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r
' Question of Cyprus:

(a) Application, under the auspices of the United
Ngtions, of the principle of equal rights and
self-determination of peoples in the case of

: the population of the island of Cyprus;

. (b) Complaint by the United Kingdom of Great

' " Britain and Northern Ireland of support from

Greece for terrorism in Cyprus.

/

Rerorr oF THE First Commirtee (A/3559)

1. Mr. MATSCH (Austria), Rapporteur of the First
- Commijitee. T have the honour to submit to the General
- Assembly thé report of the First Committee [A4/3559]
. on the question of Cyprus. This report includes the
. draft resolution which, in a spirit of conciliaton, was
~ adopted by the First Committee by 76 votes to none,
. with 2 abstentions, B ‘ e

2. In the course of the debate on this delicate and

complex problem, a number of aspects of the external.

and internal questions were presented, which helped to_
clarify the various points of view held on this matter.”
It was the First Committee’s feeling. that the General -

Assembly should try to open the way for further steps
towards a satisfactory solution. Such a solution, the
Committee believed, required an atmosphere of peace
and freedom. of expression, S R

3. The draft resolution, by, expressing the desire that
a peaceful, democratic and just solution will be found
In accordance with the principles and purposes of the.

and continued to this end, contains: guiding elements.
and is therefore recommended to the General Assembly

for adoption, -

Charter, and the hope that negotiations will be resumed -

; @,
ELEVENTH SESSION % 5. -
. . " ~ é\ v
Official Records o ) New York
(% i
CONTENTS ‘ (@ In accordance with rule 68 of the rules of procedure,

it was decided not to discuss the report of the First
Committee.
4, The PRESIDENT: I shall now put the draft
resolution of the First Committee [4/3559] to the vote.

The draft resolution was adopied by 57 wvotes to
rone, with 1 abstention. ,

AGENDA ITEM 66

‘Question considered by the first emergency épe-
cial session of the Gencral Assembly from 1 to
10 November 1956 (continued):

5. Mr. RIFA’I (Jordan): Once again the General
Assembly is meeting to consider the problem of Israel's
aggression against Egypt. My delegation regrets that
Israel's unyielding attitude has led the General As-
sembly to consume the entire period of its eleventh
session in dealing with this problem. No one would
have imagined that it would be necessary to spend such
an amount of time, nor would anyone. have conceived
that Israel would exhibit’such @ flagrant defiance of
the United Nations, the very Organization which
created Israel, and would reject all the appeals calling
on Israel to withdraw—especially the appeals of the
country which has contributed to Israel’s life and
sustenance, o - ~
6. If this conduct on the part of Israel is to have any
significance, its moral impact should have first con- |
sideration. The moral standards of nations’ are a
heritage of a long history of nationhood, of a series .of
social and political developments, and of a sense of
responsibility towards the world and the days ahead.
These are the prerequisites of a disciplined and orderly
life—both national and international—and the char-
acteristics which distinguish a responsible individual
or community from an irresponsible people. = -

7. Such is the basic distinction between a State-that
has enjoyed its statehood for more than 5,000 years
of history and a State which is still in the process of
formation. Such is the difference between Egypt and
Israel. Patience, wisdom and sound reaspning “have
characterized -the conduct of Egypt throughout the -
developmetit' of the present crisis: 1f the Egyptians had

acted otherwise; they would have“igndred their prestige

and history. They belong to'a country ‘which has prac- -
tised sovereignty and independence throughout sthe
ages;.a country which has shone-in glory and civiliza- -
tion and which is today the ‘centre of Arabic: culture
and Islamic jurisprudence. It has given leadership . to

- the Arab world and, situated between the East and the.

‘West:at'the junction of three continents, it carries'a
heavy burden of responsibility, . = - i e i
8. The picture becomes more impressive ‘when it is

contrasted with : that of ‘Israel, " which ‘has failed -to -

‘qualify for" statehood. Its territory ‘is internationally -
unrecogtized. Its ‘hation has 4 vague identity, once -
‘based’‘on religious discrimination, once on vanda
9 R . PR PR ' .
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;hird time on Zionist fanatic doctrine. Its eight years  is they wha, should be faithful to the cause of honour
of history is a chain of major violations, and its Gov-  and the principles of peace and justice,

ernment is established on a programme of expansion 13 A5t Israel, it is concerned only about its own
by aggression. . interest, It believes in the philosophy of force, dis-
6. These are bitter facts, yet they are the foundations Tegarding the danger that lies in the days to come, It
of the structure of Israel. In order to live and grow, ; is diving in an ocean ridden by storms. If it does not
it stretches jts search for enrichment into other lands  ride with the wind, it will be overcome by the wayves.
.with pressing appeals for assistance and charity, It A temporary gain through a military conspiracy is a
absorps funds from one country, arms from another,  permanent loss to it in the long run, Whether or not
and reparations and compensation from a third, and so  Israel appreciates these views is beside the point; but
it live§ and exi(slts.h I woul;l byd no ~nll]eans hdi;goura_\ge my point is the issue before us today,

contributions and charities if made in the right direction 14 pyare §5 3 case in which Israel defies the United
an};ii lfl°" the right dpurptl)ses;lbut the aid and facilities  nayone Tt stands against seven consecutive resplu-
which are granted to Israel are in fact given to an ;¢ "adopted by an almost unanimous vote, calling
irresponsible Government which sets its policies with o1 'yoa 1 4o withdraw unconditionally and immediately
complete disregard of its international obligations. In  peping the armistice lines. It refuses to obey or to
the past, Israel’'s spokesmen have repeatedly declar%d listen. It has decided to maintain its aggression on
the intention of their country to expand beyond the  pooiian ooill The issue is now, therefore, first, whether
territory which it occupies, to open up outlets to the  yp"General Assembly will accept this challenge to its
Red Sea by force, to annex the Gaza Strip, to conquer 5 orivy and prestige; secondly, whether it will admit
jerusaletr}llm, to °°“t‘§1 Lhe fw}z:ters cc’lf P a.leStm,‘i:ha“d 0 the confinuation of aggression and, thirdly, whether it
occupy the western bank of the Jordan river. These are  yiy) ay1oy agpression fo dictate conditions. The question
the dreams that kindle the eyes of the Tsraelis at pre- o'y 504 save the future of the United Nations which
sent, but their aims for the future are much wider. is now at stake o

10. The Arab representatives have never failed to draw 15. If we are faithful to the pledge which we unde-

i i of e b of e Ol 15, L5 LD A
to the fact that assistance to Israel means an encourage- m . d;;ie(l:hatrger ‘r(I)f :V‘; do ‘;gst taltce feﬁecttﬁve m_eélsptiez
mient to aggression and expansion and even preparation oy 8 T );mve g]l vuph;is w}g:tc A g;‘sap e 18{1111::\% eit
gw:vrg;i iﬁl?hgv\%gt le;;)I;leTl dl“sth:g igrﬁzgéie?nizgg :8 will be, and what a collapse. Millions and millions of
opportunity to exploit all possible means to assist and pegple are ?ﬁd?}’{ looking to this Assembly to see w}mt
support Israels plans and to place it in the headlines 52008 Tt Will toce, to fehote aggression apdd cih Lon
on every occasion. Thus aid continued to flow into  gyjios retreat? Will they surrender to Israel’s decision?

Israel until it reached the saturation point and until - ) .
Isracl became able to threaten all the surrounding ~OF Wil F"FY stand firm n defending the cause of peace?
16. Israel does not estimate the serious outcome of

countries and to call them to war, The course of events

has proved’ that Israel was heading towards invasion  its defiance, It does not calculate that the demonstra-

‘and occupation, and the facts now speak for themselves.  tions which it organizes against the verdicts of the

. We need not now express views or elaborate theoriés. .  United Nations are expressions of political insanity.
5 e o SR L. . It does not see that if war breaks out again in the area

511, The question, the big question, is: on what does  pecapge of its stubborn attitude, then nothing can stop

- Israel depend in its stubbornness and arrogance? What  guch 2 war from following a wide course. If Israel
s it that makes Israel disregard its obligations, defy  cannot foresee the future, we, as Members of this
~ United Nations resolutions and challenge the: will of  Organization, should live up to our responsibilities and
the whole world? If Israel were one of the big Powers,  gave humanity from the scourge of a third world war.

the kind of Power that makes history, one perhaps v ) . s
could find the answer, but since it is argtate wl'ﬁch hg.s 17. Should a_country continue to be patient VYhﬂe a
just come into existence and which lives on the charity ~ Patt of its territory is seized by an invader ‘:fho is deaf
of nations, we are faced with a real puzzle, In the 1o advice and blind to the consequences? Should the
ultimate analysis, however, we come to a sad though national pride of a State be the price of international
serious. conclusion : Israel believes that its influence in equilibrium? Should Egypt bear the burden of main-
the Western capitals, through Zionist organizations and taining geace in the Middle East whl-le' Ismel is c.areles‘s
propaganda; gives ‘it immunity against any measures about it? The Arab States, the guardians of their own
or. penalties that might be imposed upon it by other  Tregion, will have to decide how best to ensure peace
- States, ‘éven if such ‘measures were contémplated by ar}d" progress thel‘rfpéf‘{ﬂ of _tih‘? world. Such a decision
. the highest executive authorities in such countries. will * definitely b? :_aﬁected‘ by, gwhate\(ef ~action _ the
) A'l‘ZV.VV\!fI-I&dv'veVer,' ‘we: should “not ‘put all the blame on General Assembly‘r;n;ay t;ke agalnst Ij‘ig,rael § aggression.
Istael for: this. injurious conduct.. Part ‘of the blame 18. .All representatives are aware of the efforts that
" should be sought in the past, when this conduct received  have been made outside the United Nations to persuade
| encouragement, to the extent:that Israel became known  Isfael to withdraw unconditionally, They are also aware
" as the. “pampered child of the United Nations”. But  of Israel’s persistent refusal to accede to such demands.
- Tsrael’s-concept of iits invincible influence in other lead- In ‘the latest rejection by the Isracl Government, the
" ing countries does” not reflect upon the reputation of  1sracl Prime Minister, Mr. Ben Gurion, expressed on
- Tsrael as much as it reflects on the prestige and honour 21 February his apdlogy for ‘refiisal in the following.

" of those big Powers, It is they whose Teputation would ~ terms:.

- be impaired if they were accused of Zionist influence “PfesvicAl’enfv;‘ ‘Eisenhower’s letter afor‘cmghtago»
" permeating their communities and .adminisiration and = containing the same demmand he uttered yesterday in’
~ “controlling their Press and media of information, it ‘- his message to his people, placed me under a great

oY
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moral pressure, for I was keenly conscious of the
personality and understanding of the writer.
“And if I was compelled to reply as I did, I did
so only under a still stronger compulsion: the
pressure of my conscience as a man and a Jew, the
pressure of the justice for which my people was
fighting , . "
19, I am not questioning the conscience of Mr. Ben
Gurion as asman and a Jew. But I question the justice
for which his people fousght ; 1 question the justice
of their establishing a State on the Arab soil of
Palestine by invasion; of their occupying a territory
of which 91per cent does not belong to them; of their
expelling one million Arab refugees, now suffering
hunger and misery; of their denying ali the rights of
these destitute people. I am questioning the justice
of the merciless atrocities perpetrated by Israel on
innocent Arabs with the aim of terrorizing and intimi-
dating them. I am questioning the justice of the Israel
aggression against Egypt, thus pushing the Middle
East into a flame of fire, and I am questioning the
justice of allowing that aggression to pay dividends.

20. Is this the justice for which Mr. Ben Gurion’s peo-
ple fought? None of these tragic and terrible events
seems to put pressure on Mr., Ben Gurion’s conscience,
to change his refusal and to make him accede to the
will of nations in.restoring order and peace in the
Middle East. o

21, Does not the following story—reported by a
Jewish editor—put some pressure on the conscience of
Mr, Ben Gurion as a man and a Jew? Mr. William
Zuckerman wrote in the Jewish Newsletter of 4 Feb-
ruary 1957 the following sfory:

“Uri Avneri, editor of the Tel Aviv tabloid pic-
ture newspaper Haolams Hasel:, tells how he had
once met an Arab child on a highway of Galilee and
asked him where was the nearest village. He was
horrified to see the child begin to tremble all over
as if it were in a paroxysm of fear merely because

a Jew had spoken to him. For me, it was a terrible

experience. I did not relish the thought of belonging

to a pecple who awaken convulsions of fear in the

hearts of children.”

22. The Israel rule in Palestine which horrifies the
hearts of children on the highways is trying to expand
now and to annex the territory of Gaza with its
300,000 Arab inhabitants, Here is what the Director
of the United Naticns Relief and Works Agency for
Palestine Refugees reported on 11 February about con-
ditions in Gaza, in his statement in the 4d Hoc Political
- Committee : o . 3 ‘

“. . . a general° economic depression persists i)

- Gaza—there are fewer jobs and smaller incomes, and
the citrus crop is not being fully marketed. Recent
events also have had a deteriorating effect on morale.

. The people—both refugees and others—are in a - .begun_last October. So where do we go from here?

“Not, I venture to hope, in a direction which would
‘tend merely to harden existing antipathyor, in"the

- disturbed state and feel very insecure, both at the
(. present and for the future.” [4/SPC/9, para. 36.]

23. . Yet Israel continues to apply all sorts bf.delaying
tactics, one time laying down conditions for witlidrawal,
- and another time making proposals with the aim of
maititaining conditions in the Gaza Strip acceptable’to
Israel and ensuring in the Gulf of Aqaba rights of free
navigation to the Israel ships. - :
24/ ‘The-Jordan. delegation has stated on -several oc-
“tasions that the subject of “navigation'in the Gulf of

'30. The Canadian delegation, , like other-

: A«qﬁbfi is out of the coritext 'of the present debate and = the dther in our efforts to firid 'a means of bringing to
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that the General Assembly is not the organ which will
decide on this matter, Moreover, we must not forget
that conditions between the Arab countries and Israel

are governed by an armistice system and armistice

demarcation lines, There are no international boun-
daries between Israel and the surrounding countries.
The problem is now to maintain quiet and order along
the armistice lines, and not to discus§ international -
territorial rights whch are subject to various stipu-
lations. '

25. As to the Gaza area, we would never accept to
venture ‘into a discussion of- proposals -which. might
envisage a change in the status quo that prevailed in it
prior to the Israel attack. The United Natione ¥mer-
gency Farce is charged with the task of separating the
Egyptian and Israel forces on the armistice demarcation
lines, which task would prevent incursions from one
side of the line to the other, Therefore, any so-called
proposals or plans which- might contain some sort of
preconditions for Israel's withdrawal are basically
unjustified and totally unwarranted, _—

26. In transgressing beyond the armistice line into
the Egyptian territory, Israel resorted to the use of
armed force to achieve its abjectives, in direct-challenge
to the provisions of the Charter which it is pledged to
respect: the provisions which call upon all Members
to settle their international disputes by peaceful means
and in such a manner that international peace and
security are not endangered, and the provisions which
call upon all Members to refrain from the threat or use °
of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State. Thus, by defying the reso-
lutions which call upon it to withdraw unconditionally,
Israel violates the very principles of the Charter which
are embodied in those resolutions. e

27. .In order to face up to the present state of aggres-
sion, a number of Members of the General Assembly
have sponsored a draft resolution [4/3557] which was
introduced by the Foreign Ministet-of Lebanon at the
last meeting of the General ‘Assembly. The Jordan
delegation strongly supports this draft resolution. We
believe that the measures it contains are the least that
should be applied against Israel for its continued viola-
tions: and present aggression. This is an indispensable
penalty and an imperative action for dealing with the
sttuation. : o o '
28. Words and repeated appeals. have proven to be
ineffective. What is needed now, therefore, is .real
action. May we then, all of us, as Members.representing
the family of nations responsiblé’ to- humanity and to. ’
future generations, stand by 'the cause of peace and
protect the existence of this' Organization.

29, Mr. -%’EARSON ("Cama;da) : We arev.now‘rea(“;h;‘

.ing, if indeed we have not already reached, the point

of no return in our effort to deal with the problems
arising out of a military intervention in the Suez area

words of the Secretary-General, which would introduce. ..
merely new elements of conflict. . ., - o
; delegations -
here, las tried to take an objective and impartial posi- "
tion in dealing with the problems which came to a head .
when Israel’s ‘military action in-the -Sinai peninsula .

began last October. We are not influenced ‘by a desire-
to support either of the contestants at the expense of .
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an end a conflict which has been growing in intensitz
over .a periad of 'some years. We are concerned wit
finding the best policy to pursue in order to resolve
a series of difficult problems by means which will brinﬁ
peace and security to the people of both countries, an
we have no other interest than this,
31, The problems with which we are dealing go
deeper than the immediate issue of withdrawal of
military forces, They have their roots in the past and
are terribly difficult for both parties to the dispute.
They are also fraught with danger to the peace of the
world as well as'to the peoples immediately concerned,
32. This Assemblyzhas a duty to avert that danger
and to insist that there shall be no return to violence
which will be destructive in itself and leave the area
open to forces of subversion from outside. We realize
that the issues before us will never be truly solved if
we are content to let our minds become submerged
in tales of past tragedies. These, it is true, have given
just cause for grief and bitterness on both sides, but
we can scarcely hope for success if we allow ourselves
to be persuaded that the record of violence in the past
justifies the policy of violence today. We cannot, of
course, ignore the past, for it is impossible to deal
effectively with this problem unless we have thoroughl
studied its origin from every point of view and wit
respect to the needs of all the people who are concerned
with it, But if we allow our minds to be dominated b
the unhappy precedents of violence and reprisal whic
* have made up so much of the recent past in this area,
then it is very hard indeed to see how we can devise any
solution which will in the long run be satisfactory.
33. As I see it, the problem is basically one of fear,
fear which breeds distrust and animosity and conflict.
There has been fear on the one side of extermination
- by neighbours whose hostility to the creation and con-
tinued existence of the State of Israel has been stron
and unremitting. It is difficult for people to act witlg1
the moderation and restraint through which wisdom
expresses itself if they believe that they themselves live
in the shadow of destruction and are uncertain about
- their very survival as a nation. ) ‘
34. The fear from which the people of Israel suffer,
the fear which explains the violence of reprisals which
they have taken against their neighbours, will be on the
way to elimination when the Arab States are willing
to recognize Israel as a sovercign State and its right
to national. existence within accepted boundaries and
“under conditions of life tolerable to its people. There
were some signs, a.year or so ago, that we mignt at
least be approaching a time when the Arab States would
be  willing to. grant Israel this recognition. Unfor-
_ tunately, the events. of last autumn have reversed that
trend. It must now be one of ouf major aims here to
* help set again' in. motjon the forces. which wiil lead to
the early recognition /f Israel in normal terms by its
neighbours, and thus to the removal of fear.
35.'On-the other side, however, there is also fear
which has led to extreme views, to extreme policies
~and to violence. Among the Arab Statés there is that
. deep and understandable apprehension that the displace-
-~ ment of population and the political tension already
.associated ‘with the new . State, most of whose citizens
have come from abroad, ainew State established in the
‘midst. of the Arab people, may be followed by still
_further ‘dislocations owing to the pressure of immigra-
~tion into. Israel, backed as that State is by strong
“international. pressures - and international ~resources.

" “/There:is: aifear that Israel will yield to- expansionist

ambitions, which is the counterpart of Israel's own
fear of Arab intentions, That has bred in the Arab
world animosity and violence towards Israel. When
that fear is dissipated we may count on moderation in
the attitude of Israel’s neighbours towards that State,

36. As I see it, we cannot but agree that, if Israel has
a right to live and prosper, free from the fear of
strangulation by its neighbours, the Arab States also
have a right to feel confident that Israel will not attempt
to expand its territory at their expense, the right to
be assured that if Israel, however, should at any time
develop, such armbitions, it will receive no encourage-
ment but meet only opposition on both the official and
the non-official level from the outside world, an opposi-
tion which would result in the isolation of the State
itself from any international assistance or support,

37. It is in this shadow of the past and the present,
the shadow of fear on both sides, that we have to con-
sider the problem which is immediately before us:
In my view, that problem is one of securing a fair and
agreed basis for the withdrawal of Israel from those
places which it still occupies beyond the armistice
demarcation line; a basis whick can be used to increase
security and create conditions conducive to peace. If
we do not secure such a basis, we may fail completely
to bring about this withdrawal—with consequences
which will be tragic for us all, and ‘perhaps especially
for Israel. As I have said before in this Assembly, it
is not a question in our mind of rewarding or punish-

- ing or of laying down conditions or refusing condi-

tions; it is a question of associating the withdrawal of

Israel with arrangements which should remove the

necessity, or at least minimize the possibility, of facing
this same problem a year or two from now,

38. . From the very beginning of the present crisis, the
Canadian delegation has tried to keep in the forefront
of* its thinking on this question the importance of-
finding a solution not merely for the problem posed
by military intervention, but for that posed by the
conditions which brought about that intervention.

39. It was in that spirit that we advocated the estab-
lishment of the United Nations Emergency Force, We
felt that, by its action in bringing about an end of
fighting, this Assembly was accepting responsibility for
pursuing two related aims: the immediate aim of
supervising and securing the cease-fire, and the longer-
range objective of helping to create conditions in which
it might be possible eventually to settle fundamental
problems. We have insisted, even in the earliest days
of this crisis, on our view that a return to stability
would not flow merely from words or acts of con--
demnation; and that puniskment was not in itself a
substitute for progress towards peace, Lo

40. Now, more than three months later, we are con-
fronted with the need to strike a balance between the
immediate and primary objective of securing the com-
pletion of Israel’s withdrawal and that of achieving
this in such a way that withdrawal will be accompanied

" by helpful and fruitful results. I repeat that, as far as

our delegation is concerned, we' refuse to consider.
these as. unrelated objectives, even though priority in

fime must be given to the first, which is-withdrawal.

We. still refuse to believe that these objectives cannot
be achieved withoiit adopting proposals for forins of
pressure which would be an admission by the Assembly
of complete and final failure to solve this problem con-
structively. Our. delegation .does not believe that we

should yet admit any such failure, .. . . e
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41, We think that there is still a way of bringing
. about withdrawal by spelling out the detailed arrange-
ments which would follow it, and which would
strengthen security and prepare the way for pacifica-
tion. In its resolution 1125 (XI) of 2 February, the
Assembly indicated in general terms the necessily for
such arrangements, In our view, we should now, be-
fore deciding on other measures, follow up that indica-
tion with something more concrete and specific.

42, We think that both parties should be willing to
accept any recommendations to this end which are
satisfactory to the great majority of the members of
this Assembly, If Israel refuses to withdraw its forces
immediately—not on the implementation but on the
adoption of such recommendations by this Assembly—
it would be taking on a.very heavy responsibility
indeed, and would forfeit our support and might pro-
voke consideration of other measures by the Assembly.

43, The arrangements to follow withdrawal, which
we should now agree on, are in essence, though not of
course in detail, envisaged in the Secretary-General’s
reports of 24 January [4/3512] and 11 February
[4/3527], the former of which has already been en-
dorsed by this Assembly. If we could carry these
arrangements into effect, it would ensure that such
withdrawal would help to bring about conditions which
promise greater security and stability, .and these
arrangements might, I suggest, include the foliowing. -

44, TFirst, there should be a firm pledge by the Gov-
ernments of Israel and Egypt to observe scrupulously
the provisicns of the 1949 Armistice Agreement. But
when we talk about the scrupulous observance of the
Armistice Agreement we should mean not some of the
provisions, but all of them. . )

45. And what are they? First, the Armistice Agree-
ment establishes an armistice demarcation lire which
is not a political or territorial boundary, but which
cannot be changed except by agreement between the two
parties. Also, the Agreement prohibits any form of
aggressive action, war-like or hostile acts or, if you
like, belligerent acts or resort to force by the land, sea
or air forces of either side. It establishes the right of
each side to security and freedom from fear of attack.
It:does not prejudge or confirm any political or terri-
torial right or claim or boundary, but it does establish
Egypt’s administrative control over the Gaza Strip,
without giving it any rights of territorial -soverecignty
there. It provides for the deployment in certain areas
on both sides of the demarcation line of defensive forces
only, and it defines what “defensive” means. Finally, it
provides for the total exclusion of Israel and Egyptian
-armed forces from the El Auja demilitarized zone,

46. . That,  then, is what ‘we should mean when we
talk ‘about ‘scriipulous observance of the armistice.

47. The second stage in this programme would be-
arrangements’for the United Nations Emergency Force.
In this regard, we think that the Secretary-General
“and the Commander.of that Force should make arrange-
ments with the Governments’ concerned for the déploy-
ment of UNEF on the armistice* demarcation line.
This ‘deployment, ‘which should be made effective with
the ‘minimum- of interference with civilian'life‘and' ac-
Htivity, ‘woyld be for: the sole purpose of putting the
Fotce in 3 position: first, to assume certain duties of
. the" United 'Nations “Triice 'Supervision 'Organization
under the Armistice Agreement between the two States;
- secondly, to assist in the ‘prevention of incursions and -
aids and ‘retaliatory -attacks across the armistice' line

mvson

in either direction; thirdly, generally to maintain peace-
ful conditions along both sides of the line.

48. Thirdly, there is the question of the Gulf of
Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran, In our view, it should
be a%reed and affirmed by us that there should be no
interference with innocent passage through or any
assertion of belligerent rights in the Straits of Tiran.
49. Israel troops, on their withdrawal from the Sharm
El Sheikh area, should, as the Secretary-General puts
it in his report of 24 January, “be followed by the
United Nations Emergency Force in the same way as
in other parts of Sinai” [4/3512, para. 29], in order
to assist in maintaining quiet in that area and in pre-
venting conflict, Surely this would be in accordance
with the purposes already laid down by this Assembly
for that Force. i}
50. Fourthly, there is the problem of the Gaza Strip.
This is perhaps the most complicated and difficult of
the arrangements to be decided, as it has political, social,
economic, and humanitarian aspects. We are dealing
here with 300,000 people, not merely with territory. 1
should like, therefore, to go into this particular aspect
of the problem in somewhat more detail.

51. The Gaza Strip was a part, as you know, of the
mandated territory of Palestine, It is not tian ter-
ritory. Its indigenous population of 60,000 to 70,000
is Palestinian Arab, and 1s now greatly augmented by
some 267,000 refugees, practically all of whom are
Palestinian Arabs. It was occupied by Egypt imme-
diately after the termination of the British Mandate
in May 1948, And that occupatior. pending final settle-
ment of the area was aclmowledged in the Egyptian-
Israel Armistice Agreement of 1649,

52. Egypt has not annexed this strip.and claims to
have no intention of doing ‘so. The territory had never

been occupied by Israel prior to 29 Octobér 1956,
and since then Israel has also disavowed any intention”

of annexing the strip, though :neasures and plans for
the economic development of the area, taken or pro-
jected, may indicate an intention to open the territory

to Israel settlement. Should this happen, and in view
of recent developments it may well not happen, it.
would probably mean that most of the inglgenous ‘

Arab inhabitants of the strip would be forced into
dependence or destitution, as the territory cannot sup-
port now even the small normal Arab population.

53. Surely there would be little logic to an arrange-
ment. whereby Israel would assume responsibility for
the administration of a territory not belonging to it
and where it remained in oppusition:to a decision of
the United Nations General Assembly and against
the wishes of the Arab inhabitants, for most of whom,
as refugees, Israel in ‘these new circumstances might.

also have to accept responsibility or some great measure °

of responsibility. ‘ : ;
54. _In the discharge of its responsibilities for refugees,
the United Nations has not recently enjoyed satisfactory

relations with the administration. of this territory. That

situation would be even more 'difficult, perhaps im-

‘possible, if Israel remained in control in the conditions

I have just mentioned. The effect of a controversy.of
this kind -would be disastrous for the Arab refugees in
Gaza and serious for the Aril-efugee problem as a
whole. Nor could the United Natiolis, in my -view,

- take on any new role for maintaining secutity i and
against the Gaza Strip if Israel insisted-on remaining
there in spite of the Armistice Agreémént and of .
to .

&

repeated” General ' Assembly resoliitions urging “it
withdraw. ¢ To T T

N
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55, Yet the key issue:in this area from the Israel stand-
int i$ security, we are told, against any resumption of
incursions or raids into Israel from Gaza territory.

56. From the United Nations standpoint, a key issue
also is how to provide security on both sxdes after
Israel withdraws, -on the basis of the Assembly's reso-

lution [997 (ES-I)] of 2 November 1956, of later -

rGe::lutxons. as well as of the reports of the Secretary-
eral

57. " Continued occupation of the Gaza Strip by Is-
rael armed forces or by Israel police and civilian ad-

ministration after the withdrawal of its troops, and

in the face of bitter Egyptian hostility, cannot, in my
view, give the security scught, for the following reasons.

58. First, the prolongation of Israel occupation of
non-Israel territory, in the face of our decisions to
the contrary, and in violation of the Armistice Agree-

" ment, -will ‘galy incite new provocations, perhaps of

greater magnitude than any hitherto. The emotions
aroused would be almost certain to increase the likeli-
hood of a resumption of incursions, .and raids from
outside the strip, even though the protectxon afforded

" against them might well be increased inside the strip.

5§9. Secondly, Israel occupation of Gaza would only
shift a little to the south-west the line between Israel

and Egypt across which the raids might come. -Since
there will always be a line or frontier between Egypt

and Isra€l, the only sure way to stop the raids across
the Egyptlan-Israel line, wherever it may be, is by
political action: based on the sincere will of the Govern-
ments of Egypt and Israel, with United Nations assist-
ance and ‘supervision, to end such raids and incursions

~ and to abide by the terms of the Armistice Agreement.

60. Assurance of this intention, given by the Govern-
ment of Egypt, has been repeated by the Secretary-
General in his last two reports, It seems obvious to me

. that continuing Israel occupation of non-Israel terri-
~ ‘tory-beyond the armistice line will nullify that assur-

ance. It seems also equally obvious to me that such
assurances, without any intervention by the United Na-
tions to facilitate and ensure their actual fulfilment,
are not likely to satisfy the Government of Israel. The
problem is, therefore, twofold, and‘ requires for ' its
solution -Egyptian, Israel and mdeed Unlted Natlons
action.

'61 Whet then' should be the nature of this actxon

- in respect of this Gaza territory? First, I suggest, -in

. pnonty, and essential to all other steps, Israel should:

withdraw from the Gaza Strip in “accordance with
prevxous ‘decisionis of the General Assembly, and implicit

" in a return to the scrupulous observance of the Armi-

- stice Agreement “At. the same time, this_Assembly

should now: prowde for effective United Nations action -

* to ensure.that the area would not be-used as’a base’

 for ‘raids and mcursmns in the future agamst Israel-
“;after 1ts withdrawal.

6251 " have just’ spoken xabout the dep‘oyrnent 0f~

@

UNEF along the demarcation line. In the Gaza Strip,

- this’ deployment‘would serve not only as an effective
interposition’ of UNEF’ between the a.rmed forces of |
: Eggl'pt an&i Is;‘ael ‘but ‘as’ a ‘screen “against. "mcursmns, .
* raids an

etallatory attacks across th

"»agenmes of. the Uik ‘ e
tions Wlth %

- sameé time ‘more generally a
,can be effected only by négotiation; and such negotiation;

: .clrcumsfances, it could be undertaken between Egyp ‘
tians and Israelis alone, The good ofﬁces of ‘ath third -

~ party must’ be il
only be 'the’ X

! bll:ty to.the maximum

would assure the maximum assistance to the Palestine
refugees there, and would Gprotect and foster the eco-
nomic development of the Gaza Strip and its people.
64. In this regard, we have all heard, I am sure with
great interest, the expression. of confidence by the Sec-
retary—General 659th meeting] on the attitude of the
Government of Egypt towards the necessary arrange-
ments in Gaza after the withdrawal of Israel, State-
ments of this kind by the Secretary-General are ob-
viously not to be taken lightly.

65. The military aspects of this withdrawal are rela-
tively uncomplicated. Immediately the Israel forces
leave, UNEF should enter. As the Armistice Agree-
ment limits in any event Egyptian forces to “defensive”
elements only, and as the -UNEF will already be
deployed along the armistice line, and as the strip is so
very narrow itself, the Government of Egypt should not
in our view envisage the return of its own armed forces
to this area after the Israel troops have withdrawn.

66 So far as'the civil admmxstratlon of the territory
is concerned, the position is more difficult and com-
plicated, Legally, under the Armistice Agreement, the
civil administration is to be Egyptnan and not Israeli,
But there are important practical considerations, I think,
which qualify this legal position. and which cannot be
ignored i n the replacement of the present administration,

67. It is perfectly clear that we should not simply
command the Israel civil administration to depart in a
night. Anyone who believes that this is possible should
study -carefully the ?emal report of the Director of
UN RWA [A/3212/ dd.1] on the agency’s operations
in the Gaza Strip and ponder upon the situation whlch
exists there.

68. We have here an extremely explosive 51tuat10n
which could very easily get out of control. In this tiny
arg¢a are crowded 267,000 refugees and a much smaller
native population, They are bitter and frustrated, ad-
ministered by strangers; rebellious, riven by fnctlons,
and in a mood, I have no doubt, to erupt in violence
and bloodshed if firm control were removed.

69. There has already been more than enough murder
in the Gaza Strip, and the United Nations cannot be
indirectly rresponsxble for more. We owe protection to
the' refugees ‘and we certainly- owe protection to ‘the
servants of UNRWA who:have been’carrying on’ so
heroically in the face of such great obstacleq, dlﬂicultxes
and dangers in that smp ‘

70. - Therefore provxsxon mitst surely be made for a
peaceful ‘transition from the administration  of ‘Israel
to somethmg no'lesy: strong and effective and at the
table. Sitch a transition

which -should be both: speedy and thorough, cafi only
be conducted by dn'ect -agents of . the; United INations. °
There is no sense in pretending, that, under present

LN

nterposed and th1s,

ited Natlons i o
71, Thls 1s all ‘the" more desxrable because, after
raeI’s wsthdrawal ‘the United Natlons should, .in
view. and by agreement with Egypt ‘accept responsx-";
possible ‘extent .for establishing.

dfmamtalmng cw;l admlmstratlon. in. the temtory, _




660th meecting—26 February 1957

1206

United Nations could also provide other help through
the United Nations technical assistance mac’’-ery, the
resources of its Secretariat, and expert cunsultants
recruited for specific purposes. In this way there would
be built up in Gaza, in co-operation, I hope, with Egypt
, and with Israel, a United Nations.civil administration.

72. To co-ordinate and make effective arrangements
to this end, the Secretary-General might decide to
appoint a United' Nations Commissioner for .Gaza.
ngldng with thé Commander of UNEF and the
. Director of UNRWA, and after consultation with
Egyptian and Israel .'reKresentatives as well as with
refugee and other local Arab leaders, he could arrange
to bring about with all possible speed the replacement
of the present Israel civil administration of the area.

73. In this way, and perhaps in this way only, we
should be able to effect’the withdrawal of Israel, with
order and speed, and in such a manner as to protect
the interests of the inhabitants, and of both Egypt and
Israel as well.: ; . ,

74. After the replacement was coinpleted, this United
Nations Comimissioner should, in my view, remain in
Gaza “where he would have chief responsibility for
all United Nations activities there, including those of
UNEF inside the strip. He would'be concerned with
the stpérvision of the Armistice Agreement, including
maintenance of the cease-fire observers’ functions and
checking and reporting on alleged incidents of violation.
In discharging these responsibilities, he would work
through UNEF rather than the Truce Supervisory
Organization, though this would be without prejudice,
of course, to the role of that organization in the other
three armistice agreements. o
75. ‘In view of the status of the Gaza Strip, however,
as an area not belonging to the sovereign territory of
any mneighbouring State, any arrangement for the ad-
ministration of the territory ‘such as that which I have
ventired to outline must be considered as-an interim
measure pending final agreement as to the proper
disposition of the territory. On that, final agreement

\
i

i

remains the responsibility of the United Nations, and .

it should be discharged after these interim arrangéments
have been' completed. ISR
76. I venture to submit ‘these proposals to. the As-

sembly because' I believe they will provide a basis not
only for the essential and prior withdrawal of: Israel -

forces, but for a better and more peaceful state .of
affairs than that.which has existed previously. They

may not constitute a perfect programme, and I realize:

that they -will not. fully meet the wishes of the two

‘parties o ‘this conflict. This programme is, admittedly,

~ a compromise, as any resolution based ‘on it would be
a compromise, but it is.meant to be a - constructive

compromise which may. lead to further stéps that will

make for lasting péace. In that spirit'it is submitted to

the Assembly. .

77. Mr. SOBOLEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Re-

publics). (translated: from. Russian) :. The General As-
sembly- has been .compelled to take up once again: the
question -of the Israel Government’s failure-to. comply

withthe demands' of the United Nations for the im-’

- tediate .and ‘complete withdrawal”.of

natpral to expect that: after
-in'Egyptian territory the

Israel’s' ‘armied -

intervention in the internal affgirs of the Arab States.
The peoples of the Arab countries, like the peace-loving -
peoples everywhere, cherished the legitimate hope that
henceforward peace in the Near and Middle East would
be maintained and consolidated, They hoped that the
policy of foreign intervention in the internal affairs
of the countries of that area ‘would be brought to an
end and that Egypt would be given disinterested assist-
ance in its efforts to overcome the consequences of the
act of aggression of which it had been the victim,

79, However, the Government of Israel, as the Sec-

-retary-General’'s report of 11 February [4/3527]

makes clear, has not only persisted in maintaining its
forces in Egyptian territory but is also constantly put-
ting forward new demands whose teal purpose is to
cover up its failure to comply with the General Assem-~
bly's decisions, and to gain certain benefits for itself.
In particular, the Secretary-General's report shows that
the Israel Government is trying to have the Gaza area
alloted to Israel and other important strategic areas in
Egyptian territory occupied indefinitely by United Na-
tions armed forces. And to add to that, Israel is now
demanding as a condition for the withdrawal of its
forces from Egyptian territory a guarantee of free
passage for its ships through the Suez Canal and the
Gulf.of Aqaba. ’

80. To bow to these demands of Israel by way of
“compensation” for the withdrawal of Israel forces
from tian territory would be tantamount to setting
the seal of Un‘ted Nations approval on the aggression
committed by Israel, with the United Kingdom and

"PFrance, against Egypt. To accept any of these condi-

tions, in the present circumstances, would simply be
to connive at Israel’'s aggression and to encourage new
hostile acts by Israel against. Egypt and other Arab
countries. ' ‘

81, It is perfectly clear that if the United Nations

places any value on its own authority it cannot agree
to such a course; for to do so would be to violate the
principles of the Charter and to flout the demands
of the majority of the peoples of the Member States.

82.. Why then, it may be asked, is the Israel Govern-
ment challenging the United Nations and persisting in
its aggressive actions against Egypt? Everyone knows
that Israel would never have dared to launch an ag-
gressive war against Egypt; and would siot be sabotaging
the General Assémbly’s decision for the immediate and
unconditionai*Wwithdrawal of Israel forces from Egypt,
if it were not, supported by protectors that are not only

- encouraging Israel’s “aggression but are themselves

countries,

pursuing & policy hostile-to Egypt and, the other Arab

83. It cannot be overlooked that the aggression against

Egypt was committed fot by Israel alone’but also-by
the United Kingdom and France, which used Israel as
the. spearhead of their military adventure -against the
Egyptian State, . -~ . e o s ~

84. The point, however, is n‘ t merely that Tsrael feels

it has "the ‘support of ‘accomplice aggressors among the

Western Powers. The fact is that this policy of Israel’s’
is useful’to d''certain ‘State 'in "its efforts to carry out

 its ‘'own «dangerous - manoeuvres-in the Middle East, to

- brinig the ‘Eiserthower doctrine to fruition as quickly. as -

ions, would, do_everything possible. to, liqui--
‘consequences of ‘the aggressio committed . . tl
gypt, and that it would countenance no.further * - which are ini

- the United *States;

‘poséible ‘and o interfere in the-affairs of Egypt and

the othér Arab countries. In all its-actions, the Isfael * -

~-Government leans on ‘the sipport -of ruling groups in’
-particular, the influential groups®

ested in establishing United States miljx |
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%arjr and economic influence in the Near and Middle
‘ St. ) ,
85. There is no escajing the fact that a carefully
planned operation is being played out before the eyes
of the entire world, In that operation, the role of
Israel, the aggressor, is to show stubbornness and in-
deed to make ever-increasing demands on Egypt and
the United Nations, while the United States is allotted
the role of “peacemaker” and ostensibly helps the
United Nations to overcome Israel’'s stubbornness,
“while in reality entrenching itself in the Middle East
“either directly or, as a beginning, under cover of the
United Nations forges. :
86. It is common knowledge that the Eisenhower
doctrine, which reflects the intention of the United
States to carry through in the Near and Middle
East a’policy of broad economic expansion and direct
military aggression, and which represents an attempt
to subject the peoples of the area to a new colonial yoke,
has been emphatically repudiated by the peoples of the
Arab countries, as also of other countries of the world.
The peoplés have rightly recognized that the success
of these efforts would constitute a real threat not only
to the indepéndence of the peoples of the Near and
Middle East but also to peace everywhere. Indeed, the
Eisenkower plan for military and economic expansion
has been subjected to merciless criticism bgr. a wide
variety of groups in the United States itself, not ex-
cluding Congress. .
87. Accordingly, the United States Government, with
the Government of Israel, is playing a subtle game,
seeking to take advantage of the present situation in
order to arrogate to itself, on its own initiative, the
role of “arbiter” and “guarantor” in the Middle East,
and thus to establish its influence in the area.'In view
of the fact that the aggressor has been condemned by
all peace-loving peoples, the ruling groups in the United
States prefer to play a double game, to make speeches
calling for the withdrawal of Israel troops from Egyp-
tian territory, while in actual fact they do everything in
- their power-to prevent such a withdrawal and to sup-
port the aggressive policy of extremist circles in Israel.
At the same time, the makers of United States foreign
policy declare that the United States Government is
prepared to “guarantee” freedom of passage in the Gulf
of Aqaba if Israel will agree to withdraw its troops from
Egyptian territory. ' .
88. The United Statés Secretary of State, Mr. Dulles,
was réported in the Press on 12 February as having
said, after some references to the preparation of “a
compromise solution for the Arab-Israel crisis in the
Middle East”, that the United States "Government
- would “undertake to support the principle of free pas-
sagé in the Gulf of Aqaba if this principle were violated”.
" What the United States has ih mind, as has been ex-
plained in the Ametican Press, is to ‘establish its con-
trol-in the area by “effective means” that is, by using
its naval and other armed forces. Mr. Dulles openly
declared on 19 February that'the United States intended

to sail its ships through the Gulf of Aqaba in order to
“impress. upon that body of water an international

character”, and was ready to use forcein that area. Thus
the United States proposes to set itself up, unilaterally,
as an international guarantor, or.rather an-internationa
_policeman; for the Near and Middle Eastern countries.
"89.  These intentions on the pattof the United Statés
‘teveal the' trué ‘méaning of the Eisenhower ‘«doctfi(l'e.

“As we know, the authors and supportérs of this py cy .

~aré trying to convincs the Arab countries, atid’ othérs

too, that it is aimed against what they like to call
» “Communist etration”, However, the case we are
now considering makes it abundantly clear that the
sharp edge of the Eisenhower doctrine is directed
primarily against an Arab cow 7y, namely, Egypt,
which was made the victim of aggression because its
policy did not suit imperialist circles in the Western
countries. This is a living, eloquent example of the
Eisenhower doctrine in action, Moreover, the armed
forces of thc United States are preparing to go to the
aid not of the victim of aggression, Egypt, but of the
aggressor, Israel,

90. The latest Press reports indicate that the United
States is drawing its partners in the North Atlantic
bloc into its dangerous game in the Near East. Ac-
cording to these reports, the United States Government
is already discussing with them a draft joint statement
deéclaring the Straits of Tiran to be an international
waterway. : ‘ A

91. Thus the Unite¢ States Government is assuming
the right to dispose of the territorial waters of the
Arab States as though they were its own territorial
waters. Surely the United States Government is taking
too much upon itself, And what view will be taken of
this policy by the peoples of the Arab countries in:
volved, whose interests are being wholly ignored?

92.- In brief, the United States Government proposes
to reward Israel generously for its aggression against
Egypt by making a deal with it at the expense of
the victim of aggression, And all this is being presented
to us as neither more nor less than a contribution to
the cause of peace. i

93. It has already been reported in the American
Press, for example, that the United States intends to
help Israel to annex the areas it seized from Egypt, with
as view in particilar to the constructioni of military
bases in those areas. References 'have been made to
bases in Eilat. - o ' ‘

94, According to these reports, Israel is to receive
liberal assistance from the United States finder the
Eisenhower doctrine; a figure of $122 million has been
mentioned, of which $96 million is to be granted in the
form of arms and military equipment.

95. Everyone knows that Israel would never have
dared to launch an aggressive war against Egypt, much
less to flout the General Assembly’s demands for the
immediate and unconditional withdrawal of 'its trocps
from Egyptian territory, if it had not been backed by
protectors who were encouraging its actions in" order,
"to carry through their own plans with regard to Egypt
and the other Arab countries, - G
96. The interest shown by the United States in estab-
lishing its supremacy in this area is by no means.
fortuitous. It is stimulated by the oil in which the
stubsoil of the Arab countries abounds. Only in'con-
ditions of tension can the United Statés hope to §ee its
plan meet with any success, and Israel’s stubbornness;
dictated: by the American oil companies, ‘is-a: veritable

godsend to it in.that contiexion. " -

OV ‘1t is clear that the tecent actions of the Umted

States partners in the North Atlantie bloc—the United -
Kingdom, France and other countries—are also intended
to ‘aggravate the situation in the Middle.East. We all
know that the United Kingdoim"atid France, after'com-
mitting an act of aggression against Egypt and ‘trying //
to seize ‘the;S'uezv‘réahai;by force, :are how:engaged i
‘a hew attempt to-establish’their tontrol over. the Canal;:,
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Together with the United States and Norway, they have
Pmposed to Egypt, in the form of an ultimatum, an
‘interim agreement” under wbié:h the Suez Canal would
in fact be withdrawn from the sphere of Egyptian
sovereignty and placed under the authority of some

international organ headed by the Western Powers.

98, The proposed agreement includes provisions under
which Canal tolls would be %ayable not to Egypt but
to the International Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment. Fifty per cent of their amount would be re-
mitted to Egypt for the operation of the Canal, while
the remaining 50 per cent would be withheld pending
a final settlement of the Canal’s status, i.e., in actual fact
retained as a means of exercising pressure on the Egyp-
tian Government in that connexion.

99. This draft agreement is éssentially nothing other
than the familiar Dulles plan presented at the London
Conference in 1956 and rejected -at the time by the
Egyptian Government. The same fate awaits the go-
called riew plan of the United States, the United Xing-
dom and France. ‘

100. There is no question but that this policy of the

United States and the actions of the United Kingdom
- and France, its partners in the North Atlantic bloc,
- are serving to whet the predatory appetite of Israel.

101, As fer the Government of Israel, it is playing
a dangerous game. As we know, it was that ‘Govern-
ment that initiated the aggression against (Egypt, in
order to give the United Kingdom and Frarice a formal
pretext for engaging in hostilities against, Egypt. And
now Israel, by refusing to withdraw its forces from
Egyptian territory, is trying to create favourable con-
ditions for intervention in the affairs of the peoples
- of that area by the rulers of the United States, who,
while condemning Israel’s policy in words, are in
reality inciting Israel to maintain that policy because it
creates opportunities for penetration into the Near
and Middle East. _ 4
102. ‘The Soviet delegation wishes to emphasize the
importance of the maintenance of security in the Near

' East, Today, after the aggression perpetrated by.the .
United - Kingdom, France and Israel against Egypt,.
-and after the promulgation of the Eisenhower doctrine,

that questiori has become urgent.

103. "It was because of its realization of the need for
énsuring a lasting and stable peace in the Near East
that the Soviet Government proposed to the Govern-
ments of the United States, the United Kingdom and
France on 11 February that they should assume the
obligation ‘to base their .policy in relation to the Near
and Middle East on the following principles: first, the
maintenance of peace in the Near and Middle East
through the settlement of outstanding differences by
peaceful means alone, on the basis of negotiation;

secondly, non-intervention in the intérnal affairs of the
:‘countries of the Near and Middle East:and réspect for
‘their sovereignty and independence; thirdly, renuncia-

‘tion of all attempts to-draw. those countries into mili-
tary “blocs. ‘in - which.the great’ Powers ‘participate;
fourthly, ‘liquidation ‘of foreign bases and withdrawal
of foreign ‘troops. from the territory 'of the countries

to reirain from supplying arms to the countries of the

Middle. 'East; sixthly,  assistance for ‘the

incompatible with the dignity and sovereignty

i

‘would be merely a recommendation. ' V i
110, At the: same time it'miist not be' forgotten that

for. economic sanctions against’ Isrdel.” ™

of the Neat-and Middle East; fifthly, mutual agreement ~ resolutio
' ‘112, -Mr., ‘The presen

iddle. E the . features of the situation now. facing. the: United Nations
lopthent of the countries of the Near and -
ast. without any political, military or other .

- position,‘to recall these main features

104, The Government of the Soviet Union prg})oscd
to the Governments of the United States, the United
Kingdom and France that the foregoing six principles
should be proclaimed in a joint declaration or in state-
ments issued individually. In the opinion of the Soviet
Government, the adoption of such a declaration at the
present time would rule out the possibility of dangerous
unilateral action by any of the great Powers in con-
nexion with the countries of the Near and Middle East,
it would contribute to the strengthening of peace and
security in that vital area, and would promote the
development of the national economies of the countries
concerned and the consolidation of their independence.
The six points put forward by the Soviet Government
make up a realistic and constructive programme for
peace in the Near and Middle East.

105. As regards the liquidation of the consequences
of the aggression committed against Egypt, I have al-
ready pointed out that the most urgent issue at the
present time is the withdrawal of Israel forces from
Egyptian territory. : .

106.. The representative of Canada tried in his state-
ment today to place Egypt, the victim of aggression, and
Israel, the aggressor whose armed forces invaded
Egyptian territory, on the same footing, To take that
line of reasoning is to adopt a position of complicity
with the aggressor. Obviously the General Assembly,
if it values its prestige, cannot take the course which

is being urged upon it by the Canadian representative.

107. The Soviet Union fully supports the legitimate
demand that Israel forces should be unconditionally

-and immediately withdrawn from Egyptian territory in

the Gaza area and along the shores of the Gulf of-
Agaba, O ' ‘

108. If Israel, despite the General Assembly’s re-

peated demands, refuses to ‘withdraw its troops from

Egyptian territory, then the United Nations will be
justified in taking drastic measures against Israel in
accordance: with the Charter, including if mnecessary
the application of sanctions.. ~ + = = . '
109. In view of the fact that the application of such’

‘measures would necessitate certain action on the part

of Member States and of the Organization ‘itself, the
Soviet- delegation would prefer the decision on- the
matter to be taken by the Security Council, sificé under-
the Charter such a decision ‘would be binding upon all
States, Wwhereas' a decision ‘of ‘the General Assembly

the ‘adoption ‘of a similar cecision regarding Istael has

already been prevented. in. the Security Cotincil., As

we know, in November 1956.the United Kingdom and
France, Israel's partners in aggression, prevented the
Security Council from adopting a_ zjejsbolut;_()‘t;l*'pfqvidiﬁg‘

111, . Accordifigly, the Soviet'delegation will support

. the draft  resolution: submitted . by six . delegations.

14/3557), under. wWhich the Gerieral Assembly” would
call upon all States.to deny: .all ‘economi
financial assistance and facilities to Israel in view of .
/its continued defiarice of previous 'General ‘Assembly

all- military, .economic -or

resolutions. . o

EDDINE . (Syria) ;.. The_ presént

ZEINE

have been developing for some. time. Today, «the.main

‘featutes of this “situation "haye become unmistakably

clear. It therefore befits us, in analysing
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113. I should have liked to make my analysis brief.
In wview, however, of the statements which have been
made this morning by the rcpresentative of Canada
and other representatives, I feel that I should go more
'deegly into this question than I had originally intended
to do.
114, In-our view, today the main features of the situ-
ation are the following,
‘115. First, the act of aggression now under considera-
tion was perpetrated and carried out jointly by the
United Kingdom, France and the world Zionist move-
ment, acting through Israel in the Middle East and
- through Zionist organizations everywhere. This Zionist
‘mov’ ment is not only to be found in Israel. Israel is
“only part of the movement, The main centre of the
Zionist movement, as regards the formulation of policies
and the preparation of action, is mnot Tel Aviv or
Jerusalem: I would say that it is New York.

116. Today, Israel persists in retaining the objectives
of its aggression. The United Kingdom and France per-
sist in supporting Israel in that respect. The community
of interests among the three allies—and this is im-
.. portant—has not been broken by the withdrawal of the
‘two Powers, on the one hand, and the refusal of Israel
to-withdraw, on the other. o . i
117. - Secondly, the ‘act of aggression was committed
dn utter disregard ‘of the Charter. The pretext that was
-used 'was that this was a police action undertaken by
the three nations for the good of the world community.
_This .pretext is so iransparent that it cannot disguise
the: ugly nakedness of that aggression. Nevertheless,
.that pretext and others continue to be used to support
- Israel’s. policy. Today, the representative of Canada
spoke of Israel, the aggressor, and Egypt, the victim, as
contestants on an equal footing. This pretext and
.similar ones continue to serve the purpose of this same
policy in respect of Gaza, Sharm El Sheikh, Suez and
related ‘matters. . L o
» 118  Furthermore, if the'views of some persons were
to be adopted, the international Force originally sug-
- gested by Canada would be used in such a manner as
to serve the very purposes of aggression. Not only did
.the three aggressors act together, but they afe being
. helped to utilize the. United Nations and its force for
“the purposes of their aggression. o ‘
'119.. .Israel has aggravated the position. In.the first
place, Israel was the active instigator of the joint colo-
nialist-Zionist action against Egypt. In the second place,
Israel not quly contravened the Charter by.its actions,
- ‘but . also. 'é&ﬁtfavgn‘e’d) a. 'special agreement to which
Israel was a party, namely, the Armistice Agreement
- with Egypt. That Armistice Agreement was concluded
- 'at.the behest of the Security Council, and, even more,
at.the insistence of the United States, the United King-
‘dom and France. The ‘Agreement was solemnly recog-

- nized by the Security Council as a means to end the’

. Hostilities, No one was more articulate in ‘stressing the
alué of the Armistice Agreement than the three Powers

‘to' which'I have referred; and no one was more insistent
{that'the Agreement should be concluded. "=~ =
©-120. - Subsequently, that is, in' May 1950, the three
- "Powers—the United) States, the United Kingdom and

France—made their tripartite declaration to’the effect

- ithat 'they would ‘act’ within the United Nations or out-
- gide*the: United” Nations to'stabilize thesituation ‘pro-

“diiced: by the ‘armistice, dnd ‘thus would oppose: by dll
‘oti:their -own if :need .be, ‘any ‘attack ‘froin

- leither

. by. the need' of the Powers concernéd to create-a new

.c_ciiim’muni,c{&ion link vbgtween the two seas. : 5. ii.
127.°The third picture: of the situation that we have:
“before-us appears 'to jme:to be ?théj’fd‘&orwihg‘; ‘'theé varied

ther .side of ‘the armistice lines.’ We were told that -
.. that tripartite declaration would ‘serve’as’ a guaranice

by these powerful nations' to the people of the area
against any attack from -any direction. o
121, The value of the tripartite declaration as a
guarantee has been clearly revealed. Two of the guaran-
tors joined the aggressor in committing the aggression,.
On the othier-hand, the attitude of the United States is
well known. Rut today, even at this juncture, the re-
Eresentative of Canada tells us that we should oppose
ionist expansionism by trying to make Israel’s aggres-
sicn pay. This is another aspect of the continuation of
the same policy, as expressed today by the representa-
tive of Canada. The true value of this tripartite decla-
ration...made outside - the United Nations--has been
revealed, In our view, such declarations hardly hold.
water and provide no true guarantees, |

122, But something far more important has happened,

_something with which we are faced today. The objec-

tives of the positions of the United Kingdom, France
and Israel and the position of the United States as
regards the future of the Gulf of Aqaba and Suez are
practically unified objectives—although the United
States position on the question of Gaza is substantially
different from that of the other countries. o
123. This reveals to us the true meaning and value
of the policies which we have been witnessing during"
the last few weeks and days. The United Kingdom
position is today firmly supported by some countries
of the Commonwealth—and partidularly Awustralia,
Canada and New Zealand. We are aware of the soli-
darity of the Commonwealth and of the solidarity of

.some alliances which tend to generalize the support for

the position of the United Kingdom and Israel and,
consequently, to oppose or frustrate any real efforts
towards- withdrawal. . .

124. 'In the eyes of these Members, the question is no
longér how to achieve Israel’s withdrawal after the
aggresgion, but how to ensure, as a result of the aggres--
sion, some advantages and changes which: Israel and
these Powers are interested in obtaining, In other
words, Israel is to be made a link in their system be-
tween the Red Sea and the Mediterranean, and, to that
end, the following steps are tc be taken: first, the Gulf
of Agaba is to be internationalized, but the' route
between the gulf and the Mediterranean, through:
Israel, and the railroad and pipelines which are to be:
built are not to be internationalized, being.kept under.
Israel operation .and control; secondly, the operation
and control of the Suez Canal, in Egyptian territory,:
dre to be internationalized—and this is called impar
tiality and an effort. aimed at withdrawal. ~ .
125: Thus Israel is to receive a new. function:in th
system of these Powers in.the Middle East. Israel is to-
serve the purposes of those Powers as well as its own:
purposes, This—-at least-in the minds of some Member

States-—is, the. ‘real issue before us, rather than.the:
issue.of withdrawal.: .. .. 5
* '126. - The ‘attitiide .of -these Powers .is" not influenced.

solely.by the'need to ensure withdrawal, it is influenced.

situation. in .the Middle ; East  that/ would be::to thei
advaritage dand serve their interests. . Therefore the
have ‘been able:to reconcile their, position: in' many: r
spects-.with that: of ‘Israel in' order to make Israel-

- ) .

and - reiterated ‘resolutions of the ‘General -Assembl
have had ‘some /efféct upon the ~United ‘Kingdom  an
France, to th‘e{(e:gt‘ent that they withdrew - their fogc
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from Egypt, although some French forces still remain
“in Israel and substantial British forces continue to be
- concentrated in Cyﬁrusl,wperhaps with a view to further
police action in the Middle East. In analysing the
_ situation before us, Cirelevant and basic question comes

to one's mind: why did the General Assembly resolu-

tions have some effect upon the two great Powers; the
- United Kingdom and France, while they remained prac-
tically with no effect upon Israel?
128, A correct answer to this question, in our.view,
~would indicate the way in which the United Nations
~ should now act in the circumstances, In our view, the
- resolutions had some effect on the two Powers because
~they were accompanied by actions by some Member
. States. To be noted among such actions which assisted
- the implementation, of the resolutions are the following.
- 129, First, there was the action of the Soviet Union in
_its memorable notification to the United Kingdom and

- Irance of 5 November 1956, requesting them to with- .

draw or face the consequences which non-withdrawal
~ would necessarily involve., That notification is indeed
- remembered Ibg the Arabs, and we are sure that neither
- the United Kingdom nor France will be able easily
" to remove it from their minds.

- 130. Secondly, another such action was the support
- given to the General Assembly resolutions: by the
- United States, The United States expressed its dis-
“pleasure, even its censure, at the action undertaken
- in late October and early November 1956, and the two
- allies, though they are great Powers, depend- so much
qupon the United States that they could not but take
“heed of its appeal, since they cannot proceed with their
. policies without the support of the United States.

- 131, Thirdly, the United Kingdom and France have
- many .important interests in the Arab East, and those
. interests were all endangered by the action of the two
- Powers against Egypt. It should have been clear to the
. United Kingdom and France that a continuation of their
-action in' Egypt in early November would arouse all
 the peoples of the Arab East in a mévement of resistance
- to their colonial policies and interests. They would have
 had to face the determined resistance of the Arab na-
tions, in addition to the determined resistance they
. encountered in Egypt. . o

0132, Tt is clear, therefore, that the attitudes and actions
, of .the Soviet Union, the United States and the Arab
 countries in early November, at .the time when the

- General- Assembly resolutions were a:dg‘;p/t/ed, substan-

: respected by the United Kingdom and France. The
- efficacy of the United Nations does depend greatly-upon

: States, But it is also fair to say that the United King-
-dom and France are ‘sensitive to the public opinion of

respornisibilities, and the/public opinion of the world,
including a large sector of responsible opinion in the

‘actions ‘of the two Governments. The two Governments,

f the world at large, - - .

he, resignation of thy British Prime Minister, Mr.
Eden; was’motivated by reasons of health, politically it
vas nevertheless a timily act and one which occurred
1.2 manner which cohforined to-the sense of.inter-
1ational responsibilit}:/g;f_%the British people.. . - ..¢

tially helped to make those resolutions effective and
‘the attitude . of and ‘the measures taken by Member
-the world, sensitive to some extent to their intérnational.
\United -Kingdom and France, was shocked by ‘the
| sensitive of their reputation, had to listen to the opinions
33. . The two coufitries have also shown an irinate

ense of responsibility, more marked in the case of the”
United Kingdom thah in the case of France. Although* -

134, There remains the second part of the question,
the more important part: why does Israel, on the other
hand, refuse to heed the General Assembly resolutions?
The reasons for the attitude of Israel appear to us
mainly to be the following, Pt
135. Firstly, despite its act of aggression, Israel con-
tinues to receive that financial, political and military
help on which it almost completely depends, Instead of
that help diminishing as a result of aggression, it has
increased about twofold financially, and it has also
increased militarily and politically, Thus, instead of
complying with the General Assembly resolutions, Is-
rael could defy them and could do so with increased
help and support from many Member States. Further-
more, Israel finds that its position in Sharm el Sheikh
and on Suez is supported more now by many Govern-
ments than it was before its aggression, and Israel ex-
pects that these Governments, with their interests in
the region, will continue to support the Israel aggres-
sion by supporting its consequences. o
136. Secoridly, unlike opinion in the United Kingdom
and France, Zionist opinion in the world completely
favoured the act of aggression committed by -Israel
It could not be otherwise, because the Zionists hold
that Israel is a State with most of its people outside
that State. The Israel people, together with the Zionists
from other countries, formulate the policies and actions
that Israel carries out in the Middle East, and that
Zionist opinion, bred upon Zionist philosophy, favours
the'expansion of Israel by violence or by, any other
means. In fact, the basic tenets of Zionism make it al-
most similar to nazism, for the tenets of Zionism and
nazism are similar. Both hold to the concept of race.
Both Zionism and nazism hold to the concept of the
Nazi superman or of the Zionist chosen people. Both
Zionism and nazism hold to the concept of Lebensratm
and to the Zionist conception of space to be made for
the gathering in of exiles from all over the world into
the Palestine area and to expansion for that purpose.
137. But the Zionists excel in one way in compari-
son with the Nazis, It is true that the Nazis had a fifth
column, but the Zionists have their. organizations all
overcthe world. Wherever thése organizations are, they
form themselves into pressure groups in order to try
to sway the policies of the countries in which they are
“from the national interests of those countries into. the
direction ‘of the interests of Israel. Lately, we have seen
these Zionist organizations all over the world on the
move- trying to make Mr. Ben Gurion measure his
power in many countries against the power of the
Governments of those countries and trying to sway the .
policies, of those countries in the direction of Israel. .
Sometimes one is prone: to believe that the - will “of
certain Sovernments might be paralysed by the action
of the Zionist organizations, and sometimes one hopes
that certain countries. which in the past have liberated
themselves from colonialism will find the time_.fit to
liberate themselves from the Zionist influences. which

" are detrimental ‘to> their best interests and to world
peace. . : Do

138. The hirci* reason for the Zionist attitude, in our
view, is this. Zionism in’the Middle East, as'repre-
sentatives are aware, started from very humble ‘begin-, .
nings and has developed” within, three or four:decades
into its present shape. At first, the Zionists:came with .
a humble demand to allow the Jews to-immigrate into
. Palestine. That ~was the: limit of Zionist' demands ‘at_ -

- that7time. Fater thée Zionists asked only for'a kind of
- home for:the' Jews in: Palestine, without detriment to
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the rights of the Arab people, At one time, that was the
limit of their demands. That home was established
through the British colonial mandate and was imple-
mented by the United Kingdom through its policy in
Palestine during approximately twenty years, Later,
Zionism requested a State, and that State was estab-
lished by the United Nations.

139. But then, Israel proceeded further and expanded

‘that State, and now what we see is a still further ex-

g;msion carried outside Palestine into Egypt; for
harm el Sheikh is not in Palestine, nor is the Suez
Canal in Palestine, Nor is the question of Gaza—and I
appeal to. the representative of Canada—a question to
be settled, because it has already been settled by the
Armistice Agréement, to which Israel is a party.

140. All through these deveiopments Israel has pur-
sued one method: to try at every stage to arrange what
it calls accomplished facts, an
complished facts as stepping-stones for further accom-
plishments, in a ceaseless process of continued expan-
sion until,” from its humble beginnings, it has now
developed into a-danger for the Middle East, putting
to’the Arab people the question: to be or not to be?

141, Our answer to this question is definite and clear.
We want to be and we want to continue to exist.

142. But Israel also puts a question to the world:
to safeguard peace and stability, or to disrupt peace
and stability in the Middle East and, from the Middle
East, to the countries beyond?

143. This method which Israel has developed in its
thinking .and actions has become a sort of habit, That

- habit is dangerous and is something which the United

Nations should use all its power and its resources to
change. Otherwise, the situation in. the Middle East
will be really sadﬁand disastrous.

144. The continuation of assistance to Israeliolloyv-
ing its-aggression is the crux of the matter. The in-

.crease in such assistance, together with the Zionist

philosophy and movement and the state of mind of
Israel, its pattern of thought and action, have all been

factors contributing to Israel’s defiant stand in the

United Nations.

145. But what has the United Nations been doing
during ‘the last wecks while Israel has been defying
its resolutions? And where do we stand today? Two
methods, as we are all aware, have been employed in

. attempting to bring about a withdrawal of Israel forces.

B

One. méthod was that followed by -our Secretarg'-
General. It consisted of trying to convince Israel of t

‘advisability; of withdrawing. The other method was

quite different. Let us examine first the first method.

146, Our Secretary-General, on whom fell the main

responsibility of 'implementing -the United Nations
resolutions, utilized all possible arguments in order to

- ‘conyince Israel. He met with no results. His efforts
with Egypt went on smoothly, followed finally by

mutual comprehension. To get Israel’s agreement to
withdraw’ from the Sinai peninsula—a desert—consti-
tuted : no’ issue, because Israel at no time wanted to

. ~keep-the desert. The question was to get Israel’s agree-

" ment, to withdraw from the Sharm. el Sheikhoarea and
. the ‘Gaza . Strip. All the convincing arguments.of our
. Secretary-General went. unheeded. He could well .say

~ that the resclutions were clear and emphatic, making
-withdrawal unconditional, compléte and ‘without: delay.

But Israel evaded the ‘convincing efforts of the Secre-

- tary:General. ‘In fact, it did not even’ listen to him,

then to use those ac-

.153. Secondly, there is ‘the Question of. cox‘rl‘pensé;tion

‘these refugees who are now.destitute and ‘dispersed

_ cedse-fire. lines - that have been agreed: upon by the

because its mind was definitely set in ancther direction

- —that of expansion and holding to the results of

expansion.

147. The cfforts of the Secretary-General having
failed, the United Nations was brought into a position
of awaiting the answer of Israel. Time after time the
meetings of the General Assembly were postponed in
order to hear what the aggressor would like to say,
Time after time the General Assembly has been obliged
to cease its action in order to await the words of wis-
dom from the oracle of the aggressor, That is the posi-
tion in which the United Nations found itself in its
earnest desire for delay in order to meet some of the
requirements which might convince Israel with regard
to withdrawal,

148. There was another method which was followed,
and during the last two weeks the principal actor in
that method has been the United States. It has lately
taken the lead not only in urging Isracl to withdraw,
but also in inducing Israel to withdraw. In the matter
of inducement, the United States has seen fit at this |
juncture to state, or restate, its position concerning :
the Gulf of Agaba and the internationalization of the
Suez Canal, a position which should give full satis-
faction to Israel. Instead of dealing with the matter
through the United Nations, the question of withdrawal
was removed from the Organization and became a sort
of dialogue between Israel and the United States, with .
the laudable intention of ensuring withdrawal. Again
and again Israel demands and United States clarifi- ;
cations alternated, while delays in this Assembly ran
parallel. The aggressor was no longer an accused, to be
tried in the United Nations; rather, the aggressor be-
came the object of solicitude and inducement.

149. And that is where we stand now. The last ac-
tions which have taken place were actions which we
agreed to in a zealous desire to see a solution by
means of peaceful and non-coercive measures. But the
issue has become focused more and more on the
matter of appeasing the aggressor. -

150. The situation as it reveals itself today has other
dangerous aspects, The policy to satisfy the demands of
Israel aggression on Sharm el Sheikh and Gaza, as |
well as on the question of the Suez Canal, is a policy -
linked to a policy of forgetfulness towards the basic |
issues of the Palestine problem, which is still unsettled. -
Representatives are aware that the Palestine problem
is far from settled because the decisions which the
United Nations has taken in the past regarding its
settlemient have not been implemented. Rather, the at- -
tention of the General Assembly has been turned
towards the particular problems which are of interest
to Israel, the United Kingdom and France. ,
151, What are the basic elements of the Palestine
problem to which I am referring and which are
unsettled? ‘ o
152. - First, there is the question of the repatriation
(l)é refugees to their homes, as recognized by the United
ations. S ‘ -

to these refugees, for 94.6 per cent of the land of Israel
belongs in full, as regards property and ownership, {0

under every clime. : : PR
154. Thirdly, there is .the question of the occupation
of territory by Israel, not that of Gaza only, but of

terfitory beyond:the partition-scheme and beyotid -the ”
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Security Couiicil, and beyond the armistice agreements
themselves, to say nothin%r of the essence of the situation
which makes Israel itself an act of aggression,

155. Fourthly, there is the question of the right of
the Arabs in the Jewish State, and the international
guarantees given to them by the United Nations to
ensure their safety and their life within their own
homes.

156, Fifthly, there is the right of self-determination
of the Arab people, which has been denied to them as
no other people in the world,

157. There is also the question of the confiscation of
pious foundations, of mosques and of churches, and
their desecration. /S ~

158. Lastly, there is the question/ of the internationali-
zation of Jerusalem,

159. These and other similar issues are basic elements
of the Palestine problem, and all of them are now
going to be ignored in the United Nations or bypassed
because Israel does not-iike to deal with them. Among
the various issues of the Palestine problem to be re-
membered is not only the question of Sharm el Sheikh,
which is not in Palestine; the question of Gaza, which
is settled by the Armistice Agreement, and the interna-
tionalization of Suez. To ignore the, basic elements
of the Palestine problem is a means§ of diverting at-
tention from the basic issues to other matters in a

direction which would help to follow the line of Israel’s

policy.

160. The President of the United States used his
exalted office, his prestige and the leadership of his
person and country in an appeal to Mr. Ben Gurion,
asking him to withdraw his forces. But what was Mr.
Ben Gurion’s answer? After referring to the com-
pulsion of the President’s words, he explained his
refusal of the plea as follows:

“I did so under a still stronger compulsion: the
pressure of my conscience as a man and a Jew, the
pressure of the justice for which my people are
fighting.” ’

161. It seems that the aggressor is taking the liberty
of saying that his conscience would ache if he were to
end aggression. The. justice for which his people are
fighting by committing aggression would be jeopardized
biy listening to ‘the President of the United States. This
cle

arly represents Zionist mentality, What justice was.

Mr. Ben Gurion referring to? Is it the justice that
would make the Arab refugees destitute? Is it the jus-
tice of internationalizing Jerusalem? Is it the justice of

confiscatinyy the property of the Palestine Arabs? Is it

the justice of expanding? Is it the justice of desecrating
churches and ‘mosques and destroying pious founda-
tions? Is it the justice of a Zionist theory based upon
discrimination as to race and religion, in contravention
of the very basis of the Charter of the United Nations?
Or is it the justice of adhering to the principles of the
United Nations now and to the resolutions which it
has adopted, for its'authority and prestige?

162. No, Mr." Ben Gurion and his people were not
fighting for any justice; indeed, they were fighting

to maintain previous' injustices, with a view to com-

mitting further ihjustices in the future. If his conscience
ache§ because he has to withdraw under the compulsion
of the moral authority of the United Nations,” then
there is in his injustice a real sense of ingratitude,
for Israel 18 strongly indebted to the United Nations
‘ for its creation and, if it is indebted to afiybody, Israel

8 ‘}/)_li‘lm_a}rl,ly, indebted to the United States for its

existence, as well as to aid for the possibilities of its
expansion, :
163. That Zionist mentality, as expressed by Mr.
Ben Gurion, and his: latest declarations to the Knesset,
make it clear that it is impossible, either by the method
of convincing Israel or the methoed of inducing Israel,
to obtain any results. In these circumstances, the
question arises, what should the United Nations
now do? ,

164. The representative of Canada told us that we
had attained the point of no return, It is clear that we
are at a crossroads: either the United Nations should
prevail or Israel, with its aggression, should prevail.
In our view, the following elements should be con-
sidered, :
165. First, the issue should again be brought to the
United Nations, and in full, and all efforts of trying to
induce Israel to withdraw should be dropped, no‘matter
how laudable the intentions of those efforts may be, This
problem should not be dealt with outside the United
Nations. It should be considered and dealt with in the
framework of the United Nations, If the problem
continues to be dealt with outside the United Nations,
then other Member States interested in this problem
will seek means to deal with it also outside the United
Nations, and by other means. "

166. * Secondly, the United Naticns cannot be satisfied
with stating the defiance of Israel, Of course, it could
also condemn that defiance, But that condemnation
would in itself be a mere repetition of previous con-
demnations. Israel has already been condemned four
times by the Security Council, and condemnation for
Israel is not a novelty but almost a commonplace affair.

167. We think that the United Nations'can proceed
along the lines of the six-Power draft résolution
[4/3557] because that draft is limited in scope to the
strict necessity of the present moment. It only asks
the United Nations to act in ‘a manner called for by

the present circumstances and also, within great limita- -

tions, by what is required of Member States of the
United Nations. g

168. 'The draft resolution does not_ ask the Membei'
States to undertake full-edged and real sanctions as

provided for by the Charter against aggression. It does -

not even ask them to penalize Israel for what it has
done, It does not ask them to send their sons and their
forces to fight aggression, either through a decision on

sanctions or in response to a call under the right of -

legitimate defence, although the conditions for sanctions
are there and the conditions for a call under the right
of legitimate defence are there too. All that the draft
resolution asks for is to have the Member States and

other States omit extending help to the aggressor or, =
in other words, stop offering aid and facilities to the

aggressor and in that -way helping him to frustrate the

efforts of the United Nations. Thus this draft reso- |
lution is one which aims only at what is reasonable
‘and necessary. : :

7 169. We do not think

EREN

that this draft resolutiox_i, in -
itself is adequate. It may be-that in-the future other.

States may have to.be condemned, but in the present .

instance we believe that such a move on the part of
the United Nations and the right response from the

Member States and other States might help..to solve
the issue. Thereféte, with such a decision and with
stich a response, we can look forward to peace in the
- Middle East. Without such a decision, and ‘without .
- the right response from Member States -and. other ™
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E:tates, peace in the Middle East would be a forlorn
ope. ‘ .
170. The choice before us, therefore, is clear: either a
policy as ex%essed by this draft resolution is acted
upon by the United N{Itions;‘ or, if not, there will be
war and trouble in a Middle East disrupted by the
continuation of present caggression,

171, Before resuming my place, I woild like to call
attention to some of the remarks made this morning by
the representative of Canada. For ten years, now, this
Palestine problem has been before the United Nations.
Its distinctive characteristic, it seems to 'me, is that
every time a solution is found it simply creates new
problems. This is a problem whereby solutiins tend to
increase the problem and create new prollems; this
is because all through the years this problemy has bren
dealt with in a very abnormal manner. And for ten
years the representative of Canada and theiCanadian
delegation have been working upon solutidns which
tend to create an ever-increasing number of new
problems,

172, Today the representative of Canada told us that
he took an objective stand, an impartial stand, and he
ended by saying that his suggestions were admittedly
a compromise. Was that intended to set our minds at
ease with regard to the suggestions he made, or was it
intended to pave the, way for their acceptance, although
in substance they do not differ in the least from the
Israel and Zionist proposals? Was Canada speaking
for itself or was Canada speaking for Zionism on this
rostrum, because the very meaning of the two is'exactly

© and substantially the same? ;

173. I venture to say, with all due respect to any
_apinion expressed, that one should try to express a
truly objective opinion; and the questicn may be asked
in some circumstances: do we use our eloquernce here
in order to express our opinions, or is the tongue to
be used in certain instances to conceal our opinions and
divert the attention of the Assembly from certain basic
questions. under the guise of objectivity or corapromise
or otherwise? - .
174. I do not want to go into details on the Canadian
- proposals. They are in substance the same, as I said,
" as the Zionist proposals themselves, and all I want to
do—and I say it frankly and emphatically—is to unveil
this so-called objectivity whereby the representative of
. Canada is trying to show various faces in various di-
rections, and'.to state our opinion clearly, not only for
him ‘to hear but for the world t6 understand. And that
opinion is this, that Canada is definitely supporting the
Zionist policy, has been doing so all through and is
trying at- the present moment to utilize the United
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- would have voted affirmatively on the draft resolution

Nations Emergency Force in a direction contrary to
its purposes and to help the continuation of Israel
aggression by trying to continue its consequences.

175. I do not think that I could be more frank. But
this frankness is necetsary so that everybody may
know where he stands and where we stand, Does the
Canadian delegation or other delegations here have
any axe to grind? Many of them do not; some of them
do because their position is to try to create an Israel
link between the gked Sea and the Mediterranean, an
internationalization of the Gulf of Aqaba—national
within Israel—-but all the time a link in the system
of their policy. That is why they take some of their
stands, and we are in the position where there is a
fire in the Middle East and, instead of people coming
to help, we find some people prepared to run to it
just in order to warm their hands and gain certain
advantages for themselves,

176. We believe that, in view of the continuation of
Israel defiance, we have come to the point where we
have to take action, either in the United Nations or
outside, if that is necessary. In order to discourage
aggression by not allowing aggression to receive
rewards, in order to discourage that fighting spirit for

_justice that Mr. Ben Gurion spoke about—that is,

fighting for injustice and acting in a spirit of ingrati-
tude—and in order to discourage those who are trying -
to support aggression bg Israel while at the same time .
trying to present a different appearance, we have to i
act and to act within the United Nations. -
177. XLet us therefore take this first, initial and neces-
sary step by supporting fully the draft resolution pre- }
sented to us. If we do that, and if the Member States |
respond to it, then we shall have really served the
purposes of peace in the Middle East. Then we shall :
be able to look forward to some stability and tran: |
quillity in our area and to exert our best efforts
towards the development of our material and spiritual

resources. Then the peoples of the Middle East will

be able to concentrate on national development and

the effort to contribute to world culture and civiliza-
tion, as they have done for many centuries past., Then

we can look to the United Nations as being a real |
bulwark of peace, an instrument of order in this world. !
We take our stand, and take it firmly, with malice -
towards none but solely with a view to trying to serve '
the purposes of the world community. '
178. The PRESIDENT: Before we adjourn, I am

requested to announce that Lebanon and Portugal

on the question of Cyprus.” .
The meeting rose at 1.10 pm. .
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