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AGENDA ITEM 108
Question of Palestine (continued)*

1. The PRESIDENT (lmerpretatlon from French):
Before calling on the first speaker, I should like to
recall that, in accordance with the decision taken
by the General Assembly at the 2282nd meeting, the
list of speakers will be closed tomorrow, Friday,
15 November, at 5 p.m. In this connexion, I wish to
draw the Assembly’s attention to a problem connected
with the list of apeakcn

2. Some delegations—and I wish to make it clear
that there are several—have expressed the desire to
speak more than uice during the debate on the ques-
tion of Palestine. We are all fully aware of the impor-
tance of this debate and I do not wish to interfere in
any way with the t of any de to speak.
chcrtheless. it would seem to me esch delega-
tion’s right to speak must be exercised with strict
respect for that of all the other delegations. Moroover,
rule 35 of the rules of procedure explicitly states that:

. The President may, in the course of the
ducu:mn of an item, 8¢ to the General As-

sembly . .. the limitation of the number of times
exch repmcnmive may speak . . ."”
and rule 72 that:

““The General Assembly may limit the . . . number
of tn:ms each representative may upuk on any
question

3. Without wishing at this stage formaily to invoke
those provisions of the rules of procedure, I would
urge delegations to agree volunm%ow speak only
once in the course of the debete

cedure will make it possible for all dckwlom m
to do 80 to present their views without undulmo-
longing the debate. Of course, this in no way ts
the opuon that delegations have of making use of the
right of reply whenever such use is jus within
thzfmnework of the application of the rules of pro-
cedure

© Resumad from the 22830d mesting.

4. 1am convinced that delzgations will, in the inter-
ests of all concerned, voluntarily make this contri-
bution to the succeuful conduct of our work.

5. Mr. KHAN (Bangladesh): The Assembly is
mecting today under the impetus of two vitally sig-
nificant decuiom First, after a quarter of a century
of diffused and piecemeal delibeutiom, it has finally
decided to deal with the problem of Palestine in its
totaiity, enco sing all aspects—-historical, political
and juridical ndly, an overwhelming vote,
the Aawmbly, in its resolution 3210 (XXIX), rec-
ognized the right of the Palestinian people to present
its case to the United Nations through its duly acknowl-
edged ntative, the Palestine Liberation Organ-
ization [PLO]. These developments are a reflection
of the basic realities of the ntumon and the crystalliza-
tion of the views held by the great majority of States
Members of the Umwd Nations. They underscore
qualitative changes that have taken place in the Mid-
dle East and the compulsion to find. urgent solutions
to a problem which is balanced on the thin edge be-
tween durable peace and dangerous confrontation.
My Wn cndomz and welcomes these moves,
ularly the presence of Mr. Yasser Arafat,
wbo, in his inspiring address yesterday, has dcﬁncd
the pe tive and framework for United Nations
action. We consider that, in a very real sense, this
twcmyanmth session constitutes the session of the
people of Palestine, their status, fate and future.

6. Thehistoﬁofl’alcuine is too well known to bear
repetition. A little more than 50 years ago there was
no Palestine problem-—only Palestine itself, an Arab
homeland, inhabited by Arabs continuously for over
'213'30 uyﬂm ltt:l;;lqbwquent hmoty stands out as per-
mos ue example of intrigue, conspiracy
and betrayal in modern times, laced with bitter ironies,
notthckauofwhichhubecnthemkmdnm
sibility of the United Nations itself. It is thersfore
only just and proper that the , having
mﬁ%’ ith th:‘pri e mpomibim of
now be ¢ wi mary y
redressing and resolv on the basis of justice and
universal principles en in the Charter,

7. Tbestoryofhlcstimis story of a people
denied the exercise of its fundamental rights of freedom
and independence; a whose territory became
the obmt of forced intrusion by fore with A
mlf:cm il ottbcc ﬁ;im?ymhubi tical
t the w 0 tants, a
nucleus which had not Md

Palmim or over 20 centuries. The inevitable muu
was mm. war, and the dismemberment of the

stinian homeland within the spece of
25 years. Out of the resultant ntrifqanduww“ was
born a new problem, the tragedy of the
rem:‘;,l an immense mass of humanity, uprooted
di and doomed to wander for over a quuur
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of a century in squalid camps scattered over several
countries.

8. The heart of the Palestinian problem is thus re-
markable in its simplicity. A people deprived of its
natural birthright, forcibly replaced by aliens, is now
demanding the correction of a monumental injustice.
It is essentially a political problem-~the struggle of
a people for its right of self-determination and achieve-
ment of legitimate national rights. The tragedy of the
situation has been compounded by the fact that this
reality has been ebscured and diffused by treating
the problem not as a pelitical one but as essentially a
humanitarian one. The historical irony is also potent.
At the very time that the infamous Balfour Declara-
tion was assuming specific substance, President
Woodrow Wilson was propounding the now universally
accepted norms—the rejection of territorial acquisition
by force, and the right of self-determination of peoples,
norms and sanctified as international law
in Article 22 of the Covenant of the of Nations
and in Articles 1 and 2 of the United Nations Charter,
Yet these are norms whose validity and application
have been denied to the Palestinian people.

9. For over 25 years the United Nations has ignored
the rights of the people of Palesti.ie, its existence as
m%ig.gt‘s&mua le,mdtmtadi:‘;wimthc

Ipless s permanently dislodged
and pitiable objects of international charity. Those who
myodbehhadmnothlg,momthanmond-cm
citizens. But the people of Palestine never accepted
this abject status, The flame of Palestinian nationalism

has m alive by their determination, will and
CArs
mr of 10e

forced exile, The PLO is now
red flame.
10. Though steps have been taken in the past to meet
one or other of the many facets of the problem the
resojutions of the United Nations have been honoured
more in the breach than in the implementation, Since
1948 the Assembly has reaffirmed the right of the Pales-
tinian refugoes to repatriation. These calls assumed
oven groeater urgency after the wars unleashed by
ng 1956 'I‘l::d l%z;'i)l Whhi:r swelled the flood-tide
the continued violation of basic human rights in the
occupioed tetritories and the systematic attempts to alter
the cultural, economic and de identity of
these territories. Meanwhile, the determination of the
Palestiniasn Arabs to achisve their inherent rights
mnodueo?nbnbytmmmblym 1970 (see re-
solution 2623 (XXV)) of the legitimacy of their struggle
for self. and their identity not as refugees
but as the people of Palestine. The svolution
of this process was the decision in October this year

to invite their acknowledged sentatives to par-
ticipats in this debate. repre par

11, Whils thess n@n reflect the changing pettern
‘ gt the Assembly :‘d&vwlg:m~
oguition world communit injustices
‘ 0d on the Palestinians, ngmm action

netional remadies, have no recourss but to contirue

their struggle with all the means at their disposal,
including armed struggle, like any other oppressed

people.

12. The situation is fraught with danger. The As-
sembly cannot ignore the frustrations of the Pailes-
tinians over the cruel deprivation of their birthright.
The Assembly cannot discriminate in its standards
and take shelter in expediency. It must come to grips
with the problem and decide on meaningful solutions
backed by the collective authority and moral weight
of all its Members. It goes without saying that the
failure of international action is the ultimate spur to
unilateral action with all its dangerous implications
for global peace and security.

13. My Government’s stand on the question of
Palestine has been clear and consistent. It is based,
not on political expediency, but on our firm belief in
the principles enshrined in the United Nations Charter.
It is founded on our unequivocal commitment to the
cause of oppressed people everywhere who are strug-
ﬁlni:lf to free themselves from the bondage of colo-

inlism, racism, aggression and exploitation. It is
rooted in the ideals of tolerance and our conviction
that men and women of all religions and all races can
live together harmoniously in an environment of peace,
justice and equality. It is within this vital perspective
that we view the Palestinian problem and reiterate
our total solidarity in the cause of the Palestinian

people.

;l)ﬁcc l.j.vctt;l bc(;gg.r:n we we:rc.;le accor(llcd fogr ;ghdtml:
in this ization, the people of Banglades
pledged in their Constitution to conduct their inter-
national relations in conformity with the principles and
purposes of the United Nations Charter and respect
for international law, That is why, immediately on
our admission to membership in the United Nations,
our very first act was to co-sponsor the request calling
for the inclusion in the agenda of the twenty-ninth
session of the General Assembly of the item on the
question of Palestine [4/9742 and Add.1-4].

15. We believe that peace is an imperative for the
survival of mankind, but for that peace to endure it
must be a peace based on justice, Justice requires
the undoing of all acts contrary to the principles of
the Charter and, in ular, acts of aggression
and the denial of the fundamental principle of equal
rights and self-determination of all peoples.

16, In accordance with these universally recognized
principles of international law, reaffirmed in numerous
resolutions d by the United Nations and in the
Conferences of the Non-Aligned Countries and the
Islamic Conferences, my delegation considers it indis-
z‘omable that any just and durable political settlement
this region must include the return of the Palestinian
peopie to their homelands and the restoration of their
ts and properties, the free exercise of their right
self-determination, and vacation and restoration of
?ll Arab territories illegally occupied by Israel through
orce.

17. The Assembly must therefore, through concerted
action, seek all the means at its disposal to give con-
crete and effective substance to these imperatives.

18. The Assembly is mweting in the wake of the
historic Rabat Cou} ference' at which 20 heads of Arab
Siates unanimously called for the creation of an inde-
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pendent Palestine on any land liberated from Israeli
occupation. We welcome this decision. Together
with the decisions adopted by the General Assembly
this year, it is symptomatic of the new dimension of
the Palestinian situation. On the one hand, it reflects
the inevitability of the fact that historical injustices
cannot resist the might of oppressed peoples, nor can
subjugation withstand the tide of freedom and inde-
pendence. On the other hand, these injustices must
be viewed in the context of the new economic and
political realities pertaining to the Middle East. The
choice before the Assembly is clear. It is presented
with a crucial opportunity of charting a realistic path
to durable and just peace through timely and con-
certed action or, by failing to do so, opening doors
to military conflict and global conflagration. We are
confident that, given the necessary will, the choice
of peace can prevail. My delegation pledges its total
commitment to all endeavours in this direction.

19. Mr. OULD MOUKNASS (Mauritania) (interpre-
tation from French): When on 14 October 1974 the
General Assembly decided to invite the PLO to par-
ticipate in our deliberations on the question of Pales-
tine [resolution 3210 (XXIX)], it was merely rec-
mz a reality that is daily becoming more obvious,

stinian reality has in fact, today more than
ever, established itself as the crux of the whole Mid-
dle East problem. True, consideration of the Pales-
tinian mciw:sti,on is not new in this Organization. The
General Assembly and the Security Council have reg-
ularly considered that question, almost from the time
they were first established. They have debated it at
length, although without finding any way of ending
the tragedy of Palestine; still less have they been able
to prevent the outbreak of conflicts, each one more
destructive and threatening to international peace
and security that the last,

20. These efforts by the United Nations have failed
essentially because thus far it has devoted itself far
more to limiting the immediate consequences of
those conflicts and this tragedy than to removing
their causes, What are, in fact, the causes of the tragic
and explosive situation that has prevailed for more
than a quarter of a century in the Middle East, if it is
not the fate meted out to the Palestinian people, a fate
they are still enduring? Today no country of good faith
can challenge the truth of that statement,

21, Furthermore, a brief historical survey will

enable us to place the Palestinian question in its true

context and to realize how important it is in seeking

aény solution to the global problem of the Middle
ast,

22, Hardly mcre than half a century ago, the people
of Palestine were a model of a people living in peace
on its land, a people tolerant of all those who, for
religious reasons, came to settle in Palestine. The
Jewish immigrants in particular found in this land
refuge, friendship and brotherhood. The Palestinians
never stopped to think of the intentions of those im-
migrants; rather they saw them as the victims of in-
justice, and felt it a duty to draw them out of their
soliiude and to protect them because of their weakness.

23. That was the attitude of the Palestine people
until that immigration became political and military,
as we know it today. It was no longer immigrants who
came because of their religious faith; this was pure

and simple colonization by force. But this coloniza-
tion is in many ways diffevent from that which we bhave
often condemned here at the United Nations. Cer~
tainly they are phenomena of the same nature, but
no colonialism—not even the most abject, such as that
of apartheid—has gone so far as to drive out an entire
population from its national territory.

24, This is one of the many special features, among
others, of Zionist colonization in Palestine, Thus, the
people of Palestine, who gave so much and did so
much to make Palestine a land of tolerance, brother-
hood and communion, became a beast for the slaughter,
the firat target of international zionism, It was under-
stood, in fact, at the Basle Congress, convened in 1897
by Theodor Herzl, that the Arabs in Palestine were
to be driven out of their lands and even annihilated
from existence. This Machiavellian plan was sum-
marized in a manner that fills us with horror by Herzl
himself in his book The Jewish State.> He wrote:

“‘Let us assume, for example, that we wish to
chase these wild beasts out of the country, MNa-
turally, we shall not take up lances and arrows, nor
are we going to follow the track of bears as was done
in the sixteenth century in Europe. But we shall
organize a powerful and well-equipped collective
hunting party. Thus, we shall chase away the beasts
and we shall throw among them bombs with powerful
detonators.”’

25. These “‘beasts’” were none other than the Arabs
of Palestine whose humanity was thus rewarded not
only by that appellation, but also by the merciless
hunt of which they were victims, The executors of
that macabre hunt, the Haganzh, the Irgun and many
others, spared nothing to carry out the sordid objec-
tives of international zionism., What has not been done
to the Palestinian people? The daily victims of mass
assassinations, suffering the destruction of their
dwellings, dispossessed of their goods, expelled from
their homes, the Palestinian people have been com-
pelled by force to suffer successive exoduses, finally
finding themselves reduced to an existence of wan-
dering and living on international charity.

26. It would take too long, and might indeed be
boring, to review all the criminal acts committed by
zionism :g:inlt the Palestinian people. Let us simply
mention the names of the Haganah, the Stern Group,
and the Irgun to recall the murder of innocent civilians,
Palestinian women and children; at Deir Yassin, the
village of Nasser El Dine, the village of Kafou, at Beit
Dares or El Zairtum-—-to mention only these—the
entire population was executed or collected in mosques
to be blown up by dynamite.

27. One of the first consequences of this terrorist
activity was, from 1947 and 1948, the cxpulsion of
700,000 Palestinian Arabs and the total destruction
of their dwellings. This figure was to rise continuously
as the Ziohist State became stronger and perfected its
terrorist methods and its settlement policy. The Pales-
tinian people, now reduced to the state of refugees, was
not deiven out of its homes, it was even pursued within
neighbouring Arab countries.

28. This is the underlying cause of the explosive
situation that prevails in the Middle East, charac-
terized today by the occupation by Istael of territories
of neighbouring Arab States of Palestine. Over the
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years, these countries have seen their territories
become smaller, their sovereignty lessen, while
Lebanon’s very existence is threatened daily. The
United Nations and, in particular, the great Powers,
which bear special responsibilities, have certainly
tried to find a solution to the entire problem, But so
far, they have not succeeded because they passed
over in silence the fundamental problem of the fate of
the Palestinian people. History has nevertheless
proved that peace in the Middle East does not depend
on an absence of conflicts or on temporary arrange-
ments, but on the just solution which will be found to
the Palestinian problem. No lull can become peace
and no peace can be lasting in this region as long as the
Palestinian people has not recovered its legitimate
nuhtadi ag long as the injustice against it has not been
remedied.

29. This people remains, despite a quarter of a cen-
tury of vicissitudes, profoundly devoted to its land
and its homes, All the accumulated sufferings have
not broken its will or weakened the vigour of its per-
sonality, This state of affairs, which is in itself a
burning defeat for the Zionist supporters of the policy
of scattering the Palestine community and having it
absorbed by neighbouring fraternal States explains,
doubtless, the grim obstinacy with which the system-
atic destruction of any semblance of a renaissance
of that people has been undertaken, This homicidal
madness, which does not recognize frontiers, which
strikes at random, whose supreme purpose is to destroy
life, has blindly sown ruin and destruction in all coun-
tries that committed the unpardonable crime of shel-
tering a few defenceless Palestinian refugees. The
intolerable excesses of this homicidal madness have
already, in just 20 years, plunged the Middle East into
the horrors of four costly wars—costly from the human
point of view and materially-~which have led the inter-

sl community to the brink of a general con-

n.

30. The results of this unprecedented manhunt, this
demented will to exterminate an entire people, are the
annexation and occupation by force, despite the re-
peated decisions of the Organization, of vast territories
of independent and sovereign countries. Thus, the
implacable of Zionist philosophy appears in all
its atrocity,
was the purpose, and as the Arab countries were an
q“?:ucle to this, they obviously had to be destroyed

31, Despite the occupation of the Arab territories,
despite the hecatombs of the Palestinan martyrs
burnt by napalm, the target of Zionist vindictiveness
is more real and living than ever, The Palestinian peo-
ple, under the au ty of the PLO and its prestigious
chief, our 9mimtgi bmtﬂler, Ym?' Arafat, has mm
ceasingly given world proof of its unquench
vitality and its determination to recover its rights and
its usurped homeland. This proof has been given in a
brilliant manner by its grest chosen leader, whose con-
mmmdw the dcbc;u in the A;’umb&w? ind;c;
putably of paramount importance. Yesterday, fromt
most authotized person, we heard what the Palestin-
isns want, what they aspire to, which is nothing other
than the crestion of » multiracial and multiveligious
State, where everyone woukl have the same rights and
the same duties.

s W W e

destruction of the Palestinian enemy

32. Are these the bloodthirsty Palestinians whose
only aim is to throw the Jews into the sea, 30 com-
placently described in the Isracli statements which we
have heard? Or are they another category of Pales-
tinians who are unknown to us? The question has to
be put to the Tel Aviv authorities. The fact is that the
time when lies and counter-truths could sow confusion
in this Assembly is past. The delegation of the PLO,
whose presence among us I welcome, has already
reduced to ashes all the slanderous allegations used
constantly in attempts to discredit it before the As-
sembly. The brilliant statement whose political matu-
rity, realism and extreme moderation escaped no one
dealt a decisive blow to a Zionist propaganda, which
draws its strength from an almost scientific manipula-
tion of counter-truth, I am convinced that the As-
sembly will draw the necessary conclusion and will
in future give the blustering statements of the Tel
Aviv authorities no more value than they deserve.

33, The General Assembly has been seized of the
Palestinian question for more than a quarter of a cen-
tury, After a quarter of a century, a ray of light is be-
ginning to appear on the horizon of our powerlessness.
The Organization has a duty not to allow this ray of
light to be extinguished. The Palestinian delegation,
on which any final solution of the question depends,
has given proof of goodwill and availability, which
must on no account be discouraged. My country
reaffirms its deep conviction that any lasting peace
in the Middle East must include recognition of the
inalienable and legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people, and their participation, on an equal footing,
in any negotiation concerning the problem. My country
also denies the right of anyone to speak on behalf of
the Palestinians or to negotiate on their behalf, other
than the representatives freely chosen by that people
within its national liberation organization,

34, In the interest of the international community
and in the interest of the Organization, the debate that
began this week must recognize solemnly what has
always been and is today more than ever an unchal-
lengeable and living reality, the existence of the Pales-
tiniansasa peopltemmd the ig.:lportmce of their cffegtifve
participation as principal party in any search for
pesce fx:the Middle East. It is on that condition, and
that condition alone, that our debate today can respond
to the hopes placed in the Organization by all peoples
that love peace and justice.

35. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French):
I started our work this afternoon by making an appeal
to the Assembly. I drew the attention of members to
the fact that some delegations—and | made it clear
that there were several—had expressed their wish to
spesk, if not daily, at least many times in the course
of the debate on the question of Palestine. I drew the
attention of members to the fact that we were all fully
aware of the importance of this debate and that, as far
as [ was concerned, I certainly did not wish to inter-
fere in any way with the right of any delegation to
rpeak. Nevertheless, I consider that the right of exch
delegation to spesk must be exercised with strict
respect for that of all other delegations. Moreover,
rules 35 and 72 of the rules of procedure provide that
the President may, in the course of the discussion of
an item, propose to the General Assembly the limita-
tion of the number of times each representative may

P
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speak, and that the General Assembly may limit the
numbtg' of times each representative may speak on any
question,

36. 1 emphasized the fact that, at that stage in the
debate, I did not wish in any way formally to invoke
those provisions of the rules of procedure, and I Hm-
ited myself to urging all de to agree volun-
tarily to intervene only once in the course of the de-
bate. 1 did 80 in the belief that such a procedure would
make it possible for all delegations wishing to speak
to present their views without thereby unduly pro-
longing our debate,

37. The procedure that I proposed in no way affects
the option that all delegations retain to make use
of the right of reply each time such use can be justified
under the rules of procedure,

38, In making that appeal to the General Assombly,
I was convinced that each delegation would be guided
by the interests of the internations] community alone,
and would be willing to make this contribution volun-
tarily to the successful conduct of our work.

39. Nevertheless, I find myself in a situation where
I must formally propose, without reference to rule 35
of the rules of procedure, that the Assembly assist me
in deciding this matter through the of
mt:eie 72 tlzft the rules of procedure. This rule explicitly
states that;

“The General Assembly may limit the time to be
allowed to each speaker and the number of times
each representative may speak on any question,
Before a ggcuio:t u:nt:!kton. two representatives max;
speak in favour of, WO against, a proposal to se
such limits. When the debate is limited and a rep-
resentative exceeds his allotted time, the President
shall call him to order without delay.”

40. Rule 72 is, of course, applied in accordance with
the provisions of rule 85 of the rules of procedure,
which reads:

“Decisions of the General Assembly on ?:m
other than those provided for in rule 83, including
the determination of additional categories of ques-
tions to be decided by a two-thirds majority, shall
bct;mdc by a majority of the members present and
voting.”’

41. I should like those speakers wishing to make
statements in favour of allo delegations to speak
more than once during the debate on agenda itens 108
to signify their desire to speak. Two speskers are
required. I need two speskers to defend the idea of
hearing the same delegation every day on the sanw
subject, and another two speskers to  the con-
mmthemmu ition, After that the Assembly will proceed
vote.

42. [ have the namwe of one speaker who wishes to
spesk against the limitation, in other words, against
not being permitted to speak evary day--I emphasize
“every day'"—on the same topic.

43, Mr. TEKOAH (Isrsal): Mr. President, the moti-
vation for the wrmim made by you is obvious.
There is only one Iscael and about 20 Arab States par-
mm : igc wm: !mm :xﬂbod itael{
on 8t ¢ ots for & ny { appearsncas.
making it clear that it doss not intend 1o avall itsell
of the opportunity every day. It has dons 9o in ovder

to ensure that the discussion should not be utterls
unbalanced, and that the views of one of the princij

parties should be heard in a fair and equitable manner,
Israel’s name remained on the list of speakers until
this moming. We inscribed our name on the list about
three weeks ago. This morning we were informed that
our name had been deleted and that you intended
to prevent us from exercising our rights under the
Chearter and the rules of procedure. Indeed, rule 68
oftbc“t;u“baofprocedmofmcomrﬂ,unmbly
siates that:

“The President shall call in the
order in which they signify MWM."

bAy:ﬁIhuwMﬁc%wgﬂch}:ﬂrewwk
nscription on it as so0n as it was opened
several woeks ago. In fiact, in debates on Middle Exst
questions that have taken piace in the plenary Genenral
Assembly in the past, Israsl and representatives of
other countries have on a number of occasions come
to the rostrum to make statements in the debate, as
distinct from the exercise of the rights of reply.

44, In these circumstances, Mr, President, your pro-
Deiably dispiayed agaiast 14rsel and ls ghts since
: y t Israe ts

the the present session. This has been re-
flected, among other instances, in the manner in which
yesterday moming's meeting was set and conducted,
and in the totally illegal arrangements you made, on
your own initiative, for the appearance at that meeting
of the head of a murder organization bent on the de-
struction of a Member State of the United Nations and
on the indiscriminate killing of its citizens,

45. 1should like to place these facts on record and to
express my delegation's strongest protest.

46. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French):
Suffice it to say that the Pre it was elected unani-
mously by the General Assembly, and that under no
circumstances does he intend to shirk the respon-
sibilities entrusted to him by the pertinent provisions
of the rules of procedure,

47. 1 still have only one ker listed to defend the
point of view we ham{:a . Does any other del-
:ethnwhhmw 1 favour of that same of

w? I alveady have two other speukers for the
opposite view, still in pursuance of ruls 72,

43. I not, I shall have to call on those speaksrs who
wish to defend the opposite poiat of view. 1 call on the
representative of Senegal,

4. Mr. FA L (Senegal) (interpretation from
grcnch;: First of all, Mr. President, | must m a con-
ssion, Befors you expressed your feslings

to ruls 72 of the rules of proceduce, I mysell had the
intention of raising a point of order if you had called
upon any one of the thres speakers—for it is thees dele-
gation are involved. It is not only the delegation
of lsrael, for thres deleyg bave put their names
down 0 speak svety y&?mmdm
debets. I counted the number of times thees delegn-
tions would spesk, and the thres, it would sesm, intend
to speak 19 tinwee during the course ol tiss debate, which
would cause us Lo loss slmost two days. It was my

'wod: “ﬁ’& pohtdmml:t

upon 10 speek, o & poist o . you,
Mr. President, have saticipa’ed my doing 0.



50. Before calling on me, you likewise gave good
evidence of your impartiality, for rule 72 does not state
a;th:t two speakers are tsi.'l;:o“l:htmly necessary to ccllc‘fmd

proposal to grant ight to speak every day to
the same speaker. Rule 72 simply states: *‘Before a
decision is taken, two representatives mag(rozpeak A
Since there were not two speakers listed, but only
one, you were not obliged to insist upon the need for
a second speaker,

51. The fact that there was only one speaker to de-
fend that point of view should actually have spared the
Assembly the burden of hearing two others, But since
you have insisted upon this, my delegatior. wished to
come forward and present its view on this maiter.

52. Our view is that the Assembly should act in
accordance with the provisions of rule 72 by asking
each delegation to confine itself to a single interven-
tion in the course of this particular debate, It is, of
course, understood that each delegation will have
the nity, should it prove necessary, to exercise
the right of reply and present its point of view, at the
end of each afternoon’s meeting.

53, 1 think that the three delegations that have in-
scribed their names on the list of speakers for each day
of the debate are not really serious about it, if I may
say 20, for when the cause one is defending is a just
cause, one does not need to speak seven times to
convince the General Assembly that it is a just cause;
once is enough. Of course, when one is acting as the
Devil's ad' «cate, one can speak a thousand times
without being able to convince anyone,

54. 'That is why, in accordance with the provisions
of rule 72 of the rules of proce” ¢, I ask you, Mr. Pres-
ident, to request all delegations to speak only once on
the substance of the item. Each delegation may, of
course, speak in exercise of its right of reply at the end
of the dabate every afternoon, in order to set forth

its point of view,

55. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French):
I now call on the representative of the United States,
who wishes to speak in support of the proposal made
by the représcntative of Israel,

56. Mr. SCALI (United States of America): I rise
to speuk in favour of the right of unlimited debate,
under the rules of the General Assambly, on an issue
of this magnitude,

57. We do not dispute the t of the President,
in consultation with the Assembly, to propose to limit
the number of tines & representative may spesk in
this Asesmbly on any question. We hope, however,
that the decision he will take, in exerc that right,
will reflect a standard of ressonablensss in kesping
with the seriousness of the issus under debate. Itis not,
in our view, frivolous or unreasonabie to desire to make
known & point of view at least several times, in the
circumstances,

58. W therefore would appeal to the President, in
view of the tude of the problem we are discussing,
to exercise with the utmost flexibility his judgement
about the number of times a delegation may appro-
priataly speak.

59. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Frenck):
complawely free 1o decie how it shall comduct its

work. 1 now call oix the representative of Iraq, who
wishes to support the proposal made by the repre-
sentative of Senegal under rule 72 of the riles of pro-

cedure,

60. Mr. EL-SHIBIB (Iraq): My delegation wishes
to second the p made by the representative
of Senegal that 72 should be apy ..ed. That rule

gives the General Assembly the power and authority
to decide to limit the number of times each delegation
may speak on any question, We have many reasons
g supporting the proposal of the representative of

61. First, if this debate is to be meaningful and con-
structive, it has to be comducted in a serious way,
without polemical or oratorical statements. We all
heard the statement made yesterday by the represen-
tative of Isracl. He has just claimed from this rostrum
that the present is designed to limit his ability
to place Isracl’s point of view before this Assembly.
But our experience in this Organization proves that
the sentative of Israel has never been unable to
place his point of view before us, no matter how op-
posed to or divergent it might be from the views of
the majority of the Assembly, Indeed, it is not my
delegation’s purpose in supporting the present pro-
posal to limit the possibility for the representative of
Israel to present his point of view to the Assembly.
It is well known that any representative who feels
at the end of each day’s debate that some new elements
have been raised, making it necessary for him to
address the Assembly, has the right to speak in exer-
cise of the right of reply.

62. Secondly, we feel that if one representative were
to be allowed to speak every day, it would be only fair
to allow other representatives to do s0. As you well
know, Mr. President, many representatives have
indeed indicated that they desire to speak every day
if one representative is given that right, If that were to
happen, the debate would become repetitious and
would not be in consonance with what the previous
spesker has called the magnitude of the issue before
us. It is in fact the magnitude and great importance
of this debate that tnakes it necessary for us to be as
succinct as possible in placing what is pertinent be-
fore the Assembly, thereby not losing time.

63. Finally, the representative of Israel has today
attacked your impertiality, Mr, President. The ap-
plause you have just received from the General As-
for" kSt ant eparial way. in which you
or ‘ way in which you
have conducted and will continue to conduct the pro-
coedings of this session, The attack made on you per-
sonally by the representative of Israel indeed indi-
cates the purpose be had in mind in wishing to spesk
esch and every day during this debate: simply
wished to tum this debate into a harangue, with ir-
relevant accusations s counter-accusations, instesd
of allowing it to serve the real xim—that is, & meaning-
ful and constructive discussion of one of the most
important issues before us, an issue threatening
international peace and security. This irrelevant attack
ou you, Mr. President—which really deserves to be

ignoved—means only that your name is now added to
a lst of nemes of distinguished persons who have
incurred the capeicious ure of Isrsel at one

tima or another.
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64, The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French):
I shall now put to the vote the propoeal that, without
prejudice to the provisions of the rules of procedure
regarding the exercise of the right of reply, the right
to speak in the debate on agenda item 108 should be
limited to a single intervention. A recorded vote has
been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argen-
tina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Bulgaria, Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Central African Republic,
Chad, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Dahomey, Democratic Yemen, Egypt, Equatorial
Guinea, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, German Democratic
Republic, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lebanon, Libyan Arab Republic, Madagascar, Ma-
laysia, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tuni-
sin, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yemen, Yugo-
slavia, Zaire, Zambia,

Against: Austria, Barbados, Belgium, Bolivia,
Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany (Federal Republic of), Guatemala, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, ltaly, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Nicaragua, Norway, Paraguay, Sweden, United King-
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
States of America.

Abstaining: Australia, Bahamas, Brazil, Colombin,
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Greece, lvory
Coast, Japan, Khmer Republic, Liberia, Malawi,
Nepal, New Zealand, Panama, Spain, Swaziland,
Venezuels,

The praposal was adopted by 75 votes to 23, with
18 abstentions.?

65. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French):
I shall now call on those representatives who wish
to speak in explanation of vote.

66. Mr. MONTENEGRO MEDRANQ (Nicaragus)
(ggterpretati«m ({Pam_ szg:ish}: 'I;l;le ?‘el?,néioxg}e of
iCarsgua vote nst the proposal which the Gen-
eral Assembly m:‘}”du adopted in defence of one prin-
ciple, We are not pertial; we are not defending the
position or attitude of any State. We have come here
only to state what we think should prevail in a forum
of this kind, in this most important world assembly.
In our opinion, we are thereby defending the inalien-
able right of every State to reply, when it decides, to
any attack levelled against it from this rostrum. We
believe that, regrettably, this right is being distorted
and taken away, and we believe that many rights are
being taken away on the basis of mechanical majotities.
These are Pyrrhic victories, which universal con-
science must deplore and censure. That is why the
delegatiun of Nicaragua wished to explain its vote.

67. Mc  DRISS (Tumiww) cnterpretation  from
French) My delegaton voted in favour of the pro-
posal submitted by the representative of Senegal and

A AN ke

supported by the representative of Iraq. We did s0 in
the conviction that by supporting that proposal we
were defending a tradition which exists in the General
Assembly: in all debates delegations speak once, and
thereafter exercise the right of reply.

68. We should not like to leave anyone, either dele-
gations or world public opinion, with the impression
that the Assembly has prohibited any delegation from
exercising the right of reply, or addressing the As-
sembly several times in the course of the debate, That
is not o, It is simply a matter of being able to present
one’s point of view only once, as has been customary
in the General Assembly, and of exercising the right
of reply if need be, and several times, if the occasion
warrants, in accordance wich the Assembly’s tra-
dition,

69. 1asked to be allowed to speak to explain Tunisia’s
vote 30 as to remove any misunderstanding, and so0
that the vote we have cast and the decision the Gen-
eral Assembly has taken is not interpreted in any other
way.

70. Mr. MAINA (Kenya): I have asked to be allowed

to speak to explain why I voted for limiting the number

gtbtimcs that each delegation can intervene in the
c atcl

71. It is quite normal and reasonable to assume that,
in official debates such as the one we are having, with-
out some measure of control many delegations may
want to speak many times, and, taking into account
the number of items we must consider and the amount
of time at our disposal, it is reasonable that the number
of interventions should be limited, I support this on
the understanding that, since the decision was just
taken, it becomes effective today. As I understand
it, this would allow delegations that have already made
one statement as of now to make one more, if they so
wish, in conformity with the decision just taken. That
would of course allow Israel and any other delegation
one more opportunity to make a siatement, because
it is conceivable that when their statements were pre-
pared they had in mind spreading them over the period.
Proceeding from that understanding, it is quite rea-
sonable and fair that, should they ask for one more
opportunity, it should be granted.

72. Mr. ZAVALA URRIOLAGOITIA (Bolivia)
(interpretation from Spanish): My delagation voted
against the proposal because we consider that by
adopting it we would be violating two principles: the
right of all States to defend themselves and the right
to dislogue, which has been respected since the be-
ginning of this debate. If the dialogue itself was uneven,
with 20 delegations against one, the debate is being
converted today into un uninterrupted monclogus
without any defence by une of the parties.

73. Mr. SALIM (United Republic of Tanzaniaj:
Mr. President, our delegation had thought that it was
not necessary to esplain our vote, but in the light of
explanations made by at lenst one of our collesgues
here we feel it is important for us to explain our vote.

74, Somebody spoke in terms of “mechanical ma-
Jorites””. 1 do not believe that there is anything ma-
chanical in the way we have voted. We really and
sincerely believe that every delegation has the right
to put ity case Inthis instance we think that the delegn-
tion of Israel, like any other delegation, has the right
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to put forward its position, but quite honestly—and
we are very sincere in this—we think it would be the
height of absurdity if only one delegation were to be
given the opportunity every day to address the debate
on the same item. To take a hypothetical example,
the principal party, apart from Israel, to this conflict
is the delegation of the PLO. Now, if we were also to
allow the delegation of the PLO to speak every day,
then of course we could also add, when speaking on
the Middle East conflict, the delegations of Egypt,
the Syrian Arab Republic and Jordan—all countries
having territories that have been occupied. Suppose,
for the sake of argument—and I should like to put
this very sincerely, particularly to those who talk

about ‘‘mechanical majorities’’—we were to have

every morning of the debate the delegation of Israel,
the delegation of Egypt, the delegation of the Syrian
Arab Republic, the delegation of Jordan, the delega-
tion of the PLO, then what about the other Members
of this Organization? Do we not also have the right
to speak before this Assembly?

75. So I believe in all sincerity, Mr. President, that
your ruling is logical, your proposal was logical; the
point raised by a brother from Senegal was in con-
sistence with the seriousness we attach to this debate.
We believe that this is a very serious debate indeed.
We believe that every delegation has the right to take
part in the debate, and that the only way that the debate
can take place in an efficient and effective way is to

allow every delegation the right to speak. Naturally,
any delegation that wants to explain its position or
wants to speak in rebuttal, wouid be able to do so at
the end of our proceedings in conformity with estab-
lished procedure.

76. 1f, Mr. President, you were not to do this, we
would in fact now be creating a new precedent, the
precedent of a single delegation preventing other dele-
gations from speaking.

77. The PRESIDENT (interpretation from French):
We have heard the last speaker in explanation of vote.
I should also like to say that, the Assembly being
sovereign, its decision is irreversible. Since there are
no further speakers for this afternoon, I propose to
adjourn the meeting.

The meeting rose at 5.05 p.m,

NoOTES

) Seventh Conference of Arab Heads of State, held at Rabat
from 26 to 29 October 1974,

2 Theodor Merzl, The Jewish State (New York, American
Zionist Emergency Council, 1946),

3 The delegation of Burundi subsequently informed the Secre-
tariat that it wished to have its vote recorded as having been in
favour of the proposal,
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