas-
onably clear that individuals responsible for those acts of
sabotage had come from Syria. The Syrian Government
denied responsibility for those raiding parties, but it
was difficult to believe that Syrian authorities could have
been ignorant of the movements across their frontiers
or to understand why the official Damascus radio con-
tinued to broadcast El Fatah communiqués on sabotage
and raids across the border. Nor could he concur with
the statement by the representative of Syria in the
Council that his Government was not required to prevent
raids across its borders. Under the Armistice Agree-
ments Syria was required to maintain peace.

33. The United States considered it deplorable that
Israel had chosen to reply to the raids in a manner which
had not only caused further civilian casualties but in-
creased the danger of more serious breaches of the cease-
fire. His Government supported the continuing efforts
of the Chief of Staff of UNTSO to help maintain reason-
ably quiet conditions along the frontier. It also agreed
that a settlement of the problera of cultivation would
help relieve tension between the two countries. In con-
clusion, he appealed to both sides to deal with differences
by peaceful means, to avoid resorts to force and to abide
scrupulously by their solemn obligations under the
Armistice Agreement and the Charter.

34. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that reliance must be placed on the United Nations
presence to guarantee peace and security in the area.
The machinery for dealing with disputes existed. The
means also existed for increasing the effectiveness of that
machinery. In such circumstances, it was difficult to
see any justification for the air attack mounted on Syrian
territory by Israel on 14 July. The United Kingdom
deplored the attack not only as wrong but as wholly
contrary to the Armistice Agreement, Israel’s obligations
under the Charter and repeated resolutions of the Coun-
cil; however, that did not mean that his Government
had no regard for the casualties on the other side of the
line.

35. There seemed no doubt that the incidents re-
ferred to in the Secretary-General’s second report (S/
7433) had actually taken place. While not seeking to
go beyond that report, his delegation considered that it
contained certain implications which made it appropriate
to recall to the Government of Syria its obligations
under the Armistice Agreement, specifically under para-
graph 3 of article III. He urged that both parties be
encouraged to co-operate with the efforts being made
by the Chief of Staff to stabilize the unconditional cease-
fire and to secure agreement over land cultivation in
the demilitarized zone.

36. The representative of France said that his coun-
try deplored the air action against Syria because it con-
demned all acts of reprisal and all so-called puiitive
actions. The plenary meetings of the Mixed Armistice
Commission should be resumed, Only in that way could
a true dialogue begin.

37. France also regretted the incidents which were
the subject of the Secretary-General’s secand report and
it therefore fully supported the new efforts made by the
Chief of Staff to ensure an unconditional cessation of
hostilities, Israel should abandon all reprisal actions and
its neighbours should be vigilant in ensuring control
over their frontiers.

38, At the 1292nd meeting on 29 July, the repre-
sentative of Mali said the issue before the Council was
whether un individual or a nation had the right to
resort to unilateral actions of reprisal. In the present
case, Israel and Syria, which were parties to an Armis-
tice Agreement, had possibilities for a dialogue, and so
had no right to resort to unilateral action. The complaint
procedure, however slow, could not be ignored.

39. In his delegation’s view, the reality in Palestine
could be defined in the most simple terms: the land of
Israel, which had always been inhabited by Arabs and
Hebrews, should be the inalienable homeland for both
of those peoples. It was vain to hope for stability in that
part of the world so long as a true solution was not
found to the problem of returning the Arab expatriates
to the homes they had been forced to abandon. He con-
tinued to support the complete re-establishment on its
homeland of the Arab people of Palestine, in all its
rights, including its right to self-determination.

40. The representative of Bulgaria said that neither
the report of the UNTSO Chief of Staff nor the reports
of the Secretary-General had corroborated the Israel
allegations. The conclusions drawn by the United States
did not flow from the documents submitted but from the
fact that it had a definite policy on the question. The
doctrine of reprisals set forth in the documents and
declarations of the Government of Israel was contrary
to the provisions of the Charter and in flagrant contra-
diction with the General Armistice Agreement. The
Security Council must condemn the Israel attack on 14
July against Syria as a flagrant violation of the Armistice
Agreement and the Charter of the United Nations. It
must also remind those who had encouraged the attack
that they were jointly responsible for it with the country
which had carried it out. Finally the Council must insist
that Israel not repeat such acts.

41. At the same meeting, the President drew the
attention of the Council to the following draft resolution
submitted by Jordan and Mali (S/7437) :

“The Security Council,

“Taking note of the complaint submitted by the
Syrian Arab Republic to the Security Council against
the aggression committed by Israel on 14 July 1966,

“Noting the report of the Secretary-General (S/
7432),

“Recalling its resolutions 111(1956) of 19 January
1956 and 171(1962) of 9 April 1962, and in particular
the provisions in these two resolutions relevant to the
maintenance of the Armistice and the settlement of
the disputes through the intermediary of the Mixed
Armistice Commission,

“Noting with concern that the Israel ageression
took place north-west of Lake Tiberias, well within



the territory of the Syrian Arab Republic, and that
it took the grave form of an air attack where napalm
bombs in particular were used,

“Having heard the statements of the representatives
of the Syrian Arab Republic and Israel,

“l. Condemns Israel's wanton attack on 14th
July 1966, as a flagrant violation of the cease-fire
provisions of Security Council resolution 54(1948)
of 15 July 1948, of the terms of the General Armistice
Agreement between Israel and Syria, and of Israel’s
obligations under the Charter of the United Nations;

“2. Deplores the losses, human and otherwise,
caused by the Israeli air attack for which Israel must
assume full responsibility ;

“3. Reaffirms resolutions 111(1956) and 171
(1962), and deplores the resumption by Israel of ag-
gressive acts unequivocally condemned by these reso-
lutions;

“4.  Reminds Israel that the Security Council has
already condemned military action in breach of the
General Armistice Agreement, and has called upon
Israel to take effective measures to prevent such
action;

“5. Reiterates its call on Israel to comply with its
obligations under the Charter in default of which the
Council will have to consider what further measures
should be invoked;

“6. Calls upon the Governments of Israel and
Syria to co-operate with the Chief of Staff in carrying
out his responsibilities under the General Armistice
Agreement and the pertinent resolutions of the Se-
curity Council, and urges that all steps necessary for
reactivating the Mixed Armistice Commission and for
making full use of the Mixed Armistice machinery
be promrtly taken.”

42. Introducing the draft resolution on behalf of its
sponsors, the representative of Jordan said that its pro-
visions were the least the Council could do to meet
Israel’s challenge to the authority of the United Nations.
The draft did not depart from similar Council action in
similar cases and was based on past Council resolutions
in connexion with Israel’s violations of the Armistice
Agreement.

43. It was obvious, he continued, that there had
been no provocation whatsoever for the Israel air attack;
it was a case of malicious, premeditated and deliberate
aggression. The Israel charges were false accusations,
aimed at covering up a serious violation of the Charter
and of the Armistice Agreement. Had the Israelis had a
case, they should have presented it to the Mixed Armi-
stice Commission and allowed that organization to es-
tablish the facts, with the co-operation of both parties,
and to report to the Council. It would not be fruitful for
the Council to assume the functions of the Armistice
Commission. The Council, in order to reduce tension,
should find ways of strengthening the functioning of the
Armistice Agreement.

44. The representative of Japan said his Govern-
ment deplored and regretted the present situation. The
Council should concentrate on helping to restore peace
to the border area. It should endorse the steps taken
by the Chief of Staff of UNTSO and encourage him to
continue his efforts. Meanwhile, it was of the utmost
importance that both parties refrain from any action
which might further aggravate the existing situation
and that they co-operate fully with the Chief of Staff.
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45, The representative of New Zecaland said that the
Council had a twofold task: to determine if possible
where the responsibility for the disturbance lay and to
consider what measures might be taken to forestall the
recurrence of further incidents. Regarding Israel’s air
action his Government’s attitude was clear: the legiti-
mate exercise of the right to self-defence was one thing;
armed action which partook of the character of re-
prisals was another. Israel had not exhausted the avenues
of redress open to it. At the same time, Israel’s right to
freedom from fear of attack must be acknowledged. It
was not enough to disclaim responsibility for acts of ter-
rorism or sabotage. The Council was entitled to expect
the Syrian Government to prevent, as far as possibie,
lhostile acts from its territory against persons or property
in Israel. The duty imposed by the Charter on all Mem-
ber States to refrain from the threat or use of force was
an absolute one; it did not admit of exception in favour
of a “people’s war of liberation”, nor did the Armistice
Agreements. He thought the Council would welcome
reassurances from the Syrian representative on that
score. One of the important elements in the present
situation was land cultivation in the demilitarized zone
and it would be helpful, in that connexion, if the Council
were to give encouragement to UNTSO’s efforts to
work out arrangements to overcome those cultivation
disputes.

46. The Council could not limit itself in considering
the Israel air attacks of 14 July. Any resolution adopted
should also seek to ensure that both Israel and Syria
would make every effort to abide by the terms of the
Armistice Agreement and to keep peace in the area, and
should, if possible, contain a positive element designed
to reinforce the Chief of Staff’s efforts.

47. The representative of Argentina said that his
Government could not regard armed reprisals as accept-
able international conduct, even in extenuating circum-
stances, However, the Secretary-General’s report left
room for the firm hope that a solution was possible. He
agreed with the representative of Japan that the Council
should approve and endorse the Chief of Staff’s efforts
and emphasized that it was imperative for the parties to
make use of the existing United Nations machinery.

48. The representative of Israel said that the draft
resolution attempted to deal with Israel’s response of
14 July as if it had no relation whatsoever with anything
else in the border situation and asked the Council to
condemn an action of a Member Government without
considering the circumstances that might have promipted
that action. It was neither fair nor balanced, amounting
to a punitive proposal put forward on behalf of one party
to the dispute. Such a proposal, if adopted, would have
an extremely adverse effect on the situation and would
encourage fresh acts of terrorism and sabotage.

49. The representative of Jordan, he continued, had
referred to previous resolutions of the Security Council.
In each of the cases mentioned, his Government had
taken action which, as a sovereign State responsible for
its security, it regarded as justified. The representative
of Jordan had failed to point out that the abuse of the
veto power by one member had created a situatinn in
which only those resolutions which were acceptable to
the Arab party to the dispute were permitted to hecome
verdicts of the Council, regardless of the views of the
majority.

50. His Government sought from the Council a
condemnation of Syria’s acts of aggression and threats



of war and a cail on that country to halt such acts.
Should the Council take action concerning the Israel
act of 14 July, but appear to disregard the dangers to
which Israel was subjected by Syria, it would only en-

courage such activities and perhaps lead to a much
graver crisis.

51. At the 1293rd meeting, on 1 August, the repre-
sentative of the Netherlands said that his Government
disapproved of any action that was taken or tolerated
by any of the parties concerned in contravention of the
provisions of the Charter of the United Nations and of
the General Armistice Agreement. There was no justi-
fication for the air attack even thougl: it was linked with
the set of incidents that preceded the attack. On the other
hand, his delegation wondered whether the Government
of Syria might not endeavour to ease the tension by
exercising a restraining influence on those who carried
out incursions. His delegation deplored official statements
of a highly inflammatory nature. which it considered a
violation of the General Armistice Agreement. The at-
tention of the Security Council should be directed pri-
marily to bringing about in the region an atmosphere
that was most likely to induce both parties to adhere to
the General Armistice Agreement. It would not serve
any useful purpose for the Council to make a pronounce-
ment that would be contested and likely to aggravate
tension and excite emotions. His delegation would there-
fore be unable to support the draft resolution. He sug-
gested that the Council concentrate on only one aspect
of the problem as laid down in the note of the Secretary-
General (S/7434), which might help achieve the limited
goal of halting destructive actions along the Israel-Syria
border and securing re-establishment of the uncondi-
tional cease-fire. The two Governments should recognize
the futility of crippling the Mixed Armistice Commis-
sion and should be told in unequivocal terms that they
were expected to co-operate with the efforts of the Chief
of Staff to settle local problems, especially that of cul-
tivation.

"52. The representative of Nigeria said the Council
had more than once condemned in unequivocal terms
the principle of armed retaliation; his Government
agreed with that attitude and would, therefore, support
the draft resolution. He appealed to both sides to give
unconditional co-operation to the Mixed Armistice Com-
mission.

53. The representative of Uruguay said that the
bombing raid carried out against Syria on 14 July, if
considered separately, was without doubt an illegal act
of aggression ; that act must, however, be judged in the
context of the acts of sabotage committed on 12 and 13
July and the passions and hostilities which had prevailed
in the area since 1947. It was obvious that armed retalia-
tion could not in any way be admitted as a legal instru-
ment in international relations and that the undue use
of force constituted a flouting of positive international
law as embodied in the United Nations Charter. How-
ever, in view of the circumstances, a condemnatory
resolution by the Council would be neither useful nor
conducive to the results desired. The Council should
therefore seek a decision which would not be a mere
condemnation but would devise simple and effective
means to ensure peace within the law and to alleviate
passions and animosities. His delegation joined in de-
ploring the serious events which had occurred on the
territories of Syria and Israel between 12 and 14 July
and agreed with the views expressed in the Council
regarding the need to strengthen and support the Mixed

Armistice Commission and other United Nations bodies
endeavouring to maintain peace in the Middle East.

54. The representative of China said that, whatever
the provocation, the Council must regard retaliation with
serious concern, The obligations assumed by the parties
under the Armistice Agreement should not be lightly
disregarded. United Nations machinery in the area must
be fully used to settle disputes. His delegation supported
the efforts of the Chief of Staff 10 settle the problem of
land cultivation and to re-establish the unconditional
cease-fire,

55. The representative of Syria said the Secretary-
General’s report of 27 July (S/7434) made it clear that
the Israel authorities were responsible for the tension in
the demilitarized zone. Nowhere in the Chief of Staff’s
report were any ot the incidents attributed to Syria.
Syria’s attitude was one of co-operation with UNTSO.

56. United Statcs financial assistance, direct and in-
direct, he continued, was behind Israel’s aggressive
intentions, its defiance of United Nations resolutions
and pillage of Arab property in Palestine. The Soviet
Union had not vetoed any clause to the effect that the
armistice machinery should have the co-operation of all
the parties.

57. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics said that the Soviet Union decisively
condemned the provocative actions of Israel against
Syria and considered that the attack on Syria carried out
by the Israel Air Force on 14 July was an act of ag-
gression. No Council member had openly defended the
concept of military reprisals, a policy which the Council
had condemned and which was incompatible with the
basic principles of international law. It was regrettable
that, because of those whom the representative of Israel
called “the majority” who supported Israel and tried to
cover up its provocations, the Council for many years
had been unable to adopt a really effective decision which
would end aggression and would be in conformi:y with
the legitimate demands of the Arab countries, His dele-
gation supported the draft resolution and considered
that it represented the minimum action which must be
taken by the Security Council in the circumstances.

58. At the 1294th meeting on 2 August, the Presi-
dent, speaking as the representative of Uganda, said
that there could be no justification, moral or legal, for
the aerial bombings. However, condemnation of Israel
by the Council would not alone bring peace to the Middle
East. It was necessary to treat the problem in a wider
context, to investigate the causes and to examine the
events that had preceded the incidents. Moreover, it was
the duty of every State to curb the activities of persons
resident within its boundaries, including political refu-
gees. His delegation deplored the acts of violence which
had characterized the Arab-Israel relationship since
1947, but felt that it was more important to focus on the
real sources of those eruptions and to set up the necessary
machinery to go to the root cause of the problem.

59. At the 1295th meeting, on 3 August, the repre-
sentative of Bulgaria said that the Israel action against
the frontier region of Syria constituted a flagrant, or-
ganized and premeditated act of aggression to which the
draft resolution submitted by Jordan and Mali repre-
sented a minimum response. A refusal by the Security
Council to take the necessary action to condemn Israel’s
aggressive action against Syria could have disastrous
consequences for international peace and security.



60. The representative of Argentina said it was
obvious that the draft resolution did not have enough
support for the Council to achieve a solution to the
question on the basis of that text. A major revision of
the greater part of the operative paragraphs would be
necessary in order to make the draft acceptable to his
own and other delegations.

61. The representative of Japan said that the draft
resolution, considered as a whole, did not seem to take
sufficient account of the related aspects of the situation.
Furthermore, it seemed to lack constructive and positive
elements that would help the parties concerned to get
at the roots of their bitter differences and achieve a truly
lasting solution of the problem.

62. The representative of France said that the basic
aims of the Security Council should be to encourage
the work of the Chief of Staff; to remind the States
concerned that they should resort to parallel initiatives
likely to improve the situation and, finally, to insist on
the resumption of plenary meetings of the Mixed Armi-
stice Commission. He would abstain from the vote on
the draft resolution, for he was not convinced that its
adoption would contribute to a reduction in tension.

63. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics said that the draft resolution contained
a condemnation of the Israel provocation. It was, in his
view, the very least that could be done, and it pointed to
ways of eliminating the causes of the tension in the
Middle East. Its main provisions flowed logically from
the need to take urgent measures in order to bridle the
aggressor and to put an end to future so-called acts of
reprisal which had been condemned by the majority of
the Security Council, both in the past and during the
present discussion.

Decision: At the 1295th meeting, on 3 August 1966,
a vote was taken on the Jordan-Mali draft resolution
(S/7437). There were 6 wvotes in favour (Bulgaria,
Jordan, Mali, Nigeria, Uganda, Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics), none against and 9 abstentions and
the draft resolution was accordingly not adopted, having
failed to obtain the required majority.

64. After the vote, the representative of the United
States said it was his conclusion that both Syria and
Israel bore responsibility for the viol ace along the
borders and that a resolution which pointed in only one
direction was not helpful, There was a broad consensus
among members of the Council that both parties had
failed to discharge their obligations to maintain the
Armistice Agreement, that both were obligated to co-
operate with the United Nations in the area, to re-estab-
lish an unconditional cease-fire and to resolve the culti-
vation problems which had been and remained a source
of tension and difficulty.

65. The representative of Uruguay once again de-
plored the tragic events that had taken place in the
Middle East and appealed to the parties to set aside
their passions and come to a peaceful solution which
would enab'e them to coexist and would be constructive
for both peoples.

66. The representative of the United Kingdom said
that the draft resolution had seemed to his delegation to
lack certain elements which were essential if it were to
contribute to the paramount goal of restoring peace and
security in the area. His delegation had therefore been
unable to vote in favour of it.

67. The representative of Israel said that some posi-
tive features had emerged from the debate in the Council :
a cease-fire had been established which his Government
earnestly hoped would be maintained ; the Chief of Staff
had informed the Council that he was actively pursuing
discussions with the two Governments aimed at avoiding
further incidents over the cultivation of lands; and,
finally, the sabotage raids carried out in Israel in the
name of the El Fatah organization had been exposed to
public scrutiny.

68. The representative of Syria noted that every
speaker in the debate had either categorically condemned
Israel’s attack on Syria or deplored it. In spite of the
Israel representative’s efforts to confuse the issue, it re-
mained clear, first, that the Government of Israel had
been convicted of planning and organizing military
operations and attacks on the adjoining Arab States;
secondly, that no Arab Government had at any stage
been found guilty by any of the four Mixed Armistice
Commissions of organizing a raid on Israel territory,
and thirdly, that when Israel aggression took place the
spokesman for that Government had often proclaimed
that the organized attacks across the border were retalia-
tion for infiltration by individual Arabs. He again denied
that his Government had any knowledge or responsibility
whatsoever for the actions of the El Fatah or El-Assefa
organizations.

II. Further complaints by Israel and Syria

A. CoMMUNICATIONS RECEIVED FROM 16 AUcusT
10 10 OcroBer 1966

69. In a letter of 16 August (S/7460), addressed to
the President of the Security Council, the representative
of Israel stated that on 15 August Syrian military posi-
tions located in the vicinity of the villages of Ed-Douga
and Moussadiye had suddenly and without provocation
opened fire on two Israel police launches on Lake Kin-
neret (Lake Tiberias). Two persons aboard the first
boat had been wounded and both boats damaged. At first,
the boats had refrained from returning fire, but as Syrian
firing intensified and crews ~board both boats were in
imminent danger, fire had been returned by the second
patrol boat.

70. Inaletter dated 23 August (S/7470), the repre-
sentative of Syria charged that on 15 August the Israel
authorities had committed an act of aggression when an
armoured Israel launch had crossed the boundaries of
the defensive area by approaching the eastern shore of
Lake Tiberias and, in reply to the warning addressed
to it by one of the Syrian shore positions, had fired its
automatic weapons. The fire had been returned. Several
other launches had then rushed towards it under the
protection of two Israel jet aircraft, which had bombed
Syrian positions. Syrian aircraft had had to intervene to
meet that unprovoked .attack. The representative of
Syria asserted that the presence of armoured launches
near the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias constituted a
flagrant violation of article V, paragraph 6, of the Gen-
eral Armistice Agreement.

71. By aletter dated 26 August (S/7477), the repre-
sentative of [srael stated that the Syrian account of the
incident was not only false but inherently absurd. There
never had been nor could there be any question in prin-
ciple regarding the right of Israel police boats to operate
on Lake Kinneret, which was wholly within Israel ter-



ritory. The question of the armament permissible in the
defensive area for the Israel police patrol boats had been
clarified in 1954 by a definition suggested by the Chief
o§ gtig_ of UNTSO, and accepted by the Israel Chief
of otaift.

72. In a letter dated 7 September (S/7485), the
representative of Israel drew the attention of the Council
to another mining incident which had taken place on
6 September in the vicinity of the Israel-Syrian border.
As a result of the mine explosion, seven labourers had
been injured, two of them seriously.

73. In a reply dated 8 September (S/7486), Syria
declared that it had no responsibility whatsover for the
alleged incident. The Israel authorities would be re-
sponsible for any disruption of security in the area under
the pretext of this incident.

74. Ry a letter dated 11 September (S/7488), the
representative of Israel drew attention to two further
incidents which had occurred in Israel territory in the
vicinity of the Syrian border. The first incident had
occurred on 7 September, when an Israel army patrol
had intercepted a group of four armed men who had
infiltrated across the border. In the ensuing exchange
of fire, two of the group were killed and the other two
fled across the border. The second incident had occurred
on 9 September when an army jeep on a routine patrol
had been blown up on a landmine. Israel concluded that
Syria had deliberately resumed a pattern of systematic
and planned attacks upon the territory and population
of Israel in pursuance of the so-called people’s war of
liberation to which Syria had been publicly committed
by its leaders.

75. 1In a letter dated 15 September (S/7495), the
representative of Syria drew the attention of the Council
to the very grave situation along the demarcation lines
arising out of the most recent official Israel threats
against the Government, territory and people of Syria,
and Israel’s policy of false accusations, which was de-
signed to serve as an advance justification for aggression.
He recalled that Syria had already stated that it had no
responsibility for the alleged incidents, and had offered
to co-operate fully with the Mixed Armistice Commis-
sion in any investigation relating thereto.

76. By a letter dated 10 October (S/7536), the
representative of Israel again drew attention to the
renewal of organized and armed infiltration into Israel
territory from Syria for the purpose of murder and
sahotage, and the serious threat to peace and security
involved in such raids. During the night of 7-8 October,
the letter continued, three demolition charges had ex-
ploded beneath two apartment buildings in the Romema
quarter of the north-western part of the city of Jeru-
salem. On the following day, Radio Damascus had
broadcast a communiqué describing the incident, which
Israel considered significant in determining the re-
sponsibility of the Syrian Government for these aggres-
sive acts. A second incident had occurred during the
night of 8-9 October, when a jeep containing six mem-
bers of the border police which set out to investigate
an explosion incident near the village of Shaar ha-
Golan, south of the Sea of Galilee, had been blown up
by a landmine laid in the road. Four of its occupants
had been killed and the other two wounded.

77. Israel asserted that sixty-one cases of murder,
sabotage and mine-laying in Israel territory had been
perpetrated by armed infiltrators since January 1965
and formed a single pattern of guerrilla-type activity.
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These raids were planned, equipped and directed by
the Syrian authorities and armed forces.

B. ConsipEraTION BY THE COUNCIL AT THE 1305TH,
1307t To 1310TH, 1312tH TO 1317TH AND
13197 MEETINGS (14 OcTOBER- 4 NOVEMBER
1966)

78. In a letter dated 12 October (S/7540), the
representative of Israel requested an urgent meeting
of the Security Council to consider Israel’s complaint
against Syria relating to acts of aggression committed
by armed groups operating from Syrian territory against
the citizens and territory of Israel, in particular the
sabotage and mine-laying incidents of 7-9 October
1966; threats by Syria against the territorial integrity
and political independence of Israel, and open Syrian
incitement to war against Israel in violation of the
United Nations Charter and the Israel-Syrian General
Armistice Agreement.

79. In a letter dated 13 October (S/7544), the
representative of Syria replied that the allegations
¢ ;ainst Syria were false and without foundation. The
first incident of 7-8 October at the Romema quarter
in Jerusalem, the letter continued, had taken place more
than 100 miles away from the nearest point of the
Syrian demarcation line and any responsibility of the
Syrian Government was therefore refuted. The Da-
mascus radio not only broadcast news of events taking
place inside the occupied territory of Palestine, but
information concerning the struggle of all subjugated
peoples for their liberty and independence wherever
they might be. Various media of information in the
Arab world did likewise. The representative of Syria
denied as completely unfounded Israel's attempt to
attribute to Syria responsibility for the incident of
8-9 October, as well as all similar incidents. The violent
threats contained in the statements of the Israel Foreign
Minister made at a press conference held on 10 October
were too obvious to be emphasized. It was clear that
Israel was using these so-called raids as a pretext to
embark upon fresh acts of aggression against Syria.
Israel alone would be responsible for any expansion
of the conflict and for jeopardizing the peace of the
Middle East.

N 80. At the 1305th meeting on i4 October 1966,
the provisional agenda, consisting of the Israel com-
munication dated 12 October (S/7540), was adopted,
and the representatives of Israel, Syria and the United
Arab Republic were invited, at their request, to take
part in the Council’s discussion without the right to
vote.

81. At the 1307th meeting, on 14 October, the
representative of Israel, referring to a number of acts
of violence which he said had been perpetrated in the
northern part of Israel, near the Syrian frontier, said
that these incidents formed a single, organized system
of violence. There ‘was no doubt that these actions were
incited and organized by Syria, and launched from
Syrian territory. Syria mobilized and supported groups
of saboteurs, trained them on Syrian territory, sent
them into Israel either directly or through Jordan
and Lebanese territory, and publicly formulated their
political aimn in terms of “destroying” a sovereign State.
The frivolous contention that Syria was “not respon-
sible” for preventing hostile acts against Israel con-
ducted from its territory could not possibly be re-
conciled with Syria’s obligations both as a Member



of the United Nations and as a party to the 1949
Armistice Agreement, and particularly article III para-
graph 3, of that Agreement. The central question,
therefore, was whether Syria recognized or repudiated
those obligations.

82. Israel, he continued, had no claims against
Syria’s sovereignty or integrity and coveted no part
of its territory. It had no interest in the character of
its régime, its social philosophy or its international
policies. The charge that Israel, either on its own
account or in league with others, was planning to over-
throw the present régime in Syria, was false, as was
the claim that Israel was concentrating forces for an
attack on Syria. The tension in the area was caused
by the many official Syrian declarations of its intention
to destroy Lsrael by war and by the policies and actions
expressing that intention. Israel had formally expressed
to the Chief of Staff of UNTSO its readiness to have
him undertake an immediate and free inspection of the
frontier area.

83. The representative of Israel said that the Coun-
cil must support Israel’s right to territorial defence
and condemn the hostile acts, illicit infiltrations and
incitement to war by the Syrian Government. He
proposed that both parties reaffirm their intention to
abstain from the use or threat of force against each
other’s political independence and territorial integrity,
and that they specifically pledge to the Council their
determination to work actively to prevent any act of
hostility fron: the territory of one party against the
other.

84. The representative of Syria said his Govern-
ment had repeatedly rejected the Israel accusations
that it was responsible for the activities of the Palestin-
ian groups scattered throughout the area. There were
more than 1,250,000 Arab refugees living in wretched-
ness across the demarcation lines from Israel, within
sight of the homes, farms and vineyards usurped from
them. They knew that their rights to their homeland
had been reaffirmed over and over in United Nations
resolutions which had been cynically ignored by Israel.
How could Syria be held responsible for their de-
termination to regain their homeland?

85. It was ironic to hear the spokesmen of Israel
accuse Syria of aggressive intentions while denying
that their Gc ernment had any designs against the
régime in Syria. General Rabin, the Israel Chief of
Staff, had said the opposite in a statement on 16
September 1966. No doubt Council members remem-
bered the Israel air force attack on Svria on 14 July,
when nine men had been wounded and a woman and
child killed. The record of Israel’s aggression and the
long series of condemnations of it by the Security
Council proved that it was an aggressive colonial State,
a guardian of imperialist monopolies, created to destroy
the economic and social progress of the area. Syria
was determined not to upset the peace, but it was
equally determined to stop the aggressor.

86. The representative of the United States of
America said that Israel had acted properly and wisely
in seeking a solution through peaceful political means
by bringing its complaint promptly to the Council.
There seemed no doubt that the incidents complained
of were part of a pattern and that the chief instigator
of many of them was the so-called El Fatah or El-
Assefa group. The Syrian Government was not ignorant
of the activities of the organization: in fact, it permitted
the official radio station in Damascus to broadcast El
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Fatal communiqués and some officials had made state-
ments in support of the organization’s operations and
disclaiming responsibility for preventing hostile acts
against Israel. He urged the Syrian Government to
reconsider its attitude, recognize its obligations under
the Charter and the Armistice Agreements, and put
them into practice, specifically by ensuring that its
territory was not used as a hase for terrorism or
destruction with or without its consent. He appealed
to all parties, including Israel, to avoid any acts which
might contribute to further deterioration of the situa-
tion in the area.

87. The representative of France said the Council
was justified in asking the host country to control the
behaviour of refugees in its territory. No Government
could shirk such a responsibility. Moreover, the Syrian
broadcasts and the statements of Syrian leaders that
they would not act to stop such activities showed that
Syria was not free of responsibility for the latest attacks.
His delegation considered that the only way to put
an end to the violence was to reinstitute plenary meet-
ings of the Israel-Syrian Armistice Commission,

88. The President of the Council, speaking as the
representative of the United Kingdom, welcomed the
decision by Israel to bring the question to the Council
and stated that there was a clear duty, under the
Armistice Agreement, on both Syria and Israel to
maintain peace on their respective sides of the armistice
demarcation line and to exercise proper responsibility
to prevent terrorist incidents. The Syrian Government
also had a clear responsibility under the Armistice
Agreement to prevent the mounting of raids from its
territory. As the facts were disputed by Israel and
Syria, he welcomed an investigation by UNTSO.

89. The representative of the Union of Soviet So-
sialist Republics said that the debate in the Council
had reinforced his conviction that Israel’s hasty recourse
to the Council was nothing but a tactical manceuvre
intended to divert attention from the true sources of
tension in the area and to camouflage the military
preparations of Israel extremist circles against Syria.
The true reasons for the dangerous situation in the
Near East were to be found in the extremist political
course pursued by Israel and in the attempts of im-
perialist Powers to prevent by force the development
of the national liberation inovement of the peoples of
the area. It was common knowledge that the forces
of reaction in the Near East had recently expanded
their activities, because the number of Arab countries
pursuing an independent policy was constantly increas-
ing. Israel had concentrated large military forces on the
Syrian border and an air attack on Syria was being
planned in preparation for the intrusion of Israel forces.
General Rabin, Ch: ¢ of Staff of the Israel armed
forces, had revealed the real goals of the conspiracy
against Syria, when he had said in an interview that
reprisals would be directed “first of all against the
political régime existing in Syria”. It was the Security
Council’s duty to address a solemn warning to those
who nurtured aggressive designs against the Syrian
Arab Republic and not to tolerate developments which
would threaten the maintenance of peace and security
in the Near East.

90. The representative of New Zealand said that
Israel on the present occasion had preperly chosen
to seek redress from the appropriate international
body. The war communiqués which the representative
of Israel said had appeared in Syrian news reports



and Government radio broadeasts suggested a relation-
ship which it would be naive to ignore. The Council
must accordingly find means of expressing the very
real concern of its members. It could reasonably ask,
as a urst step, for imnediate expressions of the parties’
determination: to fulfil their obligations under the Ar-
mistice Agreciuents. Israel had already given such an
undertaking : a statement of similar intent from Syria
would be welcome. It was hard to imagine a more
conclusive reply to charges of aggressive designs and
the massing of military forces near the Syrian {rontier
than the indication, by Isracl, that its Government
wonld welcome without conditions an inspection of
its frontier. The Council should emphasize the respon-
sibility of both partics to control their borders, and
should place special stress on the dangers of terrorism
and so-called wars of national liberation.

91. At the 1308th meeting, on 17 October, the
representative of the United Arab Republic said that
Isracl, having failed to seize Sinai in 1956. was now
aiming at the sources of the Jordan River and was
paving the way for an attack against Syria in the hope
of doing r~way with a régime which certain great
Powers did not favour. Syria was not alone in de-
fending its integrity against any aggression on the part
of Israel. Isracl, as an agent of colonialism in the
Middle East, was being used as a tool for pressure
against the Arabs, threatening their security and im-
peding their economic development. He found it sig-
nificant that the representative of the three English-
speaking countries on the Council had taken a collective
stand against the Arabs. The same Governments pursued
the same policy in Africa and Asia.

92. The representative of Argentina expressed the
hope and desire of his Government that the UNTSO
machluery would be used to the maximwum of its
possibilities by the States in the region. Meanwhile,
he supported the suggestion that an investigation be
undertaken by UNTSO.

03. The representative of Japan appealed to the
Governments concerned to refrain from any action
which might further aggravate the situation, and en-
dorsed the suggestion that a first-hand factual report
on the situation shou'd be requested from UNTSO.

94. The representative of China said it was heart-
ening to note that this time Israel, instead of resorting
to retaliation, had promptly brought its complaint to
the Council. He said that the reactivation of the Mixed
Armistice Commission could do much to restore peace
and tranquillity in the area.

95. The representative of the Netherlands welcomed
Israel’s decision =t to consider mi'itary retaliation as
an answer to provocation, but to address itself to the
Council instead. Although Syria disclaimed respon-
sibility for the acts of aggression and sabotage com-
plained of by Israel, there was no doubt that raids
were taking p'ace and that they were publicly welcomed
and acclaimed by Syrian officials and by the Syrian
Government radio. Such raids endangered the peace
and all Governments in the region were under an
obligation to prevent them. An impartial survey could
help to dispel Syrian fears that Israel was massing
troops along its border, and a so'emn promise by
both parties to respect the Charter and the General
Armistice Agreements, especially article II7, paragraph
3, would also be helpful. He suggested that the Presi-
dent express, on behalf of the Council, the wish to

12

receive a report on the situation from UNTSO as soon
as possib.e,

Yo.  The representative of Bulgaria said that lsrael,
instead of making use of the armistice machinery in
the area, preferred to take advantage of the active
support of certain countries. The Council meeting was
onty another link in a plan directed against the people
aund Government of Syria. The other links were:
economic and political pressure on Syria by imperialist
countries; a show of force in the guise of a so-caled
friendly visit by the Amecrican Sixth Fleet to Syrian
ports; cfforts to shatter the unity of the .\rab States
in order to weaken Arab resistance; and frontier in-
cidents anu provocation. The Security Council should
warn those who were plotiing against the independence
and sovercignty of the Syrian Arab Republic that
their 1activitics might endanger the peace of the entire
world,

97. The representative of Uruguay said that just
as he had condemned the armed attack against Syria
on 14 July 1966 he now condemned the acts against
Isracl. The Council should, however, before passing
final judgement, ask the Chief of Staff of UNTSO
to carry out a complete investigation not onlr of the
facts, but of the rumours of Israel troop concentration
on the Syrian border. Further elements of a solution
to the problem lay in strengthening the prestige and
authority of UNTSO; in urging the parties to abide
by their international commitments; and in the psy-
chological disarmament of the Syrians and the Israelis.

98. The representative of Syria said that his Gov-
ernment’s attitude of co-operation with the armistice
machinery and with UNTSO, mentioned in the Sec-
retary-Generai’s note of 27 July, remained unchanged.
Recently, the Syrian Chief of Staff. in a letter to the
Chief of UNTSO, had confirmed that while Syrian
authorities did not prevent Israel farmers from cultivat-
ing lands in the Zone under Israel authority, the
Israelis had prevented Syrian farmers from cultivating
their lands in the Zone under Syrian authority. Syria
had also again confirmed its readiness to co-operate
fu'ly with the Mixed Armistice Commission, while
Israel had boycotted the Commission, because it feared
condemmnation. The Syrian Chief of Staff had also
pointed out that Israel charged Syria with responsibility
for individual acts of infiltration by Arab Palestinian
refugees, regardless of therr places of operation, and
refused responsibility for the plight of those same
refugees, scattered over four countries; that Israel
had rejected the proposals made by the Chief of Staff
of UNTSO on 18 September, as well as Syrian pro-
posals, to create a calm atmosphere on the Demarcation
Lines; and that Israel authorities, contrary to article
V, paragraph 6, of the Armistice Agreement. continued
to commit a provocation by sending armoured launches
across the defensive zones on Lake Tiberias.

99. During the July and August meetings of the
Security Council, the representative of Syria continued,
his Government had asked for a full and comprehensive
report on the whole history of the demarcation lines;
the report had not been received. Several of the speak-
ers in the current debate had referred to article III,
paragraph 3, of the Armistice Agreement. In view of
Israel’s past record, it seemed appropriate that that
reminder should primarily be addressed to it. Nor
hould the Council be misled by Israe’s statement that
it wag ready to have its borders examined by in-



vestigators. Israel could mobilize 250,000 soldiers within
forty-eight hours and its villages were armed citadels.

100. The representative of the United States r