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UNITED N A T I O N S

S E C U R I T Y

C O U N C I L

1.

2.

Listr.
GEEIERAL

S/Agenda/999
23 March 1962

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

PROVISIONAL AGENDA FOR TEE 999TH MEETING OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

To be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarters, Hew York,
on Wednesday, 28 March 19&2, at 3 p.ta.

Adoption of the agenda

The Palestine question:

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1̂ 6S from the Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Aral; Republic addressed to the President of the 'Security
Council (3/5096)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of Israel
addressed to the President of the Security Council (8/5098)

62-06200



U N / T E D N A T I O N S

S E C U R I T Y
C O U N C I L

Distr.
GENERAL

S/Agenda/1000
2 April 1962

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

PROVISIONAL AGENDA FOR THE 1000TH MEETING OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

To be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarterst Kew York,
on Tuesday, 3 April 19̂ 2, at 3 p.m.

1. Adoption of the agenda

2. The Palestine question:

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic addressed to the President of the Security Council
(8/5096)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 19̂ 2 from the Permanent Representative of Israel
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/5r>98)

62-07086
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S/Agenda/1001
3 April 1962

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

PROVISIONAL AGENDA FOR THE 1001ST MEETING OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

To be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarters, New York,
on Wednesday, k April 1962, at 3 p.m.

1. Adoption of the agenda

2. The Palestine question:

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic addressed to the President of the Security
Council (S/5096)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of Israel
addressed to the President of the Security Council (3/5098)

62-07268
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h April 1962

ORIGIHPJj; FJTGLISH

PROVISIONAL AGENDA FOR THE 1002TO MEEmS OF THE SBCURiT3f COUNCIL

To be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarters, Hew York,
on Thursday, 5 April 1962, at 10.30 a.m.

1, Adaption of the agenda

2. The Palestine question;

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic addressed to th9 President of the Security
Council (S/5096)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of
Israel addressed to the President of th*t Security Council (S/509S)

62-07390
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ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

PROVISIONAL AGEN33A FOR THE ICOJRD MSEEEHa OF THE SECURED COUNCIL

To "be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarters, New York,
on Thursday, 5 April 1962, at 3 p.m.

1. Adoption of the agenda

2. The Palestine question:

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of
the Syrian Arab Republic addressed to the President of the
Security Council (S/509.6)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative
of Israel addressed to the President of the Security Council
(S/5098)

62-07505
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PROVISIONAL AGENDA FOR THE 100>CT MEETING OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

*Eo be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarters, New York,
on Friday, 6 April 1962, at 10.50 a.m.

1. Adoption of the agenda

2. The Palestine question:

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic addressed to the President of the Security
Council <S/5096)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of Israel
addressed to the President of the Security Council (8/5098)

62-07587
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S/Agenda/1005
6 April 1962

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

PROVISIONAL AGENDA FOR 2HE 1005TH MEETING 0? THE SECUBIITy COUNCIL

To be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarters, New Ifork,
on Friday, 6 April 1962, at J.jJQ p.m.

1. Adoption of the agenda

2. 2?he Palestine question:

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic addressed to the President of the Security
Council (S/5096)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of Israel
addressed to the President of the Security Council (8/5098)
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S/Agenda/1006
6 April 1962

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH

PROVISIONAL AGENDA FOR THE 1006-TH MEETING OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

To be held in the Security Council Chamber at Headquarters, New York,
on Monday, 9 April 1962, at 10.30 a.m.

1. Adoption of the agenda

2. The Palestine question:

(a) Letter dated 20 March 1962 from the Permanent Representative of the
Syrian Arab Republic addressed to the President of the Security
Council (S/5096)

(b) Letter dated 21 March 19̂ £ from the Permanent Representative of Israel
addressed to the President of the Security Council (S/5098)

62-07702
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3/PV.999
28 March 1962

ENGLISH

VERBATIM RECORD OF THE HIRE HUNDRED MID NINETY-NINTH MEETING

Held at Headquarters, New York,
on Wednesday, 28 March 1962, at 3 p.m.

President:

Members:

Mr. SOSA RODRIGUEZ

Chile

China

France

Ghana

Ireland

Romania

Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

United Arab Republic

United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland

United States of America

Venezuela

Mr. SCHWEITZER

Mr. HSUEH

Mr. BERARD

Mr.'QUAISON-SACKEY

Mr. BOLAND

Mr. HASEGANU

Mr. MOROZOV

Mr. EL-£AYYAT

Mr. CROWE

Mr. STEVENSON

This record contains original speeches and interpretations. The final text,
containing translations, will be distributed as soon as possible.

Corrections should be submitted to original speeches only. They should be
sent in duplicate, within two working days, to the Chief, Meetings Service, Office
of Conference" Services, Room 1104, incorporated in mimeographed copies of the
record.

• AS THIS RECORD. WAS DISTRIBUTED AT 0930 HOURS ON 29 MARCH 1962,
THE TIME-LIMIT FOR CORRECTIONS WILL BE 0930 HOURS ON 2 APRIL 1962.

Publication of the final printed records being subject to a rigid schedule,
the co-operation of delegations in strictly observing this time-limit would be
greatly appreciated.

62-06619
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ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA '

Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): Mr. President, the letter dated

20 March 1962 from the permanent representative of the Syrian Arab Republic

addressed to you has been circulated to us as document 8/5096 and you have ,

consulted us, asking for a meeting of this Council. It was decided that this

meeting would be convened to discuss this complaint today.

It seems that a sort of reaction., the other letter referred to under

sub-paragraph (b) of the provisional agenda for this meeting, has been received

by you and circulated. In your wisdom, you have seen fit to put them both on

this provisional agenda. Although we have certain misgivings about this, in

order to ensure that the Council will deal with this matter as quickly as

possible and to save, the time of the Council and the valuable time of its members,

our delegation will not raise any .objection to the adoption of this provisional

agenda. • •
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Mr. MQRCZQV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): As vas the case with the delegation of the United Arab Republic, the

Soviet delegation does not intend to present any formal objections or any

proposals with regard to the provisional agenda. However, I wish to make it

clear that the absence of formal objections should not be construed as a .

recognition of any equality of status as between the two letters which were

addressed to the Council and designated as (a) and (b).

We have studied this material and fear that the letter in (b) was directly

motivated by a desire to enter into an offensive position in the Security Council

against the position which was stated by the representative of the Syrian

Arab Republic. This is evidenced by the fact, firstly, that the letter in (b)

I . was sent a day later than the first letter, (a), and also other circumstances

prompt us to believe that this is so and to take note of this fact in the course

of the approval of the provisional agenda.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): I wish to thank the j

representative of the Soviet Union. I should now like to inquire whether any

other members of the Council wish to speak with regard to'the adoption of the

provisional agenda.

Since there are no further speakers regarding the adoption of the provisional

agenda, and since no formal objections have been raised, I declare the provisional

agenda adopted.

' The agenda was adopted.
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THE PALESTINE QUESTION: ' / '

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE

SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT'. OF TEE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5096) •

(b) LETTER DATED 21 MARCH 1962 FRCM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (8/5098) •

The PRESIDENT (interpretation frcm Spanish) .v In accordance with the

custom of the Council, -established in previous discussions -on matters such as

this, unless there are objections frcm members of the Council I propose that.we

invite to the Council table the representatives of the Syrian Arab Republic and

of Israel., who have expressed a desire to participate in our debate without the

right of vote,

A.t the invitation of the President, Mr. Chehlaoui, representative of the'

Syrian Arab Republic, and Mr. Comay, representative of Israel, took places, at

the Security Council table.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation frcm Spanish): 'The Council will now

proceed to the discussion of the item before it. This item is included in the

letters of 20 March and 21 March 19̂ 2, received respectively from the permanent

representative of the Syrian Arab Republic and the permanent representative of

Israel and distributed as documents 8/5096 and 6/5098. ' ' .

Since those two letters refer to the same incidents/ since a report has been

received from the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Trust Supervision

Organization in document 51G2/Add.l, and since no objections have been raised,

I think it appropriate that the Council examine sub-paragraphs (a) and. (b) of

the agenda item simultaneously.

Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): Again, to save the- time of the

Council and to comply with your wishes, Mr. President, we will raise no objection.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): I wish to thank the

representative of the United Arab Republic for his spirit of co-operation in

regard to the work of the Council and in facilitating the work of the President.

Since I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Council decides to

discuss sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) simultaneously.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): We shall proceed to a

simultaneous discussion of sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of the agenda, I call

now on the representative of Syria who has asked to be heard by the Council.

Mr. CHEHIAOUI (Syria) (interpretation from French): May I be permitted

to thank you, Mr. President, and the members of the Council for having made it

possible for me to present to you the facts of which we are complaining again

today.

In the notes which' I have had the honour to address to the Council., the first

one dated IT March (S/5092) and the second one dated 20 March (8/5096), I have

limited myself to mentioning the actual aggressions committed by the Israel

authorities against the territory of the Syrian Arab Republic, without commenting

upon them and without explaining them. They were an exact repetition of all the

cases of aggression committed by Israel since it has occupied the Palestine

territory and in respect of which the Council has addressed to it, on numerous

occasions in the past, rather severe reproof.

But it seems that Israel .does not take into account the decisions and the

warnings of the Security Council since It wishes to ignore the principles of

international morality and international decency. As in the past, it comes today

to present explanations to you in order to justify its aggression, overlooking

the fact;that the Council has already informed it, through various resolutions,

that the facts which it alleged could not constitute a plausible reason for

these actions. Indeed, Israel comes back with its same stories of ccmplaings

about acts of aggression against its fishing. It accumulates accusations,

but after the presentation of our complaint, considering that through this means

it would attenuate the sanctions which it might have inflicted upon it.



AW/db- . ' ' S/PV.999
7-10

• . (Mr. Chehlaoui, Syria)

This tactic on the part of the Israel authorities which would wish to

bring the Security Council to decide in respect of their aggression as well as

in respect of the so-called vexations from the other side., will not deceive

anyone. Here, in their brutality, are the acts committed "by Israel against the

territory of the Syrian Arab Republic in the night from 16 to 17 March 1962.

At approximately 2300 hours Israel armed forces attacked with mortars the

Arab village of El-Nuqueib. At 2̂ 00 hours., forty Israel armoured patrol.boats

opened fire on the. neighbouring Arab village. Then fire was opened on the

Arab village of Bouria, which lasted until lj-,35 a.m. At about 5 o'clock in

the morning the military planes of Israel bombarded the Syrian positions of

El-Al, Fig and Zaki. At 5.̂ 5 they bombarded the region of El-Hamme.

Is it necessary to mention to the Council that this flagrant aggression,

committed during the night, definitely produced dead and wounded? As for the

'aggressors, they themselves know far better than us what this perfidious

aggression cost them. In the course of that unqualified attack the Israel forces

utilized various types of arms and attacked on land, sea and air. The

aggression was carefully prepared approximately fifteen days before and daily

provocations took place. Armed vessels were sent to the coast, and two days

before the aggression the shooting was more intense, and even on the day of the

attack the same occurred. • What could all of this signify?
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• (Mr. Chehlabui, Syria)

What does all of this signify? The Armistice ..Agreement in annex IV prohibits

defensive forces from having armoured elements. The Armistice .Agreement . |||

prohibits fortified posts in the Demilitarized Zones, such as Israel has done

in the Qibya region. Israeli forces did everything they could on that day

to bring pur forces into ^n engagement-with them, for which they were properly

prepared. In the last analysis, they decided to attack because the Syrian forces

remained on the defensive. The purpose of Israel was to occupy the entire

eastern coast by formations of troops on a war footing and covered by tanks.

This attack,launched by Israel, is an unjustified act of war, perpetrated,

under the cover of night and under cover of the .Armistice Agreement. Indeed,

paragraph 2 of article I of this Agreement states:

"Ho aggressive action by the armed forces — land, sea or air —

of either Party shall be undertaken, planned, or threatened against

the people or the armed forces of the otherj" (document S/1355/Rev.l, p.2)

Articles. iy and V of that Agreement are even more eloquent in this regard. «
. ' • ; . . • ' ' I I

The Israeli authorities boasted of their exploits as if this were a subject

for glorification. This was published in their own press, in the foreign press,

and was described as courageous, an act which was, after all, perfidious and

shameful, an act which is certainly to be looked down upon under any law of war.

Even in war there is morality and there is law, at least respect for an armistice |

agreement. -To take up arms just once revokes an armistice agreement. With pride

that is completely out of place, Israel 'has described this aggression in terms •-'

that are certainly not appropriate. Thus, in some of its communiques, reference

.was made to "punitive action". I would prefer not to enter into polemics

concerning terms which deserve only derisionj but, although I completely contest

the. fact' that .Israel reproaches Syria for all of these actions in its letters to

the Security Council, I say.that even if this were to be established, that it would

'not'justify the acts of aggression committed on the night of lS-17 March 1962.

Israel had no right to take the law into its own hands, if it pretends that

it ,was."pr.6̂ dk;ed. The terms of the Armistice Agreement are ' quite clear in this

• respect, and,'.as; a matter, of fact, if Israel did not understand them or did not

wish, to•understand them, there were successive decisions of the Security'Council

on;the .'subject) which had informed Israel on a number of occasions of the. position
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(Mr. Chehlaoui, Syria)

of the Security Council on its air attack on the Syrian "border in April 1951, on.

the massacre at Q,ibya 'in 1953 and, in February 1955 for the attack against the

Egyptian troops in the Gaza Strip. Somewhat later, in other words, on

12 December 1955,- a "barbaric aggression -- that is the least that I can say — was

undertaken on the Syrian border throughout the entire zone e^st of Lake Tiberias.

I have tried to find in the archives of the Security Council the records

in connexion with the attack on the Gaza Strip. I have read and reread the

statements made by members of the Security Council in the course of the examination

of this question. All have criticised armed aggression and found it inexcusable.

The representative of the' United States declared:

"The Government of the United States has expressed its position

on numerous occasions in the Security Council, and we are opposed to any

policy of reprisal and vengeance." . • •

The representative of the United Kingdom stated:

"linen, in 1953, after the Incident at Qibya the Security Council

examined the situation prevailing at that time along the Jordanian-Israeli

border, it very firmly condemned any measures of reprisal."

The representative of France stated;

"The representative 'ofIsrael endeavoured to find justification for

this attack by placing it within the framework which has existed for

several months in this area, and to have us view it as a legitimate

response to the numerous provocations for which j5gypt is responsible,

according to Israel. But this situation, even if it were as Mr. Sban

had described it for us, could not be used as an excuse, and even less,

as a justification."

If I were to mention all of the statements made by members of the Security

Council in connexion with Israeli aggressions in the course of the attack at Bteiha,

you would be even more enlightened. The entire Security Council voted against

measures of .vengeance in response to provocation.

May I read now a passage from the speech of the representative of the United

States, in the course'6;f the examination of the criminal attack Bteiha in

December 1955. ĥis iŝ fJKa* Mr. :Lo.dge stated then:
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(Wr. Chehlaoui, Syria)

"i'e have repeatedly said in the past that no Government has the

right to take the law into its own hands, It. is always deplorable for

any Government deliberately and' wilfully to plan and carry out an attack

against its neighbour in violation of its solemn international commitments.

What makes these particular deliberations more serious is the fact 'that a

Member of 'the United Nations, indeed, a Member created by the United Nations,

should now be before this Council for the fourth offence of this kind in

two years.

"We have therefore had to consider well how best to impress upon

that Government not only the fact that its actions ought to be condemned,

but that the Council will be faced with having to consider other steps

which'should be taken if unfortunately another such offence is committed.T!

(Official Becords, S/PV.JIO, paragraphs 55 and 56)

Here is a passage from the statement of the 'representative of the

United Kingdom^ ..Sir̂ Pierson Dixon:

• '"Whatever may have been the provocation in this, case or as a result

of tlie.-past. incidents referred to by the Chief of Jtaff, there can be no

justi'fi'c'atifjn for retaliation which is all the more shocking when on the

scaleV.bf:\the.'attack .of the night of '11 to 12 December. ouch retaliatory

actidn';-is;totally unjustifiable, and I have no hesitation in asking the

. , iDeQur̂ y;:G&;)i;|icil t» condemn it as a flagrant violation'of the cease-fire

';.the Security Council resoltuion of 15 July 19J-:8 (S/902), of

eV.̂ îiSî -ittie;'General Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria, and

" under the.Charter.

attack is bad•enough in itself, but it is all
v̂ ;';:V;it;©giSsfW(S;liilpg*gf:rV--? ;, -.
••:thê ffî JÊ |ffi|iî us:fsa;rice''it "comes as the latest in the series of deliberate
.:A;!''̂Sjŝ iMlSŜMî fiS'Ŝ .̂ -̂ •••
:'Ĥt|||pi:'|Q3?̂ êra|̂o|is;'' to which I have already referred and for which -Israel

by the Council and by world public opinion. My

stated in this Council, and the Council itself has

resoltuions, that the whole principle of retaliation

but Israel has not. heeded these

now come for Israel to understand that not only

•it and morally reprehensible, but also that it

IfS policy tnat do'es not pay.
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(Mr. Chehlaoiii, Syria)

"If another attack of the same kind :were to be launched, a still

graver situation than now confronts us would arise. The Council might

then well consider that oral injunctions, even of the most formal kind,

were not sufficient to meet the circumstances'.of the case. Therefore,

the draft resolution•submitted by the French, United Kingdom and United

States delegations (S/̂ y.O and Corr.l) contains a warning that if the

Government of. Israel fails to comply'with its obligations in the future^

the Council will have to consider what further measures are required under

the Charter to maintain or restore the peace. I shall not elaborate on

what might have to be done, since it is my hope and expectation that the

Government of Israel will see to it that that situation doe's not arise."

(.Official Records, S/PV.T10, paragraphs 35-37)

^̂
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(Mr. Ghehlaoui, Syria)
I
li

'•

The representative of the Soviet Union was no less categorical. He said: [

"This is not the first time that Israel has attempted to justify '

its utterly unjustifiable attacks by claiming the right of retaliation. \

However, the Security Council, in its resolutions of 2k November 1953 j

•and 29 March 1955̂  expressed the strongest censure of Israel's actions i;

against Jordan in the region of Qibya and against Egypt in the region of (

Gaza, actions which Israel attempted to justify by claiming the right I

of retaliation precisely as it is now doing in connexion with the ;|ii!|:i

incident in the Lake Tiberias area. That the Security Council on those 'i'll;

occasions adopted resolutions censuring Israel for its actions ought to iitljf}

have-been a serious warning to Israel, and it was to be expected that ;j|i|;

Israel would take those resolutions into account. Unfortunately, the fi|i!!
'i't'j^lll!

incident in the Lake Tiberias area testifies to the contrary." |||

"it is self-evident that Israel's claims that it was exercising the |jj

right of retaliation cannot possibly justify such attacks as that which p!
', S''<

occurred in the area of Lake Tiberias. Our Charter states quite clearly |lj

that other methods than the use of armed force are to be employed for Ijii
1

the settlement of disputes. The Charter indicates what these methods are: a
•t'l

consideration by the Security Council, the General Assembly and the !||

International Court of Justice, recourse to good offices and arbitration." ijl

(Official Records of the Security Council, 710th meeting, paras. 93 and 9*Q tyj;

There are certain institutions, such as the Armistice Commissions and the Ji

Security Council, that must be seized of these frontier incidents, and no excuse

can be invoked for the use of this right of vengeance -- or whatever name you wish

to give such aggression.

Then, too, challenges to fishing rights and the harm that may be committed

at such times are daily events created by Israel in the preparation of later

attacks, which it- feels it can thus justify or excuse. Today Israel contends

that it is- these facts which gave rise to this .atrocious aggression, exactly as

Israel has contended in the past and as it will contend in the future. These

aggressive acts on the part .of Israel, which are contrary to all morality, are
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(Mr. Chehlaoui, Syria)

the result of a concerted, studied and cold-bloodedly executed plan,which will

recommence every time that unjustifiable plan is put into execution.

• What is Israel planning at present? Obviously,an illegal and unjust act,

contrary to the established order, that cannot be allowed by law or by those

institutions that are to ensure international security. It merely intends to

occupy the eastern-coast of the lake. The constant attacks by the Israeli forces

'against Syrian territory are not determined by a difference as to fishing rights

in the waters of.Lake Tiberias, as is contended today. Sometimes there are

difficulties and there are frictions, but basically there lie at the root of

them the.ill will and the bad faith of Israel with regard to the recognition of

Syrian fishing rights on the;lake, as 'defined by the Franco-British Convention

of 7 March 1923, which allows a ten-metre zone for fishing in the lake.

'This becomes clear from the.report addressed to the Secretary-General on

15 December 1955. by the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization, relating to the incident that occurred in the Lake Tiberias region

on the. .night of • 11-12 December 1955- Iti' that report, which appears in document

S/3516, there is a reference to the number of times that Israel alleged that it

was attacked en. Lake Tiberias, the number of complaints submitted, and the report

then goes on: . ... . .
:'ln none of them did -they request an emergency meeting or an

investigation or indicate that there were Israelis killed or wounded."

(5/3516,.para. 20) . • .

No, this question of fishing rights is only a pretext, and it can in ho way

justify such repeated aggression. '- The true motive is known top all of us — and

we know it better than anyone else. It is part and parcel of the general plan

of the very definition of Israel' -- a.State whose frontiers would be and are to

be spread from the .Nile'-to the Euphrates after the Israelis have .chased out the

inhabitants, after they. have use'd' such barbarous methods of extermination as

those employed in peir.'Yassin, Qibya and Gaza..' The declarations of Zionist

chiefs do not have to be explained.:' They are too numerous and they are too' j
• ' . ' • • : - ' •• . / ' '. ' . ' ' . u )

flagrant. They all speak.of an historic heritage, of which that portion over ]

which. Israel,'-now exercises, sovereignty is. onl,y.a small part. j

s
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(Mr. 'Ghehlaoul,. • Syr la)

Now, what can I ask of the Council? After all the. repetitions of such

aggressive acts pn the part of Israel, and after the frequent condemnations of

Israel, what can I ask? What can I expect after the solemn and determined

warnings that the Council has addressed to Israel, telling it that nothing can

..justify these, success iye aggressions? Do we not witness Israel constantly

returning:here under-the same circumstances, invoking the same arguments and

.suffering the,same condemnation? •

As far as we are concerned,,I would say quite frankly that we have had

enough. Our patience is exhausted. The tension that Israel has always

maintained in our part of the world has today reached its culmination. Syria

and the other Arab countries can no longer tolerate either this policy of.

expansion or the aggressive means that Israel uses to achieve it.

When the United nations wished to give Israel a legal .existence, the Aralb

countries challenged Israel's right to existence and at the same time expressed

their apprehensions at having as neighbours men-' coming from all corners of the

world, having no homogeneity, forming a factitious State, to the detriment of

the true owners of the land on which this new State was to exercise its

sovereignty.

The United Nations felt at the time that it was quite wise In bringing

together men- who, as far as the majority of them was concerned, had not been .

assimilated in any State. The pity caused by the Hitlerian massacres perhaps

inspired"the General Assembly at that time and therefore strengthened :the idea

of a State. '- '

It might have been a peaceful State, having no other ambition than to live

:in peacfe without disturbing anyone. But what do you think now, after all that

has happened since that day on which you gave birth to the State of Israel, and

especially since that day on which Israel was admitted to the United Nations?

Article 6 of the Charter is very, clear on these matters. It says:

"A Member of the United Nations which, has persistently violated

the Principles contained in the present Charter may be expelled from

the Organization by the General Assembly upon the " reccioaendation" of

the Security Council." . . .
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But Israel constantly and persistently violates the principles of the

Charter; committing acts of aggression that threaten international peace and

security. You have already condemned Israel a number of times, but the

condemnations certainly do not seem to have taken root.

In the verbatim records of the debates that took place with regard to the

aggression committed on the night of 11-12 December 1955 against Syria,, all along

the zone that borders Lake literie,e, you will find the statements in which members

of the Council informed Israel that any new aggression could bring upon it serious

consequences and serious measures. But that new aggression has taken place.

The representative of Israel,, in the letter which he addressed to the President

of the Security Council on 19 March 1962, and which is contained in document S/5093.,

forirally recognized that Israel had taken measures "the object of which was to

silence key positions in the Syrian fortified system overlooking Lake Tiberias".

The members of the Council must be consistent. These last warnings came,

in the majority of cases, from the representatives of the great Powers that have

permanent seats, on the Security Council. Therefore, sure of our rights and with

full confidence in your justice, we demand that you condemn Israel again for the

aggression it committed from 16 to 19 March 1962 by sending armed forces into

Syrian territory,killing and sacking, despite the existence of an Armistice

Agreement.
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This condemnation must be severe, it must be vigorous it must "be in keeping

with the warnings which you have addressed to Israel in the past, and it must be

not a simple condemnation that will not prevent Israel from starting all over

again in the future. Only thus will Israel understand, perhaps, that there .is

an authority -- that of your Council -- and an international conscience which

disapproves its crimes.

In conclusion, I wish to state that it is not fear that has led us to voice

this complaint. The consequences of this aggression clearly demonstrate how able

we are to defend ourselves. Rather we have always borne.in mind respect for

international institutions, particularly respect for the Security Council.

-May your decision clearly show that we have not been mistaken in following

this road as the only one that can uphold security and peace.

. In my letter of 20 March 1962 I in̂ 'cated that I would submit an explanatory

^memorandum to the Security Council. I request the members of the Council to

regard my present intervention as taking its place.

I!
1
VI



TL/rh ' : S/PV.999 .
. ' '22. •, • . • •

• Mr. CCMAY (Israel): May I first thank you,, Mr. President, and the •

Council for acceding to the request of my Government to he permitted to participate

in these proceedings, and for. inviting me -to -he seated at the .Council tahle;

. The statement -we have just heard from the representative of Syria pretends

that on the ni-ght of 16-17 March 1962, the Israel armed forces, suddenly and 'for

i -no reason at all/ started firing at positions- and villages east of Lake Tiberias/
f: . .
•i This picture will, I feel sure, be 'quite unconvincing to members 'of the Council.
~ t ' . . . . .
;, Wo responsible government would, risk the lives, of its'soldiers and the good;

j! regard of its friends unless it had the most compelling reasons for doing so. '

|; Those, reasons derive from, the fundamental and inescapable duty of a government to
s • ' ' • • ' • - . .
;j protect its territory and its.citizens against armed attack — in this case,.

i attack by the armed forces of Syria. In order to explain the circumstances of
I • •• . . .
|. the Israel action, as well as to support the 'two complaints my Government has

I ' submitted to the Council, I shall have to clarify both the local background to
ill . . . •
j: .the incident in the Lake Tiberias area, and the general context in which they

I have occurred. ' ' .

|; It may "be helpful to the Council if -I briefly recount the difficulties

i which have occurred in the north-eastern corner o'f Lake Tiberias.
I' - •
i| firstly, it must be emphasized that the Lake in its entirety forms part of
:i' ' '
iii Israel territory. Syrian territory at no point touches, or ever did touch, the
: ; ! j . • . . ' . •
J. shore of Lake Tiberias. In spite of this, Syrian armed force's have constantly

ji: tried to establish a de facto control over the north-eastern corner of .the.Lake.

A series- of fortified Syrian military positions were constructed on the slopes

overlooking the shore and the adjacent waters. The topographical advantage is

here in favour of Syria, since the shore and the water, which' is 700 feet below

sea level, are dominated by the high, ground on .the Syrian' side. 'This advantage

was consistently exploited by the Syrians to prevent any access from the Israel

side to the ten-metre strip of Israel territory along the shore,- 'to fire upon and

harasc Israel fishing boats, to attack the Israel police boats carrying. out - ••'•'-

routine patrols on the Lake or escorting our fishing boats, and to'-give -cover to : '.

Syrian fishing boats illegally trespassing on'the lake in this" sector. That this "';!?
'> . ' , • ' ';''::^

standing aggression was a matter of deliberate policy, was confirmed by Syrian '^^JS

army orders, captured in the Israel action of 12 December; 1955 and-.subsequently yfi

placed before the Security Council. According to' these orders, the surface of
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Lake up to 250 metres from the shore -was to be regarded as "Syrian territorial

waters" and fire was to "be opened immediately on Israel patrol boats which might

venture into this zone. In other words, "behind the persistent Syrian -attacks

and interference with normal Israel activities lay a design virtually to annex

this part of the shoreline and the waters, and so alter "by force the territorial

status quo whereby, as I have pointed out, Syria had no access to the Lake at

any point.

Practically from the beginning of the armistice period, the Mixed Armistice

Commission was called upon to deal with these Syrian violations in the north-

eastern corner of Lake Tiberias. As early as 20 July 1950, the Mixed Armistice

Commission condemned Syria for violating the Armistice by opening fire from the

shore of the lake near El-Kursi, killing one Israeli and wounding another.

Further incidents occurred repeatedly, and considerable tension was build up,

particularly in the period 195̂ -55- Several Mixed Armistice Commission

decisions at this time confirmed unequivocally that the Syrians had no right

of access to the Lake and no right to interfere with Israel activities on it.

Amongst these decisions, reference might be made to those of 15 March and

29 July 195̂ -« The former decision condemned Syria for opening heavy automatic

fire on four Israel fishing boats on the Lake, and stated that "any crossing

frott Syria into the ten-metre strip on the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias „..

is a violation of Article IV, paragraph 3" of the Armistice Agreement, It was

made, plain that such violation included crossings by Syrian civilians in order

to fish in the Lake -- and I can state categorically that no Syrian citizen has

a right to fish in our waters without our consent^ and if it should be necessary

I shall deal more fully with this point at a later stage.

According to .the resolution of 29 July 195̂  -- and here I think it would be

helpful if I. quoted the text of that decision:

"1. The Mixed Armistice Commission finds that on 15 March 195̂  the

Syrian Army positions near Kafr Aqab directed fire with anti-tank guns,

machine guns and rifles at two Israel police boats escorting Israel fishing

boats, wounding three Israel policemen, one of them very seriously and

causing severe damage to one police boat.

ii
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"(2) decides'that the above warlike act by the Syrian Army

constitutes another serious violation of Article I, paragraphs 1 and 2 and

Article III, paragraphs 2 and 3 of "the General Armistice Agreement, by

Syria. . . • • . '.'••'
tj(3) notes with great anxiety the repetition of these serious incidents

on: the eastern shore of Lake .Tiberias.

"(4) further notes with great concern the repeated violations by Syria

of the General Armistice Agreement and calls upon the Syrian authorities

to implement fully all their obligations under the General Armistice Agreement

and specifically the.'Mixed Armistice Commission's resolution that called

upon them to ensure no interference whatsoever within Israel territory."

I would ask you, Mr. President and members of the Council, whether that kind

of decision, solemnly taken by the Armistice. Ccumission^ accords very well with the :";

high moralistic tone we have heard today from the representative of Syria.
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The situation in that . sector continued to deteriorate. By the end of 1955;

there had teen a great .number of Syrian attacks, in which three Israel fishermen

and two Israel policemen had been shot to death, one fisherman and eleven

policemen wounded,.' and four fishermen kidnapped -- apart from much destruction

of .and damage to police boats, fishing boats and fishing equipment. It was in the

light of this situation, in which the United Nations armistice machinery had

failed to put a stop to the trouble, that Israel armed forces took action on

12 December 1955 against certain Syrian gun positions near the shore, from which

.. the attacks were being made. This action led to the Security Council debate of

•'December 1955 - •January 195̂  -- to which reference has already been made -- and

which resulted in .the adoption of resolution S/3538 of 19. January 195&- I regret
1 to say that my Government regarded that resolution as one-sided and unfair. While

it condemned Israel's defensive action, it failed to condemn or even disapprove of

the murderous Syrian acts of aggression and provocation which had led up. to it.

••The resolution, '.however, noted, ,at'. least in its preamble: .. .

. "that according to the. reports of the Chief of Staff there has -been

• interference .by the Syrian authorities with Israeli, activities on Lake

Tiberias, in contravention of the terms of the General 'Armistice Agreement

between Israel and Syria . " .

In explaining the resolution, Ambassador Alphand, the French representative,

stated in the debate which took place prior to that resolution:

"75 •• ...the Council, whose. function is to preserve the peace rather than

to dispense justice or .distribute a posteriori condemnation and blame, would

be failing in .its duty if it did not try to find ways of tnaking it more

difficult for such incidents to recur. ...It cannot, however,' if the .parties —

Syria as well as Israel -- continue to regard the demarcation line as a

barrier which only the adversary is forbidden to cross but which .in no way

hampers any incursions they, themselves may wish to make. into the territory

of others. ...Syrian troops commit a breach of the armistice when they fire

. • on boats sailing on Lake Tiberias; a fortiori, the Syrian command. is in 'the

' ". -wrong 'in establishing unilaterally, for Syria's benefit, a zone, of territorial

",. . waters on the east bank of Lake Tiberias, the whole area of which 'is on the

Israel side of. the demarcation line." (710th 'Meeting of Security Council, :

• .. ' -12 Ja-riuary 1956, paras. 75? 77) . • • .' • • • . ' .

aB
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The lack of balance in the resolution of 1956, and. its relative disregard

of Syrian violations, served, as might have "been expected, only to encourage

further Syrian aggression, isstead of stabilizing this sector of the frontier.

Syria continued to violate the Armistice Agreement, exactly as it had done before. .-.

In the period following the adoption of the resolution, on 19 January 1956, Israel

submitted complaints to the Mixed Armistice Commission regarding fifty-six cases

of firing from Syrian positions at Israel fishing or police boats; seventy-two

other cases of interference with Israel fishing activities; and 2J1 cases of ..-'••

illegal Syrian fishing on the lake. The number of further casualties suffered during,

this period by our fishermen and our policemen were five killed and nine wounded.

However^ for two years or more, until recently, the situation around the

northeastern shore of Lake Tiberias appeared to remain fairly quiet, and Israel •.",..

fishing boats and police patrols carried on their normal activities on the Lake,

without serious molestation. The flare-up this month on Lake Tiberias therefore

came, in General Von Horn's vivid phrase "like sudden thunder on the Sea of Galileê Ĵ

A few months after Syria had resumed independent existence, that is, about the

beginning of this year, there was disquieting evidence that the Syrian Government

was embarking upon a more aggressive policy against Israel -- presumably under thê .vv'ftfl

influence of its internal situation, and the external conflicts in which it was ..';:.£$!$

involved. May I say here that tensions within and between Arab countries do not '';Sf'i;

concern Israel unless these tensions discharge themselves in aggressiveness against̂ rCg|J

Israel. Whatever the underlying reasons, it is a fact that during the last two or /̂ Hf

three months tension has been heightened by a stream of inflammatory anti-Israel

:'&9

utterances by Syrian leaders, calling in violent and unrestrained terms for the

destruction of the State of Israel. I shall shortly refer again to these threats,...:-:|g|f

as they form the grounds for the second complaint my Government has put before

the Security Council.

At the same time^ shooting by Syrian armed forces against Israel villages and. j$jtm

civilians became more frequent. In my letter to the President of the Security

Council of 19 Marph 1962 (S/5093), a number of such attacks are listed,

in the area of Dardara, in the Huleh Valley to the north of Lake Tiberias. This

list also includes an incident on 25 .February, where machine-gun fire was opened >;;St|j

on Israel fishermen on Lake Tiberias near the Syrian village of El-Kursi. This

was followed by the three more.serious attacks of 8, 15 and l6 March, which are

dealt with in'the report by the Chief-of-Staff of UNTSO, with which I shall now

deal in .more detail„

—I
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I have put "before the Council the background of the Lake Tiberias problem,

so that the latest chapter in it may be seen in its proper perspective, and not

as an isolated incident or episode. This background will help to clarify the

mature of the recent incidents,, and to explain why the Government of Israel has

taken such a grave view of the deliberate and calculated revival of this particular

form of attack upon us, in this particular locality.

Coming now to General Von Horn's report (s/5102), the Council will have noted

that he does not definitely find that in the incidents of 8, 15,and l6 March,

fire was opened in the first instance by the Syrian land positions on Israel

lake craft. This is.a formally correct position for him to take, since no

United Nations observers were actually on the spot at those times. But no

impartial person reading the report could seriously doubt what actually happened.

It is apparent from a number of factors; I shall refer to five of them.

First, as the report states in paragraph 15, "The best fishing grounds

are in the northern part, in the vicinity of the mouth of the Jordan.

In these waters, Israel fishing boats and nets are at a short distance

from Syrian territory."

It follows that the Israel authorities would have not the slightest reason to

provoke trouble in this locality but, on the contrary, would be most interested in

maintaining peaceful conditions for our fishing activities in such a dangerously

exposed spot.

Secondly, our police patrol boats, which figure in these reports, consist

of two second-hand open landing-craft, each carrying five or six policemen, with

small arms. These boats are at such a hopeless disadvantage that it would be

suicidal for them to approach close to and below the fortified Syrian gun positions

in broad daylight and open fire on them, as is alleged in the rather ridiculous

Syrian version of the events.

In paragraph 7, the report describes the damage done to the patrol boat

on 8 March as

"numerous indentations and holes, including three large holes such as would

,be made by armour-piercing projectiles of approximately 80mm.'calibre. The

- . wheel-house had recently been exposed to burning."
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On this' occasion two of the policemen in the "boat were badly wounded. As

General Von Horn drily remarks, "the statements of the Syrian witnesses do not

explain the damage done to the Israeli police boat." (Para. 9)

Members of the Council will-also have taken note of the description given in

paragraph 17 of the attack on 15 March. The United Nations Observer near the

mouth of the River Jordan says.he saw two patrol boats and a fishing boat moving

over-the Lake. . .
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When one of the patrol craft was about 1,̂ 00 metres from the shore., and I repeat,

1,̂ CO metres, the Observer saw a member of the crew point in the direction of

Koussadiya, then drop behind the armoured plate of the craft and a few seconds

later the Observer heard a single shot, closely follcved by what he calls a "fire

fight". The Syrians appeared to. be using anti-tank guns and machine guns. The

Israel patrol craft moved westward a considerable distance and then the firing

ceased. " . :

Wow, what is the Syrian version of. this incident? Paragraph 15 of General Von

Horn1s report reads as follows: "Two Israel armoured lighters came to within

eighty metres of the Syrian post of El-Hassel and opened automatic fire on it."

I need not stress how improbable this story is, especially after what had happened

I to another Israel patrol boat only a week earlier. At any rate, this Syrian

'story was completely belied by what the United Rations Observer reported, as

J quoted above.' . ' ' ' - . . ' ' . ' .

An equally farfetched stor'y is the Syrian account of the third attack on

l6 March. We are solemnly, asked to-believe that-Israel armoured lighters opened

fire on the Syrian -positions .at El-Kursi at a distance of one hundred metres from

. the shore. I can assure the.Council that nothing of the sort ever happened.

Thirdly,-"it'is interesting to note what the reactions of the parties are

• after these-'incidents. The Chief-of-Staff reports that following upon the attack

of 8 March, -"the importance attached to this incident by the Israel, authorities

-. was made clear" at once." He then relates that the 'Senior Israel delegate to

, the Armistice Commission requested an urgent meeting with its Chairman; that

General .-Vdia- Horn himself was asked to make clear to- Damascus. that "Israel regarded

the attack on the"-po/lice, boat ,as..very grave and wished the Syrian Government to

realize that. by. such' auctions' they were playing with fire"; and that the Permanent

Representative of Israel-in'Hew York had.-been instructed to express concern to the

Secretary-Generalv All this .is .from ttie-report. There is no sign that any such

, concern was expressed by the' Syrian authorities. The reason is simple: It was

, Israel which-was being attacked and Syria-which was doing the attacking.

Fourthly_, • the. steps taken'by the United Nations authorities on-the spot can

fairly be. saî d to. indicate their own view of the matter. General Von Horn .asked-

. the Chairman of; the-Mixed Armistice Commission'to transmit the.Israel message to •

: -g?
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Damascus — that is after the attack of 8 March — for, as the Report states, "in

case another incident were to occur, United Nations representatives should not be

reproached for not having made Israel's position sufficiently clear." General Von

Horn continues:

"The Chairman was also instructed to add that I consider it important

to take measures to avoid further incident. I referred in particular to

the issuance of orders to local commanders strictly to observe the cease-

fire."

The Report adds that there was another matter which the Chairman, with General

Von Horn's full approval, took up in Damascus, and that was that at least one

additional United Nations observation post would be desirable on the Syrian side.

I would suggest to.-members of the Council that the United Nations authorities on

the spot had a clear idea from which side the trouble was coming, and acted

accordingly.

Fifthly, when the cease-fire of 17 March had been in operation only three days,

Syrian forces deliberately broke it with yet another attack of the same kind on

one of the police patrol boats, damaging it and wounding two members of the crew.

This attack is described in our letter to the Security Council of 21 March,

document 8/5098.

To sum 'up this aspect of the matter, the evidence conclusively supports the

Israel contention that our vessels had been subjected to wanton attack from the

Syrian gin positions close to the Lake. As I have already pointed out, this

was a revival of a pattern of Syrian assault which had provoked much tension and

bloodshed in past years, and for which Syria had a number of times been condemned

by the Armistice Commission. This time there was one significant difference.

Never before had the Syrian forces used against Israel craft on the Lake weapons

of such a powerful calibre as the 82mm recoilless armour-piercing guns, which

blew gaping holes in the side of our police launch on 8 March and which were,

used again on 15 and l6 March. The type of gun can be exactly identified, because

cne ofthe unexploded shells was shown by our representative to the United Nations

Observer. The presence of such weapons within the defensive area is, in any event,

a violation of Annex U to the Armistice Agreement.
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I wish to stress that the use of such types of weapons and the idortical

nature of the four attacks on 8, 1F>, l6 and 20 March, from different points,

establishes beyond any reasonable doubt that they were carried out on orders

from above, as a matter of deliberate policy, and cannot possibly be attributed

to casual and local shooting by irresponsible soldiers or civilians.

The references to the Israel action of l6 and 17 March, to which I now come,

are reflected in the report in a somewhat confusing manner. The Syrian .

allegations mainly concern alleged firing across the line at places on the Syrian

side, but there is .no suggestion that any Israel troops crossed the Syrian border,

nor is there any finding to this effect in the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization Eeport. The objective of the Israel action was a Syrian military

position encroaching into the demilitarized zone, outside the Syrian frontier,

where its very existence constituted a flagrant violation of the Armistice

Agreement. This position, which had been involved in the attacks on Israel

vessels on the Lake, was occupied and destroyed, after elaborate precautions had

been taken to ensure that no harm would be done to the inhabitants of the adjacent

Arab village of Nuqeib in the deariZ-rtariried zone. After this operation, Syrian-

artillery laid down a violent and indiscriminate barrage on the Israel village of

Bin Gev, on the eastern shore, as well as on other settlements around and across

the Lake. In order to relieve the inhabitants of these settlements from

bombardment, Israel guns and aircraft were employed against the Syrian batteries.

By seven o'clock in the morning, the cease-fire arranged by the United Nations

authorities came into operation.

As has been pointed out already in my letter to the President of the Security

Council of 19 March, (S/5C9j5')j "the action of 17 March was taken in discharge of

the Israel Government's responsibilities for the protection of the life and

property of Israel citizens, and the territorial integrity of the State, and in

exercise of its inherent right of self-defence.

The second. Israel complaint against Syria, submitted to the Security Council

in my letter of 21 March, (8/5098) reads as follows:
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"Complaint by Israel of threats against its territorial' integrity

and"political independence made by the official spokesmen of the Syrian

Government, manifesting aggressive intentions against Israel in flagrant

violation of the -United Nations Charter."

'Two of these threats are quoted in my letter of 19 March 1962 (S/5C93) and I

'need not repeat them. Another typical declaration is that which was broadcast

from Damascus Radio on 15 March, that is, immediately preceding the renewed

attacks on the' Lake of ..l6 and 17 March, which reads in part:

' . "The Syrian Army has been a sword drawn against Israel ... the' Syrian

• Army is the lethal weapon and the power of a people who are determined to

exterminate the State-of bandits ... etc."
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These statements, I submit are -violations of Article 2(14-) of the Charter,

and also a threat to the peace in terms of Article 39° I would draw attention

also to the Security Council resolution (3/̂ 328) of 27 May 1960, in which the

Security Council appealed

"to all Member Governments to refrain from the use of threats of force in

their international relations; to respect each other's sovereignty,

territorial Integrity and political independence; and to refrain frcm any

action which might increase tensions;"

Similarly, a series of General Assembly resolutions has condemned all forms

of propaganda against peace, which incite or are likely to provoke any conflicts,

threats to the peace and aggressive acts. In this connexion I would merely

mention resolutions 110 (ll) of 21 October 19̂ 7.» 38l (V) of 17 November 1950 and

819- (IX) of h December 195*1-.

; The inflammatory Syrian declarations are, regrettably, aggravating tensions

on the Israel-Syrian border and making more difficult the task of keeping it

.under control. My Government, therefore, felt obliged to submit a formal complaint

on this score.to the Council, in the'expectation that the Council'will act to

put.a stop to such open incitement to war.

.The Council is discussing primarily the incidents which have occurred on the

eastern shore of Lake Tiberias, and I am loth to widen the range of this debate.

At the same time, the fact cannot be ignored that these local events are deeply

imbedded in a more general problem. In trying .to assess the relative weight

which should be given to the Syrian attacks'upon Israel and the Israel defensive

action of 17 March it may be difficult for the representatives Of other States

to grasp the.abnormal political and security conditions under which we in Israel

live our lives, build up our nationhood and promote the progress of our small

country.. Yet 1 would, in all. humility, submit that those who consider our

actions .must attempt to see'them in their context of reality.

' ' As the records of this Council dramatically relate, Israel was invaded in

the moment of-its birth by the armies .of the surrounding Arab States, including

that of Syria. • Those hostilities were concluded by the signing of four Armistice



jft^

FGB/ids. S/PV.999
37

(Mr. Comay, Israel)

Agreements, the last of -which vas that with Syria on 20 July 19̂ 9. The text of

the document itself makes it plain that the armistice is not an end in itself

but was concluded, as the preamble states, "in order to facilitate the transition

frcm the present truce to permanent peace in Palestine." Similarly, article I

twice repeats the objective of promoting the return of permanent peace.

Similar provisions occur in the other Armistice Agreements, and the same principle

was endorsed by this Council in its resolution (S/1376) of 11 August 19̂ -9, in

which the Armistice Agreements were confirmed., and in a number of General Assembly

resolutions which called.for a negotiated settlement of all outstanding differences.

In 19̂ 9 it was expected that peace would quickly be restored, and the

armistice arrangements were designed to bridge over a brief and transitory

period. They were certainly not conceived as setting up a system of relations

'between neighbouring States for an indefinite period of time. Yet nearly

thirteen years have gone by since then, without peace having been attained but

with far-reaching changes in the realities of life in the area. The Arab

countries, however, have continued to behave as if there were still a state of

war between them and Israel, in spite of the flat rejection by the Security

Council itself of any such doctrine of belligerency. All our land borders are

sealed. The Suez Canal remains barred to our ships and cargcesin an eleven-

year defiance of the Security Council resolution of 1951° An elaborate boycott

organization has been built up to disrupt our normal commerical ties with

other countries. Third party States are threatened with reprisals for maintining

diplomatic relations with Israel. And, from Arab leaders, Arab radio stations

and Arab propaganda offices there pours forth a vicious stream of threats and

hostile propaganda preaching the doctrine that the State of Israel must be
,

liquidated. At the Council table today we have again heard an Arab representative

challenge Israel's very right to exist at all.

In this brittle situation, which is one of undeclared war fought by weapons

of political and economic means, by threats and incitement, and sometimes by the

use of armed force against our border areas and population, Israel is at least

entitled to insist on the freedom from molestation which is guaranteed to it by
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the Armistice Agreements. When those Agreements become the cover for harassing

our population and impeding the development of our country, the Agreements

themselves may be fatally undermined, as did in fact happen with one of them.

Since 19̂ 8 the history of the Israel-Syrian Armistice Agreement and of

the twenty-two-mile border to which it applies has been one of recurrent crisis

and conflict, as the Council well knows. Israel and Its citizens have not in fact

enjoyed the right to security and freedom from fear of attack which is expressly

premised to them by the text of the Armistice Agreement, the provisions of which,

In this regard, do no more than spell out the obligations of the United Nations

Charter itself. Yet, unless those provisions are rigidly enforced, this

Armistice Agreement may be seriously prejudiced.

I have sketched these wider considerations in order to make it clear why

Syrian armistice violations in the Lake Tiberias area cannot be dismissed by us,'

and should also not be dismissed by the Council,as being of a minor or purely

local character. Quite the contrary is the case. When Syrian guns are mounted

right on our border, within a few yards from the edge of Lake Tiberias, and fire

across that border to kill or maim our citizens, it is a deadly serious matter<.

If the United Nations is unable to secure Syrian respect for the Armistice in

this sector the Government of Israel is faced with' a cruel dilemma. Either it

must take steps to silence the guns which are firing into our territory, or

it must,surrender that part of the Israel shoie and the Israel lake to Syrian

control and acquiesce in our being driven away from It. Such a surrender is

unthinkable for us. No Israel Government can abdicate or renounce its basic

duty to protect its borders and its people, and I cannot believe that any other

responsible Government would, in similar circumstances, take up any different

position.

The action taken by the Israel forces on 17 March was the effect, not the

cause, of the difficulties which have arisen in the Lake Tiberias area. I would

respectfully submit that it is with the cause that the Security Council should

primarily concern itself. Will the representative of Syria declare at this table,
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on behalf of his Government,'that Syria will frcm now on.fully observe its

obligations under the Armistice Agreement; and, more.specifically, (a) that it

will refrain from all further attacks upon or interference with Israel activities

within Israel territory, including fishing, agriculture and policing; (b) that it

will ensure that there should be no crossing of any kind frcm Syria into

Israel territory in violation of the Armistice Agreement; and (c) that it will

abide by Article 2 (4) of the Charter and refrain from any further threats

against the territorial integrity and political independence of Israel.

And I would again respectfully suggest that those are the questions which this.

Council should address to the representative of Syria and ask for clear answers

to them. . • .

J
J

-i
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I am authorized by my Government to reiterate its declared policy of

adherence to the principles and obligations of the Charter and the Armistice

Agreement. But at the same time my Government must insist that Syria should

similarly- abide by its obligations. Any resolution adopted by the Council should

contain .appropriate provisions concerning the two Israel complaints which have been

submitted to the Council.

We are hopeful now that the arrangements which have been secured by

General Von Horn will.help to preserve the strict observance of the Armistice

provisions. The sole interest of my Government in this context is to ensure

that the threats against us and the attacks upon us should cease; and if that

were to .happen, there need be no further trouble at all in the Lake Tiberias area.

Mr. STEVENSON (United. States of America): We have now heard the

positions of both.Syria and Israel about the hostilities in the middle .of this

month., and particularly, the Israel attack on the night of 16-17 March 1962.

We have also received a report from the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce

•Supervision Organization (S/5102) on what he describes as "these dangerous"

.developments". In his report the Chief of Staff tells us that there is an

Aftermath of 'tension and that the present cease-fire is an uneasy one. He also

reports on suggestions he has made both to Syria and to Israel, one of which is

already being carried out, that is, to strengthen the ability-of the United Nations

to restore and maintain the peace.

This is the first time since January 1956 that the Security Council has had to

consider a rupture of the General Armistice Agreement of such magnitude on the

Israel-Syrian frontier, - It would be tragic indeed if the border hostilities

which preceded the shattering of the peace in the Middle East in 1956 should again

be repeated. We trust .this is not the case.

But in the circumstances and .in. the light of the fact that the Council has

not had the benefit'of •••first-hand'information from a Chief of Staff since 1956,

we.propose that the Council request the. Chief of Staff'to. return to New York to

•be available for consultations. Such direct consultation should help our

•deliberations and our understanding of the situation. I hope that'this suggestion

will litest with! the unanimous approval of the Council. ;. • " : - . •
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I think we owe a debt of thanks to the Chief of otaff for his prompt action

in arranging a cessation of hostilities on the night of 16-17 March, and for

putting forward suggestions which will help avoid a recurrence of such problems

in the future. And we believe that this Council must do everything in its power

to strengthen his position.

In the meantime, of course, while the Chief of Staff is returning to

New York, and while the Council is considering what action it might wish to

take, we urge both Israel and Syria to continue their full co-operation in

maintaining the cease-fire. We also urge that neither party take any steps which

might inflame or aggravate the tensions which evidently are already acute.

It is apparent from even a preliminary study of the report of the Chief of

Staff that there has been both provocation and retaliation. Both of these are

contrary to the letter and spirit of the General Armistice Agreement and cannot be

condoned. The report of the Chief of Staff is not conclusive on the origin of

the events leading up to the assault on Syrian positions north of Naquib. .We do

note, however, that in the first of these incidents, on 8 March, the Chief of Staff

comments that the statements of Syrian witnesses did not explain the damage done

to the Israel police boat.

But whatever the facts in this connexion, they do not in our view justify

the Israel reversion to any policy of retaliatory raids, which, by the way,

Israel representatives evidently foreshadowed on 8 March and which were carried out

ten days later. This policy contributed to the rapid rise of tensions in the

Middle East during 1955 and 1956 and it can no more be countenanced today than it

was then. Extensive United Nations machinery, including the United Nations

Truce Supervision Organization, the United Nations military observers, and the

Mixed Armistice Commission, and measures to separate armed forces through

demilitarized and defence zones were established by agreement among the parties

many years ago. If the United Nations peace-keeping machinery has not always been

adequate to prevent such difficulties, the answer lies in improving the machinery

and co-operating with it. It does not lie in raising the scale of military action

in violation of the Armistice.
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In the present encounter a number of lives have been lost, both among

Syrian and Israel citizens. We deeply regret this catastrophe and extend

our sympathy to the families of those who have suffered. This loss of life is all

the more tragic because it is more likely to set back the cause of peace rather

than to have advanced that cause by this sacrifice.

I am afraid, Mr. President, that I have perhaps transgressed the limits of

brevity which I set for myself when I asked for your permission to speak. In

conclusion, I repeat the proposal that the Chief of Staff be invited to come to

New York.

i
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The CHAIRMAN: Before calling on the next speaker on my list, I would

like to inform the Council of the fact that the Acting Secretary-General has

asked me to allow him to make a statement with regard to the suggestion just

voiced by the representative of the United States of America, and which has bearing

on the consultations with and the arrival in New York of the Chief of Staff of

the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization. If there are no objections,

I shall immediately call on the Acting Secretary-General.

The Acting SECRETARY-GENERAL: I have noted the suggestion of the

representative of the United States that the Chief of Staff of UNTSO be brought

here for consulation and, of course, I will arrange for General Von Horn to come

• for a few days, if the Council considers it useful and wishes it.

I must admit that I say this with mixed feelings for, in a situation of

serious tension such as that now prevailing in the Tiberias area, there are strong. '

and obvious reasons why I would like to have the Chief of Staff on the job out

there. Moreover, I would -want the Council to be aware that General Von Horn, in

his report, has made available to the Council all of the information on the recent

Tiberias incidents, which the UNTSO observers have been able to provide.

Therefore, it cannot be expected that General Von Horn will be able to add

much information to that already set forth in his report now before you. He could,

of course, through being available here for consultation, more fully explain the

| measures'that he has suggested for avoiding a repetition of the recent unfortunate
•?•

I episode.
1 .,
I . •
ft The CHAIRMAN:: I thank the Acting Secretary-General for his statement,

|l and I shall now call on the next speaker on my list, the rgpresentative of the
jif;

S,. United Arab Republic. ;

-_^ '-.
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Mir. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic).; I should, like to say at the

outset that again my delegation will not object; this time to the proposal made

by the representative of the United States to call General Von Horn, if the

Council so decides. We take this position because -we want to have all the facts

before the Council. ¥e take this position because we are not afraid of facts.

Our Syrian friends/welcome the facts.

..We came to this meeting with a feeling of pain and a cold anger shared by

all the Arab peoples because of. the aggression committed against a part of our

homeland, the villages of Syria. This cold anger should be felt by all those

.who do not accept the pseudo-philosophy of punishment without crime or those

who do not accept or recognize the right to take the law into one's own hands

whenever one feels or thinks that one is strong enough or clever enough to get

. away with whatever he may do.. We do agree that no "responsible Government"

.would' adopt' such, a philosophy. But Israel has persistently violated armistice

agreements, whenever it felt it could do 'so. It has been subjected to several i j
• " • • ' • . . ' • ' • ' ' . • ' . • ' • ' _ !
•condeninations by the Armistice Commissions and by the Security Council, it has

not hesitated, however, and it will not hesitate in the future, to attack

whenever.and wherever it can get away with its aggression and drown it or try to

drown.it later with counter-complaints, accusations and calumnies, cleverly made

but hardly.-convincing.

All of us around this table should feel this cold anger. But cold anger

'can wait, and we do not object to a delay until General Von Horn arrives.
3*

.We dp hot propose .to discuss the Syrian letter which is before LIS, nor will

we discuss other statements before us at this time. We shall not refer to the

'report of General Von Horn, which has been ruthlessly dissected in an attempt

to. excuse, naked aggression. Eager 'to have all the facts before this Council, we : !

. will. wait. We resist the temptation to reply to some of the statements made.

.1 should like, however, to ask one question. When Syria is asked to give

assurances that it respects armistice agreements, I should like to ask about a

statement .that was.made, a long time- ago, when it seemed possible that the

••aggression by'Israel would be effective. That statement was: "The armistice

'.. ̂  agreement is gone.'.beyond repair.""'. This statement was made, in 1956, when the

• thought that.aggression would go unchecked prevailed. It was made by

Mr.. David Ben-Glarion, a .rather prominent citizen of Israel.
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Mr. MOROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): I intend to speak not only on the question of the invitation to
1

General Von Horn but also on some of the preliminary conclusions which, as we

see it, already flow from the course of the discussion.

As regards the specific question of the invitation to General Von Horn, I

quite sincerely understand and share the doubts which were expressed by the

Acting Secretary-General. We already have before us a report by the Chief of Staff

of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization, and, if we are to proceed

on the assumption that the report does not conceal anything from us, then the

fact is that that document, which is based on the statements of witnesses, gives

the principal answers to the principal questions and provides a rather detailed

and substantive description of the events which must be evaluated by the

Security Council.

If I were- to base myself only on the evaluation of the factual material

which has already been made available to us, the documentation which is in

existence on the subject, the statements which have been made by the delegations

of Syria and Israel, the remaining documentation that pertains to the history and

the background of this question, I would say that a delay in the examination of

this question, in connexion with the adoption of a decision to invite

General Von Horn to come to New York, would hardly be justified.

Nevertheless, taking into account the position which has been adopted by

the delegation of Syria and the position which has just been formally presented

by the delegation of the United Arab Republic, and if the majority of the

members of the Council were to associate themselves with that position, the

Soviet delegation would not object to an invitation to General Von Horn so that

he might provide the necessary explanations and answers to questions that might

arise among members of the Council.
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At the same time, in making this statement I should like to stress that the

statement of the position ' taken by the delegation of Syria in this connexion

shows once again that that delegation; as was very appropriately indicated by my

colleague from the United Arab Republic, is endeavouring most carefully to study

the factual situation; that it is not afraid of such an investigation, but rather

welcomes it.

It is in the light of these circumstances that I define my own attitude

towards the procedural proposal relating to the invitation to General Von Horn

to come to New York and address the Security Council. However, in studying the

material available to us -- the statements which have been made here by the

Syrian and Israeli delegations and all the documentation before us,, including

the report published in document S/5102 -- we feel obliged to indicate a few

important points which, to our way of thinking, may serve as a contribution to

the Council's discussion of this question and which may serve to sketch out the

possible decisions we may reach at the conclusion of our examination of this

question. Accordingly I shall make a few brief comments in this regard.

The factual side of the matter in the present instance is what should govern

us. The first task of the Council should be to analyse the facts -- not only

the facts as gathered haphazard, but the really significant and governing facts;

because if such an analysis is properly carried through, if a sufficiently

objective picture is drawn of what took place in March, then we shall be able to

make a.just evaluation and come to the necessary political decisions, as the

Council under the Charter is supposed to do.

In examining the factual material, we cannot fail to note that the facts

referred to in the report, in the letters and in the statements made here can be

divided into two categories which are entirely different qualitatively. In the

first category are those facts which relate to the events of 16 and 17 March.

The second category of facts consists of those relating to the events on all

other days from the beginning of March and up to, but not including, l6 and

17 March. I must say that the attempt to put everything into one basket, as it

were, to present a sort of conglomeration of facts small and large, facts relating

to the events of l6 and 17 March and facts relating to all the other events —

that attempt which was made here in the statement of the representative of
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| Israel, to which we listened very carefully — is not a consistent one; it is

| definitely designed to divert the attention of the Council from the central and
if;|.- principal task before it, a serious, objective analysis of the facts, and it is
:|! designed to lead the Council to an erroneous political evaluation of the situation.
;| ..

?| Why do we consider that putting the facts into two categories, as I have

;i| just indicated, makes not only a quantitative but also a qualitative distinction?
r y

;| Because on 16 and 17 March there took place an armed aggression, an armed
?!?! intervention upon the territory of Syria, effected by the armed forces of Israel;
II
f$ and.in saying this I will not use explanations which will contradict what was
'&'
If said here by either the delegation of Israel or the delegation of Syria, in order
}$j • '.
|j to demonstrate the truth of my. statement. I shall cite only objective evidence.

|f' • I invite your attention to paragraph 22 of the report contained in
fl • ' / • •|i '• document S/5102. In that"paragraph there is mentioned a communique issued by
Si '
•$\- a spokesman of the Israeli Defence Forces, stating:

'If'" "In order to ensure normal activity within Israel's sovereign " f
ft • - . ' • I'•m'". , territory, our forces were compelled to destroy the Syrian ..|

||j positions from which, the launches and the fishermen had been I

attacked. Shortly before midnight" — and I stress those words, |

"shortly before midnight" since they are important in the analysis |

of the facts -- "a unit of the Israel Defence Forces assaulted 1
• * • - I*

Syrian positions north of Wuqueib, occupied the posts and .destroyed |

.-the fortifications." -|
. . . . . ' ' • ':':' $
in this communique, which certainly cannot be repudiated by even the • - ,|

i'-;|

representative of Israel himself, there are definitely established the following, 4

facts: first, that the armed forces of Israel penetrated into the territory o'f

Syria, into the demilitarized zone;, and second, that they did this — and this ^
' • ' f

.is very important — shortly before midnight of 17 March. This is important,
: '=> • - j

because after this admission contained in the official Israeli document I cited, v %

:• ' it will be seen, in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 23 of that same report, that it f
! is stated : . ' •::-i

• - ' "At.t) 102 "on. 17 March there was a large volume of Syrian fire (juachirie-

•': . . . gunsy heavy,, artillery)', followed at 0105 by Israeli fire."
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But on comparing this paragraph -with the previous paragraph, where it is

correctly stated that on 16 and 17 March., from the eastern shore., a number of

illuminating flares -were fired,, it -will be seen that there is no source for

this, no indication for it. It will be quite clear that the firing referred

to in the report as fire opened by the Syrian side -was opened in answer to

armed action by the Israeli armed forces, for the representative of the Israeli

armed forces himself stated that shortly before midnight there had occurred

an attack by units of the Israeli Defence Forces upon Syrian positions — and

obviously an attack without firing, without the use of the appropriate weapons,

cannot take place.

Judging only by these two circumstances, or even using as the basis of

our judgement only the statement made by the spokesman for the Israeli Defence

Forces, we can state definitely that the initiative in the attack on 16 and

17 March was taken by Israel; that that attack was, as compared to all the other

incidents, a large-scale one involving the use of a whole series of units,

certainly placing it outside the second category of facts I mentioned before

and which I shall evaluate later. Therefore, we can conclude that on the

night of 16-17 March there took place an armed aggression on the part of Israel

against the territory of Syria, an aggression involving the illegal and improper

penetration and use of the demilitarized zone from which the attack was

organized. With regard to this, I must firmly support the demand of the

representative of Syria, fully justified and well founded as it is, for the

condemnation of the Government of Israel for these further acts of aggression

which it has committed against Syria.
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However, my analysis, even on a preliminary basis, -would not "be complete

if I were not to speak of the second category of facts. The second category of

facts deals with a whole series of incidents which took place in the order in which

they have been described in the report. For the sake of saving time, I shall not

repeat all of those episodes particularly since they have already been mentioned

and since the Council has already had the opportunity of acquainting itself with

the reports and the statements made by the representative of Syria. What sort of

facts are these and what are these incidents? Qualitatively speaking, these facts

by their political significance and by their content are completely different from

the fact of the armed aggression and the incursion into the Demilitarized Zone

and into oyrian territory, which, as I have already proved, was committed by Israel

on the night of 16-17 March and which hus provoked, as a result of this incursion,

the legitimate utilization of the means of defense on the part of Syria which

defended its territory The facts which I place in the second category constitute,

however we may examine them, more border incidents. I would not wish to go into

a detailed analysis of each one of these incidents or to assert or analyse in any

detail under what circumstances they actually took place because, in order to an

answer the principal question, this analysis would have no bearing on the principal I

point at issue because if we were to accept the point of view of one side or if J

we were to take the point of view of the other side, then in either case all of the |

facts enumerated in the report and which have been cited here before the Council j

are^qualitatively of a different substance. I
-3

These are particular clashes in specific cases. There are border incidents |

on any borders. Never have border'incidents served as grounds for the unleashing J*
•%of armed aggression, an armed aggression which so far, fortunately, has not been '^

changed into a wider conflict only as a result of the fact that this aggression and |
{•

these actions have been halted by the intervention of the United Nations. As a $

matter of fact, this is what has now led us to the situation in which at the present 'i
j

moment, although there is still a very tense situation, nevertheless the aggression i

undertaken by Israel against Syria has at least been halted for some time. I j

wish to reserve my right to revert to an analysis of these facts which in their i
/ 1

character are much closer to the sort of clashes which take place in a border region

and to prove that the position which I have assumed for the sake of clarity, as
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though both sides in this series of small clashes have equal positions, has only

been assumed by me for the sake of the simplification of the presentation of this

matter to the Council. In fact, in the report and in the factual material which

is available to us and through the statements of the witnesses, there is sufficient

data on this subject to allow us to believe the version -- which is the truthful

and sincere one in my view — which has been presented here by the Syrian delegation.

On the basis of this material, we come to the conclusion that these cases, which

by their character are completely different, after all, from the direct and open

armed aggression which took place on lo and 17 March, are also such that not Syria

but Israel is guilty.

If the Council were to come to a different conclusion on one or another of

these facts, this would not in any event shake the initial fact which involves the

events which .took place on the night of 16-17 March.

In order to conclude this second category of facts in my statement, I wish

to stress a very characteristic circumstance., that all of these trips of the

Israel armed:forces over this lake were definitely of a provocative nature. It

is only necessary to look at the map of this region of lake Tiberias to .understand

that there was no need for the armed forces of Israel to parade in front of the

posts of the Syrian armed forces, to keep them constantly in a state of tension

and to provoke them, that no reason for this existed. We can add to this

such facts which have not been overruled by anyone here, such as the injuries which

were sustained — a girl, a child and a few other girls and a few other villagers

who were the victims of fire opened upon them from the lake by the armed forces

of Israel, which were operating in these vessels which were carrying out these

provocative trips. What the situation was with regard to these incidents that

took place during the period preceding the events of 16 and 17 March is quite clear.

Thus a completely clear picture falls into place. The period up to

16-17 March witnessed the enactment of a number of provocations designed to create

and increase the tension in this area. When these provocations did not result in

any armed repulsion of the, provocations on the part of the Syrian armed forces,

then the armed forces of JEsrael opened fire; however, they were rebuffed each time.

These incidents^also Demonstrated a tremendous amount of restraint on the part of

the Syria'ns ̂ ftoĴ fCer they had rebuffed the attack, did not go beycnd their own

-V
. ̂  •***&$f'rtd&&£ge3t̂ a!ff

»;: *
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borders; they did not go beyond limits of legitimate self-defence which was

necessary to answer the provocative attacks "Which took place in this part of Lake

Tiberias throughout the whole of the preceding part of the month of March. Then,

without having any connexion with the events which took place on 5 and 8 March

and the night of 16-17 March, a deliberate armed attack was organized from the

Demilitarized Zone in violation of the Armistice Agreement, which resulted in

aggression against Syrian territory. There were victims and casualties as a

result of that attack.

This is the factual situation in regard to the principal facts on the basis

of those data and also with regard to the principal events which must draw the

attention of the Council, the events which took place on the night of 16-17 March.

That is why, quite appropriately, an analogy arises. One's thoughts go back to

a certain historical excursion, into the events which preceded those which we are

now examining, the events which took place in March of this year. If we were to

look at the records — and reference was made to these records of the

United Nations -- we would see that similar attacks were carried out by the Israel

Regular Army against Syria in December 1955- The Security Council had to deal

with this matter and it had condemned the action >of Israel in the resolution which

was adopted at the 715"th meeting of the oecurity Council. This resolution stated

that the Security Council:

"3« Condemns the attack of 11 December as a flagrant violation of

'the cease-fire provisions of its resolution of 15 July 19̂ 8, of the terms

of the General Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria, and of

Israel's obligations under the Charter". (S/3558)

In paragraph k- of this same resolution^ the Security Council at that time

expressed "its grave concern at the failure of the Government of Israel to comply

with its obligations". It appealed to Israel to carry out these obligations;

otherwise the Council would have to consider the question of what further measures

would be necessary under the Charter for the naintenance and restoration of peace.

f;

§

ii
iii,v
i
SI

1
1
s

1
4

j.

I

i

I

i

\

1
I
I
>̂
\!
V,

I
i
1
t

I

1

1

i
!

.It is

logica

drops

Israel

armed

so-cal

the in

border

were n

them i

Histor

seriou

has no

under

1956 b

conclu

demand

1

victim

in the

delega

anybod

ignori

action

agains

Decemb

in whi

parti c

by the

resolu

So tha

as a y

could



AE/rh S/PV.999
. 66

(Mr. Morozov, USSR)

It is important to note that already at that time the chain of so-called

logical arguments which were used by the Israel delegation were as alike as two

drops of water., were the type of methodology that is being resorted to "by the

Israel delegation now. Already at that time the massive incursion of the Israel

armed forces into Syrian territory was explained by the same motives, that is,

so-called legitimate self defence -- the defence of the population of Israel from

the incidents which it allegedly had suffered as a result of individual minor

"border, incidents which had taken place. At that time these "border incidents

were not described objectively either; the Israel delegation tried to convert

them into so-called attacks by Syria upon the territory and population of Israel.

History therefore repeats itself, as it is repeating itself now on a far more

serious level for the Government of Israel. For it is quite clear that Israel

has not ceased to violate the armistice agreement and the obligations undertaken

under the Charter of the United Nations, as it was warned to do as early as

1956 by the Security .Council. I do not feel that I am making an unnecessary

conclusion when I say that Israel has not ceased its aggressive actions, as was

demanded from it by the Security Council.

The representative of Israel has tried here to present his country as a
m ' •
if victim of aggression by the Arab countries. Of course, one can go on endlessly
i?n •
|;| in the distortion of history and factual matters; that is the concern of the
?' S
II delegation, to proceed as far as it likes» We would not wish to give advice to

anybody in this respect. But in this connexion we cannot fail to recall that in

ignoring numerous resolutions of the Security Council which condemned the armed

actions of Israel, not only against Syria in the region of Lake Tiberias, but

against Jordan and Egypt as well, Israel went so far that, as is known, in

December of 1956, along with Britain and France, it undertook an armed aggression

in which thousands of Israeli soldiers participated. It is also known that the

participation of Israel in this tripartite aggression was resolutely condemned

by the whole of world public opinion, as well as by the United Nations which had

.resolutely spoken against Anglo-Franco-Israel intervention in that instance.

So that the representative of Israel should not now represent his country

.as a victim of aggression in those historical events and facts, a list of which

could be lengthened. I shall now itemize them.
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On 1 February 1960 the regular forces,, with tanks., had attacked Ferdet Tawfik,

This armed aggression was condemned in a resolution adopted at the 79th

extraordinary meeting of the Mixed Israel-Syrian Armistice Commission- It is

not the Soviet delegation who alleges thisj it is stated "by the Israel-Syrian

Mixed Armistice Commission.

On 17 March and 20 April 1961, Israel, in violation of paragraph 2 of

article 1 of the Jordan-Israel Agreement, which prohibits the use of armed forces

as a threat against the population and armed forces of another, had introduced

heavy armed forces in Jerusalem for this purpose. This was done by Israel

against the decision of the joint Jordan-Israel Agreement. This was ccr.demned

by the Security Council, which warned against the repetition of such events.

A similar step was carried out in spite of the resolution of the Security.

Council in 1961 which approved the decisions of the Mixed Armistice Commission.

Now the -Security Council has before it again a flagrant violation of the

armistice, again in regard to Syria, and the Security Council again has had

placed before it further aggressive actions on the part of Israel. I consider

that before the adoption of a formal decision to which we will come as a result

of the discussion of the question now before us, the Security Council now must

express an unequivocal warning to the Government of Israel regarding the total

unacceptability of such types of actions as those which took place on

l6 and 17 March in the area of Lake Tiberias, It must not only demand from

Israel that it take all necessary measures in order to prevent such actions in the

future but, as is provided for also in the resolution of the Council of 195̂ ,

it also must examine the question of what further concrete measures are necessary

at the present time in order to oblige Israel, to carry out its obligations under

the Charter and under the Armstice agreements. I think that the principal

purpose of our discussion and of today's statements on this subject is to warn

the Government of Israel that the continuation of such actions and such a policy,

which has translated itself into the aggressions of l6 and 17 March;is condemned

by the Council and that the Council demand cessation of actions of this kind.

I cannot share the opinion expressed here that the Council should address'"."';

this warning to both sides, both to the aggressor and to the victim of the

aggression; to the Government of Israel which has committed an absolutely

glaringly obvious incursion into the territory of Syria and to the Government of

Syria which.has not committed this incursion. Such logic is incomprehensible to

me and I cannot support it in this regard. I support,and shall support in a most

x
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resolute fashion^everything that will contribute toward at last obliging the

Government of Israel to carry out its obligations under the Charter and under

the armistice agreements.

These are the preliminary comments which the Soviet delegation, at the

present stage of the discussion, deemed it necessary to make. Of course, we wish

to reserve our right to speak anew, should the need arise, as well as to speak

in the course of the discussion of those concrete proposals about which we have

now spoken and which will indeed be introduced for consideration in the Security

Council.
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The • PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): I have no more

speakers on ray list. The Council has heard the suggestion of the representative

of the United States to the effect that it might be desirable to bring

General Von Horn, the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization, here to New York for consultation and in order to complete the

..written report that he has submitted to the Council. The Council also has

heard the statements of the Acting Secretary-General and of the representatives

of the United Arab Republic and of the Soviet Union. Thus far there has been

no objection raised to the suggestion of the United States representative, and

the representative of the United Arab Republic seemed rather to indicate that it

would be desirable to bring General Von Horn to New York in order to complete

the information available to the Council, thereby better enabling the Council

to view the situation clearly. I have consulted with the Acting Secretary-General

on this matter and he tells me that General Von Horn could be in New York at

the beginning of.next week.

In the light of all this, I believe I am interpreting the wishes of the

Council.if. I suggest that we meet again at the beginning of'next week, when

General Von Horn will be here for whatever consultation is deemed necessary.

Therefore, unless I hear any objection from members of the Council or from those

who have been invited to participate in.this debate, I propose to adjourn this

meeting now with the date for our next meeting set for the beginning of next week,

when General Von Horn will be here.

.1 give the floor to the representative of the United Arab Republic.

Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): You are right, Mr. President;

we did not offer any objection to-the visit of General Von Horn. Our delegation

has tried not to hinder the work of the Council because we were eager to enter

into the heart of the serious matter before us. This is why, as we said, we

refrained from making any lengthy statement in this meeting.

We had hoped, Mr. President,.that it.would.be possible for the Council to

meet again while you were still-in- the Chair. .As you now suggest next week for

pur next meeting, I hope that our President'•£or April, Ambassador Schweitzer, will' /ij

convene the .Council as early as' possible., in the early part of next week, perhaps r - v ' j

Monday or Tuesday -- or whenever he thinks fit, but as early as possible. - 1

;l
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish) : I wish to express my

thanks to the representative of the United Arab Republic, and I wish to say that

when I mentioned a meeting for the beginning of next week, I knew perfectly

well that I would no longer be occupying the Chair of this body, and it was

because the Acting Secretary-General told me that General Von Horn would arrive

here early next'week that I made that suggestion. Pursuant to this line of

thought, I contacted the representative of Chile, who will succeed me in the

Chair of the Council, and he told me that he agrees that the Council will be

convened as soon as possible after General Von Horn arrives for consultations,

and that, very possibly, this would be during the first few days of the week.

I believe that adequately clarifies the question of the date of the next

'meeting of the Council, when the debate will continue on this same subject,

and if there are no objections,. I now adjourn this meeting.
•:-

The meeting rose at 6.25p.m.
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EXPRESSION OF THANKS TO THE RETIRING PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): Before starting the work

of the Council today, I have a very pleasant duty to perform, and I am sure that

in so doing I shall "be expressing the views of all members of the Council when I

express our appreciation to the Ambassador of Venezuela, our colleague,

Ambassador Sosa-Rodriguez, for his effective contribution to the fruitful

development of the work of the Council. In the course of his presidency of the

Council in March, he proved his outstanding qualifications of wisdom, discretion

and diplomacy, which allowed the Council to conclude one debate and begin another

in an atmosphere of harmony which not only warrants our appreciation but also

follows upon a tradition which, I trust, will not be shattered now that I am

succeeding him in the Chair.

I must also recall that this present"session of the Council has a somewhat

solemn air about it since, as you noted, it is the one thousandth meeting of this

important body. In pointing out this fact, I wish to say that I trust, now that

the Security Council is beginning its second thousand meetings^ we will be able

to continue working for peace in the world and harmony in all nations.

Mr. SCSA-RODRIGUEZ (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish): Mr. President,

I should like to express to you my appreciation for the most generous words that

you have just spoken with respect to my presidency last month. Coming from you,

sir, these words are truly important, and I shall cherish them all my life with

great emotion and satisfaction.

At the same time, I wish to express to you the satisfaction felt both by my

delegation and by myself, personally, in seeing you now as President of the

Security Council for this month, since I am sure you will occupy that position

with your usual brilliancy, especially in view of your vast experience as a

jurist, and your diplomatic tact. I am very pleased, sir } that Venezuela is being

succeeded by Chile in the Chair of the Council. Both you and I, sir, will always

strive to uphold the principles that are so dear to our Latin-American civilization

principles which, daily, are further strengthened by yourself when occupying such a

high position in the United Nations.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): I wish, to thank the

representative of Venezuelaf both personally and on behalf of the Government of

Chile, for the warm words of friendship that he addressed to us.

'ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA . -

The agenda was adopted. • ' ' . . -

TEE PALESTINE QUESTION: . . . ' " " . ' • '

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERKANEKT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SYRIAN

ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF'THE-SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5096)

(b) ' LETTER' DATED 21 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5098) -' .

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): At our meeting on Wednesday,

the Security Council decided to invite the representatives of Syria and Israel to

participate without the right of vote in the debate on this subject. Consistent

with that decision, and if there are no objections, I shall invite the

representatives of Syria and Israel to take seats at the Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Tarazi, representative of the Syrian

Arab Republic, and Mr. Comay, representative of Israel, took places at the

Security Council table, ' - •

Ihe PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): The Acting Secretary-General

has asked for the floor in order to make a brief -statement,

The Acting SECRETARY-GENERAL; In the light of the discussion at the ' ;

• .last meeting of the Council'on 28 March, I asked the Chief of Staff of UNTSO, •

General von Horn, to come to New York for a few days in order to be available to

members of the Council for consultation. ' General von Horn arrived last Saturday

evening and has made himself available to delegations wishing to see him. He

i s here with m e today. . ' • ' ' •
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There may be specific questions which members of the Council would wish to
V

put to General von Horn. I would suggest that such questions be presented by the

members at this meeting.
t

The questions would be referred to General von Horn_, who would prepare answers

to them and present those answers at the next meeting of the Council, With regard

to any questions that may be put to the Chief of Staff} it may be pointed out that

while General von Horn is here to provide the Council with all relevant information

available to him; he will not undertake to advise the Council on the conclusions

to be reached; he properly sees it as the function of the Chief of Staff to present

facts and not judgements.

I trust that the prcredure I have indicated will commend itself to the

President and members of the Council.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): I wish to thank the

f Acting Secretary-General for his statement. The members of the Council have heard
•
t. the suggestion made "by the Acting Secretary-General regarding the way in which

," we can avail ourselves of the presence of General von Horn. If there are no

objections, I shall take it that that procedure is acceptable to the Council.

Mr.. MQRGZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation frcm

Russian): I should like to point out that the procedure against which it seems

there is no objection will apply exclusively to this concrete case and could not

be considered for the future as creating any sort of precedent.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation frcm Spanish): As I have heard no

objection whatever, the Council hereby adopts the procedure as suggested by the

Acting Secretary-General without setting up a precedent.

It was so decided.

Mr. TAPAZI (Syria) (interpretation frcm French): In the course of the

last meeting of the Security Council the representative of Israel unleashed a

long harangue full'of inaccuracies. As usual he did not address the Council in

order to assist it in finding a solution that would be in keeping with the

interests of peace and security. He had his eye on the public which was present

at the meeting of the Council, on the representatives of the Press and on what he

thought, as regards one or the other, might be greater'financial assistance and

assistance in kind for the development of Israel.

But as everyone was able to note, Mr. Comay was hard put to it to answer the

firm and just accusations of the delegation of Syria. So he tried to gallop

across land that he felt was sure. But basically it was rather marshy land.

We are very well aware of this type of marshland. Since Israel came into

existence and was tolerated by the United Nations, against the will of the true

owners of the Arab land of Palestine, we have constantly seen Israel taking a

seat at the Council table to reply to the accusations levelled by different

Arab countries which, deferring to the will of the Security Council, agreed to

sign Armistice Agreements.
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Un±'or hi uj ah ply, these Ari-istice Agreements were not respected by Israel,, *

although it would have been to its interest to have taken a different position. *•

It certainly is not the first tJir.e that the representative of Israel refuses '
»

to answer our accusations and it is certainly not the first time that instead

of dealing with the item before us and adhering to the discussion in the Council,

the representative of Israel has worn the cloak of the victim to shed crcccdile

tears, referring to its own so-called torments and then, cast anathema on those

who attack- Israel and have taken a stand contrary frcn vhat it should have

taken.

This was the position of Mr. Comay when he spoke last Wednesday. My

delegation did not feel that it was right to reply to him and we would not have

done so had he merely spoken and not fallen into the serving up of these old

dishes which, unappetizing as they are to us, are even unappetizing for those

who are willing to pretend that they are tolerant of such dishes. Mr. Ccmay

deformed and distorted reality and it is imperative that the representatives be

informed regarding the true situation of the attack that was an act of aggression

which forced Syria to come to the Security Council.

Mr. Comay tried to establish a relationship between the incidents that

preceeded the perfidious attack which took place on 16 to 17 March and the attack

itself. He also tried to lead the Council into error by false statements dealing

with the status of the Demilitarized Zone and the scope of the General Armistice

Agreements signed between Israel and Syria. But despite the tone that Mr. Comay

used in his speech, we still felt that his ccrtcitLLe was not too calm and clean

and that he really did not feel comfortable in his chair. How could he be so

after the authorities he represents have placed themselves outside the pale of

the law because of their constant and hasty violation of the Charter of the

United Nations and of the Armistice Agreement.
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No, Mr. Comay came to defend a poor case.- His friends might have assisted

him, and yet applied to him the words of Ccrneille: "What could the children of

Troy have done, when all they had was despair to help them?" But despair did not

disappear."here. Instead of taking up the question, Mr. Comay saw fit to slander

' and attack Syria. In order to justify an aggresssion that is unnameable here,

Mrj Comay took up the question o.f. Syrian policy. But this is a field where he

•• . should, not have dared to trespass. Basically, it was not in his interest to

. '.break into- the inter-Arab relations.

. Mr, Comay said; . .

• ." • "... tensions within-and between Arab countries do not concern Israel

unless these tensions discharge themselves in aggressiveness against Israel."

... -, CS/PV*999, page" 27) ' .

Is this not irrefutable proof that the Israeli policy in what we call the

. Middle East, and what could be called Western Asia, is not a policy conducive

to stable peace in the area? The relations between the Arab States and their

respective positions on foreign affairs surely do not fall within the jurisdiction

. of' any. intruder. ' .

I do-not wish here to answer the thinly veiled accusations and attacks of

. Mr. Comay against Syria and the Arab world. Suffice it 'to say that they were in

bad taste and were surrounded by complete bad faith. Their only aim was to

camouflage'a flagrant act of aggression.

My.delegation has already stressed the successive violations of the

Armistice Agreement committed in the course of the two weeks that preceded the

. 'perpetration of'the attack to which the Council is now giving its attention.

Mr. Comay tried to set up a cause and effect relationship between these

two categories of acts. Fortunately, his hypothesis had previously been refuted

by the representatives of the Soviet Union, the United Arab Republic and the

United States.'. ¥ith regard to this famous hypothesis, it becomes even more

, "• ridiculous -- and, if ridicule would kill its author, I would not stint charity

and I would fear for Mr. Comay. 'But let us not fear: Mr. Comay looks very

healthy because at least he .seems to have a broad pair of shoulders to carry

' such blame. But when the armoured lighters entered the defensive area of

Lake Tiberias, contrary to the Armstice Agreement, when these lighters were

ordered to shoot against Syrian'pos.itions, then to take as a pretext the fact
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that the Syrians replied to the Israeli shots by shooting, to take upon themselves

the right to attack Syrian territory and, in so doing, using everything contained

in the war-like arsenals of Israel, including planes, bomber planes and fighter

planes -- then here you have a flagrant proof of premeditated attack. io I have

to refer you to Annex II or Annex III of the Armistice Agreement to give you an

exact idea of the defensive zone? Need I remind you that paragraph 2 (ill) of

Annex IV of the Armistice Agreement states that no naval force shall be allowed

in the defensive area? But the Israeli boats that very often came close to Syrian

positions were armoured lighters, and they were not patrol boats or police boats,

as Mr, Comay has said. An unarmed boat could hardly carry heavy guns or shoot

them.

If the intentions of Israel, were peaceful, what harm would it have suffered

from continuing a latent position in the armistice area? But I think Israel was

determined to carry out such attacks. General von Horn says, in paragraph 12 of

his report, document S/5102:

"On 9 March, I was requested by the Israeli Ministry for Foreign Affairs

to advise rarrascus that 'Israel regarded the attack on the police boat as

very grave and wished the Syrian Government to realize that by such actions

they were playing with fire'." (S/5102, para. 12)'

Mr. Comay spoke of what he called the aggressive policy undertaken by the

Syrian Government against Israel. But the very terms of the message that

General von Horn was asked to transmit to the Government of Syria from Israel

surely show aggressive intent of an evident character. This is so true that

General von Horn did not hide it, since he added:

"I have never considered that the United Nations representatives

should be requested to relay messages which could be construed as open or

implied threats." (ibid.j

But the threats continued, both before and after the attack of 16-17 March.

Suffice it to recall that, on the morning of l6 March, an armoured lighter once

again approached the Syrian positions and shot at them. On 20 March, six Israeli

planes flew over Syrian territory, and they went as far as Kuneitra, a town quite

far from the frontier. The Chief of Staff says, in paragraph 36 of his report:
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"The aerial 'dog-fightf of six aircraft in the Syrian airspace was

clearly seen by United Nations Observation Posts. They also saw during

this flight anti-aircraft gunfire from Syria ... Four gas. tanks were

projected from the Israeli planes on Syrian territory. A child was wounded,

The United Nations Observer who investigated the complaint was shown four

aircraft fuel tanks, one of them bearing an inscription in French."

It begins to sound like a mystery here. Then it goes on:

"The boy alleged to have been struck by a fuel tank was in the hospital.

He was slightly wounded." (S/5102, para. 36)

The gas tanks dropped by.the Israeli planes were shown to the Syrian public,

and I personally saw them. They were exibited to the public so that the public '•

would understand "exactly the intentions of-those who come to the Security Council

disguised as lambs.

Can Mr. Comay contend that this is not a flagrant violation of paragraph 2 of

article III of the Armistice Agreement, which reads as follows:

"No element of the land, sea or air, military or para-military, forces

of either Party, including non-regular forces, shall commit any warlike or

hostile act against the'military or para-military forces of the other Party,

or against civilians in territory under the ;control of that Party:; or shall

advance beyond or pass over for any purpose whatsoever the Armistice

Demarcation Line set forth in article V of this Agreement; or enter into or

pass through the airspace of the other Party or through the waters within

three miles of the coastline of the other Party."



TL/rs S/PV.1000
21

(Mr. Tarazi, Syria)

Despite their constant violation of the provisions of the Armistice

Agreement, the Israeli authorities did not declare themselves satisfied and

they then turned to provocation. They made threats and then prepared the attack

of l6-17 March, and three days later their planes flew over Syrian territory.

Now, did matters remain there? Not at allt Le Monde, a very responsible

newspaper, published in its issue of 22 March 1962 the following information

from its own correspondent in Jerusalem, Andre Scercana:

"it is felt in Jerusalem that the fact alone of having fired against

Israel fishermen on Lake Tiberias constitutes an assault on. the integrity

of Israel, the integrity which the Government is determined to have

respected by all means at its disposal. We know from a completely

reliable source that these means were discussed at yesterday's meeting

of the Council of Ministers. After urgently moving in the United Nations,

an unequivocal warning will be addressed to the Syrians before proceeding

to direct action. The choice of dates for carrying through this programme

will probably be left to the discretion of the Head of'State. It is

therefore m»re or less certain that if tension is not immediately relaxed

through diplomatic moves, we can expect a considerable aggrevation of the

situation on the frontier,"

The date on which this report was published, namely 21 March 1962, is a

very important date, because it was on 21 March that the representative of

Israel informed the President of the. Security Council of his complaint against

Syria. Thus, not content with running rough-shod over the provisions of the

Charter and of the Armistice Agreement, the authorities of Israel have resorted

to attack and to threats. ' After having committed a shameful and unjustifiable

act of aggression against Syria, Israel complains. Truly it is not Israel

that should complain. Their position is nothing but an obvious manifestation

of deep-seated cynicism and of a flagrant lack of good faith. When your hands

are dirty it is better to keep them under the table.

In an effort to strengthen an untenable thesis, Mr. Comay indulged in some

pseudo-legal arguments of no juridical validity whatsoever. Listening to him

we could not help but note his embarrassment. The principal point that we

recall in his unfortunate intervention — and which the Council, I am sure,

will not fail to take into consideration *•- is that the attack which took place

on the night of 16-17 March was premeditated— which makes it all the more

odious. Mr. Comay1s exact words were as follows:
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"As has been pointed out already in my letter to the President of the

Security Council of 19 March, (S/5093), "the action of 17 March was taken in

discharge of the Israel Government's responsibilities for the protection of

the life and property of Israel citizens, and the territorial integrity of

the State^ and in exercise of its inherent right of self-defence."

(S/PV.999, Page 33)

I come now to'the crucial point. As you know; in penal law the exercise of

the legitimate right of self-defence requires that certain conditions be first

fulfilled. I will not waste your precious time by going into juridical details

which might, in fact, be out of place, considering that this Council is first

and foremost a political body. But still, Mr. Comay, in trying to justify a

reprehensible act, chose to resort to the law. His doing so, however, availed

him nothing. One may not exercise the right of self-defence unless one has been

attacked. This is a truism. But Mr. Comay does not see things this way. So far

as he is concerned, the Syrian posts attacked the Israelis who were sailing on

the Lake -- the Lake whose ownership "by Israel has teen so often stated

and restated that we begin to wonder whether it is true. But let us not enter

into a matter which may cause us to digress from the real subject of our debate.

Let us ask first the following question: Did the armed lighters of Israel

enter the so-called defence zone? The answer to this question leaves no shadow

of doubt. These lighters did approach the east coast of the Lake.

Let us ask another question, namely whether the Israelis on these lighters

fired at the Syrian military posts or not. To this question too the answer

leaves no room for doubt. The United Nations observers were informed by the

Syrian officers of the fact that the Israelis started the shooting. This being

the case, could the Syrian posts be expected to remain silent, inactive, to let

them have their way, those whose intentions toward the Syrians were, to say the

least, hardly honourable?
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Thus the right of self-defence which Mr. Comay wrongly claims for the

Israelis should rather have served as a pretext for the Syrians, who had been (P

attacked, to act in reprisal against the Israel posts. Through a strange logic, *

purely its own and a travesty of true logic, Israel is trying to reverse the d

whole thing, Israel argues as follows: I come up to you and I fire at you.

You fire back at me, and in order to protect my life, my property and my

territorial integrity, I launch an attack upon you, I attempt to seize your

territory and to destroy your military positions.

That is the way Israel's syllogism — if you can call it that -- goes.

Starting from erroneous premises, it arrives at a false and rr.alevo] ent conclusion.

I hope the members of the Council will forgive me for this digression which I

felt to be quite necessary in order to shed light upon and analyze the true

aims of the aggression by Israel, the aims about which I shall speak later.
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Not satisfied with the gratuitous accusations that he made in the course

of his statement, Mr. Comay once again tried to lead you into error regarding

the military operation undertaken on the night of lb-17 March. This operation,

according to Israel's propaganda, is supposed to have silenced certain posts

and destroyed them. Furthermore, the above-mentioned posts from which the

shooting came were in the Demilitarized Zone. The spokesman for the Israel

Forces said that following on the afternoon of 17 March:

"Shortly before, midnight a unit of the Israel Defence Forces assaulted

the Syrian positions, occupied the posts and destroyed the fortifications."

It said, and I repeat this, "assaulted" -- this is a Marshal Rommel type

of ccmrunique. Before ccranenting en this affirmation, nxy I reject the content

of the communique. No Syrian post was destroyed in the course of the attack,

despite Israel's assertion. Ro Syrian Forces escaped. General Von Horn, whom

we are happy to see here, will be able to ratify our statement and testify as

to the truth of Israel's -allegation. This is one question I am putting to

him for later on.

The Syrian Army has not set up any posts in the Demilitarized Zone and

therefore Mr. Comay should certainly not have cast any stones when speaking about

it. Since the Armistice Agreement came into force, Israel has constantly

refused to respect the status of the Demilitarized Zone, which was proposed

by someone who is still present in this room, Dr. Ralph Bunche, who acted as

United Nations Mediator between the two parties to the Armistice Agreement in

the preparation of which I had the honour to participate as juridical officer

of the Syrian delegation. It is not out of vanity that I speak personally about

the matter, but merely to give you an eye-witness account. I know how the

debates took place at the Armistice Conference and I can bear witness to what

occurred.

At the time when Dr. Bunche's explanatory note concerning the Demilitarised

Zone was made available to the two parties, two essential provisions were

adopted, first, agreement was reached on the fact that no question of sovereignty

would arise in connexion with the Demilitarized Zone throughout the whole

course of the application of the Armistice Agreement, and second, it was decided

that Dr. Bunche's interpretation would have the same authority as the Agreement

itself.
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Uhat I am advancing here is that specifically, on the entry into force

of the Armistice Agreement, the Security Council in its resolution of 18 May 1951

decided the following:

"The Security Council
ti ...

"Calls upon the parties to give effect to the following excerpt

cited by the Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization at the

5^-2nd meeting of the Security Council on 25 April 1951; as being from the

summary record of the Syria-Israel Armistice Conference of 3 July 19̂ 9.»

which was agreed to by the parties as an authoritative comment on article

V of the General Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria".

Far frcm adhering to the implementation of the statute which they had

accepted, the Israel authorities have merely sabotaged it. The statute of

the Demilitarized Zone provides the following, and I quote again from the

security Council resolution of 18 May 1951 in its turn quoting the passage

already referred to:

"The question of civil administration in villages and settlements

in the Demilitarized Zone is provided for, within the framework of an

Armistice Agreement, in sub-paragraph 5 (t>) and 5 (f) of the draft article.

Such civil administration, including policing, will be on a local basis,

without raising general questions of administration, jurisdiction,

citizenship and sovereignty." (Security Council resolution of the 5^i-7th

meeting, 18 May 1951? document S/IMF/6, page ll)

When one reads such a text one cannot understand how armoured elements

were able to leave Ein Gev, which is in the Demilitarized Zone, according to the

provision of article V of the Armistice Agreement, in order to proceed in the

direction of Syrian territory. There were forty tanks — indeed, an imitation

of the actions of past aggressors.

All the violations of the Armistice Agreement, all the warlike adventures

in which Israel indulges, spring from the fact that Israel does not intend to

respect the Agreements it has signed. That, surely, is an unhappy situation,

further aggravated by Israel's refusal to take part in the meetings of the

Mixed Armistice Commission. Already, in the Security Council's resolution

of 18 May 1951, the Council:
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"Consider that it is inconsistent with the objectives and intent

of the Armistice Agreement to refuse to participate in meetings of the

Mixed Armistice Commission or to fail to respect requests of the

Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission as they relate to his

obligations under article V and calls upon the parties to be represented

at all.meetings called by the Chairman of the Commission and to respect

such requests." (ibid.)

Unfortunately, Israel continues to ignore this provision and refuses to

take part in the meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission,

In the question which is before us now, the Syrian delegation to the

Armistice Commission addressed a complaint to the Commission. Unfortunately,

it was not able to meet.

More recently, in its resolution of 19 January 1956" the Security Council

specified that the parties should rely entirely .on the Mixed Armistice Commission

in regard both to the interpretation and to the application of the provisions

of the Armistice Agreement. There again, as we stand now, .Israel continues

to disregard the Armistice Commission as well as'the decisions of the Council.

The tension along the line of demarkation is the work of Israel, and it is

inappropriate that Israel should now come and complain to the Council.

Israel's thesis on the right of legitimate self-defence does not need

refutation by political or legal arguments. It is self-destructive. In the-

course of his ingenious and brilliant statement, the representative of the

Soviet Union did justice to Israel's supposed complaints and also to Mr. Comay's

arguments...

Without visaing'to analyse the statement made by Mr. Stevenson, whose

world-wide reputation and unquestioned talents are well known, I would

nevertheless like to repeat what he said last week on the subject of Israel's

policy:

"This policy contributed to the rapid rise of tensions in the

Middle East during 1955 and 195& and it can no more be countenanced today

• ' than it was then." (S/PV.999, page
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To come back to this Israeli attack, my delegation would wish to draw the

attention of the Security Council to the following points:

First of all, the armed attack began from Ein Gev, and Ein Gev is entirely

part of the Demilitarized Zone. In accordance with paragraph (a) of paragraph 5

of article V of the Mixed Armistice Agreement, General Von Horn might perhaps,

in this context, tell us what the Israeli authorities think of this and what

is the justification which they apply to a violation, as grave as this, of the

Armistice Agreement. Indeed, the Demilitarized Zone serves to separate the

armiesJ and Israel instals its troops and maintains its vehicles and its tanks

in the Demilitarized Zone. What, then, is the point — what is the purpose --

of a Demilitarized Zone if not to separate the forces, if it is not to maintain

the peace?

Secondly, the Israeli attack was premeditated. Suffice it for me to refer

you gentlemen to paragraph 10 of the report of General Von Horn wherein it is

stated, in connexion with an interview which he had with the Israeli authorities:

"The senior Israeli delegate referred to the present dangerous

situation which, in his view, might deteriorate to the state that

existed in 1955? vhen the Israeli Army attacked Syrian positions

east of the lake." (S/5102, page 2)

Thirdly, the Israeli attack was designed to occupy Syrian territory, having

for its basis the desire for expansion. It was rebuffed by the Syrian forces

which counter-attacked out of Syria — and not out of the Demilitarized Zone,

as was stated.

Fourthly, the fact,itself, was out of proportion with the objectives cf a

simple reprisal action. It is not necessary to utilize forty tanks when you

have in mind the destruction of a military post and of its fortification.

With this last comment, I now come to wonder what were the real objectives

of Israel. I would not wish here, on these premises, to engage in any

evaluations or appraisals which might lead us far away from the basic purposes

of this debate. May I merely submit to you the following two comments:
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First; Israel would wish to put an end to the Demilitarized Zone because

this zone is awkward to it.
*
"l • • . Secondly, Israel has in mind the fulfilment of certain projects on the

Jordan and on Lake Tiberias. To put an end to the Demilitarized Zone is

prohibited by the Armistice Agreement. To put into action certain projects to

appropriate to oneself certain waters is' equally prohibited- In addition to the

provisions which preverited access to the Demilitarized Zone, there is a provision,

a very important provision of the Armistice Agreement, to which I wish to

draw the attention of the members of the Council most particularly, in order

that they might meditate upon it. This provision is contained in article II of

the Agreement:

"With a specific view to the implementation of the resolution of

the Security Council of 16 Koventer 19̂ 8, the following principled and

purposes are affirmed:

"l. The principle that no military or political advantage should

be gained under the truce ordered by the Security Council is recognized.

"2. It is also recognized that no provision of this Agreement

shall in any way prejudice the rights, claims and positions of either

party hereto in the ultimate peaceful settlement of the Palestine

question, the provisions of this Agreement being dictated exclusively

by military, and not by political, considerations." (Security Council,

Official Records, Fourth' Year, Special Supplement No. 2, page 2)

I wish to thank the representatives for the attention they have displayed.

I would not wish to conclude vithout drawing your attention to the fact that

although Israel is, as it were, a child of the United Nations, its conduct and

behaviour is of the most deplorable kind. During thirteen consecutive years,

it has piled up acts of aggression upon acts of aggression. The Arab countries

upon which this has been imposed have found in it a voracious and gluttonous

adversary. In submitting to you our complaint, we do not wish to inspire any

pity; we merely wish aggression to be punished and the Armistice to be respected.

This involves the dignity of the world Organization, and involves the well-

understood interests of peace and security.
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Mr. BL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): I should like to thank the

Secretary-General for having asked General Von Horn to be with us this afternoon.

"Ve welcome him to this table.

In accordance with the procedure just approved by the Council, I would like

to begin by putting three questions to General Von Horn,, through the Acting

Secretary-General, if you will allow me, Sir. Eut first, we see in the report

submitted by General Von Horn, document S/5102, 26 March 1962, that,until

June 1951;the Mixed Armistice Commission had met regularly. The reasons why

it has ceased to meet have been explained in a previous report, document S/427G,

paragraph 9, and the following paragraphs.

It is known that Israel has denied that the Mixed Armistice Cornnission was

competent to deal with issues pertaining to the Demilitarized Zone. Israel's

refusal to attend regular meetings has resulted in a suspension, since June 1951,

of regular meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission dealing with any issue,

whatever, whether related to the Demilitarized Zone or not, thus undermining the

proper functioning of the machinery and the special powers conferred upon the

Chairman, under the provisions of Article V, not to speak of the emergency

meetings which could be held, even if a party refused to be represented in

situations of exceptional gravity.

Our Council has condemned the action of Israel in its resolution of

18 May 1951. The Council has considered that "... it is inconsistent with the

objectives and intent of the Armistice Agreement to refuse to participate in

meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission ...".(S/IKF/6, page 11)

Now, does General Von Horn consider it necessary for the good functioning

of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization that the Mixed Armistice

Commission meets and resumes its work and carries out its responsibilities?

This is the first question.
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, My second question emanates from the discussion that we just heard regarding

. the nature and the status of the demilitarized zone. What, in the opinion of the

> United Nations Truce Supervision machinery, is the status of the demilitarized

zone and what are the responsibilities of the truce machinery deriving from

article 5 of the Armistice Agreement with regard to this zone?

For my third question, I should like to know from General von Horn if

there are at present any military or para-military forces or any positions of

a military character in the demilitarized zone. If so, do they, in the

opinion of General von Horn, violate paragraph 5 (a) and- (b) of the

General Armistice Agreement?

My fourth question is this: In the light of the messages to which

General van Horn referred, which may be construed as open or implied threats,

does he feel that there is now any reason to expect yet another attack on the

Syrian territory by Israel armoured forces?

I wish to reserve the right to make a subsequent statement, pending

replies to these four questions.

Mr. QUAISON-SACKEY (Ghana): My delegation does not intend to intervene

in the debate at the present time. 'We are very delighted that the President,

through the Acting Secretary-General, found it possible to invite General von Horn

to be here with us.

I have only one question to ask which, in my opinion, might assist the

deliberations of this Council. I should like to know whether General von Horn

would indicate to the Council in what way the terms of the Armistice Agreement

of 20 July 19̂ 9 have been violated by either Syria or Israel within the past

six months, and particularly within the period immediately preceding the events

which took place on l6 and 17 March. Also, what has UNTSO done to prevent such

violations, if any?
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Mr._YOST (United States of America): We very much appreciate the

presence here of General von Horn whichf we are sure_, will contribute to the

clarity and efficacy of our deliberations. Pursuant to the practical proposal

which the Acting Secretary-General made, I should also like to address a few

questions to General von Horn, which I assume will be answered in the manner

suggested by the Acting Secretary-General. Seme of these questions overlap

somewhat questions which have already been posed> but I should nevertheless

like to put them forward in order to demonstrate our interest in the matter

and we would assume that he will perhaps combine a number of questions in his

answer

My first question is the following: Can General von Horn suggest ways in

which the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization's effectiveness could

be increased?

Secondly _, is the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization afforded

the necessary freedom of movement which is essential to the performance of its

responsibilities under the General Armistice Agreement?
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Thirdly, does General von Horn have any suggestions as to how observance

of the General Armistice Agreement; with special reference to deployment of forces

in the Demilitarized Zone and the defensive area, could be improved? Finally,

* could he comment further, in addition to the remarks in his report (S/5102), on

the status of the Israeli-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commission?

Mr. COMAY (Israel): I hope at a later stage to put before the Council

the considered observations of my Government on the statements that have been or

may be made in the debate, as well as on any proposals that may be put forward.

This includes the statement of the representative of Syria today which indicates

that the Syrian representative has little to learn from anyone about bad taste.

Some of his comments are more appropriate to his own home newspapers than to the

dignity of this Council''s proceedings. He has however asked what Israel's objectives

are and then preceded to answer them in his own way.

I can tell him briefly what are the objectives of our policy. They are,

firstly, peace with our neighbours. Secondly, if our neighbours refuse to

negotiate a settlement of all outstanding differences between as, as they are

obliged to do by resolutions of the Security Council and the General Assembly, we

will at least insist on that freedom from attack, aggression and interference which

is guaranteed to Israel under the Armistice Agreement. Thirdly, we mean to

proceed with the constructive development of our own country and we will not

acquiece in any attempts by our neighbours to obstruct or impede any aspects of

that development. I think this brief impromptu reply to the question of the

Syrian representative should suffice for the present.

The purpose of my intervention at this point is to draw attention again to

the two complaints submitted to the Council in my letter of 21 March 1962 (S/5098)-

My Government looks to the Security Council to take action on these complaints and

regards such action as essential to preserve peace and security in our area. It

may be helpful to the Council if I put before it some tentative suggested

provisions for a Council resolution on our complaints. These suggestions are as

follows:
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The Security Council,

Recalling that in its resolution of 11 August 19̂ 9 "the Security Council

found that "the Armistice Agreements constitute an important step toward

the establishment of permanent peace in Palestine;" and expressed the hcpe

that the. Governments concerned would seek agreement by negotiations in order

to "at an early date achieve agreement on the final settlement of all

questions outstanding between them",

Recalling further that in its resolution of 18 May 1951 the Security

Council declared "that in order to promote the return of permanent peace

in Palestine, it .is essential that the Governments of Israel and Syria

observe faithfully the General- Armistice Agreement",

Having considered the complaints submitted by the Government of Israel

to the Security Council (S/5098),

Noting the report by the Chief of Staff.of the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization (S/5102 and Add.l),

Considering that the repeated statements of leading Syrian representatives

threatening the territorial' integrity and political independence of Israel

violate the letter and the spirit of the Chfarter of the'United Nations, the

General Armistice Agreement 'betveeii -Israel a,nd Syria, and the resolutions

of the Security Council,

1. Condemns all violations by Syria of the General Armistice Agreement,

and calls upon it to abide fully by all the provisions of that Agreement,

and in particular to refrain frcm firing into Israel territory;

2. Calls upon Syria to desist from any threats against the territorial

integrity or political independence of Israel.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): May I draw the attention

of members of the Council to the. draft resolution (s/5107) submitted for

consideration of the Council by the Syrian Arab Republic which has just been

distributed.

Mr. TARAZI (Syria) (interpretation from French): Earlier I heard the

representative of Israel make certain somewhat fantastic comments on my brief

statement. May I say that his comments in no way reply to the contents of my

statement and certainly do not rebut any of my statements. The representative
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of Israel fivelt on a iiurnber 'of points on which my delegation reserves its right

. to reply later. However, -I would like to say that having heard the representative

' of Israel, "both' in his comments, and in the reading of'the proposal that he intends

-'* submitting to the Council, having, heard all that, 1 am more than convinced of

• . : • what'I'-'have already stated to the Council,, namely that Israel has not replied
' 'l , ' .

to the .questions "bearing on the attack that was committed..
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The facts contained, in the draft resolution presented by Israel, namely, to

request the Syrian forces to abstain from shooting against Israel forces, are

certainly not. new. It has been established that it vas the Israel forces that

began the shooting. Therefore, before giving lessons in morality it would be

better to apply-the precepts of morality to one's own conduct. Before trying

to tell us what must be done in that region, it would be better to know how to

behave.

Furthermore, my .delegation reserves its right to reply to all this at a

later stage in the debate. However, I did want to make the position of my

delegation very clear so that no doubt whatsoever would be left in the minds of

the members of the Council regarding the serious nature of the attack ̂ perpetrated,

an attack that cannot be justified for any reason; I repeat, that the incidents

that occurred before the attack were artificially provoked by Israel itself.

The representative of the Soviet Union asked at last Wednesday's meeting why

it was necessary to send these boats to sail on the Lake, If you have anything

in mind, then you know what you were doing. we know that there are Syrian

positions there; therefore, they are seeking to create friction with the Syrian

positions so that later on they can beast of having acted like Rommel.

Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): I see that General von Horn is

going to get away with a very few questions. I do not want to monopolize the

questioning so if the President and General von Horn will allow me I should like

to establish a military fact. I should like to know: in his ̂ pinion as a

military man, how long does it take to prepare such an attack as the one launched

by Israel on the night of 16-17 March? How many days, weeks or hours would it

take to have all the necessary equipment for launching this attack?

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): There are no further

speakers on my list and no member of the Council wishes to speak.

The next meeting of the Council will be tomorrow at J p.m.

The meeting rose at -̂.55 p.m.
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ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted*

THE PALESTINE QUESTION:

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 19̂ 2 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SYRIAN

ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (6/5096)

(b) LETTER DATED 21 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (8/5098)

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): In accordance with the

decisions previously taken by the Security Council, and if there are no

objections, I shall invite the representatives of Syria and Israel to take seats

at the Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr, Tarazi, representative of the Syrian

Arab Republic, and Mr, Comay, representative of Israel, took places at the

Security Council table.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish); The Council will now

continue consideration of the question included in item 2 of the agenda,

sub-paragraphs (a) and (b).

I wish to draw the attention of the members of the Council to document

8/5109, which contains a letter from the Permanent Representative of Israel

in which he submits a draft resolution.
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(The President)

The Chief of Staff, General von Horn, has drafted and prepared replies to

questions asked during the meeting of the Security Council on 3 April 1962.

In order to facilitate the work of the members of the Council, these replies

are contained in an unofficial document that members of the Council will find

before them. Because of the haste with which this document has had to be

prepared, it has only been distributed in English. The translations into the

other official languages are being prepared at the moment and will be distributed

today. Since these replies from General von Horn are contained in a document,

I propose, unless there are objections on the part of the members of the Council,

to request that these answers be included in the verbatim record of today's

meeting.

It was so decided.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): The members of the Council

will note that we are confronted with a somewhat peculiar situation. I have no

speakers on my list, doubtless because the members of the Council are still studying

the replies of General von Horn before asking to be heard. I had at first

thought of giving members of the Council perhaps a half hour's time in order to

read the document I refered to earlier. But in view of the fact that the

document only exists in English and not in the other official languages, I think

it is almost impossible for us to use that time in order to allow members of the

Council to study the document and participate in the debate which is still

continuing.

I have consulted as many members of the Council as possible regarding what

procedure we ought to follow because of the situation in which we find ourselves

and I have been told of the preferences of members of the Council, namely that

we should adjourn today's meeting and reconvene tomorrow. I would be ready to

do this,, unless there were any objections, and to suggest that the Security

Council reconvene tomorrow at 10.50 a.m.

As no member of the Council has indicated a desire to make any comments,

I take it that the suggestion which I made is acceptable to the members of the

Council.

The meeting rose at 3*̂ -5 p.m.
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ANSWERS BY MAJOR-GENERAL CARL CSON VON HORN,
CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE UNITED NATIONS TRUCE SUPERVISION ORGANIZATION,

TO QUESTIONS ASKED DURING THE MEETING OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL
ON 3 APRIL 1962

1. The representative of Syria asked, in connexion with the fighting of

16/17 March, whether any Syrian post or fortified position had been occupied or

destroyed.

On the basis of reports by United Nations Military Observers who visited the

Demilitarized Zone on three occasions since 17 March, the Chairman reported that

he was satisfied that there were none. No fortified position was seen as

"existing or destroyed".

2. The representative cf the United Arab Republic asked whether I consider

it necessary for the good functioning of the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization that the Mixed Armistice Commission should meet and resume its

work and carry out its responsibilities.

The General Armistice Agreement (Article VII, paragraph 7) provides for a

procedure, that of the Mixed Armistice Commission, So long as this procedure is

in abeyance, the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission and the Chief of

Staff are compelled to deal separately with each of the parties in order to

obtain compliance with the terms of the General Armistice Agreement. The

procedure of the Mixed Armistice Commission, face-to-face discussion between

the parties under a United Nations Chairman, cannot be replaced. This

procedure, which .also provides for the possibility of hearing witnesses or

experts, can help in finding an "equitable and mutually satisfactory settlement"

of claims or complaints. If the discussion in the Mixed Armistice Commission

does not lead to a settlement, it usually throws some light on moot points, for

inctance, the origin of an incident. Nothing can adequately take the place of

personal contacts between Delegations and discussions between' them.
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3. The representative of the United Arab Republic asked what was the status

of the Demilitarized Zone and what are the responsibilities of the truce

machinery under Article V of the Armistice Agreement with regard to this Zone.

A full answer to this question would call for a lengthy report. I can do

no more new than to bring out some salient points. But for those members of

the Council who wish to study the background in detail, I should like to refer

to the report, to the Security Council of 11 January 1955 by my predecessor,

General E.L.M. Burns (document 3/33̂ -3)? the report of tha late Secretary-General,

Mr. Dag Hammarakjold, dated 9 May 1956, • and in particular Annex VII to that

report (document S/359&), and also to my own report of :̂  February 19̂ 3 (document

S/1+-270). The basic provisions governing the Zone era contained in Article V of

the General Armistice Agreement. One of the main points of that Article is that

the area between the old Syrian-Palestine frontier and the Armistice Demarcation

Line established in 19̂ 9 was to be designated as a Demilitarized Zone. Paragraph

2 of Article V states that both the Demarcation Line and the Demilitarized Zone

have been defined "with a view toward separating the armed forces of the two

parties in such manner as to minimize the possibility of friction and incidents,

while providing for the gradual restoration of normal civilian life in the area

of the Demilitarized Zone, without prejudice to the ultimate settlement".

Under paragraph 5 (a) of Article V, the armed forces of both parties

"shall be totally excluded" 'from the Demilitarized Zone and "no activities

by military or para-military forces shall be permitted" there. Paragraph

5 (b) states that "any advance by the armed forces, military or para-military,

of either party into any part of the Demilitarized Zone, when confirmed by the

United Nations representatives referred to in the following subparagraph, shall

constitute a flagrant violation of this Agreement". Paragraph 5 (e) foresees

"the return of civilians to villages and settlements in the Demilitarized Zons

and the employment of limited numbers of locally recruited civilian police

in the Zone for internal security purposes".

With regard to civilian life, in the Demilitarized Zone, I would refer to

the "authoritative comment" of Dr. Bunche on Article V of the General Armistice

Agreement agreed to by both parties and incorporated verbatim in the resolution

of the Security Council of 8 May 1951 (document S/2157).
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An important point in the Mauthor-tative comment" is that civil

administration in the Demilitarized Zone, including the policing, was to "be on

a local "basis under the general supervision of the Chairman ef the Mixed

Armistice Commission and "without raising general, questions of administration,

jurisdiction, citizenship and sovereignty", Paragraph 1 of Article V states

"it is emphasized that the following arrangements for the Armistice Demarcation

Line "between the Israeli and Syrian forces and for the Demilitarized Zone are

not to be interpreted as having any relation whatsoever to ultimate territorial

arrangements affecting the two parties to this Agreement/1

The Demilitarized Zone has teen the scene of numerous incidents which are

referred to in the reports I have mentioned, One of the main causes of tension

has been the question of land ownership in the Zone. I should like to quote

paragraph 1©5 of my report tp the Security Council of 23 February I960. *If

disputes about land ceased, there would be ne motive fer Israel to send into

the Demilitarized Zone border police in armoured vehicles, no motive either for

Syria t& send national guards or other personnel. Ibis would mean that t2is

provisions of Article V, paragraph 5 (e) and of Dr. Bunche's authoritative

comment relating to the employment of locally recruited civilian police

be applied without reservation and that the JteinEiiisrized Zone vvu.1d be

it was intended, to be, viz. 'demilitarized',n

With regard to the second part of the question concerning the

of the truce machinery with regard te this Zone, I would again refer t«

reports I eite'd above and to Article V of the General Armistice Agreement.

This provides that the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission established

in Article VII of the Agreement and the United Nations Observers attached to

the Commission "shall be responsible for the full implementation ef this Article**

(paragraph 5 (c)}. One of their main responsibilities is to establish whether

or not any advance into the Zone by armed forces, military or para-military, of

either party, has taken place. Any advance confirmed by United Nations Observers

"shall constitute a flagrant violation of the. AgreementH (paragraph 5 (b)).

The Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission is empowered under paragraph

5 (e) of Article V to authorize the return.of civilians to villages and

'̂ ttlemeiats in the Demilitarized Zone and the "employment of limited numbers

»f lt/»JlXy recruited civilian police in the Zone for internal security purposes."

« -Chiefs of Shaff 'beginning with General Riley have taken the position
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that it was the Mixed Armistice Commission itself which under Article VII,

paragraph 8, was competent to interpret the meaning of the General Armistice

Agreement, The Israel Government, however, did not agree to discuss in the

Mixed Armistice Commission anything pertaining to the Demilitarized Zone or

to submit to the Mixed Armistice Commission the interpretation of Article V of

the General Armistice Agreement f9r a decision as to its competence or as t®

the competence of the Chairman in matters concerning the Demilitarized Zone.

As a result, no ordinary meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission have taken

Place since 1951.

., In my report cf S3 February I960, X drew attention to the following para-

graph of the Security Council1s resolution of 18 May 1951 in which the Council

"considers that it is inconsistent with the objectives and intent of the Armistice

Agreement to refuse to participate in meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission

or to fail to respect requests of the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission

as they relate to his obligations under Article V, and Skills upon the parties

to be represented at all meetings called by the Chairman of the Commission and

to respect such requests."

In view of the dispute over the powers of the Chairman and in the absence

of meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission, the authority of the Truce

Supervision Organization in the Demilitarized Zene has been greatly weakened,

k. The representative f»f the United Arsb Republic asked if there were at

present any military or para-military forces «r any positions of a military

character in the Demilitarized Zone and whether, if so, they violated paragraph '

5 (a) and (b) of Article V of the General Armistice Agreement,

Elements of military and para-military forces, as well as fortifications,

have been observed in the .Demilitarized Zone. These are violations of paragraph

5 (a) and (b) of Article V. An inspection of b<sth the Demilitarized Zane and

the Defensive arear was carried out on 29 sad 30 March 1962. Certain violations

were noted which existed in I960 and were referred to in my report of 23 February

I960. The existence of these violations has been brought to the attention of

the parties concerned. I believe that wy answers to the precedicg questions

have given a sufficient indication of the dangerous situation in the

Demilitarized Zone and the difficulties faced by the Chairman of the Mixed

Armistice Commission in dealing with them.
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5. The representative of the United Arab Republic asked whether in the

light of the messages to which I refeirred in my report there is now any

reason to expect another attack on Syrian territory by Israel aroted forces.

I hope that the members of the Security Council will not expect me to

speculate or undertake predictions. We in the Truce Supervision Organization

are constantly doing all that we can to avoid resort to force by either side.

6. The representative of the United Arab Republic asked for my opinion as

to how long it takes to prepare such an attack as the one launched by

Israel on the night of 16/1? March.

This is not a question to which I could give a satisfactory answer, since

I do hot have enough information to do so. However, it should be remembered

that the competence of UWTSO, even with the fullest co-operation of the

parties under the General Armistice Agreement, is limited to the Armistice

lemarcation Line itself, and to the remilitarized 2bne and the adjoining

defensive Areas. UWTSO has never asked for the right to observe or

investigate in territories other than those specifically placed under the

provisions of the General Armistice Agreements. I believe that if U1ITSO

had the full co-operation of both parties with regard to these specified

areas, violations of the General Armistice Agreement and of the cease-fire

order of the Security Council could be greatly minimized, if not altogether

eliminated.

7- The representative ef Ghana asked in what way the terms of the

Armistice Agreement had been violated by either Syria or Israel within the

past six months and particularly within the period immediately preceding

the events which took place on 16 and 17 March; and also what has UKTSO

done to prevent such violations, if any.

In reply to previous questions I indicated the nature of the principal

violations, known and confirmed by UN Military Observers: the presence of

military and para-military forces and positions in the Demilitarized Zone,

and the shooting incidents such as those which led up to the fighting of

16/17 March. In addition there are numerous complaints, which, however,

cannot be confirmed or verified except through the co-operation of both

parties.
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In the absence of regular 'meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission it

is impossible to determine which of these complaints could .be considered as

violations of the Armistice Agreement. This is what the Mixed Armistice Commission

was established to do. The function of UHT30 is to investigate complaints e.nd

to place the results of its investigations before tfce Mixed Armistice Commission.

It is then for the Mixed Armistice Commission to evaluate the results of the

investigation, and to decide on such measures as it may consider necessary to

rectify the situation, in. the event that it finds a violation to have taken place.

In the absence of meetings of the .Mixed Armistice Commission, UNTSO cannot do more

than to take note of complaints and conduct an inquiry vhich often amounts to

nothing more than the taking of statements by witnesses produced by one side.

As regards the measures which UNTSO has adopted to prevent incidents from

taking place, they are .mainly of one type: observation of the area and

notification to the party concerned when a violation is observed. -The efforts

of UNTSO have been facilitated by the-co-operation 'Of the parties in establishing

fixed observation posts. As I stated in my report, there were five on the,.

Syrian side and four on the Israeli side. A new observation post has just been

established on the Syrian side making a total of ten fixed posts.

When an incident occurs, UNTSO acts as rapidly as it can to re-establish

the cease-fire. Preventive action would be facilitated'by the co-operation of

the parties in ensuring full freedom of movement'••£or Wi Military Observers.along

the Armistice Demarcation Line, in the Demilitarized Zones, and in the Defensive

Areas, and in extending to the observers of IMTSO all necessary facilities for

moving rapidly to any point where tension is reported as developing.

8. :The representative of the United States asked four questions. I should

like to deal with them as one question because they seem to me to be closely

related.

The first question was how the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization's effectiveness could be increased. Secondly, whether the

UNTSO is afforded the necessary freedom of movement which is essential'to
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the performance of its responsibilities under the General Armistice Agreement.

Thirdly, how observance of the General Armistice Agreement, with specific

reference to the deployment of forces in the Demilitarised Zone and Defensive

Areas could be improved; and finally what additional comments I might have

on the status of the Israel-Syrian Mixed Armistice Commission. These

questions seem to be related because they have to do with ways and means

of increasing the effectiveness of UMTSO,

I indicated in my answers to previous questions that the main instrument

at the disposal of UKTSC is observation. Freedom of movement is an essential

element in effective observation. Although the ten fixed observation posts

now established have been of considerable help, their usefulness on the

Syrian side is diminished by the fact the Military Observers are not permitted

to move beyond 50 metres from them without excort or liaison officers. This

means that if firing is heard beyond a hill near an observation post, the

Observer cannot move from the post to higher ground or around a bend to

observe the firing. He must wait until a Syrian officer joins him and

accompanies him -on his observation. Ety- that time the Siring may have ceased

and there may be nothing to see. On the Israeli side, the situation is

different but no better. As the recent firing on Lake Tiberias has shown,

it is difficult for United Nations Observers to observe adequately what

is going on without some means of transportation on Lake Tiberias itself

where the firing is alleged to have taken place and where many incidents

involving fishermen are said to take place.

In 1955> my predecessor, General Burns, suggested the.desirability

Qf jafcoyiding UJHTSO witjli a boat which could be quickly dispatched to the

S£#»ne of an incident. Such a boat would in fact be a mobile observation

post. It would enable UETSO to assist the parties in ensuring compliance

with, the Agreement reported by the Secretary-General in paragraph 89 of

his report of 9 May 1956 regarding fishing on Lake Tiberias and the

undertaking by Israel to keep their i\> Lice boats back from the eastern

shore of the Lake except when it is necessary to approach it "for security

reasons".
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In his report, the late Secretary-General stated that he found it necessary

to maintain the proposal for a United Nations boat. The presence of United

Nations Observers in an unarmed observation boat on Lake Tiberias would not

in any way affect the claims and position of Israel with regard to Lake

Tiberias. It would also help if both in the case of the boat and movement of

Military Observers by jeep, both parties would permit United Nations Observers

freedom of movement without insisting that they be accompanied by liaison

officers. In principle, the request that United Hations Observers be accompanied

by. a liaison officer of either side seems unobjectionable. In practice, however,

it often happens that at the very moment when it is essential for United Nations

Observers to proceed quickly to the scene of an incident, no liaison officer

is available and United Nations Observers are immobilized until one appears.

In this connexion, it may be recalled that in his report of 9 May 195̂

Mr. Hammarskjold stated in paragraph 91 "that in implementation of the

recognition of the status and functions of the Chief of Staff and Observers,

a specific assurance should be given that the principle of freedom of

movement within the relevant areas should be freely recognized. Such assurances

were given by Egypt, Jordan, Syria and Lebanon. The position of the Government

of Israel is that they will continue to afford to United Nations Observers the

same degree of freedom of movement inside Israel which all residents or

visitors to Israel normally enjoy ...". It may be mentioned that pleasure

craft owned by Israeli residents move freely on Lake Tiberias unescorted by

Israeli liaison officers. It is particularly important that United Nations

Observers performing their duties in the Demilitarized Zone should have free

access which has sometimes been denied them even by the threat and use of

force when crossing at certain points from east to west.

The effectiveness of UNTSO would be greatly increased if both parties

were to facilitate the movement of United Nations Observers. For example,

north of Lake Tiberias permission for the TJJNTSO aircraft to land at the

Rosh Pina-Mahanayim airfield would result in considerable saving in time,

especially in periods of crisis. Although domestic airlines are permitted

to land at that airport, requests of the Chief of Staff of UETSO to use that

airfield have been denied. UNTSS1 effectiveness would also be considerably

increased if UNTSQ aircraft were permitted to use commercial air corridors

between Jerusalem-Mahanayim and from Mahanayim north to the Lebanese border
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to join the Beirut-Damascus corridor.

From time to time in the past, suggestions have "been made that UNTSO

effectiveness would be increased by the use of a helicopter. This type of

aircraft has proved its usefulness at other United Nations missions. I would

regard it as a valuable addition to the means available to UNTSO to carry out

its functions.

4j Freedom of movement of United Nations Observers will also enable the

, Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission to arrange repeated visits to the

* Demilitarized Zone and Defensive Areas. Such visits would enable any

deployment of forces prohibited under the General Armistice Agreement to be

promptly brought to the attention of the parties concerned.

Freedom of movement is necessary not only to enable United Nations

Observers to observe reported violations and to assist the parties in

re-establishing the cease-fire; it is also an important factor in allaying

mutual suspicions. If both parties are aware that United Nations Observers

are moving freely in the areas of their responsibility, their suspicions as

to the other's intentions are correspondingly lessened.

As I indicated in reply to an earlier question, the re-establishment of

the procedures for handling problems through the Mixed Armistice Commission

provided under the terms of the General Armistice Agreement would help to

normalize the situation in the Demilitarized Zone and along the Israel-Syrian

Armistice Demarcation Line. In the absence of regular meetings of the Mixed

Armistice Commission, the authority of the Chairman remains in question.

These are minimum suggestions which in my view would increase the

effectiveness of UNTSO, What they amount to, in fact, is a restatement of

some of the provisions of .Articles V and VII of the General Armistice

Agreement.
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ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted,

THE PALESTINE QUESTION:

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SYRIAN

ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5096)

(b) LETTER DATED 21 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5098)

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): In accordance with the

decisions taken previously by the Security Council, and if there are no objections,

I shall invite the representatives of Syria and Israel to take places at the

Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Tarazi, representative of the Syrian

Arab Republic, and Mr, Comay, representative of Israel, took places at the

Security Council table.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): Vie shall now continue

consideration of sub-paragraph (a) and (b) of the item which is on our agenda.

Before calling upon the representatives whose names are inscribed on my list

I wish, on behalf of the Council, to thank General von Horn for his very important

answers to the questions put to him. General von Horn's answers have been

included in the verbatim record (s/PV.100l) of yesterday's meeting as an annex.

The representative of the United Arab Republic has indicated his desire to

speak.

Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): I was under the impression that

we had decided yesterday that General von Horn's answers should be produced as a

document. Apparently I was wrong. May I suggest now that they be circulated as

a United Nations document for easier reference.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): May I remind the

representative of the United Arab Republic that at yesterday's meeting I proposed,

and the Council agreed without objection, that General von Horn's replies should

be included in the verbatim record of yesterday's, meeting of the Council as an

annex. I hope that this reply will satisfy him..
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Mr. BERARI (France) (interpretation from French): In the course of

our meeting on 27 March, the representative of Syria and the representative of

Israel both invoked in support of their theses the position taken by the French

delegation in the debate which, in January 1956, had already engaged the

attention of the Council on the subject of incidents which had taken place on

the shores of Lake Tiberias. I wish to thank them for that, and I am very i
flattered thereby. The Press has also ascribed certain very definite intentions j

to me, and I am equally flattered by that. Nevertheless, I am rather inclined

to think -- and perhaps this is an illusion -- that it is rather for me to say

what my delegation believes, and that is why I would wish to explain without

further delay what has in fact been the position of my Government as a result of

the incidents of December 1955 an<3- what position my Government deems it necessary

to adopt tcday_. after the incidents of last month.

It was with the greatest regret that my Government and my country learned

of the incidents of the months of February and March 1962, which have again

provoked a dangerous tension between Syria and Israel. For many years, France

has been linked to these two countries by bonds of friendship, and we consider

that these links are not and cannot be exclusive with respect to either of the

two. For centuries, the people of France and the people of Syria have maintained

close relations.

In the course of the debates of January 1956, the French delegation

condemned the reprisals to which, in reply to Syrian provocations, the Israeli

forces had resorted. But these provocations were condemned by my delegation

with equal vigour.

This time, once again, there have been provocations and reactions to them.

Let'us see what the salient features of both have been.

First of all, I cannot overlook the fact that the incidents of 8, 15 and

16 March took place shortly after .the letter of 2 March in which the Syrian

Government displayed its irritation over the plans of the Israel Government for

the utilization of part of the waters of Lake Tiberias for the purpose of

irrigating the Negev Desert. The tone and the tenor of this letter showed that

the Syrian authorities were particularly nervous at the time when the incidents

of 8, 15 and l6 March took place.
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(Mr, Berard, France)

Our Syrian colleague, Mr. Chehlaoui, reported to us that Israeli lighters

had come on these three dates to attack fortified posts of Syria in the

neighborhood of the north-east coast of the lake. I have re-read with attention

his-explanations and his evidence. I must confess that it hardly seems logical

or plausible to me that isolated lighters -- which are nothing more., as

General von Horn's report indicates to us, than landing barges -- should have

attacked Syrian posts whose overwhelming superiority in fire power and

defensive means were beyond any doubt. It would seem even more unlikely that,

after having undergone murderous fire on 8 March, these lighters would have

returned on 15 and l6 March with equally limited means at their disposal and

would have engaged in a new attack. General von Horn did not consider it

possible to arrive at a clear pronouncement on these points in his report,

because his collaborators did not have available to them during these incidents

any of the possibilities for observation which would have been necessary in order

to arrive at a specific opinion. But, as was pointed out by the representative

of the United States, the impression left by the report is that certain facts

would be difficult to explain if it were to be accepted that an Israeli attack

had actually taken place. As to the right of fishing boats and, in case of need,

the right of Israeli lighters to go through the waters neighboring the north-east

shore of the lake, a reading of the text does not make it possible to contest

that right.

The report of the Chief of Staff of UKTSO of 15 December 1955 is quite

different from that of 2.6 March 1962, Indeed, it devotes most of its first part

to a detailed description of the military operation launched by Israel on Syrian

territory on 12 December and'mentions only in its second part less recent

incidents which took place on 15 March and 30 June 195̂  in other words, more

than a. year earlier, as well as an incident which took place on 10 December 1955;

on the eve of the reprisal operations undertaken by Israel.

Document S/5102, of 2.6 March 19&2, presents a sequence of facts that is

more rigorous than the one of 1955; an<3-; through their unfolding, the

responsibilities appear to be diversely shared.
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(Mr» Berard, France)

Its first part is indeed entitled "Events leading up to the fighting on

the night of 16-17 March 1962". This title in itself signifies that, if the

incidents of 8, 1J and l6 March had not occurred, the events of the night of

16-17 March doubtless would also not have taken place. Wow, as to the

responsibility for these incidents of 8, 15 and l6 March, I have already had

occasion to pronounce myself.

Mere frequent and mere lancinating than the isolated incident of December

1955; "the incidents of February and March 1962 had created a tension and

irritation which in part explain the events of the night of 16-17 March.

My delegation, of course, does not accept in any way at all the initiative

taken in the course of that night by the Israeli forces. ¥e regret that those

forces found it possible to resort to such methods and that, as a result of the

incidents which took place, the Israeli authorities did not deem it

appropriate to resort to the procedures provided for in the Armistice Agreement.

¥e strongly hope that in the future they will abide by those procedures.

If now we compare the events of 12 December 1955 with those of the night

of 16-17 March 1962, a certain number of differences emerge.

On 12 December 1955> in particular, there was a crossing of the Jordan

by a group of Israeli commandos who, in ccming to the south, had penetrated

into Syrian territory up to the village of Ed Douqa. That did not occur on

the night of 16-17 March.

The reports of the events of that night, as set-forth by the two parties,

are contradictory, and the information supplied by the Chief of Staff does not

make it posssible to establish decisively where the truth lies. But one fact

emerges in an unquestionable manner from both charges. That is that the

position of En Nuqueib attacked by the Israeli forces is situated in the

demilitarized zone and that, on that occasion, no Israeli expedition really

penetrated into Syrian territory. In its letter of 17 March to the Chairman of

the Mixed Armistice Commission, the Syrian delegation complains about "a series

of aggressive acts committed on the night of 16-17 March by Israeli armed

forces against Syrian territory and against Arab lands in the demilitarized

zone."
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(Mr. Berard, France)

Following this operation against En Wuqueib, the Syrian batteries opened fire

upon and destroyed the Israeli village of Bin Gev. After that, artillery duels

and even aircraft dog-fights took place, in the course of which the Syrian posts

on the north-east of Lake Tiberias were fired upon by the Israelis.

I cannot avoid the impression that in this matter, in this series of incidents,

the guilt was largely shared and the actions of the two parties were equally

regrettable.

t
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(Mr. Eerard, France)

I cannot -- as one might be tempted to do on the Israeli side -- reduce

the gravity of the events of the nights of the l6 and 17 March; but on the other

hand, I could not neglect — as is done in the Syrian note -- the provocations

which have preceded these events, nor neglect the geographical position of the

demilitarized zone of El Nuqueib which has been attacked by Israeli commandos.

The events of March 19&2, therefore, are not — as far as responsibilities

are concerned — entirely comparable to those of 1955; and that is why my

delegation could not apply to them the same conclusions.

We severely reprove the military initiative that has been shown by both

sides. Ue recall the injunctions of the resolution of January 195̂ . We invite

both parties to comply scrupulously with the stipulations of the Armistice
s

Agreements and to adopt any and all possible measures in order to avoid the

resurgence of similar incidents.

We lastly wish to emphasize that, if such border incidents were to recur

by misfortune, the parties are held, in order to settle these, not to resort

to anything other than the methods and procedures provided for in the Armistice

Agreement.

a.s for condemning, unilaterally, one or the other side, we believe that

the information available to us on these last events does not make it possible

for us to do this. These events, unfortunately, are not isolated; they come

within a long series with which our Council has had to deal on numerous occasions,

and these cannot be examined without the past being taken into account; and this

past makes one fact clearly evident: That is that an end will be put to this

friction and these clashes only when the armistice situation, which the authors

consider to be only tentative, will have given way, as was hoped by the authors

of the Convention, to a lasting settlement. Those who oppose this settlement,

of course, bear a heavy responsibility, quite evidently.

I indicated the wishes my delegation expresses so that a peace might settle

in this region. Yes, I realize there are particularly delicate problems involved;

I am aware, there are sensitive points and tragic situations; but a certain

number of Arab States and the State of Israel, whose existence our Organization

\
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has, in fact, made possible, are neighbours. This is a fact. Must it not be

considered .with realism by the Governments concerned? Would it not be

appropriate for an atmosphere of pacification to prevail in their relations?

Should we not, lastly, congratulate ourselves upon any measure that might

contribute to this?

That is why, Mr. President, we are particularly grateful to General Von Horn

for the action which he has conducted in situ immediately after these events in

order to establish a cease-fire and in order to induce the two parties to

respect it. Ue must thank him for the suggestions which he has already had

accepted by the two parties, concerning the establishment, to the north-east of

Lake Tiberias,of a new observation post which will be particularly useful, as he

tells us, concerning, also, the frequent visits by United Nations observers

of the demilitarized zone and of the so-called defensive zones.

The other suggestions made by General Von Horn in his replies distributed

yesterday on 4 April -- whose French text, I -wish to point out in passing,

has been distributed to us only this morning — will be studied by my delegation

with all the interest they deserve.

These are the considerations which have led my delegation to a clcse

and impartial study of the file. My delegation has examined this without any

prejudices and preconceived ideas, but animated by a sentiment of friendship

for both parties. ¥e have been motivated by a desire to overcome the present

difficulties and to ensure a more favourable climate between the parties

concerned — a true climate of peace.

I
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Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republis): The Council has before it the

two letters of the Syrian and Israel delegations reproduced in

documents 8/5096 and 8/5098; respectively. The Council has heard the

statement of the Syrian representative and the statement of the Israel

representative. We have examined the report submitted on 20 March by the

Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization to the

Secretary-General, document S/5102. The Chief of Staff has himself come to

the Council table to assist us. Members wishing to pose questions to him

have done so, and his written answers were submitted to us yesterday. I feel

that we are now in possession of all the available facts and I would like to

state now the views of my delegation.

The present discussion is held under the title "The Palestine tuestion".

Speaking under this title, one may be tempted, entitled or even obliged to roam

over an area far wider than the area of the present conflict. One may have to

deal with a span of time stretching deep into the past and projecting far into the

future. It is not my intention to do so. I neither feel entitled to waste the

time of the Council by dealing with matters not under its consideration at

present, nor do I wish to join in drowning the specific serious and dangerous

situation which is under out consideration.

1
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Shortly before midnight on the l6th of last month, a sudden armed attack by

Israel, in which its air, land and sea 'forces were employed, was launched on the

Syrian villages near Lake Tiberias. The attack was resisted and the Chief of

Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization was able to arrange

a cease-fire early in the morning of the next day.

The Israelis stated that this attack was preceded by a series of incidents

said to have taken place on 8, 15 and l6 March. When it was suggested that the

Syrian complaint and the Israel counter complaint be examined by the Council

simultaneously, our delegation made no objection. In fact, our feeling was

that such a' procedure would give the Council a better opportunity to see the

merits of the original Syrian complaint.

The Council did not need to investigate the Israel attack with mortars on

the Syrian village of El Wuqueib, nor the midnight firing by some forty Israel

armoured patrol boats on the neighbouring Syrian villages, nor the bombardment

at dawn of the Syrian villages of El Al, Fiq and Zaki. Document S/5102 gives us

a text of the so-called "first communique"" by the spokesman of the Israel

armed forces which stated that:

"Shortly before midnight a unit of Israel defence forces assaulted

Syrian positions north of Wuqueib, occupied the posts and destroyed the

fortifications."

The aggression was committed. The Syrian delegates told us what articles of

the Armistice Agreement and of the Charter were violated. The world knows what

human values were betrayed. The Council was expected to quickly condemn Israel

again, as it had done in January of 195̂  for a similar night attack on Syria.

The Council was expected to recall its stern warning to Israel at that time and

to consider how it could make its warnings meaningful now.

We welcomed, however, the examination of the Israel complaints. We welcomed

the presence of the Chief of Staff. We said that we were not afraid of the facts.

We said we wanted to have all the facts.

How we know from the testimony available that:
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"Between 1 January and 8 March 1962 there had been one verbal Israel

complaint, on 25 February ..."

Everything seemed to be quiet in the area until 8 March. We know also that on

8 March the Israelis complained verbally that the Syrian positions at El-Koursi

had fired on an Israel police boat, two of the crew were wounded and the beat was

damaged. '

The Syrians had quite another story. But let us restate the Israel

reaction, which is indeed remarkable, as the representative of Israel himself

noted. First, the senior Israel delegate requested an urgent meeting with the

Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission "in view of the seriousness of the

situation caused by the latest Syrian attack on Lake Kinneret". (l presume that

Lake Kinneret is like Tiberias.) The senior Israel delegate, in the meeting

that took place on the same afternoon, and I quote from General von Horn's

report, "referred to the present dangerous situation". There had been no

incident during that year, except for the one on 25 February. The senior Israeli

delegate "referred to the present dangerous situation which, in his view, might

deteriorate to the state that existed in 1955; when the Israel Army attacked

Syrian positions east of the Lake".

That is the aggression referred to that took place on the night of

11-12 December 1955.> "the aggression that the Council has examined, and 'has

heard that it was a punitive action in retaliation for a provocation

committed by Syria on 10 December of the same year and has:

"1. Holds that this interference in no way justifies the

Israel action;

"2. Reminds the Government of Israel that the Council has already

condemned military action in breach of the General Armistice Agreements,

whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation, and has called upon Israel

to take effective measures to prevent such actions;

"3« Condemns the attack of 11 December, 1955 as a flagrant violation of

the cease-fire provisions of its resolution of 15 July 19̂ -8 of the terms of

the General Armistice Agreement between Israel and Syria, and of Israel's

obligations under the Charter;
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"4. Expresses its grave concern at the failure of the Government of

Israel to comply with its obligations ;

"5. Calls upon the Government of Israel to do so in the future,

in default of which the Council will have to consider what further

measures under the Charter are required to maintain or restore the peace;"

etc., until in paragraph 9> "the Council called upon both parties:

"... in particular to make full use of the machinery of the Mixed

Armistice Commission in the interpretation and application of its

provisions".
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After this most regrettable but most interesting Israel prophecy that the

attack of December 1955 may be repeated. General von Horn was requested;on

9 March; the next day, by the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs to tell Eemascus

that Israel "wished the Syrian Government to realize that by such actions they

were playing with fire". The Chief of Staff was able perhaps to relay this

message with the allusion made the day before to the "night of punishment",

the aggression of 11-12 December 1955* He therefore gave the message to Damascus.

Four days later the Permanent representative of Israel here in the United

Nations was apparently instructed by his Government to express to the Acting

Secretary-General his concern about the incident of 8 March -- all this because

of the incident I described to the effect that fire either began or was returned

from a civilian post, from an Israel patrol ship or police boat in the Lake.

Another incident was reported on 15 March. Three Israel armoured lighters

came to within eighty metres of the Syrian post of El Hassel. Fire was exchanged.

The Syrian delegation alone asked the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization

for an investigation. The United Nations observer in the observation post east

of the mouth of the Jordan saw three Israel aircraft. This is interesting in

the light of the statement made by the Israel representative here that all that

Israel has on the Lake"are two second-hand boats".

The Foreign Minister of Israel sent a message to the Acting Secretary-General

stating that this situation could not be allowed to continue. The next day,

l6 March, another incident was said to have occurred. The Foreign Minister asked

the Acting Secretary-General, in a message, "if this ... was the Syrian answer to

the representations of the United Nations". Then, not waiting for a reply and

apparently disgusted with the said United Nations, the so-called punitive

preventive action -- the attack in the dark, and the enlarged edition of the

assault that was condemned in no uncertain terms by the Council on 19 January 1956--

w~as launched on the village of El Nuqueib and the other previously named villages

of Syria by the air, land and sea armed forces of the Israel authorities, who

apparently lost their patience after three alleged border incidents during the

whole year of 19̂ 2, and lost their confidence in the United Nations, its Truce

Supervision Organization, its Mixed Armistice Commission, its Acting Secretary-

General, its Security Council, and so on and so forth. The Israel armed forces
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proudly declared in the morning, in a communique numbered one, that a unit of

their defence forces had assaulted the positions, occupied the posts, and destroyed

the fortifications.

A similar declaration was made before this Council. On l6 March we were told

that an offensive was aimed against the Syrian military position"encroaching

into the Demilitarized Zone". The Israel armed forces had, as we were again told,

first occupied and then destroyed this encroaching position.

Paragraph (l) of the document containing the answers of Major-General von Horn,

which was distributed to us yesterday, states the following:

"1. The representative of Syria asked, in connexion with the fighting

of 16/17 March, whether any Syrian post or fortified position had been

occupied or destroyed.

"On the basis of reports by United Nations Military Observers who

visited the Demilitarized Zone on three occasions since 17 March, the
i

Chairman reported that he was satisfied that there were none. No fortified

position was seen as 'existing or destroyed1."

I have asked General von Horn how many days he thought would be necessary for

the preparation of an attack such as the one launched by Israel on 16/17 March.

It was difficult to give a reply. I would guess, however, that to get all these

forces across the Demilitarized Zone would take at least a few days. I wonder

whether this attack, which was premeditated and planned, was reall planned before

or after 8 March. I suggest that it was not because of any special powers of

prophecy, as regards the Israel representative and his conversation with the

Chairman of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization, that he was able

to speak about an attack similar to the attack of December 19.S5. It was because

of knowledge. It was because the attack on l6/17 March on Syria was really

planned 'and, as part of the planning for it, the series of attacks on

8, 15, and l6 March had been provoked.
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This may seem unjust, but what can we do? Such border incidents would have

naturally been dealt with by the Mixed Armistice Commission. Its report would

have been before us now and on the strength of which we could have taken a more

positive position. When we remember that only nine months after the Security

Council's resolution of 19 January 195& condemning Israel in the terms I just

quoted, Israel, without considering the strong resolution adopted nine months

earlier, launched its attack on Egypt, we are hopeful that the resemblance between

1956 and 1962 will be stopped here in this Council. I hope it will be stopped

with our adopting at lce.ut a resolution similar to or etrcr^cr tLan the cr.e

which the Council adopted in 1956.

In January 1959 Israel brought a complaint to this Council, one not

unsimilar to its present complaints about the alleged incidents of

8, 15 and l6 March. The members of the Council, almost all of them, were of the

opinion that such a complaint should have been referred to the Israel-Syrian

Mixed Armistice Commission. Mr. Lodge, the representative of the United States,

had said the following:

"We feel, therefore, that the Mixed Armistice Commission set up by

the General Armistice Agreement should not be left paralysed. We feel

especially so because the incidents on the demarcation line in particular

seem to be under the jurisdiction of the Mixed Armistice Commission."

(Security Council Official Records, S/PV.845, paragraph 102).

The representatives of the United Kingdom, China and almost every member of

the Council took the same attitude. It was obvious that Israel persisted in its

attitude in spite of the resolution of 19 January 195& calling on it to co-operate

with the Mixed Armistice Commission. It was obvious that it persisted in defying

the Commission and in paralyzing it, despite the Security Council resolution of

18 May 1951 calling upon all the parties always to be represented at the meetings

of the Commission.

Israel just refused to comply with these resolutions. We are now in the

midst of April 1962 and this is still the case. Because of that we are not able

to really know whether the incidents of 8, 15 and l6 March are, as Israel

suggests, provocations to prepare for the assault of 16/17 March or not.
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Since we are prevented from getting the facts, we have to make these speculations.

Replying to my answers, General von Horn stated in one place:

"The General Armistice Agreement (Article VII, paragraph 7) provides

for a procedure, that of the Mixed Armistice Commission ... this procedure

is in abeyance".

Later on page 4 of his answers he states that:

Israel ... did not agree to discuss in the Mixed Armistice Commission anything

pertaining to the Demilitarized Zone ... As a result, no ordinary meetings

of the Mixed Armistice Commission have taken place since 1951"•

Even if these three incidents of the eighth, fifteenth and sixteenth have

so greatly irritated Israel, one would have hoped that this would have made it

ask for and attend a meeting of the Mixed Armistice Commission to discuss them

and reach an acceptable solution instead of threatening and, alas, indeed inflicting

such an aggression as the one which we now have under consideration.

Again answering my question about the status of the Demilitarized Zone,

General von Horn made it quite clear that this Zone first should be free from all

military and para-military activities and installations while at present Israel

does not respect this provision. General questions about citizenship

and sovereignty should not be raised, he stid, with regard to such zones. It is

obvious that Israel considers the Zone as its own and its inhabitants as its

citizens.

AH this constitutes flagrant "violations of paragraph 5 (t>)" of the

Agreement of which Israel must stand condemned. The total and fir.al annexation of

the Demilitarized Zone seems to be one of the immediate Israel objectives, and this

must be resisted.

I should like to pause here and quote from the statement of the representative

of Israel made on 28 March. He said:

"I am authorized by my Government to reiterate its declared policy

of adherence to the principles and obligations of the Charter and the

Armistice Agreement". (S/PV.999, page 41)

One wonders if the wilful paralysing of the Mixed Armistice Commission, the

militarization of the Demilitarized Zone and the wanton -- and I suggest carefully

staged -- attack on the Syrian villages, after being condemned and warned for an

action similar to the present aggression -- is this what is meant by adherence?

Or is this declaration by Ambassador Comay a declaration of future intentions —

I hope welcome intentions?
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And if so, can it be possible that Israel intends to respect all the United

Nations resolutions in which it is concerned, or will it go on accepting whatever

it finds to be to its benefit, rejecting whatever it deems to be not to its

benefit?

I should like to refer again to the accusation of the representative of Israel

that the Syrians are trying to establish de facto control on a portion of the Lake.

Is this wrong? If so, is it only wrong if Syria does it? If Israel establishes

de facto control on lands not allotted to it by a United Nations resolution, if it

establishes a de facto control in demilitarized zones in other areas, is it wrong

or is it only wrong when Syria does it and not wrong when Israel does it?

Two draft resolutions, one by Syria and the other by Israel, have been

circulated under rule 38 of our rules of procedure. I should like first to refer

to the Israel draft resolution because it begins by mentioning the Security

Council resolution of 19̂ 9- This is indeed interesting. The Security Council

thought then, in 19̂ 9.> that the Armistice Agreements constituted a step toward

peace. So Israel first defies the agreement, as we have shown, and, secondly,

between 19̂ 9 and now launches all its notorious attacks whenever it can.

it launches another attack, another offensive of another nature, a peace offensive,

a so-called peace offensive. Israel does not desire peace. One would in all
4

earnestness ask whether it can afford peace. I think that an eminent Israel journalist,

Moshe Brilliant, once touched upon this subject five years ago. Those who are

familiar with Semitic languages know the great difference between s^alam and

Istislam, between peace and surrender.

It is not our intention, however, to deviate from the question under our

consideration, but in the light of the Israel draft resolution, one may ask

whether these notorious Israel attacks, including the last attack on Syria? condemned

as they stand, might not be a series of battles of intimidation to win the

greatest of Israel goals: the surrender of its adversaries and acceptance of its

dictates.
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The Israel draft resolution tries to equate both parties in this

aggression, the aggressor and the victim. We hardly expect this Council to

adopt such an attitude, and we will certainly not accept it. Israel, not Syria,

has been condemned by this Council in 1953>- i-n February 1955 and again in

-January 195°". Israel was condemned by the Mixed Armistice Commission, when it cared

to participate in its deliberations, more than ninety times. Israel was condemned

for establishing military fortifications in the Demilitarized Zones in violation of
• .

article 5> paragraph 5 of the Israel-Syrian Armistice Agreement. It was further

condemned for occupying land by force in the'Demilitarized Zone. It was ccndtmned

for its:destructive attack on .the Village of Tawafiq. in violation of article 3;

paragraph 2 of the Israel-Syrian Armistice Agreement. Furthermore, Israel stands

morally condemned"" because the supervision machinery of this Armistice Agreement

is not able to function properly today.

However, the Syrian delegation, in the draft resolution it put before us,

•was content to submit a draft resolution in which this Council would yet once

more repeat its condemnation, reaffirm its resolution of,19 January 195& and deitand

that Israel cease obstructing the United Nations truce supervision ' machinery,

and that it accept the proposals made to strengthen that machinery.
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That draft resolution is before us in document S/5107. I think that a few

corrections might be made to reflect previous decisions of the Council.

The first paragraph of the preamble might be changed to read,

"Taking note of the complaint contained in documents S/5C92 and S/5C98,".

To the second paragraph of the preamble might be added:

"and the answers he subsequently made to questions put to him by

several members of the Council".

The third paragraph of the preamble might be changed to read:

"Recalling and reaffirming its resolution of 19 January 1956,".

In the fourth paragraph of the preamble the date 12 November 1953 should

be changed to 2h November 1953, and the date 11 January 1956 should be changed

to 19 January 1956. I

Operative paragraph 2 might be changed to read, "Warns ... again of . ..",

and so on.

Should the Syrian delegation wish to make these minor changes I would ask .

the President., under rule 38 of our rules of procedure, to put the Syrian draft

resolution contained in document S/5107, with these corrections, to the vote

at the appropriate time.
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Mr. COMAY (Israel): Since the answers given "by General von Horn

yesterday so directly concern Israel, it is necessary for me to put on record

some observations about them:

It may be well at the outset to state in general terms how we see the'

relationship between the Israel authorities and the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization regarding the implementation of the Armistice Agreement.

This Agreement is an international treaty between two States -- Israel and

Syria -- and the basic task of the United Nations observers is to assist the

parties to the Agreement in applying and observing its terms. -Any specific

suggestions or requests made by the United Nations Chief-of-Staff to my

Government are given the most careful consideration,, and that will continue.

In considering them, my Government must have regard to questions of our

national security and of our exclusive jurisdiction over our own territory.

It follows that we cannot blindly accede to any and every request that may be

made to us by the United Nations representatives. ¥e will always study them

on their merits* If, on a specific occasion, a proposal maybe unaccaptable

to us for what we regard as valid and cogent reasons, our objection to it would

fall within the area of responsibility of the Israel Government, just as it does

regarding the Government of any other sovereign State. This may sound obvious,

but it is sometimes useful to re-state the obvious.

The two factors I have mentioned -- national security and undisputed

jurisdiction over our own territory -- are peculiarly relevant to Israel's

situation. Israel is, as Council members are aware, a very small country, not

more than ten miles wide at its centre, and surrounded by hostile States on all

its land borders. Moreover, our neighbours refuse to recognize our legitimate

Statehood and sovereignty, or even our right to exist at all. That is the spirit

in which two representatives of Syria have now addressed the Council on this

present item. These lamentable conditions oblige us to give special attention

to the two factors which I have mentioned: national security and undisputed

jurisdiction over our territory.

A case in point is the question of a United Nations patrol boat on

Lake Tiberias, to which General von Horn has referred. In his report of

26 March 1962 (S/5102) the Chief of Staff says that he mentioned this matter to

the Israel Foreign Minister, and found that we had "serious objections" to it.
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This is correct. The importance of this body of water, its proximity to the

frontier, the Syrian encroachments on it, and the refusal of Syria to acknowledge

Israel's sovereignty over it, indicate the wisdom of leaving the lake under our

excusive jurisdiction and control. It is significant that Syria has pressed

in the past for a United Nations boat under a United Nations flag on Lake Tiberias,

and it does so again in paragraph J of its draft resolution (s/5017)«

In our judgement, permitting this to be done would not be helpful, as it

would only encourage Syrian designs on the lake. I must confess that our view

has, if anything, been strengthened by General von Horn's answers yesterday. He

refers, not to Israel's rights with regard to Lake Tiberias, but to what he calls

its "claims and position", which is an odd way to refer to our waters within our

own country. The fact that pleasure-craft may move freely on the lake is quite

irrelevant to this problem.

He also suggests that it would be part of the task of such a United Nations

body to ensure compliance with the so-called "undertaking by Israel to keep their

police boats back from the eastern shore of the lake except when it is necessary

to approach it for security reasons."

No such undertaking, in fact, exists, although it was suggested many years

ago, as a purely voluntary and unilateral policy by Israel, provided the Syrians

ceased all trespassing on, or interference with, the lake -- which, unfortunately,

did not happen. In any case, any supervisory function over our boats, such as

that implied in this answer, would be unacceptable to my Government, If the

Chief of Staff has any practical problems or need for observation facilities,

which can be met in a way to which we have less serious objections, I am sure

my Government would be willing to discuss this with him.
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Similarly, the question of freedom of movement for United Nations Observers

cannot be laid down as an abstract principle but can only be discussed in a

pragmatic way with the Israel authorities, having regard to the needs of the

Observers' tasks as well as our own security considerations. We have noted the

observation of General von Horn to the effect that on the Syrian side the

United Nations Observers are subjected to most stringent limitations on movements.

.In effect, theses limitations cripple their effectiveness. The General omits to

state that no- comparable limitations are imposed on the Israel side.

I now come to two interrelated problems which have been raised by these

questions and answers: the status of the Demilitarized Zone and the functioning

of the Mixed Armistice Commission.

It is well to bear in mind under what circumstances the demilitarized zones

came into existence. During the fighting of 19̂ 8, Syrian troops at certain

points crossed their own frontier and illegally occupied strips of territory

on the Israel side of that frontier. In 19̂ -9.? Syria's withdrawal from these

occupied areas beyond her international frontier was made a condition for the

conclusion of the Armistice Agreement. It was agreed that these evacuated areas,

together with adjacent areas controlled by Israel forces, should constitute

demilitarized zones. It has been the consistent view of the Government of Israel

that these Zones are part of the sovereign territory of the State of Israel, but

that is not the question before the Council at this moment. What is clear from

the Agreement is that the exclusion of Syria from the Demilitarized Zone was

complete and-definite. This has a direct bearing on the reason why the Mixed

Armistice Commission has not functioned in a regular way since 1951-

The Israel position was fully set out in a memorandum of 27 December 195̂ >

which is attached as appendix B to the report by the Chief of Staff of

11 January 1955 > document S/33^3- Perhaps I may be permitted to quote simply

a few sentences from that memorandum:
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"The absence of any Syrian 'locus standi1 in the Zone is demonstrated

conclusively in the limitation of the MAC's competence with regard to

matters of the D.C. According to para. 5C of Article V, it is the

Chairman of the MAC (or the Chief of Staff) and not the Commission, of

which Syria is a member, that is responsible for ensuring the implementation

of .art. V governing the Demilitarized Zone." (8/33̂ 5* Appendix B, p. 2)

For instance,

"Lieut.-General W.E. Riley, Chief of Staff of the IMCSO, declared at

the o2nd MAC meeting, with reference to a Syrian complaint against alleged

Israeli violations of provisions of Article V:

'The Chairman assumes general supervision of the D.Z., therefore it

is the Chairman and not the MAC which deals with this problem'.

"The aforesaid principle has been followed in practice throughout

the years except when otherwise agreed to by Israel (as for instance in a

number of MAC discussions held before 1951)• The Chairmen of the Israel-

Syrian Mixed Armistice Commission have taken up and settled numerous

questions concerning the Demilitarized Zone directly with Israel

representatives...

"Syria, however, persists in attempts to create for herself a position

which would entitle her to intervene in a territory that lies outside her

state boundaries, and in several instances questions concerning the

Demilitarized Zone have appeared at her insistence on the agenda of the

MAC. It is evident that Israel cannot acquiesce in these attempts by

Syria to usurp rights which are not hers and is bound to remain consistent

in upholding the basic tenet of the Armistice Agreement - the exclusion of

Syria from any rights within the Demilitarized Zone, ...", (ibid., pp. 3 and
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Be that as it may, it is the Syrian attempt to regain a foothold in the

Demilitarized Zone, through the Mixed Armistice Commission, and not the Israel

attitude, which has caused the suspension of these formal meetings for over

eleven years. If Syria would not insist on the Mixed Armistice Commission's

dealing with Demilitarized Zone matters, there would be no obstacle to Israel's
" \ 'full participation in the Commission.

I would add one further observation on this point. It is suggested that

under its general interpretative function the Mixed Armistice Commission is

entitled to assume jurisdiction in any matter if it so sees fit. This seems

to us an unsound argument. Either the Mixed Armistice Commission is competent

to deal with matters concerning the Demilitarized Zone, or it is not. We

maintain that it is not. This is an area of competence reserved for the

Chairman and not for the Commission itself, for the precise reason that there

are Syrian representatives on the Commission.

It does not follow that the absence of formal meetings of the Commission

prevents the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization staff from

effectively carrying out their duties. Here, if I may say so, General von Horn

does his own organization less than justice. The United Nations Observers do

in fact conduct investigations of complaints and regularly submit reports of

their findings and conclusions to the Chief of Staff. In the process of these

investigations they hear the views of the parties, they examine witnesses and

perform whatever functions may be required. Since in any event the deciding

vote in the Mixed Armistice Commission would be that of the United Nations

Chairman, there is on the working level not much difference between this more

flexible and informal method of functioning and the formal proceedings of the Mixed

Armistice Commission.

Lastly, I would refer to the first and briefest of General von Horn's

answers yesterday, which is also the most startling. In reply to the

representative of Syria, he finds that no Syrian fortified position was occupied

or destroyed. If so, what is all the fuss about? If this answer implies that no

Israel troops attacked any position in Syrian territory, it is a correct answer.
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It is not alleged by the Syrians themselves that such an attack took place, nor

is there any such finding in the United Nations Observers' report. I am also

ready to believe that the Syrians did not bring the United Nations investigators

to the position which was actually attacked, for the simple reason that this

position was outside Syrian territory and within the Demilitarized Zone where

it had no business to be at all.

I
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But this.laconic answer by the Chief of Staff has more serious implications,

with which I am compelled to deal with complete frankness. The decision by the

Israel Government to take the action of l6, 17 March was reluctantly reached, and

only because this action was regarded as a painful necessity. The Israel

Government has taken public responsibility for this action, both to the people

of Israel and here before the United Nations. We have put on record what occurred

and why. But when a United Nations official appears to throw doubt on the factual

veracity of my Government's position, it is for us a very serious matter.

I wish here at the Council table to state, on the full authority of my

Government, that we reject any inference of .doubt which may be contained in

General von Horn's statement yesterday. I would also categorically reaffirm

what I said on 28 March before the Council, in the following words:

"The objective of the Israel action was a Syrian military position

encroaching into the Demilitarized Zone, where its very existence

constituted a flagrant violation of the Armistice Agreement. This position,

which had been involved in the attacks on Israel vessels on the Lake,

was occupied and destroyed, after elaborate precautions had been taken

to ensure that no harm would be done to the inhabitants of the adjacent

Arab village of Nuqueib in the Demilitarized Zone."

I not only wish to reaffirm that statement here now but, in view of the answer

by the Chief of Staff, to which I have referred, I wish now to amplify the

above statement in certain respects.

Firstly, the existence of this Syrian military position encroaching into

the Demilitarized Zone was well known to the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization. Our own representatives have from time to time drawn UNTSO's

attention to them and as recently as 1960, we were assured that our complaints

would be taken up with the authorities in Damascus. These complaints produced

no results.

Secondly, we can assist' UWTSO in identifying the locality in question and

I am able to state that its exact map reference is 21090/2̂ 615.
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Thirdly, we can supply UNTSO, if it wishes, with a list of the military

weapons and equipment found in this fortified position during the Israel action

of 16, 17 March. These weapons include an 82mm recoilless gun of the B.10 type,

which was used in the attacks on our police patrol boats on 8, 15 and l6 March;

also heavy machine guns of the Gorianov type of 7•62mm calibre, and light

machine guns of the RPD type.

Fourthly, this position was occupied, when we reached it, by regular troops

of the Syrian army belonging to the Third Battalion of the Second Syrian Brigade.

One of them, whose name is Gunnar Husein Ahmed Abdel Hamid Yihya, was interrogated

by our military intelligence and was subsequently returned to Syria through the

United Nations Observers. He corroborates the facts as I have put them before

the Council.

Fifthly, the small Israel force that was involved in the action of l6, 17 March,

and which included no tanks, was immediately withdrawn the same night. The Israel

Army maintains no forces and no military positions inside the Demilitarized Zone.

I must express the strong regret of my Government at the misleading nature

of the answer on this point given yesterday by the United Nations Chief of Staff.

In conclusion, I would once again strees the willingness of the Israel

authorities, to assist and co-operate with the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization and, more specifically, to consider what measures might properly

be taken to improve the functioning of the United Nations machinery in the

sensitive Lake Tiberias area. Council members will have noticed how strongly

this is borne out by our reactions after we were first attacked on 8 March. We

did our best at every level to mobilize the influence of the United Nations

authorities and I cannot refrain from commenting that events may have taken a

different turn if our appeals to these authorities had led to prompter and more

vigorous intervention with the Syrian Government. It was we, too, who pressed

for an increase in the number of United Nations Observation Posts in the area

concerned; and the record shows that we accepted the cease-fire proposal

immediately and* afterward., the suggested inspection visits by United Nations Observers

in the Demilitarized Zone and the Defensive Area. There is every evidence,

therefore, of a desire for co-operation on our part with the United Nations. If any
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specific proposal gives rise to .legitimate objections on our part, we would hope

that our point of view would "be understood and respected and not be regarded

merely as non-co-operative attitude on our part. It is only such a spirit of

understanding between United Nations representatives on the spot and the

representatives of the Government which can keep alive an armistice regime

that is basically abnormal and should have given way to a peace settlement

many years ago. In the context of frank and friendly discussion, the job of

UNTSO can be reconciled with the overriding responsibility of the Israel

Government for the protection of its territory and people.

My statement this morning has been confined to observations on General von Horr.'s

answers; I reserve an opportunity to intervene, if necessary, in order to comment

on the statements made in the debate and on the proposals before the Council.

The PRESIDEHT (interpretation from Spanish): In view of the hour,

the speakers on my list will be called upon this afternoon. However, the

representative of the United Arab Republic has asked for the floor in order

to make a very brief reply, and I shall call upon him to do so.

Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic) : I merely want to say that a great

service has just been done both to the Syrian case and to a better understanding

by the members of the Council of the problem with which we are dealing. It is.

plain now that Israel's immediate objective is the outright annexation of all

the Demilitarized Zones; other objectives will materialize. We expect themj

we have to. And we must be prepared for them, even if it means less money for

our schools, hospitals and social welfare. What other course can we take, after

hearing the final and menacing language which we just heard?

¥e have also noted that what we said in our statement this morning

is now corroborated. The Israel authorities will always be ready to depend on

the United Nations when it suits them. They vill always refuse to allow the United

Nations and its bodies to do anything if they think this infringes on any rights

and claims they may have. I am tempted to thank the speaker who preceded me.

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m.
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ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted.

THE PALESTINE QUESTION: X

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SYRIAN

ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5096) *

(b) LETTER DATED 21 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5098)

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spenioh): in accordance with the

decisions taken previously by the Security Council, and if there are no objections,

I shall invite the representatives of Syria and Israel to take places at the

Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Tarazi, representative of the

Syrian Arab Republic and Mr. Comay, representative of Israel, took places at the

Security Council table.

Mr. HSUEH (China): What happened during the night of l6-l? March 1962

on the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias has been sufficiently made clear by the

report of General von Horn, by his answers to the questions put to him in the

Security Council, and also by the statements by the' representatives of Syria

and Israel during this debate. It appears to my delegation that there is little

room for dispute so far as the facts relating to that incident are concerned.

The central facts are summarized in the communique issued by the spokesman of

the Israeli Defence Forces and quoted in paragraph 22 of General von Horn's

report in the following words:

"Shortly before midnight, a unit of the Israel Defence Forces

assaulted Syrian positions north of Wuqueib, occupied the posts and

destroyed the fortifications." (S/5102, para. 22)
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In the view of my delegation, the question whether fortified positions

existed or were destroyed does not change the essential character of this

incident.

* The facts concerning the other incidents, both preceding the main incident

to which I have just referred and following the cease-fire,may not have been

j equally clear. They have been somewhat obscured because the United Nations

observation posts were unable to observe them at the time when they occurred or,

in some cases, they left no clear physical evidence, and also because the Mixed

Armistice Commission was not functioning. But, with these reservations, one

can also have a fairly clear picture of these incidents from the circumstantial

evidence and whatever physical evidence was available, as reported by

. ' '.. . General von Horn.
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What the Chief of Staff calls events leading up to the fighting on the night

of 16-17 March mainly consisted of firing incidents, in which Israel boats were

fired at, and, in one case, an Israel police boat was damaged and two policemen

were w»unded. There was also return fire resulting in the death of a Syrian

girl. Following the ceasefire, there have been further firing incidents and

aerial engagements resulting in more casualties and damage of property. These

latter incidents were obviously caused by what General von Horn calls the

aftermath of tension left by the Israel military action.

My delegation has been able to draw some conclusions based on these facts.

At the risk of over-simplification, I may say that, while it seemed that the law

might have been on Israel1s side before the military action, it ceased to be so

when Israel took the law into her own hands.

I do not think that the Security Council can just brush aside the firing

incidents on Lake Tiberias which had occurred before the Israel military action.

While they may be small in scale and sporadic in nature, they are, nonetheless,

violations of the Armistice Agreement. Moreover, they could lead to serious

consequences. We can easily imagine how uneasy a fisherman feels about his life

when he goes out in the morning to set his net in Lake Tiberias but is not sure

whether he will return home safely with his catch in the evening. This kind of

uneasy life naturally produces tension. In stressing the serious nature of the

firing incidents, I can do no better than to quote what the late Secretary-General,

Mr. Dag Hammarskjold, said in his report of 9 May 1956.;

"As incidents continued and their frequency increased this, together

with the strained political atmosphere, tended to give the individual

occurrences wider implications than certainly in most cases were justified.

The development led to explosions, sometimes of great bitterness and

causing great suffering. Thus, a chain of actions and reactions was created

which, unless broken, is bound finally to constitute a threat to peace and

security." (S/5596, page 5)

Therefore, my delegation feels that the firing incidents leading up to the

main incident are deplorable. The authorities who failed to take measures to

prevent or put a stop to such incidents are not free of responsibility.
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If the firing incidents are deplorable, even more so is the fighting on the

night of 16-17 March 1962. It is obvious from the Israel communique quoted in

General von Horn's report that the fighting had been planned and organized and

was carried out by the regular armed forces of Israel. It was, therefore, a

• deliberate violation of the Armistice Agreement. The serious nature of this

-* military action cannot be over-emphasized. It could have gotten out of control

"^ and developed into a wider conflict. In trying to destroy what are called the

Syrian positions, the Israel armed, forces could very well have destroyed the

foundation of the Armistice Agreement. My delegation,therefore,deeply deplores

this military action.

It is true that the background of this military action and the general context

in which it was taken, as explained by the representative of Israel, deserve

the serious attention of the Security Council. But it cannot be said that they

justify the military action. From the facts reported by General von Horn, it is

clear that the Israel action cannot be considered as an act of self-defence within

the meaning of Article 51 of the Charter; nor do the events leading up to the

fighting on the night of 16-17 March, deplorable as they are, justify the fighting,

itself. On a number of occasions in the past, the Security Council has been

consistent and unequivocal in its pronouncement that military action in breach of

the General Armistice Agreement, whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation,

is not permissible. The fighting which occurred on the night of 16-17 March must

be viewed in the light of this interpretation of the Armistice Agreement, by the

Security Council.

It is comforting to note that the two parties, with the help of the United

Nations Chief-of- Staff, have quickly arranged a cease-fire. Although incidents

have again occurred after the cease-fire, there have been no disturbing developments

since the Council first met last week. It is hoped that the two parties will

ensure strict compliance with the cease-fire and that the situation in the Lake

Tiberias area' will soon return to normal.

Under the circumstances, I believe it more important that the Security Council

look to the future than review the past. It is more important to consider what

practical and constructive steps can now be taken to strengthen the structure

of the armistice than to pass judgement on what has happened.
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When I expressed the hope that the situation in the Lake Tiberias area

would soon return to normal, I did not forget that the situation there had never

been very normal all these years. The maintenance of peace and tranquility

there, as elsewhere: around Israel, depends basically on the improvement of the

general political relations between Israel and the neighbouring countries. I

will not go into the very complex problems involved in this general question, since t

they are not within the scope of our present discussion. But I wish to say that, ^
»

on the other hand, the recurrence of incidents such as those under our discussion

will only worsen the general political atmosphere in the Middle East.
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I can readily agree with the representative of Israel that the Israel-Syrian

armistice demarcation line is of a sensitive and inflarurable nature. i>he situation

along the line is further complicated "by the proximity of Lake Tiberias. The

Lake, with such precious commodities as water and fish in it, is only ten metres

away from a large sector of the demarcation line. The problems of water and fish,

always a great source of trouble between nations, are particularly troublesome

in that part of the world where water is not in great abundance. A solution of

these problems will no doubt contribute to the maintenance of peace end

tranquillity along the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias. But I also wish to say

that, on the other hand, the recurrence of incidents such as those under our

present discussion will only render the solution of these problems more difficult.

Thus there is a close inter-relationship between the incidents we are now

considering and the larger problems in the background. From the long-range point

of view, the Security Council and the General Assembly have a duty to help and

to encourage the parties concerned to reach a satisfactory solution of those

larger problems. The parties concerned, in their own interests, should also

strive for an early solution of those problems. But before such a solution is

reached the Security Council must insist on full compliance with the Armistice

Agreement. In this respect I wish to recall the view of the late Secretary-General,

which the Security Council endorsed in its resolution of k- June 195& that

"... the re-establishment of full compliance with the Armistice Agreements

represents a stage which has to be passed in order to make progress possible

on the main issues between the parties". (S/3§05)

What happened last month on the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias shows not

only that there has been a serious weakening in the status of compliance with the

Armistice Agreement, but also that there is an urgent necessity to tighten up

the measures for the supervision of the Armistice. During this debate the

representatives of both Syria and Israel have reassured the Council to the effect

that it is the policy of their respective Governments to abide by the obligations

under the Armistice Agreement, provided the other party does the same. I think

the Security Council should take note of these statements and accept them as a

new point of departure for the re-establishment of full compliance with the

Armistice Agreement. The Council may also wish to remind the parties of the

assurances they gave to the late Secretary-General,during his visits in 1956,
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that they accept the cease-fire clause in the Armistice Agreement as an

article independent of ether articles, and undertake to comply fully and

unconditionally with its provisions.

As to the measures for the strengthening of the supervision of the Armistice,

the work of the Council has been considerably facilitated by the efforts of

General von Horn, to whom I wish to extend the thanks of my delegation. My

delegation believes that the Chief of Staff more than anybody else is fully

acquainted with the local situation. The measures he has proposed in his report

and in his answers to questions are based on his intimate knowledge and impartial

assessment of the situation. We have no doubt that they will prove to be practical,

desirable and effective. My delegation therefore supports these measures. It

may be noted in particular that General von Horn lays special emphasis on the

importance of the continuous functioning of the Mixed Armistice Commission and

on the necessity of freedom of movement for the United Nations Military Observers.

My delegation is of the view that the Security Council should endorse these

measures and request the parties concerned to carry them out.
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Sir Patrick DEM (United Kingdom): It is some years now since the

Security Council last had to direct its attention to the border between Israel

and Syria. The United Kingdom Government are particularly concerned that we

should now have to meet again in circumstances not very dissimilar to those which

pertained in December 1955 and January 195̂ . It is as if the parties principally

concerned find themselves unable to learn from the mistakes of the past. Once

again, there has been a sudden intensification of the uneasy conditions on the

frontier. Once again, provocation, threats and incidents have been allowed to

run uncurbed. And once again, this sorry process has culminated in a deliberate

attack by Israel armed forces against Syria.

Now we. all know that this is but a part of a much larger problem. While the

Palestine question remains unresolved, there will inevitably be the risk of

trouble in the area. It would clearly be far better were it possible for the

Council to address itself to the root of the problem instead of grappling merely

with some of its consequences, tragic though these may "be in terms of lives lost.

The United Kingdom Government have worked very hard, both inside the United

Nations and outside it, to try to bring about a lasting settlement between Israel

and her Arab neighbours. ¥e shall continue to do so. But we have to recognize

that to reach a settlement, or even to create the proper atmosphere in which

fruitful negotiations car? pccsibly begin, there must first of all be a lowering

of tension on the Borders of Israel.
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This aim of lowering tension is one of the essential tasks entrusted to the

Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization. And here I

should like on behalf of my delegation to pay a warm tribute to the vital work of

General von Horn and the other United Nations officials for what they are doing
f

in this area. Their task is not an easy one and is clearly beset by numerous V

frustrations., which make their efforts to keep the area at peace all the more »

praiseworthy.

Those of us who share that aim of keeping the peace in this highly explosive

part of the world must give our unstinted support to the work of the Chief of

Staff. Even more I think we must give full weight to any recommendations he makes

for increasing the effectiveness of the role he is called upon to play.

In the light of these general considerations I now turn to consider the

particular complaints which are before the Council today.

My delegation has listened with care to the statements which have been made

here by the representatives of Syria and Israel, and we have studied the various

letters which they addressed last month to the President of the Council. We have

also examined the report (S/5102) on the incidents in question which vas drawn up

by the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization; and we

have had the benefit of General von Horn's presence here in New York, and the

revealing answers he has been able to give to the questions put to him by the

members of the Council.

The first thing that strikes us is the miserable paucity of hard facts on

which to base a complete and just assessment of where the balance of right and

wrong lies. This, of course, is absolutely no fault of the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization which has been severely handicapped in the exercise of

its proper functions. I shall return to this aspect of the matter later on.

But certain firm conclusions can be drawn from the evidence which has been presented

and from what is generally known of the circumstances immediately prior to these

incidents.

First I would refer to the verbal threats used by Syria against Israel. The

representative of Israel quoted some of these in his letter of 19 March 1962

(S/5093) and others in his speech to the Council on 28 March. Whether or not

these threats constitute provocation — and that is something which perhaps can
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only be judged by the party to whom they were directed — they seem to my

delegation to "be contrary to the provisions of the Charter.

Then came the sudden incident on the morning of 8 March. It is impossible

from the evidence we have to determine the origin of this. All we have to go

on are the statements to United Nations officials in the area of Syrian and Israel

witnesses. These statements inevitably are contradictory. The only positive

fact we have is the Chief of Staff's own comment in paragraph 9 of his report

that the statements of the Syrian witnesses do not explain the damage which was

done to the Israel police boat. From this report we can also infer that both

sides probably had brought into the defensive area weapons of a calibre in excess

of the limits laid down in annex IV to the General Armistice Agreement between

Israel and Syria.

So far, therefore, we have a situation in which a greater or lesser degree

of aggravation has built up into a frontier incident. Further shooting incidents

took place on 15 and l6 Marchj and here again we cannot readily pass judgment

about their origin.

Now whatever may have been the true origin or nature of these three incidents,

they cannot justify what followed on the night of l6 and 17 March when a unit of

the Israel defence forces assaulted Syrian positions north of Nuquaib, occupied

the posts and destroyed the fortifications. The description of this incident

which I have just given is, as the Council must be aware, not my own; it comes

from the Israel communique issued in the early hours of 17 March.

The Government of Israel has made no attempt to conceal that this was in

effect a military operation directed against Syria, and as such it must be judged.

It was not a shooting incident, a sudden flare-up between frontier posts, or

anything like that. It was a military operation, undertaken deliberately in

clear violation of Israel's international commitments.
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Nor is this the first occasion on which Israel has thus taken the law into

its own hands. Israel will argue that there was just cause -- indeed the

representative of Israel has urged this consideration upon us. But no cause,

no pretext, can justify military action of this nature, whether or not it was

undertaken by way of retaliation.
i

My delegation must repeat what we have been obliged to say before, and <,

what this Council has formally declared in earlier resolutions -- the whole

principle of armed retaliation is wrong, morally and politically.

Israel must heed this injunction; and indeed it is in its own interests

to do so. The representative of Israel has spoken of the vital interest which

his country has in maintaining peace in the area. My delegation believes him.

But this policy of violence which his country apparently pursues will not win

the peace. It will merely weaken the armistice, arouse even bitterer feelings

and open the way to still more conflict.

My delegation would most seriously urge Israel to consider that the

United Nations is a stronger defence of peace in the Middle East, and of

Israel's independence, than its own armed forces.

So much for the past. I agree with what the representative of China has

just said when he stated that the aim of the Council at the conclusion of this

debate cannot be just to try to agree on an attitude to these past events,

but to look to the future.

The surest foundation for the future is to keep the area at peace and

thus, with the passage of time, to give some chance for the tensions there to

diminish. And the surest guarantee of peace lies incontestably with the

United Nations machinery which was set up in the area for just this purpose

by resolutions of this Council and by the General Armistice Agreement. It

therefore seems to my delegation that the first essential is to make that

machinery effective. It has not been so in the past -- this we know only too

well. But the reasons for this failure are clearly brought out both in the

report of 26 March by the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervision

Organization and in his answers of 4 April.
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My delegation wishes to draw particular attention to the various measures

suggested by General von Horn for strengthening the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization. We are indeed glad to note that some of these have been

put into effect already. There is now an added observation post overlooking the

area of these incidents. We hope that the co-operation of the Syrian Government

which made the establishment of this post possible will set the pattern for the

future. Both parties, furthermore, agreed to the proposal for visits by United

Nations officials to the demilitarized zones and the defensive areas. We should

like to see such visits being made regularly in future.

As I say, a start has been made. But clearly there is much more that can

and should be done to assist the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization

in its work. I am going to mention three of the necessary improvements to which

our attention has been drawn.

First, the need for a special United Nations boat on Lake Tiberias. It

would be unarmed. It would act as a sort of mobile observation post and in

particular could keep a sharp eye on the north-east corner of the Lake, where

trouble is so liable to arise. Its very presence may be expected to have a

calming influence there. This proposal is a. reasonable one and is obvious

good sense and we urge the Israel Government to accept it. As General von Horn

has pointed out in an answer to one of the questions put by the representative

of the United States, the presence of this boat on the Lake would in no way

affect the well-knowniclaims and position of Israel with regard to Lake

Tiberias.

Then there is this matter of freedom of movement for United Nations

Observers. Again and again in the answers provided by General von Horn on

k April we were made aware how the restrictions which are placed on the freedom

of movement of the United Nations Observers make a mockery of the whole idea and

purpose of having these Observers. This is something which my delegation

believes can no longer be tolerated. Both the Governments concerned must be

prepared to co-operate fully in this with the Chief of Staff. It is after all

in their own interests. As General van Horn says in his answers, "Freedom

of movement is necessary not only to enable United Nations Observers to observe
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reported violations and to assist the parties in re-establishing the cease-fire;

it is also an important factor in allaying mutual suspicions. If both parties

are aware that United Nations Observers are moving freely in the areas of their

responsibility, their suspicions as to the other's intentions are correspondingly f

lessened."

Finally, among the essential measures to increase the effectiveness of the |L

local United Nations machinery, I draw the Council's attention to the question

of the Mixed armistice Commission. Here is an essential part of that machinery

which has been left unused for too long. It must be reactivated. As

General von Horn says, the procedures of the Mixed Armistice Commission, face-to-

face discussion with the parties under a United Nations Chairman, cannot be

replaced.

It will be clear that in these examples I have quoted of ways of enabling

the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization to perform the duties it was

meant to do, the first requisite is the full and unstinted co-operation of the

Israel and Syrian Governments. This Council, with the responsibilities it has

for peace in the area, has both a rJ.ght and a duty to demand that co-operation.

The Palestine question has bedevilled international relations for a great

many years. More than once it has erupted in armed conflict in the area, and on

occasion opened up the prospect of even wider hostilities. If we are honest ^

we know that this Council cannot hope in the immediate future to settle all the

problems involved. The final solution must wait. But what we can do now is

first to make clear to those concerned that flagrant violations of the peace

cannot and will not be tolerated. Je should suggest some practical measures for

lowering tension in the area so that the people of these two countries, Syria

and Israel, can at least begin to free themselves of the fear of each other.

It is with these aims in mind that my delegation is joining the delegation

of the United States in preparing a draft resolution, which we hope to present

to the Council shortly. This is, of course, not intended to imply any disregard

of the Syrian or Israel draft resolutions contained in documents S/5107 and

S/5109- iJe have studied both those draft resolutions attentively but have

concluded that neither of them fully meets present requirements in present

circumstances.
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In the view of my delegation the draft which we propose to co-sponsor is

better adjusted to these requirements than either of the other two which I have

just mentioned.

* We are certain that its adoption by this Council would serve the best
'--*
*•'. interests of both Syria and Israel.

>
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Mr. HASEGAMJ (Romania) (interpretation from French): The situation

created in the last few weeks in the Middle East as the result of the conflict

between Syria and Israel is quite justifiably of concern to world public

opinion and, especially, to the countries near the zone of tension. My country, *

which is close to the Middle East and which is linked by traditional economic '

and diplomatic ties with the countries of that region, follows with disquiet the I,

tense situation created by the actions undertaken by Israel in that part of the

world.

The Romanian delegation has analysed attentively the documents relating

to this question which we are discussing today. Although the fact that

originally the two letters -- one from the permanent representative of Syria and

the other from the permanent representative of Israel — were included separately

on the agenda does not reflect the true situation, in order to facilitate the

Council's work the Romanian delegation did not object to the adoption of the

agenda as it stood. However, that is in no way to be taken as an a priori

recognition of the conclusions that can be drawn from' the two complaints.
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As is well known, the original request for a meeting of the Council was

submitted by the Government of Syria. In its letter of 20 March 1962, that

Government requested an analysis of the grave situation arising from the acts

of aggression and attacks committed by the forces of Israel against Syrian

territory on the night of 16-17 March 1962.

As can be gathered from the documents before the Council, the Israeli

armed forces, after previous preparation, carried out an attack on that night

against Syrian territory, using commando units, armored lighters, artillery and

aviation. This attack brought the death of civilians and soldiers and also

caused serious material damage.

On 21 March, on the orders of his Government, the representative of Israel

also asked for a meeting of the Security Council to consider "repeated acts of

aggression committed by Syrian armed forces against citizens and territory of

Israel".

I think it would be useful to recall that, both in the letter of 21 March

and in the earlier letter of 19 March, the Israel Government only referred to those

events that preceded or immediately followed the attack of the night of 16-17 March.

But, if we analyze the documents presented by the two parties as well as the

report of the Chief of Staff, of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization,

we note that all the events that preceded 16 March had only a minor importance

and a local character, whereby the parties accused one another mutually, and

where the truth of the matter is difficult to arrive at and the evidence

difficult to find.

As we gathered from the report of the Chief of Staff, the incidents that

preceded the armed attack of 16-17 March did not create a situation that could

be deemed a threat to peace in the region and therefore one requiring

consideration by the Security Council. They were purely frontier incidents that

could have been settled at the local level with the assistance of the Truce •

Supervision Organization that was set up for that precise purpose.
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(Mr. Haseganu, Romania)

General von Horn himself stated in his report:

"...while the 8 March incident was grave, it had not been preceded by a

progressively deteriorating situation in the Lake Tiberias area".

(S/5102, para. 11) - . t

That is why the Romanian delegation feels that this type of incident is *

not pertinent to the analysis we are making of this matter. With regard to the

incidents that followed the attack committed on the night of 16-17 March by the

Israeli armed forces, as we gather from the same document of General von Horn,

they too are a consequence of the attack continued in another guise. Within the

framework of such action, the Syrian Government, together with the complaint

addressed to the Security Council, proceeded "to take certain measures of self-

defense. Therefore, my delegation feels, that in view of their contents a&d their

political significance, these incidents cannot be considered the main element in

our debate. What is essential in our analysis of this question is, as I have just

shown, the aggressive act committed by Israeli armed forces during the night

of 16-17 March, and the fact that that was not justified by any requirements or

needs and that it constituted a violation of the provisions of the Armistice

Agreement as well as a violation of the provisions of the Charter of the United

Nations. In the view of the Romanian delegation, that act must be the essential

element of our analysis because, by its gravity, it is that act which has

endangered peace in that part of the world — an act which the representative

of Israel himself has not denied in his statement to the Security Council.
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The attack was premeditated; and this can be gathered from the official

communique published 17 March 1962 by the spokesman for the Israel armed forces,

a communique -wherein it is recognized that a unit of the armed forces of Israel:

"... assaulted Syrian positions north of Nuqueib, occupied the posts and destroyed

the fortifications." (S/5102, para. 22)

In the communique the Israel armed forces tried to justify this act: "... in

order to ensure normal activity within Israel's sovereign territory ...".

But this argument cannot in any way justify Israel's actions against Syria,

furthermore, since in that region, as we know, there is a United Nations body set

up in order to ensure the truce and to assist in the settlement of any differences

and disputes that might arise. Therefore, it is obvious that Israel has tried,

arbitrarily, to settle its differences with Syria by taking the law into its own

hands} using armed force and, thereby, violating the provisions of the General

Armistice Agreement in articles 2 and 5« By this act, Israel ha^ also violated

the fundamental principles and the expressed- provisions of the Charter of the

United Nations in Articles 1 and 2. In using armed force against Syria, the

Israel Government has assumed a tremendous responsibility, both in the eyes of

the Security Council and in those of world public opinion. This responsibility

is even more serious if we bear in mind the fact that, following similar acts,

Israel has in the past been condemned by the Security Council, and in so saying

we bear in mind resolutions of the Security Council of 2k October 1953; of

29 March 1955, and of 11 January 1956, as well as many others. In all these

resolutions the Security Council condemned the unjustifiable acts of Israel.

Surely, these should have been a serious warning to Israel, and Israel

should have taken an attitude of respect towards these resolutions, instead of

one of repeated violation.

Today, as it was in 1955 and 1956, actions undertaken by Israel against

Syria are of aggressive character. The fact that the representative of Israel

formulated a complaint immediately after that submitted by the Government of

Syria, and similar to the latter, cannot in any way diminish the gravity of the

actions undertaken by the Israel armed forces.
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My delegation believes that the complaint of Israel has a completely

different aim: it is intended 'to equate two situations which are completely

different from the point of view of gravity of the facts, and, therefore, of the

responsibility incumbent upon, each of the two States.

In the draft resolution submitted a few days ago, Israel goes even further,

requesting the Security Council to condemn the victim of its own aggression.

Obviously, this is a rather clumsy effort to sow confusion, and such an effort

must be rejected entirely, since these tactics have already been used very often

in the past by Israel. .

In view of the situation, the .Romanian delegation feels that the Security

Council should take note of the acts of agression' against Syria, and should

condemn anew Israel's violation, of the obligations incumbent upon it and flowing

from the Armistice Agreement and the Charter of the United Nations. The Security

Council should, at the same time, recommend those measures which would force

Israel in the future to respect its obligations. .
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): I have no further

speakers on1the list for this•afternoon, and unless I hear any objection from

the Council I. shall adjourn the meeting and the Council will reconvene tomorrow

morning at 10.30 in this same chamber. However, because of a meeting that the

Acting Secretary-General is preparing for the visit of the President of Brazil,

the door on my left will be closed and members will be able to enter the

Security Council chamber only through the door on my right.

Before adjourning the meeting, I wish.to draw to the Council's attention the

revised draft resolution presented by the Syrian Arab Republic and contained in

document S/5107/Rev.l.

The meeting rose at 5 p.m.
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ADOPTION OP THE AGENDA

The agenda vas adopted.

THE PALESTINE QUESTION:

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SYRIAN

ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5096)

(b) LETTER DATED 21 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5098)

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): In accordance with the

decisions taken previously by the Security Council, and if there are no objections

I shall invite the representatives of Syria and Israel to take places at the

Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Tarazi, representative of the

Syrian Arab Republic and Mr. Comay, representative of Israel, took places at the

Security Council table.

Mr. SOSA-RODRIGUEZ (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish) : The case

at present before the Councilrelates to the mutual denunciation of the Syrian

Arab Repulic and Israel, each of which blames the other for certain acts of

aggression. The denunciation by Syria is contained in the letter dated

20 March 1962 addressed to the Pre&ident of the Security Council by the

permanent representative of Syria to the United Rations and contained in

document 8/5096. According to that letter Syria accuses Israel of having

committed armed aggression against various points on Syrian territory on the

night of 16-17 March of this year. The denunciation by Israel appears in the

letter dated 21 March 1962 addressed to the President of the Security Council

by the permanent representative of Israel and contained in document 8/5098.

In that letter Israel accuses Syria of having perpetrated repeated acts of

aggression carried out by Syrian armed forces against Israel citizens and

Israel territory, and of threats to the territorial integrity and political

independence of Israel made by official spokesmen of the Syrian Government.
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(Mr. Sosa-Rodrigues, Venezuela)

For the purpose of its examination of the facts contained in the aforementioned

letters the Council has before it, in addition to the statements made by the two

parties, a report submitted by the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce

Superivision Organization, General von Horn, contained in document S/5102 and Add.l,

which has been rounded out by General von Horn's answers to the1 questions put to

him by members of the Council. Those answers have been included as an annex in

the verbatim record of the Council's 1001st meeting.
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(Mr. Sosa-Rodriguez. Venezuela)

My delegation would like to take this opportunity to pay tribute to General

von Horn for his devoted work for peace in the carrying out of the very difficult

tasks entrusted to him by the United Nations,

In analyzing the report submitted by General von Horn, we find the following:

First, the report refers only to three specific incidents of those denounced

by Israel and that occurred prior to the events of the night of 16-17 March.

These are the incidents of 8, 15 and 16 March, that is, the last three n-.ent-i.oned

in the enumeration made by Israel in its letter of 19 March, contained in

document S/5093.

With regard to the incident of 8 March, General von Horn's report states:

"The United Nations Military Observer,.. was not in a position to see

the incident. However, at 0855 hours (local time) he heard a long burst of

machine-gun fire and six big explosions very far away in the direction of

the south of the lake...", (s/5102, para. 8)

The declarations of the Israeli and Syrian witnesses were contradictory. The

report points out,, however, that the declarations of the Syrian witnesses do not

explain the damage suffered by the Israeli police launch, which was pointed out to

the observers, the launch showing three large holes as though it had been

perforated by a projectile of approximately 80 mm. calibre.

With regard to the incident of 15 March, the report states:

"The United Nations Observation Post east of the mouth of the Jordan

had a, better, opportunity to observe this incident than the 8 March incident."

(Ibid., para. 17)

Despite this, however, the report states:

"The United Nations Observer reports that he was not in a position to

state which side fired first." (ibid. , para. 17)

Finally, with regard to the incident of 16 March, the report states:

"The United Nations Observation Post at the mouth of the Jordan

was not in a position to observe the incident." (ibid,, para. 19)

To sum up, it is proved that the three incidents occurred, but it has not

been clearly determined how these incidents occurred or who fired first.

Secondly, with regard to the fighting on the night of 16-17 March, denounced

by Syria, the report points out that the United Nations Military Observers were
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(Mr, Sosa-Rodriguez, Venezuela)

not in a position to follow the operations or what took place subsequently.

However, in paragraph 22, the report contains the text of the communique submitted

by Israel^ which reads as follows:

"TIn order to ensure normal activity within Israelis sovereign territory,

our forces were compelled to destroy the Syrian positions from which the

launches and the fishermen had "been attacked. Shortly before midnight,

a unit of the Israel Defence Forces assaulted Syrian positions north of

Nuqueib, occupied the posts and destroyed the fortifications.1"

(ibid., para. 22)

Furthermore, in his letter of 19 March, contained in document S/5093,, the

representative of Israel confirms that his Government:

"Faced with this series of acts of provocation, and in discharge of

its responsibilities for the protection of the life and property of Israel's

citizens and the territorial integrity of the State... found itself under

the necessity, in exercise of its inherent right of self-defence, to take

action, the object of which was to silence key positions in the Syrian

fortified system overlooking Lake Tiberias, Such action was taken on the

night of 16-17 March 1962 against one of these positions." (5/5093, para. 4)

Therefore, the Israeli armed attack against Syria on the night of 16-17 March

is fully proved in accordance with the declarations of the Government of Israel

itself.

Thirdly, with regard to the incidents that followed the fighting of the night

of 16-17 Marchy denounced by Israel in its letter of 22 March, contained in

document S/5100, General von Horn's report does not contain any conclusive

information. The report refers to incidents that occurred on 18 and 23 March,

but, as in the case of those that occurred prior to l6 March, the incidents that

were observed were not sufficient to allow anyone to determine the origin of these

incidents and the way in which they took place.

There can be no doubt that every one of the acts and incidents referred to

in General von Horn's report constitutes a more or less serious violation of the

Armistice Agreement between Syria and Israel which was signed on 20 July

and particularly of the provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3 of article III and

paragraph 5 (b) of article V.
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(Mr. Sosa-Rodriguez, Venezuela)

It is obvious that, of all these incidents, the most serious were those

that occurred on the night of 16-17 March, and? as far as these are concerned,

there can "be no doubt that the responsibility is Israel's, since Israel itself

has declared that it undertook warlike action against Syria, although alleging

that it did so in the legitimate defence of its citizens and its territorial

integrity. Even were we to admit that Syria had provoked the incidents prior

to the night of 16-17 March, my delegation feels that the military action undertaken

by Israel against Syria was out of proportion when compared with those incidents

and is not justified, particularly if we take into account the fact that that

entire region is subjected to a specific and special situation defined in the

Armistice Agreement. Israel's behavior violated the Charter of the United Nations,

the Armistice Agreement, and previous resolutions of this Council, particularly

the provisions of operative paragraph 2 of the resolution of 19 January 1956.

I think that, in the way I have analyzed the question, I have made clear

the position of my delegation with regard to the events brought to the attention

of .the Council by Syria and Israel.

As far as the future is concerned, my delegation shares the view that at

this time the Council should recommend measures that will facilitate the work

of the United Nations Observers in the region, in order that a recurrence of

similar incidents may be avoided. On this point, I think I ought to mention

that, from the report of General von Horn and from the replies he gave to questions

by members of the Council, it appears clear that the main difficulty confronting

the United Nations Observers is the lack of mobility caused by the difficulties

that both the Syrian and the Israel authorities are placing in the path of UNTSO's

freedom of action, I refer particularly to those incidents stressed by General

von Horn: namely, that the United Nations Military Observers in Syrian territory

cannot leave the observation post for a greater distance than fifty metres, unless

escorted by a Syrian official; and, in Israel territory, they have no means of

supervising and controlling Lake Tiberias; nor is any special status given any

part of the territory which would allow them freedom of movement.

With regard to the resolutions submitted to the Council, and with regard to

any resolution that may be submitted in due course, my delegation will vote in

accordance with the principles and conclusions that I have just outlined.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): There are no other

speakers inscribed on the list. My delegation had intended to speak, in

accordance with the custom in the Security Council, after hearing all members

of the Council that wished to participate in the debate. The Chair has been

Informed that certain members of the Council wish to take part in the debate

at this afternoon's meeting. I do not know if it would be proper to take

advantage of the hour and a half which we still have ahead of us by allowing

me to speak on behalf of the Chilean delegation -- which I intended to do only

after having heard all other members of the Council -- thereby breaking the

tradition of the Council. But if no member of the Council asks for the floor

now, then, so that the time remaining to us may be profitably employed, I would

ask to be permitted to break the tradition of the Council, a tradition which I

consider worthy of respect and which I would prefer to uphold.
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(The President)

Since I hear no objection, I wish to make a statement on behalf of our

Government, speaking as the representative of Chile.

Chile has always sought the speediest and surest manner of progressing frcra

the present stage of truce to one of permanent peace in Palestine. Nothing is

more painful for my country than to take note of the existence, in that part of

the world, of acute tension, of constant friction, of incidents and difficulties

which not only hamper the final settlement of such a delicate question but which

also threaten the maintenance of peace and security over a vast zone, with the

additional risk that complications may become ever greater.

Chile enjoys friendly relations with both Israel and the Syrian Arab Republic,

as well as with the other Arab countries. We wish not only that these relations

remain unaltered, but that they be strengthened.

In keeping with the historic events and decisions of our day, the State of

Israel and every one of the Arab States has a right to a recognition of its

status as a free and sovereign nation, to its autonomous development, to the

progress of its institutions and resources and to assistance from the United

Nations. Chile has watched with great interest and gratification the promising

process that has taken place in that part of the world, despite the latent or

manifest threats and dangers which unfortunately occur. The Arab world is ready,

as it has been at previous times in history, to contribute in a creative way to

the advance of universal civilization. Israel is giving proof of a desire for

progress that is worthy of the highest praise.

It would be futile to reawaken ancient rancours or to delve into past

mistakes. When the causes of the present friction disappear, religious and

ideological differences that may separate the Israelis and the Arabs, instead

of constituting a hindrance to harmonious co-operation, will become complementary

factors which will lead to the development of a zone where so much work needs

to be done in order to achieve welfare and dignity for so many millions of

human beings.
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(The President)

We regret the fact that both parties are forced to employ their resources

in the building of armaments instead of using them for the development of their
it

peoples in an atmosphere of peace. Both these peoples find themselves at a

crossroads; it is our bounden duty to help them alcng the proper path so that

they may confront the future in freedom and in peace.

At this moment Chile must utter its words of concord and hope. Both Arabs

and Israelis have contributed to the progress of our people, have merged with

our race and nationality and we cannot but stand above their quarrels and express

the hope that both peoples will find the road to reconciliation and peace, which

road' is specifically pointed out to them by the obligations that they have assumed

in the United Nations.

We might go into an analysis of recent 'events. We might try to ferret out

the causes. We might comment on the provocations, the violations of the

Armistice Agreement and the resolutions of the Security Council. We lament and

regret all that has happened lately, especially that resort has been made to

armed reprisal; but this regret has been expressed by all members of the Council.

Yet my delegation believes that to limit ourselves to judging the events and

attempting to mete out responsibilities, even though that be necessary because

it is incumbent upon the Council to do so, is only one part of our work. The

other part is to come to constructive and effective agreements that will be in

keeping with the spirit that must motivate the specific action of the Council.
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(The President)

V/hat happened yesterday, what may occur tomorrow, is all composed of

episodes of one or another nature. They are all offshoots of a fundamental

problem which we must seek to eradicate from the very roots. As far as Chile

is concerned, the urgent question now is for the Council to find the most

adequate ways and means of preventing new incidents and to facilitate the

transformation of the present truce into a permanent peace that will once and

for all eliminate the focus of the conflict. We need not fear that a general

and wide consideration of the problem will make the events over-simplified.

My delegation is fully aware of the fact that it is up to the Council to

clarify the events, categorically to reaffirm its previous resolutions and to

draw the attention of those who do not comply with them. Nor can we live in

pipedreams since we are confronted by a complex reality that will not be easily

or simply settled. But the simple and pragmatic thing to do is to find the

means of speeding up the solution for which we all yearn. My delegation hopes

that the Council will adopt a unanimous resolution which will reflect its will

to contribute to a settlement of the conflict.

We have read with careful attention the letters addressed to the President

of the Security Council and the draft resolutions submitted by Syria

(3/5107/Rev.l) and Israel (S/5109,. We have heard with special interest the

successive statements of their representatives in this chamber. Despite the

fact that, naturally, the draft resolutions disagree in the conclusions at which

they arrive, we find in both certain common elements the positive character of

which must be highlighted.

Both Israel and Syria invoke their adherence to the Armistice Agreements.

They both recall the resolutions of the Security Council ard the General Assembly.

They both take note of the report of the United Nations Chief of Staff of the

Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine (S/5102) and base themselves on

Vie spirit and the letter of the Charter of the United Nations. Although they

differ in their interpretation, both parties, when basing themselves on these

basic documents, do not reject the documents nor doubt them, but publicaly

recognize them.
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(The President)

This explicit recognition made by Syria and Israel is a favourable factor

and a point of departure which the Council at this moment cannot underestimate

nor ignore. What we have to do is to link the two parties, bring them together

and help them, so that they themselves will respect and apply that which they

have signed and promised to respect. I dare to submit that perhaps this assistance

may not only be given in the form of a moral declaration, but by supplying technical

and practical means that will facilitate the observation of the United Nations

forces in the Zone.

My delegation attributes special importance to the document containing

General von Horn's answers to the questions asked of him by some members of the

Council. We have analyzed these answers very carefully and we also wish to

highlight .the positive aspects contained in these answers, as well as the

possibilities they offer for more fruitful action on the part of the United

Nations in the future. Following the lead of other members of the Council, we

note the following fundamental points in the replies of General von Horn:

(a) the need for greater collaboration between the Chairman of the Mixed

Armistice Commission and the Chief of Staff with both of the parties;

(b) the need for a stringent application of article V of the Armistice Agreement

so that the Demilitarized Zone be truly demilitarized so as to lessen the

possibilities of friction and incidents;(c) the need to eliminate from that

Demilitarized Zone the administrative causes from which incidents may grow;

(d) the need for the United Nations Observers to have greater facilities and

greater freedom of movement which they may require, so that they can take note

of penetrations or advances on the part of military or para-military armed

forces coming from either of the parties into the Demilitarized Zone; (e) the

need to end the violations of paragraphs 5 (a) and (b) of article V of the

Armistice Agreement bearing on the presence of military or para-military forces,

as well as of fortifications in the Demilitarized Zone.

The document which contains General von Horn's replies includes very

valuable suggestions as well, especially with regard to freedom of movement

and the utilization of certain means so that the Truce Supervision Organization

may truly carry out effective work and not give rise to resistance and suspicion

on the part of either party, but, on the contrary, call for strict collaboration

on the basis of indispensable concessions and guarantees granted the Truce

Supervision Organization.



AW/rs S/PV.100̂
18-20

(The President)

I have special instructions from .ray Government to make a solemn appeal in

this Council to both parties that they abstain from threats and provocations and

acts of violence. This abstention can not only be passive but active, and it

will be active when both parties co-operate with the United Nations in its

efforts in this zone of conflict.

This appeal comes from a country of Latin America, a continent which,

similar to that part of the world we call the Middle East, has a historic past,

namely to liquidate centuries of backwardness in order to raise the standard

of living of the inhabitants, to strengthen the independence and freedom of

peoples, to safeguard them from the threats of the cold war,and to set up the

necessary conditions for a stable peace and the calm sr.d quiet propitious to

development, and to co-operate within the United Nations in the progress of all

humanity.

The meeting rose at 12.10 p.m.
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ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted.

THE PALESTINE QUESTION:

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE CF THE SYRIAN

ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (3/5096)

(b) LETTER DATED 21 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5098) (continued)

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): In accordance with

the decisions taken previously by the Security Council, and if there are no

objections, I shall invite the representatives of Syria and Israel to take

places at the Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Tarazi, representative of the

Syrian Arab Republic and Mr. Comay, representative of Israel, took places at

the Security Council table.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): Before ve continue

consideration of the items contained in paragraphs (a) and (b) of the agenda,

I wish to draw the attention of members of the Council to the joint draft

resolution submitted by the delegations of the United Kingdom and the United

States of America, distributed as document S/5110.

Mr, ^AISON-SACKEY (Ghana): The complaints consecutively lodged

with this Council by the Syrian Arab Republic and Israel, as contained in

documents 8/5096 and 8/5098; respectively, must be viewed against the background

of the Palestine question, which has become an intractable problem before the

United Nations and which continues to bedevil Middle Eastern political and

economic activities. Therefore, in expressing the views of the delegation of

Ghana on the issue before this Council, our main preoccupation will be the

establishment of peace and securitv in the Middle East, a region which not'

merely has. a historical tie with Africa, but with which many parts of Africa

have for centuries shared a common culture and a common destiny.
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It was indeed with great regret that my Government learned of the recent

dangerous developments and sorry incidents in the area of Lake Tiberias which

culminated in the attack by Israel armed forces against Syria and which very

greatly intensified the tensions that have prevailed around the frontiers of

Israel and in the Middle East generally. Our regret is much deepened by the

circumstance that my country, Ghana, is linked with both countries by bonds of

friendship which we do not regard as mutually exclusive, and by the fact that,

as the President of Ghana stated in relation to the Middle Eastern situation

in his address to the General Assembly on 20 September 1960,

" ... we ... have a vested interest 'in international peace and security

and we view with considerable concern problems in any part of the world

likely to affect such peace and security". (A/PV.869, para.fio)



AE/ids S/PV.1005
6

(Mr. Quaison-Sackey, Ghana)

Furthermore, my President said in relation to the Middle East:

"It is my view that the time has come for a supreme effort to be made

at the international level to reduce the fever and heat of tension in this part

of the world, and I would propose that the United Nations should consider as

a matter of urgency inviting the various States in the Middle East to provide

a just and permanent solution to these problems." (A/FV.869, para. 83)

After thus expressing his concern about the burning issue of Arab-Israel

relations and the continuing gravity of the situation in the Middle East, my

President concluded by saying:

"...This is one of the thorniest problems facing this world Organization,

and unless a permanent and realistic solution is found, the danger of its

development into an armed conflict still remains. The solution of the

Middle East question lies in the recognition of the political realities there.

In the light of this, I submit that the United Nations should set up a

ccmmittee to study and evolve a machinery in which it will be impossible

either for Israel to attack any of the Arab States or for the Arab States

to attack Israel, and to make some sort of arrangement to keep the cold

war out of the Middle East." (ibid., para 85)

My President, were he here this afternoon to speak, could reiterate his prophesy

of 1960.

The immediate objective of containing and lowering tensions in the area has

been the responsibility of the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization to whom, as well as to other United Nations officials in

the area, we reiterate our deep appreciation of their valuable efforts.

My delegation has listened with careful attention to the statements made by

the representatives of Syria and Israel and. we have also studied the report of

the Chief of Staff on the incidents complained of, as well as the supplementary

reports submitted in response to the President of the Council by the parties

concerned. We cannot, however, fail to note that insufficient facts have been

established to permit a definitive apportionment of right and wrong in respect

of many of the incidents.
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Where the incidents of the night of 16-17 March are concerned, the main facts

seem quite clear. According to the communique issued "by the Israel defence forces,

"Shortly before midnight, a unit of the Israel Defence Forces assulted Syrian

positions north of Nuqueib, occupied the posts and destroyed the fortifications."

Although the representative of Israel has questioned the accuracy of the

statement of the Chief of Staff that those Syrian fortified positions were

not seen as existing or destroyed in the Demilitarized Zone, the basic

characteristic of the incident is clear from the report contained in

document S/5102. It was, of course, not in the nature of a frontier incident;

butwes a deliberately planned military operation; which, according to Israel

was meant to destroy certain positions in Syrian territory from which Israel

fishermen and boats have often been attacked. It is not the first incident of

this kind and besides, the Security Council has clearly laid down on previous

similar occasions that military action in breach of the General Armistice

Agreement is not permissible, whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation.

My delegation, therefore, has no alternative but to deplore the Israel

military action which, in our opinion, was bound to antagonize further Israel's

immediate neighbours and was, in fact, in violation of the General Armistice

Agreement. While doing so, my delegation cannot fail to take into account the

events leading up to the incident of 16-17 March. The evidence on these

events is indeed not conclusive. The firing incidents themselves were sporadic

and infrequent. This is substantiated in paragraph 21 of his report in which

the Chief of Staff says:

"...Between 8 and l6 March, neither in conversations with Israel

representatives relating to the tension between Israel and Syria

nor in the message which I was asked to transmit to Damascus was there

any reference to incidents in other areas or to other causes of friction."

(S/5102, page 6)



AW/gm n S/PV.1005
11

(Mr. Quaison-Sackey, Ghana)

We also note in regard to the incident of 8 March that, as the Chief of Staff

stated in paragraph 9 of his report:

"... the statements of the Syrian witnesses do not explain the damage done

to the Israeli police boat." (ibid., paragraph 9)

It is also possible to infer, from the description of the incidents, that the

introduction by both sides of fairly large calibre weapons into the defense areas,

whether or not in violation of "(she General Armistice Agreement, surely can only

contribute to the tension. The firing incidents on 15-l6 March are even more

difficult to analyze, but, like that of the one of 8 March, they are equally

violations of the Armistice Agreement.

My delegation is not, of course, arguing that these incidents constitute

sufficient justification for the Israel military action, nor indeed do we seek to

equate the earlier incidents with that of 16-17 March. However, having said that,

my delegation must insist that they were provocative in nature and that in the

prevailing political atmosphere, in the area they acquired greater significance

than might seem to be warranted. Such incidents all too often lead to a kind of

chain reaction which can only lead to regrettable explosions.

The incidents of 16-17 March, we learned from the report, have left "an

aftermath of tension and the present cease-fire is an uneasy one", (ibid, para. 52)

There have been further incidents, but their analysis is again made difficult by

the inadequacy of the facts. However, though they are not by themselves such as

to cause grave concern, my delegation urges the two parties to ensure that the

cease-fire is strictly complied with and that their full co-operation is extended

to the Truce Supervision authorities.

My delegation would earnestly urge Israel to extend fuller respect for, and

to place greater reliance on_,the United Nations machinery and arrangements for

maintenance of peace in the area than on the use of force. This plea acquires

special force when it is considered that Israel, so to speak, is the creation of

our Organization. My delegation appreciates that these incidents are only a

reflection of the larger problems of the Middle East, but full compliance with the

Armistice Agreements is indispensable for progress on the main issues.
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Meanwhile, my delegation would emphasize the importance of increasing the

effectiveness of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in reactivating

the Mixed Armistice Commission. Both Syria and Israel should appreciate the

wisdom,, in .their own, interests} of affording UNTSO Observers all possible freedom

of movement. As General von Horn has stated:

"Freedom of movement is neccessary not only to enable United Nations

Observers to observe reported violations and to assist the parties in

re-establishing the cease-fire; it is also an important factor in allaying

mutual suspicions. If both parties are aware that United Nations Observers

are moving freely in the areas of their responsibility, their suspicions

as to the other's intentions are correspondingly lessened,"

We warmly support the suggestion that a special United Nations boat be

introduced on Lake Tiberias for observation purposes. This would be a valuable

addition to the truce supervision arrangements and its presence would in itself

assist in the lowering of tensions.

Furthermore} we strongly believe that the procedures of the Mixed Armistice

Commission, with the opportunities it offers for face-to-face discussion, represent

a very important element in the local United Nations machinery. It should,

therefore, be resuscitated. If necessary, its composition or some of its

procedures may be varied, after consultations and agreement between the two parties

under the auspices of the Acting Secretary-General.

Finally, since the effectiveness of these arrangements depends on the complete

and whole-hearted co-operation of the two parties, the Council is duty bound to

request that such co-operation should be made available.

These considerations will form the basis of my delegation's attitude to the

draft resolutions at present before the Council and to any others that may be

submitted.
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Mr« YOST (United States of America): I wish to speak briefly new to explain

the draft resolution which has been introduced by the delegations of the United

Kingdom and the United States, which was referred to yesterday by Ambassador Dean.

I believe that the preamble is self-explanatory, and I therefore propose to

discuss only the operative paragraphs.

Operative paragraph 1 deplores the hostile exchanges between Syria and

Israel which started on 8 March 1962 and calls upon them to comply with their

obligations under Article 2., paragraph h of the Charter by refraining from the

threat as well as the use of force. This paragraph deplores the exchanges without

assessing blame because the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization was

unable to determine who initiated the firing on any of the occasions prior to the

attack of l6 March. This is in large part d.ue to the fact that the parties,

particularly Israel, have placed obstacles in the way of effective circulation

and observation by the United Nations. It does, however, appear from the report

that whatever initial firing there may have been with small arms and whoever

started it, the level of the engagement was raised by Syria, starting on 8 March,

to that of artillery fire, apparently of 80 .mm. guns. It also appears from the

report that artillery and mortars were used by both partie s on subsequent

occasions. Whatever the origin of the events, it is therefore obvious that

artillery weapons were placed in a defensive area in violation of the Armistice

Agreement and that they were used against Israel-controlled territory on 8 March

and subsequently.

The prospects of escalation of minor incidents when artillery is employed

are only too obvious. This sort of military action cannot be condoned when

United Nations machinery is available. At the same time we note that Israel

also apparently employed 20 mm. weapons in these engagements, at least in those

after 8 March, Both the presence and use of such a weapon in the defensive

area is also in violation of the Armistice Agreement.
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In addition to deploring these hostile exchanges and the use of such weapons,

the paragraph also reminds the Governments concerned of their obligations under

article 2., paragraph k, of the Charter. Both parties have on this occasion used

force contrary to that article. In addition there were provocative statements

by each party which, at the very least, were not calculated to assure the other

of its peaceful intentions. We appeal to both Governments to make every effort

to restore peace and security in the area and to use the utmost caution in their

pronouncements and statements.

Paragraphs 2 and 3 of the draft resolution concern the Israel assault of

the night of 16-17 March, an assault the nature and origin of which are not

contested. According to the announcement of the Israel defence force itself,

Israel on that night assaulted Syrian positions north of Nuqueib. This was clearly

a reversion to a policy of armed and large-scale retaliation repeatedly condemned

by the Council in 1955 and 1956.. Inasmuch as there is an impartial and long

established alternative to such action through the machinery of the United Nations,

there can be no justification for a policy of retaliation. The Security Council

has consistently condemned such attacks, even when prior but less serious violations

by the other party have been confirmed by the Chief of Staff.

In the light of this situation paragraph 3 determines that the Israel attack

of 16-17 March constituted a flagrant violation of the Security Council resolution

of 19 January 1956 which condemned Israel retaliatory action of this sort. This

attack was of the same order as previous attacks, and has been so dealt with in

the draft resolution we have submitted. The fact that the attack of l6 March was

a large-scale operation is apparent not only from the announcement made of it

from Israel military sources themselves, but also from the number of men involved

and the number of lives and armoured vehicles lost. There is no indication that the

ground attack carried into Syria proper, but Israel planes apparently bombed Syrian

territory and the Israel defense force announcement gave no indication that the

operation was intended to be restricted to the demilitarized zone. This action

was a most serious breech of the Armistice Agreement and a flagrant violation of

paragraph 2 of the resolution of 19 January 1956, in which the Council condemned

retaliatory raids. Israel should be called on scrupulously to refrain from such

actions in the future. The Council's position on that point must be absolutely

clear if the peace of the area is to be preserved.
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This expresses the attitude which we believe the Council should take both

towards the events "between 8 March and l6 March and towards the events of that

night. It is important that the parties should understand the firm view of

the Security Council that it is incumbent upon them both to abide scrupulously

l>y the provisions of the Armistice Agreement, and that the United Nations denounces

and is prepared to take measures appropriate to the situation, both against

small-scale harassment and against the serious dangers involved in retaliation.

We could perhaps be accused, if there were no alternative, of adopting an

attitude of unreality in opposing retaliatory military action in the light of the

inherent right of self-defence enjoyed by sovereign nations. However, there is

an alternative, and an alternative which nowhere in the world is more readily

available than on the borders between Israel and its Arab neighbours. This

alternative is the peace-keeping machinery of the United Nations. This machinery

has not been employed sufficiently and thoroughly enough in the present and in

past instances. Net only has the United Nations machinery in the area been

hampered in obtaining the facilities and freedom of operation which would have

made both detection and deterrence of the events between 8 March and lc March more

effective,but the retaliatory action of lo March was taken entirely without

prior recourse either to the Mixed Armistice machinery or the Security Council,

the political bodies charged with responsibility for the peace. The capabilities

of this machinery and, equally, the political intention to use it need to be

improved to prevent such situations in the future.

The rest of the draft resolution, therefore, deals with what should be done

in order to strengthen that machinery. in particular, we would urge Israel,

which feels that it was provoked in the present situation, to extend its full

co-operation to the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization and to the

United Nations military observers so that they may, in the future, readily detect

and report to the world on the origin of incidents and,even more hopefully, by

their presence deter them from starting in the first instance. We would urge

Israel in the most stringent terms to resort to the Mixed Armistice Commission

and to the Security Council, in accordance with its obligations under the Charter,

instead of resorting to the use of force.
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In connexion with the.'improvement of United Nations capabilities in the area

I should like to commend General von Horn and his able colleagues on their

excellent performance of duties on behalf of the United Nations under unusually

difficult circumstances. The Chief of Staff's presence during our deliberations

has been of considerable assistance to the Council in its consideration of the

complex factors involved. General von Horn and his entire staff deserve the

gratitude and the unstinting support of the Members of the United Nations, and

most of all chat of Israel and its Arab neighbours.

As was revealed in General von Horn's report and more precisely spelled out

in his responses to questions put to him by members of the Council, the observation

facilities available to the United Nations Truce Supervisory Organization in

the Tiberias region ̂ re insufficient to ensure the proper exercise of the Truce

Supervision Organization's tranquillizing role. The new observation post at

El Khoursi will help considerably in this regard.



HA/pm S/PV.1005
26

(Mr, Yost, United States)

It is the sincere hope of my Government that the Israel and Syrian

authorities will co-operate wholeheartedly with the Chief of Staff in the

working out of the further arrangements he has recommended. Certainly it is

necessary that the Truce Supervision Organization observers be permitted to move

freely and rapidly anywhere in the defensive area, and we endorse the mobile

observation arrangements which the Chief of Staff has proposed, believing that

they can be particularly valuable.

The United Nations Truce Supervision Organization's machinery -was sorely

tested by events of mid-March. The Chief of Staff has informed us of gaps in

his organization revealed by these sudden demands. The United States urges

that the deficiencies noted by General von Horn be made up at once and that the

parties move quickly to comply with his requests for greater co-operation.

In the light of such factors, the resolution endorses the measures

recommended by the Chief of Staff, both in his first report and in his

supplementary report to the Security Council. It calls on the Israel and Syrian

authorities to assist him in their implementation. Any additional measures

which the parties may recommend and which the Chief of Staff thinks would be

useful would, of course, also be welcome.

The resolution also calls for strict observance of the provisions of the

Armistice Agreement concerning the demilitarized zones in the defensive area.

For many years there have been violations of these provisions -- seme major,

some minor -- and explicit adherence to the Agreement by both sides would remove

the danger of conflict in the area, and we urge both Syria and Israel to

co-operate in eliminating any violations.

Finally, we have included a paragraph with a general call upon both parties

to co-operate fully with the Chief of Staff in his responsibilities, a paragraph

which urges that all necessary steps be taken for reactivating the Mixed

Armistice Commission and for making full use of the Mixed Armistice nechinery.

Particularly we believe that Israel should return to the Mixed Armistice Commission,

in which it has not participated since 1951> and that it should make full use of

the Commission's procedures whenever it feels provocations have occurred.
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If the parties 'co-operate fully with the United Nations instrumentalities in

the area and with the Security Council, we are confident that peaceful conditions

can be maintained, that the number of minor incidents can be severely reduced,

and that any incidents which start can be detected and brought to an end promptly

without resort to force. This is the sure path to peaceful conditions, and we

urge both parties to follow it scrupulously and consistently.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): I have no further

speakers on my list.

I would like to consult the Council regarding the situation before us.

The representative of the Soviet Union has the floor.

Mr. MQROZQV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation from

Russian): I wanted to make a few comments which apply to the substance of the

matter -- not to the question of the postponement — and I presume I can make

these comments now.

The Council is approaching the conclusion of the discussion of the matter

before it. There are two draft resolutions which may be formally put to the

vote in accordance with the rules of procedure: First of all, there is the

draft resolution which was introduced by the Syrian ;.rab Republic and supported

by the United .\rab Republic} in accordance with the rules of procedure,, and,

thus, one which is presented to us in accordance with those rules which should

be used by the Council in considering any matters. Then there is a resolution

which has been just commented upon in the statement by the representative of

the United States, and which.is contained in document S/5110. The results of

the discussion have shown the factual analysis of the circumstances and of the

point made in the first statement of the Soviet delegation -- and which was not

at all our own fabrication, but which was based upon the circumstances of the

case as were presented in the report itself, as presented to the Council for

this purpose — and as these facts coincided with those explanations which were

given by the State which is today the one which is accused of the aggressions

on the 10-17 March, namely, the State of Israel -- on the basis of that data

already at the first meeting of the Council, we came to the conclusion that

it is incontrovertibly proven that, on the night of 16-1" March, there took

place an act of armed aggression by Israel against Syria, which was accompanied

by an incursion into the territory of Syria and the air space of that country.
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Since then, all, or practically all, members of the Council have spoken;

and in all of these statements there is this absolutely incontrovertible fact,

in one form or another, with one or another set of qualifications, or one or

" another shade of meaning, that has been confirmed; so that as regards the factual

* side of the matter, we now have no doubts. If they may have existed initially

at the beginning of this meeting, or at least at the beginning of the first meeting,

* when we embarked upon the consideration of this question, it may be stated that now,

quite unquestionably, the factual side of the matter has been completely

determined; and this, of course, is extremely important because, basing ourselves

upon an analysis of the facts, we can now adopt the proper decision.

Therefore, in regard to the events which took place on 16-17 March, as

one can see, there can be no differences of interpretation. Some say, as my

delegation does — and 'We believe this to be correct — that these acts

should be qualified as acts of armed aggression. Others speak more delicately

of this and characterize these acts as violations of the Armistice Agreement.

The substance of the matter, of course, is not affected thereby.

There is a divergence in the evaluation of those events which preceded

the events of 16-17 March; and in applying and addressing ourselves

to that category of facts which, in our first statement, we placed in the second

category of facts, which is distinct from what took place on 16-17 March, we

must note in this connexion that we cannot agree with, the attempts to place

responsibility for these acts or less significant encounters upon Syria. A

detailed analysis of the circumstances of the case shows that the answers given

here by General von Horn add very little, as a matter of fact, to the material

contained in his own report. The statements of the parties which we have heard

here show that, in those events, as well, the events which took place before

those of 16-17 March — in those events, we have such incidents as were brought

about by the provocatory dispatch of Israel troops into the northern part of the

Lake Tiberias area, an act which was unprovoked and which was accompanied by an armed

attack upon the Syrian territory. Therefore, we adhere to that version which is

based upon the evidence of witnesses and the material evidence which is contained

in the report presented to the Council which, in regard to these minor incidents,

comparatively speaking, also places responsibility upon Israel, and not upon Syria.
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These are the factual circumstances of the case. We can add to this that

in the course of the events which ve are now discussing, Israel systematically

violated three lines which, on the map contained in the documents of the

Security Council, constituted guarantees for the maintenance of peace in that

area. These three lines appear clearly on the map which is available to all

members of the Council. The line to the far left on the map to which I am now

pointing indicates the line beyond which no armed forces may be introduced, that

is, tLe line indicating' the Demilitarized Zone. It is a fact, however, that the

armed forces of Israel did enter this Demilitarized Zone and that they remained

there illegally for a military purpose, and when their accumulation had reached

a certain point they carried out an armed attack upon Syrian territory and an

armed incursion into Syrian territory. It is stated, on the basis of Biblical

legend, that Christ walked over the waters of this same Lake Tiberias. Those

who wish to believe this may do so; we do not prevent them from believing such

things. But one cannot believe that heavy Israel tanks could perform the same

feat which about 2,000 years ago was performed by the Lord himself, if in fact

He did do so. Indeed, it must have taken some time to bring those tanks there

together with a lot of other heavy armament and equipment. Perhaps General von Horn,

in his answers, was following only.what was known to him and stating only the

facts known to him. He did not indicate how much time would be necessary to

carry out such preparation. But for all of us who have any experience whatsoever

in judging the ccuree of armed conflicts, particularly experience in the work of

the Security Council, it is clear that a certain number of days was required for

this and that therefore, in this instance, the events of 16-17 March which resulted

in this armed incursion were the result of a carefully planned military operation.

This is the factual side of the matter, and it can be supplemented with the

circumstance that after the accumulation of these armed forces, two lines were

violated: the line of the Demilitarized Zone and the line of demarcation. The

line of demarcation, which was violated as a result of the incursion into Syrian

territory, is indicated here in green.

This is the situation which we must now evaluate politically, and there are

two proposals in which this political evaluation is contained. In the draft

resolution of the Syrian Arab Republic, in document S/5107/Rev.l, it is proposed
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that the Council condemn Israel

"... for the wanton attack vhich was carried out against Syrian

territory on the night of 16/17 March 1962, in violation of its

resolution of 15 July 19̂ 8, of the terms of the General Armistice

.Agreement between Syria and Israel and of Israel's obligations under

the Charter".

From what we have just stated and from what is quite evident to us from the

factual side of the case, it is clear that the paragraph I have just quoted

represents the minimum the Council must do if it wishes to prevent the

possibility of a repetition of eases like this in the future.

In connexion with repetition of incidents like this, I should point out

that not too long ago we had the one thousandth meeting of the Security Council

and someone calculated that approximately two hundred meetings of the Council —

I am not certain of the accuracy of this and have not checked it, but I am going

by the .newspapers -- have been concerned with aggressions which were committed

by Israel with respect to Arab countries. So that any attempt to appeal to our

sympathies by saying, as did the representative of Israel, that Israel is a weak,

small country only ten miles in width, are quite inconsistent with the facts,

because about one-fifth of all the work of the Security Council since the

beginning of the existence of the Organization has been devoted to incidents

which even in the statements of the United States representative were recognized

as quite similar to those with which we are dealing at present, particularly in

1956. Therefore, if we seriously want to prevent the possibility of a

repetition of armed incursions by Israel into the territory of Syria and other

Arab countries, if we really wish to put a stop to this in fact, then this

purpose would be achieved by the very modest formulation in the second operative

paragraph of the Syrian draft resolution which states that the Security Council

"Again warns Israel of the Security Council's resolve to call for

appropriate sanctions against Israel, should it resort once more in

the future to such aggressive acts".

It seems to us quite proper to warn Israel that sanctions will be applied,

because, after all, it is approximately two hundred times now that we have sat

here considering exactly the same subject.
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Therefore, I have quite justly called this proposal by the Syrian delegation

a very modest one. If ve consider paragraphs 3 and k which are, after all, of

secondary significance, these two more or less briefly formulated paragraphs are

exactly the substance of the just demand which is contained in the draft

resolution that was formulated by the Syrian delegation. That is why I cannot

understand why delegations, including those of the United States and the United

Kingdom, the co-sponsors of the second proposal, without really differing from our

understanding of what actually took place on the night of 16-17 March, are not

prepared to support this more than modest resolution which is directly based upon

the factual circumstances of the case and constitutes, in my opinion, the minimum

programme of what the Council can and must do. Here I wish to repeat that this is

a demand for the immediate application of sanctions and every ground exists for

this demand, in view of the very tragic situation which we must now consider and

examine. That is why the Soviet delegation requests that our proposal be

considered as an explanation of our vote in favour of the draft resolution

proposed by the delegation of Syria.

However, since we have two documents before us, we are of course obliged

to make comments on the second draft as well. There are two categories of

provisions in the second draft. In the first, although in a somewhat soft and

inadequate form, there are provisions which could generally be supported,

particularly if they were brought to their logical conclusion. I refer to such

provisions as those contained in paragraphs 2 and 3 of draft resolution S/5HO.

Unfortunately, I do not yet have a Russian text of that document before ne, but

paragraph 2

"Reaffirms the Security Council resolution of 19 January 1956

which condemned Israeli military action in breach of the General Armistice

Agreement, whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation".

•Paragraph 3 states that:

"•>••• the Israeli attack of 16-17 March 1962 constitutes a flagrant

violation of that resolution and calls upon Israel scrupulously to

refrain from such action in the future".
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Generally speaking, this is in conformity with the Syrian draft resolution.

However, it speaks in terms which appear to us to be unjustifiably weakened and,

therefore, we suggest that although the provisions of these paragraphs run

parallel to the Syrian draft resolution, they do not express the matter sufficiently

clearly and strongly. More satisfactory to us is the formulation set forth by

the Syrian Arab Republic.

Without dealing with the preamble of the draft resolution submitted by the

United States and the United Kingdom, which contains a number of statements

regarding the past which add very little to the substance of the matter, we

nevertheless must touch upon the provisions contained in that draft resolution,

which are in complete contradiction with the facts of the matter and with the

results of the investigation which the Council has effected and of which we have

now concluded an analysis. In this contradiction of the facts, an attempt is made

to put the victim of the aggression in the position of the aggressor. As we

have already said, such motives were contained in the first statement of the

representative of the United States, Mr. Stevenson. In speaking immediately after

that, we were not able to recognize the logic in accordance with which, on the

one hand, it is recognized that Israel is responsible for the armed incursion

into the territory of Syria and, on the other hand, an attempt is made to direct

certain pious appeals not to the aggressor alone but also to the victim of the

aggression; nor do we understand the attempt to createthe impression that not

Israel alone but that Syria is equally guilty cf sere wrong doing. Such

a tendency is expressed in paragraph 1 of the dreft resolution proposed by the

United States and the United Kingdom which asserts that, for the acts which took

place on 8 March 1962 equal responsibility should be placed upon Syria and

Israel. ¥e cannot at all agree with this point of view because such an evaluation

contradicts the facts and is at variance with the evidence that has been presented

in the Council.

Let us go further. The same trend may be seen elsewhere in the draft

resolution which tries to place Syria and Israel on an equal footing in an equal

situation of States that are equally responsible for the situation that has been

created. For example, paragraph 6 provides for the exclusion of armed forces

from the remilitarized Zone and speaks of certain procedures to be followed in the

so-called defensive area. It also states that both Governments should co-operate

with the Chief of Staff of UNSTO in eliminating any violations.
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Such a tendency seems to us to be completely improper and at variance

with the factual situation. After all, the tanks that miraculously got into the

demilitarized zone were Israel tanks which somehow got through. There is no

data in the possession of the Security Council which demonstrates that Syria

coiunitted any violation of the status of the Demilitarized Zone. I/Hoy, then,

should we appeal, not to the State which violated the general Armistice

Agreement -- that is to say, Israel -- and this has been proved by all of the

factual evidence -- but to both parties? Some of the other provisions of this

draft resolution contain an appeal to Israel and Syria equally and I could comment

in the same vein on them; besides,they are in complete contradiction with paragraphs

2 and 5 of the same draft resolution. Thus, this draft resolution does not seem

acceptable to my delegation for reasons of both logic and principle. The facts

are quite clear in the eyes of the entire world. Everybody knows what happened

during the night of l6-l? March and they are even recorded in paragraph 3 of

the draft resolution submitted by the United States and the United Kingdom.

At the same time, an attempt is made to pacify the aggressor, Israel.

We are against such attempts by virtue of our policy of trying to halt aggression

anywhere in the world. The Security Council, in our view, ought not to attempt

to pacify an aggressor, ought not to try to sweeten the pill for him, but should,

rather, make him see and understand his guilt and bear full responsibility for

the violation that he h*s committed against international peace and security.

The tendency to say something pleasant, which is quite easily seen if one reads

between the lines of this Anglo-American document, is a harmful one because it

gives the aggressor the illusion that, in the future, it can count upon a

clement attitude if it again tries to violate those obligations which it has

undertaken under the Charter of the United Nations and under all the other

agreements which Israel signed with Syria, no matter how many times the

violations may occur.
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We consider such an approach to be improper, to be a harmful one, and one
f

which draws attention away from these acts of aggression in this very central

part of the world.

¥ When we define our position in voting on the draft resolution introduced

by the United States and the United Kingdom (s/5HO) we will proceed from those

v considerations which we have adduced and we shall take into account all of

these circumstances, as well as the fact that our participation in any voting

on the draft resolutions before us will not imply any change in the position of

principle adhered, to by the USSR in regard to the presence of so-called

United Nations forces in this part of the world. We again appeal to the members

of the Council resolutely to depart from any prejudiced approach to this matter

and resolutely to support the modest and sufficiently laconic and at the same

time sufficiently expressive draft resolution which works in the interests of

world peace, namely the resolution that has been introduced by the Syrian

Arab Republic.
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The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): Since I have no further

speakers on my list, I should like to ask members of the Council and invited

guests of the Council whether any of them wishes to speak.

Mr. COMAY (Israel): I should like briefly to explain my position on

the time factor involved in the submission this afternoon of the draft resolution

contained in document S/5110. The text of that draft resolution became available

to my delegation only this afternoon. I have forwarded it to my Government; it

has not yet reached my Government, much less been studied by it. Since we are,

as I think all Council members will agree, one of the interested parties --in

fact, the major part of this udraft resolution appears to concern my Government

very directly, with regard both to the past and to the future -- I would assume

that the Council would wish to have the benefit of a considered statement on all

the provisions of the draft resolution on behalf of the Israel Government. At

any rate} I feel sure that my Government would want to make such a statement

concerning, its full and detailed position on this whole matter in the light of this

resolution, I do not expect to be in a position to make such a statement before

Monday, because it would have to be based on study of the resolution by my

Government and consultation with my Government. I would respectfully ask the

Council to. take this into account in organizing its work and arranging its

time-table, I am certainly in no position to make any impromptu comments on this

draft resolution today,
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Mr. TARAZI (Syria)(interpretation from French): I wish to make a

statement on the substance of the matter before us, but there is a request now

for adjournment of the debate so that the representative of Israel can clarify

his position. As the representative of a country.invited to participate in

the debates of the Council, I shall not allow myself to discuss such a matter

of procedure, although my delegation would be ready to have the debate continue

here and now, and that a vote he taken on the text before the Council at present.

However, this is a matter that the Council, itself, would have to decide upon;

so that if you decide that the debates are to continue, I am ready to speak on

the substance and to refute certain allegations that had been made in the past,

and to make clear the position of my delegation regarding the draft resolution

(S/5110) submitted by the delegations of the United Kingdom and the United States.

Therefore, I shall reserve my right to speak after the Council has decided

upon the point that has just been raised.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): The Council has heard

the suggestion of the representative of Israel and also the comment of the

representative of Syria. Are there any speakers?

Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): It is very difficult for me

to object to.any member of the Council asking for a postponement -- especially,

to consult his Government. We all find ourselves in this situation, and we

certainly find this a very legitimate request to make. However, for someone who

is not a member of the Council, it would be very easy for this representative to send

a declaration, at any time, of what he wanted to say. He is not going to

participate in the vote anyhow.

I do not know if the Council would insist on hearing a statement before

the voting. We have been dealing with this question since the Syrian delegation

had sent their letter a long time ago; we have agreed to add to this letter the

letter that came from the Israel delegation. We have been patiently discussing

this matter; we have adjourned to have the benefit of the presence of General

von Horn with us. I feel the matter is too serious for any further postponement;

I feel that those in Syria who look to this Council to see whether or not they
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(Mr. El-Zayyat, UAR)

can depend on the existence of the Security Council of the United Rations to

protect them -- and whether or not there is any world organization to uphold

law and order -- those people may lose their patience while we are postponing:

from one day to another and from one week to another week.

Mr. MCROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation from

Russian): The Soviet delegation, sees no justification, whatsoever, for a

postponement of the meeting of the Council, nor postponement of the debate and

vote.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): According to rule 38

of the rules of procedure of the Security Council:"Any member of the United

nations, invited in accordance with the preceding rule or in application of

Article 32 of the Charter to participate in the discussions of the Security Council

may submit proposals and draft resolutions. These proposals and draft resolutions

may be put to a vote only at the request of a representative of the Security

Council."

In view of what I heard the representative of Israel say, would he be

good enough to tell us whether we are to gather from his words that he is

submitting a proposal for adjournment of the meeting and that we reconvene on

Monday?
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Mr. qUAISOM-SACKED (Ghana): I would like to intervene, Mr, President,

"before you allow the representative of Israel to speak^ merely to say that while

I personally would have preferred to vote tonight, I think that even though the

representative of Israel is not a member of the Council and, therefore, whatever

he says here will not affect the resolution, as a matter of courtesy, if he feels

that he has something else to say to the Council and wants to do so Monday, we

should accord him this courtesy. My position is such that whenever I find someone

being pushed to the wall I have sympathy for him, and I have intervened merely to

appeal to members of the Council to grant a courtesy which I think we should

accord to someone who has a stake in a matter like this and who wishes to refer to

his Government, not because such a reference will affect the outcome of the

decisions to be taken by the Council but because he feels he has something else,

to say which, unless there is an adjournment, he might be prevented from saying.

I am not now making a formal propo.sal, but I am rather appealing to members to

consider this as a matter courtesy,

Mr« YOST (United States of America); We should actually have preferred

to vote on these draft resolutions tonight. However, in view of the request of

the representative of Israel and of the considerations which the representative, of

Ghana has just put forward, we should not object to a postponement until Monday,

Mr, EL-ZAY3AT (United Arab Republic): I should like to assure Ambassador

Quaison-Sackey that we have no desire whatsoever to push anybody to the wall. Our

only desire is to push people to behave well, that is all. But because the Council

so desires, because even the representative of Ghana so desires, we have no

objection at all to postponing this until Monday.

The PRESIEEM? (interpretation from Spanish): From the discussion that

has just taken place I gather that there is a consensus for adjournment of the

debate until Monday, and if I, am mistaken in this I would appreciate being

corrected.
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(The President)

Since I hear no objection, I take it the Council agrees to adjourn until

Monday at. 10.30 a.m. However, before we adjourn, I call on the representative

of Israel.

Mr, COMAY (Israel): I would like to express my appreciation to the

representative of Ghana for the consideration-'.and courtesy which he showed in the

appeal that he made after the request* j

The meeting rose at 6,15 P»m«
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ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was adopted.

THE PALESTINE QUESTION:

(a) LETTER DATED 20 MARCH 1962 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SYRIAN

ARAB REPUBLIC ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5096)

(b) LETTER DATED 21 MARCH 19̂ 2 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL

ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL (S/5098)

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): In accordance with the

decisions taken previously by the Security Council, and if there are no objections,

I shall invite the representatives of Syria and Israel to take places at the

Council table.

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Tarazi, representative of the

Syrian Arab Republic, and Mr. Comay, representative of Israel, took places at the

Security Council table.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): A number of representatives

have indicated the desire to speak before the voting takes place. The first name

on my list is that of the representative of Syria, upon whom I now call.

Mr. TARAZI (Syria) (interpretation from French): I thank the President

and the members of the Council for allowing me to speak again. I may say that I

would have preferred not to have had to do so, but I am obliged to in view of iB

statements made earlier. At this stage of the debate I should like to clarify the

position of my delegation on a number of points which might still appear somewhat

unclear.

I should like to refute the fallacious arguments and the false and inept

dialectics of which the representative of Israel made use at the Council's meeting

on 5 April. Fortunately my task has been greatly facilitated by the very attitude

taken by Mr. Comay in contradicting the statements of General von Horn which were

not to his liking.
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(Mr. Tarazi, Syria)

I have already pointed out to the members of the Security Council the fact

that the Israel position is untenable, regardless of the angle from which it is

studied. The Israel authorities, on the night of 16-17 March, committed an act

of aggression. Their objective was to occupy Syrian soil. General von Horn

affirms that no Syrian post was found in the demilitarized zone.

k
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Furious at being contradicted and at hearing the Israeli idea of the

demolition of Syrian posts and foritfications so obviously refuted, Mr. Comay

had no other resort but to try to criticize General von Horn. Indeed, criticism

was not enough; he went so far as to level threats. He wanted the fury of

Jupiter to break forth and, in order to do so, he used the forges of Vulcan.

But Mr. Comay forgot that, whatever he might do or say, times have changed.

Israel was placed by the United Nations on soil taken from its legitimate

owners. Instead of being grateful to this Organization, to the benefactor to

which, I might say, it owes its existence, Israel shows no respect for it.

On the contrary, Israel stands arrogantly confronting the representatives of

the United Nations whose main task is to serve the interests of peace. The tone

used by Mr. Comay in rejecting the affirmations of General von Horn proves

conclusively that Israel does not want peace. Why pass the buck, if it is not

because Israel knows that its ambitions cannot be fulfilled until it occupies

all the territory between the Nile and the Euphrates? Mr. Comay's statement

reminded me of the speeches by Hitler and Goering. Hitler complained of what

he called the Diktat of Versailles. Mr. Comay laments the vicissitudes under

which Israel has had to live because of the Armistice Agreement, the application

of which must not, of course, in any way touch the security or integrity of

Israel. But why were these agreements signed if they were not intended to be

implemented?

Mr. Ccmay is furious to note that the Israeli stories have been denied,

and he denies truth and thereby contradicts himself and them. Well, this may

serve the ends of Israeli propaganda; it may confuse world public opinion. But,

unfortunately for its authors, it is out of order and out of keeping with the

times. In the years that preceded and followed the establishment of Israel

in Palestine, Zionist propaganda addressed to the socialist countries told them

that Israel would be the first people's republic in the Middle East because the

Arab States surrounding it were governed by reactionary feudal cliques. At the

same time, turning to the Western Powers and particularly to the United States

of America, the Zionists reminded them that, in order to combat Communism in the

Middle East, Israel was the only one they could count on.
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(Mr. Tarazi, Syria)

I must apologize to the Council for this digression, but I felt it to "be

useful in order to show the varied tactics of Israeli propaganda, which has

"been "blunted because the majority of those to whom it was addressed, and especially

the countries of the socialist world, are well aware of the true situation in that

part of the world.

It is no less true that Mr. Comay was true to the tradition of threats --

threats that were moant to find a tolerant Press, a sympathetic public, to which

the historical realities and juridical exactitudes.and accuracies count but little.

I shall merely highlight two statements that Mr. Comay took the liberty of

making. First of all, speaking of the attack, he said that the small Israeli

force that participated in the action of 16-17 March, and that did not use tanks,

was withdrawn that same night. This statement has been refuted by facts themselves.

Tanks and Israeli armed vehicles were captured by the Syrian forces. The United

Nations Observers themselves saw some, bearing Hebrew inscriptions, and many of

them were shown to the public in one of the main squares of Damascus.
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Secondly, speaking of the Syrian military positions which, presumably,

according to the Iraelis, were destroyed, Mr. Comay reaffirms their existence

in the Demilitarized Zone. He wants, by hook or by crook, to be right, and

that General von Eorn be proved wrong.

Now, this position is untenable, as far as we are concerned. When I say

this, I am thinking of the interests of the United Nations and the respect due

representatives of the Secretary-General in the area. To reject the conclusions

of the Chief-of-Staff only in so far as the interests and the security of Israel

are left untouched would be to go beyond the framework of law and enter that of

the jungle, itself.

The Israel offensive was intended to destroy the Syrian posts in Tel El Neirab,

and now these posts are on Syrian soil,and not in the Demilitarized Zone. The

Israel offensive was rejected by the forces it attacked, and the Israelis

withdrew after having stopped the fire of the Syrian artillery; but the battle

took place on Syrian soil.

Mr. Comay tried to minimise the act of aggression committed on the night

16-17 March, and said that the small Israel force withdrew immediately. But

why, then, the bombing of El-Hamme in the Demilitarized Zone, and Fiq in Syria

itself? What is even more serious is Mr. Comay1s refusal in the future to

co-operate with the Chief-of-Staff and and the United Nations Observers, as he

made clear in his statements. Thus, the Armistice Agreement will become

inoperative.

I do not intend to refute the arguments of Mr. Comay regarding the status

of the Demilitarized Zone: Many documents have been drafted on the question of

the Demilitarized Zone. The Armistice Agreement is there to contradict and

refute the Israel allegations-, but I shall limit myself merely to reminding you

first that article V of the Armistice Agreement and Dr. Bunche's comments provide

that, in the PiRtr.ilitarized Zone^ no question of sovereignty will arise; and,

therefore, Israel is not entitled to claim any right of sovereignty over the

Demilitarized Zone. To speak of the fact that the Demilitarized Zone is on

Israel soil.seems to contradict the Armistice Agreement itself.
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(Mr. Tarazi, Syria)

If aggressive acts occur later, the responsibility will fall to Israel,

because the Israel concept of the Demilitarized Zone, as it was so often

explained and put to us, was a concept violatory of the Armistice Agreement

and which constitutes, in itself, an act of aggression.

Secondly, the jurisdiction of the Mixed Armistice Commission extends to

the Demilitarized Zone, anf. article 7 of the Armistice Agreement provides as

follows:

"l. The execution of the provisions of this Agreement shall be

supervised by a Mixed Armistice Commission composed of five members, of

whom each Party to this Agreement shall designate two, and whose Chairman

shall be the United Nations Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision

Organization or a senior officer from the observer personnel of that

organization designated by him following consultation with both Parties

to this Agreement." (S/1555/Rev.l)

That is paragraph 1 of article 7«

Article 7 of the Armistice Agreement, therefore, contains no limitation,

whatsoever, over the jurisdiction of the Mixed Armistice Commission.

If we turn to paragraph 8 of this same article 7 of the Armistice Agreement,

we read the following:

"Where interpretation of the meaning of a particular provision of

this Agreement, other than the preamble and article I and II, is at

issue, the Commission's interpretation shall prevail. The Commission, in

its discretion and as the need arises, may from time to time recommend to the

Parties modifications in the provisions of this Agreement." (S/1355/Etev.l)

Thus, Mr. Comay1s idea, concept or thesis is completely destroyed. The

Mixed Armistice Commission is perfectly competent to decide on the complaints

that have bearing on the Demilitarized Zone, in view of the fact that

paragraph 8 of article 7 has given one -- and only one -- restriction to the

Commission's interpretation of the Armistice Agreement. But, this restriction

does not deal with any but the first and second articles. The provisions

bearing on the status of the Demilitarized Zone, however, are contained in

article 5 of the Armistice Agreement, and, therefore, are unscathed as far

as this article is concerned. Therefore, no one can come here and contend that
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the decisions of the Mixed Armistice Commission are not to be complied with if

they deal with complaints or disagreements touching on the Demilitarized Zone.

The Demilitarized Zone and the other zones and the other elements of the Mixed

Armistice Agreement constitute one single monolithic block. Only articles 1 and 2

of this Agreement are exempted from the interpretations of the Mixed Armistice

Commission.



TL/gm 3/PV.1006
16

(Mr. Tarazi, Syria)

I think that the matters are now clear and that, in refusing to recognize

the jurisdiction of the Mixed Armistice Commission over the Demilitarized Zone,

Mr. Ccmay refuses to envisage any future application of the Armistice Agreement.

Thus the Armistice Agreement is blocked in its application by the fanciful
9?

interpretation Israel chooses to apply to it. This interpretation is in keeping,

perhaps, with Israel's conception of what constitutes its security, tut it is not

in keeping with the provisions of the Armistice Agreement.

From what I have had the honour to point out, it is evident that Israel has

committed a serious act of aggression which should not go unpunished. When the

General Assembly, in its resolution 273 (ill) of 11 May 19̂ 9, decided to admit

Israel to the United Nations, it set as a condition for that admission compliance

with its previous resolutions concerning Palestine. Specifically, in paragraph 5

of that resolution the following words were used:

"Recalling its resolutions of 29 November 19̂ 7 and 11 December 19̂ 8

and taking note of the declarations and explanations made by the representative

of the Government of Israel before the ad hoc Political Committee in respect

of the implementation of the said resolutions..."

This decision was taken in 19̂ -9• We are now,, in the year 19̂ 2, and we find

ourselves confronted with a deplorable situation. Israel still is trying to

dodge its obligations. It feels that its friends will continue to be indulgent

and to pull its chestnuts out of the fire. Perhaps it is not mistaken in this.

But have we not reached the point where the Security Council should seriously

consider expulsion of Israel from the General Assembly, in accordance with Article 6

of the Charter?

Unfortunately, we are far from such a solution. The Syrian Arab Republic,

after having repelled a flagrant act of aggression, now turns to the Security Council

to draw its attention to the grave consequences which may result frcm this aggression,

¥e do not, therefore, believe we should be subjected to unfounded criticism. The

incidents which preceded the attack were provoked by Israel. Israel should suffer

the consequences* It was they who first attacked, and not the Syrians, and the

Syrians were perfectly justified in exercising their legitimate right of self-defense.

It is indeed true that logic has no place in Israel's arsenal.
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Kegarding the draft resolution tabled by the delegations of the United

Kingdom and the United States,ray delegation is of the opinion that it does not

go far in evaluating the facts and the consequences which necessarily must result

frcm those facts. Still, considering that the Syrian Arab Republic is not a

member of the Council and that the Council has been kind enough to invite us to be

seated here for the purpose of setting forth our case, I do not wish to discuss

the draft resolution before the Council but leave this task rather to the members

of the Council, to discuss it in all tranquility and take the decision that must be

taken.

But my delegation does wish to draw the attention of the Council once more to

the events which took place on the night of 16-17 March, and also to the possible

implications of these events. In the world press we read numerous accounts of

the Israel attack which took place on the night of 16-17 March. The representative

of Israel, in the course of a statement made by him last week before the Council,

told you that Israel still intends to carry out its future development projects.

I repeat what I said during our last meeting and also when I spoke last week,

namely that no project involving the waters of the Jordan River or those of Lake

Tiberias can be carried out by Israel alone. The Armistice Agreement provided

that no military or political advantage may be obtained during the course of the

truce decreed by the Security Council. This principle was recognized by both

parties to the Armistice Agreement, in paragraph 1 of article II j consequently,

if these projects are carried out the provisions of this paragraph will be

violated.

So then, the Council is fully cognizant of the situation and of what lies

hidden behind it. It will never be possible to reproach Syria and the other Arab

countries for not having confronted the Security Council with its responsibilities

in this matter.



TL/gm S/PV.1C06

Mr. COMA.Y (Israel): Mr. President, I must thank you and the Council for

giving me this opportunity of making a further statement after consulting my

Government. I would also ask the indulgence of the Council if we take up a little

of its time in commenting on a few of the issues which have been raised in the
\

debate, as well as on the draft resolution submitted by the United Kingdom and the

United States. In doing so I shall refrain from entering into any polemics with

the representative of Syria.

At the outset, permit me to say that we were impressed by the fair and

restrained spirit in which a number of members of the Council addressed themselves

to the difficult matter on its agenda. We regret that they have been unable to

endorse the compelling reasons for the action taken by the Israel Government; yet

we also note that they have shown some understandiing of those reasons. It is

unnecessary for me to specify to which representatives I refer; the record speaks

for itself.

This spirit of objectivity has stood in sharp contrast to the tone of certain

statements we have heard, particularly those of the representative of the Soviet

Union. He endorses the preposterous story that our police launches sailed up to

fortified Syrian artillery positions and opened fire on them. If the Syrians saw

forty non-existent tanks, then the representative of the Soviet Union talks of

forty non-existent tanks. His version of the facts is simply the Syrian version of

the facts, down to the last detail, Whatever the reasons may be for this

attitude, those reasons will not be found in General von Horn's report.
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The same bias is evident in Mr. Morozov's statement on 6 April 1962 that:

"Someone calculated that approximately two hundred meetings of

the Council ... have been concerned with aggressions which were

ccuraitted by Israel with respect to Arab countries ... About one-T'ifth

of all the work of the Security Council since the beginning of the

existence of the Crganization has been devoted to incidents which,

even in the statements of the United States representative, were

recognized as quite similar to those with which we are dealing at

present ... It seems to us quite proper to warn Israel that sanctions

will be applied, because, after all, it is approximately two hundred

times now that we have sat here considering exactly the same subject."

It is a grave matter to threaten any member State with sanctions; but

it is unpardonable to do so on the basis of a gross factual misstatement. Let us

examine this misstatement, not merely in order to put the record straight, but

because it may throw a great deal of light on the issue before us and the problem

that the Council faces in dealing with such an issue on its merits.

From a quick check of the records by my delegation, it appears that before

the present agenda item, the Council had held 206 meetings from 19̂ -8 onwards,

under the now obsolete heading of "The Palestine Question". Some eighty of these

meetings took place in 19̂ -8-̂ 9« They arose out of the Arab attempt to prevent

by force the establishment of the State of Israel and the invasion of Israel by

the armies of the Arab States, after it had been established. The Arab war

against Israel was the problem before the Security Council in 19̂ -8. The Arab

refusal to make peace with Israel, Arab boycotts and blockades, Arab armed

harassment on our borders, the loudly proclaimed Arab threat to liquidate Israel

this is the problem which remains unsolved in 1962.

Even after the Armistice Agreements were signed in 19̂ -9 > a great deal of the

Security Council' s time and attention were devoted to specific aspects of Arab

belligerency. I need merely mention, among these themes, the Egyptian blockade

of the Suez Canal, the attempt by Syria to prevent by force the drainage of the

Huleh marshes, the use of Syrian armed force to stop a project in the
/'

Demilitarized Zone, and so on. All these problems, as well as the actions taken

by Israel to protect itself, are symptoms of the same basic nclady. That nalady
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•will be cured only when the Arab States accept what the eminent President of

Ghana has termed "political realities", when they reconcile themselves to the

existence of Israel as a permanent feature of the Middle East landscape, and vhen

they are willing to .negotiate an overall peace settlement with Israel, as both

the Security Council and the General Assembly have called upon them to do.

In 19̂ -8, during the eighty meetings to which I have referred, the Soviet

countries had no difficulty in deciding who was the aggressor. On 21 May 19̂ 8,

Mr. Gromyko, speaking before the Security Council, charged that the Arab States -

"have resorted to such action as sending their troops into Palestine

and carrying out military operations aimed at the suppression of the

national liberation movement in Palestine."

On 28 May 19̂ 8, the representative of the Ukrainian SSR added:

"I would point out, in the first place, that we do not know of a

single case of the invasion of the territory of another State by the

armed forces of Israel, except in self-defence, where they had to beat

off attacks by the armed forces of other States on Israel territory.

That was self-defence in the full sense of the word."

A few years later, the Soviet Union's approach to these problems started

changing. In 195̂ -> the Security Council voted on a resolution concerning the

Jordan water scheme in the Demilitarized Zone. Because that resolution took

some account of Israel1s legitimate interests, it was unacceptable to Syria and,

although it received the support of the majority of the Council, it was vetoed by

the Soviet Union. This was the first time the Soviet Union had used its veto

power as an instrument of its Middle East policy, and this was described by the

United Kingdom representative, Sir Gladwyn Jebb, as "a sinister development."

Two months later, in March 195̂ j "the Security Council once more turned its

attention to Egypt's violation of freedom of passage through the Suez Canal.

In 1951 the Council had called upon Egypt to stop all further interference with

Israel shipping in the Canal. Egypt defied this decision and refused to comply

with it. On 29 March 195̂  a majority of the Council voted for a resolution which

noted Egypt1s non-compliance with grave concern and called upon it to comply, in

accordance with its obligations under the Charter. Once more, the Soviet Union

applied a veto.
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That veto power was now established as a crucial element in all further

dealings "by this Council with the Israel-Arab conflict. It meant, in blunt

terms, that when Israel sought redress from the Council and tried to invoke the

protection and authority of the Council against Arab belligerence, no remedial <

action could be taken because the Soviet Union had placed its veto power at the

disposal of one of the two parties to the dispute. We can only draw attention ^

to this fact, however unpalatable it may be.

This brief look at the record, then, reveals a story which has no resemblance

to what we heard from the Soviet representative. We must presume that the

draftsmen of the resolution had in mind the situation I have described. Even the

present text, which as I shall shortly show is a one-sided one, still does not

escape Soviet objections; for instance, to paragraph 1 of the draft resolution,

in case it might carry seme implication of Syrian responsibility, and even to

paragraph 6, because it asks both Governments to observe the military restrictions

provided in the Armistice Agreement for the remilitarized Zone and the defensive

area.

What has been said about the capacity of the Security Council to intervene

on Israel's behalf has a bearing on certain remarks made by two other Council

members. The representative of the United States, in his statement on 28 March,

singled out what he called "a policy of retaliatory raids", as having contributed

to the rapid rise in tensions in the Middle East during 1955 a^d 195̂  an<^ he

referred to "a reversion" to this policy. I wish to assure him that my Government

did not have then, and does not have now, any policy of retaliatory raids. My

Government has the same right and duty as any other Government, to protect 4

ourselves against attack. In any case, the cause of the tension at that time was

an Arab belligerence emboldened and made more menacing by a massive flow of f

military aid. The United Nations failed to come to grips with this belligerence,

but reacted quickly to censure any defensive action taken by Israel to relieve

the mounting pressures upon its security. It is a lopsided view of history to

see the effect but not the cause.
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After the situation had exploded in crisis, at the end of 19̂ 6, the

United States Secretary of State, Mr. Dulles, said from the rostrum of the

General Assembly, on 1 November 1956:

"The United Nations may have been somewhat laggard, somewhat impotent,
»

in dealing with many injustices inherent in this Middle Eastern situation.

I think that we should, and I hope that we shall, give our most earnest

* thought--perhaps at the next regular session of the General Assembly -

to the problem of how we can do more to establish and implement the

principles of justice and international law. We have not done all that

we should have done in that respect, and on that account part of the

responsibility for the present events lies at our doorstep." (Official

Records of the General Assembly, 56lst meeting, para. 139)

The representative of the United Kingdom in this Council said on 5 April:

"My delegation would most seriously urge Israel to consider that

the United Nations is a stronger defense of peace in the Middle East,

and of Israel's independence, than its own armed forces." (S/PV.1003, p. 21)

It would not be fruitful for me to debate with Sir Patrick what the relative

roles were of the United Nations, and of our own armed forces, in defending

our independence. We believe in the United Nations, and we long for the day when

it will have developed the effective capacity to guarantee and protect the

independence and security of all its Member States, as was visualized in the

Charter. We have no expansionist ambitions and we do not covet a single inch of

the territory of our neighbours. We abhor bloodshed, and we begrudge every

penny and man-hour diverted from the giant task of reclaiming our wastelands and

resettling our people. But it is not our fault that the Charter of the United

Nations is still as much a dream as a reality. In the brief span of Israel's

modern statehood, we have twice had to fight in order to survive. Nobody knows

better than the United Kingdom under what circumstances the Palestine mandate

ended and the State of Israel was born. Had we had to rely not on our own

strength and courage, but solely on the Charter, Israel would not have survived

two weeks.
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Countries far stronger and more secure than Israel do not rest their

national security on the counsel Sir Patrick has urged upon Israel, but upon

maintaining their own armed strength. This is an outcome and a reflection of

the grim and troubled world in which we live.

I must make some comment on the statement by the representative of Syria

on 28 March 1962, concerning the fishing aspect of the issue before the Council.

He said:

"Sometimes there are difficulties and there are frictions, but basically

there lie at the root of them the ill-will and the bad faith of Israel

with regard to the recognition of Syrian fishing rights on the lake, as

defined by the Franco-British Convention of 7 March 1923> which allows

a ten-metre zone for fishing in the lake." (S/PV.999, p. 17)

There is nothing in the 192J Agreement allowing a ten-metre zone for fishing

in the lake, whatever that may mean. The Agreement said two separate things:

firstly, that the frontier between Syria and Palestine would in this sector be

ten metres from the edge of the lake; and secondly, that Syrian fishermen

would be allowed to fish in the lake, on the same conditions as Palestine

residents, and subject to Palestine police control. In practice, this meant

that individual Syrian fishermen applied to the Palestine authorities for licences,

to be precise, to the District Fisheries Office in Tiberias. These licences bound

them to observe the regulations and restrictions laid down by the Palestine

Fisheries Ordinance, and made them subject to checking and control by the Iccal

Palestine police.

The Armistice Agreement of 19li-9, which is the only bilateral agreement

concluded between Israel and Syria, prohibited any crossing of the armistice line

by civilians, and makes no exception for fishermen. This prohibition, as was

made clear in my previous statement, was reaffirmed by the Mixed Armistice

Commission on a number of occasions. In fact, at one stage the Syrian

representative to the Mixed Armistice Commission not only accepted that their

fishermen had no right to cross the ten-metre strip to the lake, but gave

undertakings that steps would be taken by the Syrian authorities to prevent them from

doing so. For instance, at the 5Hh meeting of the Mixed Armistice Commission,

on 10 January 1951; the senior Syrian representative declared:
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"I do not think that it is necessary for the Syrian delegation to

repeat their statement concerning the interdiction on fishing in

Lake Tiberias for Syrian civilians and refugees living along the Lake.

We have given very strict instructions to that effect."

In 1955;, the Chief of Staff, General Burns, reported to the Council that the

Israel'Government was ••willing to enter into discussions on this question with the

Syrian Government, more specifically, that we were willing to consider a renewal

of the 1923 Agreement, as between Syria and Israel, or alternatively, that we

were willing to consider applications for licences from the individual fishermen.

General Burns stated that these proposals had been rejected by the Syrians.

They insisted that their fishermen had the right simply to cross the border and

fish in Israel, without Israel's permission, licensing or control. This would

be\a violation of the Armistice Agreement, as I have said, as well as of the

laws of Israel. Even Israel fishermen have no such rights. The failure of the

Syrian authorities to put a stop to such illegal trespassing is one of the serious

causes of friction in that locality.

I shall now come to the Anglo-American draft resolution (S/5110). The first

three operative paragraphs deal with the recent incidents in the Lake Tiberias

area, in a manner which my Government regards as failing to hold a fair balance

between Syria's complaint and the two complaints which Israel has submitted to

the Council. In fact, the draft resolution avoids even mentioning in the preamble

the fact that our complaints exist at all.

The Syrian complaint is given satisfaction in paragraphs 2 and 3^ in terms

more stringent than the circumstances could possibly warrant. There is no point

in my delegation discussing the language used, since I am instructed to reaffirm

the position in principle of my Government, as set out in our statement (S/PV.999)

to the Council of 28 March 1962.

But whatever view the Council may choose to take concerning the Israel action,

that is only one side of the case. That action did not take place in a vacuum.

As has already been pointed out by other speakers in the debate, the first part of

the report by the Chief of Staff (S/5102) is headed, "Events leading up to the

fighting on the night of 16-17 March 1962". As to the nature of these events, a

common opinion emerges from the statements made by a number of the Council members.

While making clear that they do not justify Israel's action, these members have

shown their awareness of the Syrian attacks which so obviously preceded and provoked

our reaction.
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I would quote on this point only the statement of the representative of the

United States whose country is one of the co-sponsors of the draft resolution.

He said on 28 March that:

"It is apparent from even a preliminary study of the report of the

Chief of Staff that there has "been "both provocation and retaliation. Both

of these are contrary to the letter and spirit of the General Armistice

Agreement and cannot be condoned." (S/FV.999j Page ̂-2)

We have searched the Anglo-American text in vain for a reference to that

Syrian provocation or for a finding that it is contrary to the letter and spirit

of the Armistice Agreement and cannot be condoned.

There is a curious silence in the text concerning an additional point.

At the meeting of the Council on Friday last, the United States representative

said:

"it does, however, appear from the report that whatever initial firing there

may have bean with small arms and whoever started it, the level of the

engagement was raised by Syria, starting on 8 March, to that of artillery

fire, apparently of 80 mm. guns." (S/PV.10C5, page 16-20)

A little further down he comments on that:

"The prospects of escalation of minor incidents when artillery is

employed are only too obvious." (ibid.)

If that is the United States view, we are at a loss to understand why it should

not be reflected at all in paragraph 1 of the draft resolution. Such mention

would no doubt be embarrassing to Syria -- but does that justify its omission?

Why these elements of balance have vanished between 28 March and 6 April,

when the draft resolution was submitted, is not for us to explain. My

Government can only deplore the result. What is clear is that the strictures

upon Israel in paragraphs 2 and 5 are not accompanied in the present text by even

the mildest of rebukes to Syria for failing to comply with its own obligations,

and for its own share of. responsibility for the chain of incidents in the

Lake Tiberias area. A draft resolution so one-sided is not calculated to

promote peaceful conditions. On the contrary, it would be unfortunate if it left

an impression in the Syrian mind that their transgressions were condoned.
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Our judgement in this matter flows from much deeper considerations than

textual equity. What my Government seeks here, above all else, is comprehension

of the real nature of the problem. Against the tense and complex background,

it is shortsighted to treat murderous attacks on our fishermen, our policemen

and our farmers as mere "border incidents" and then to be alarmed and indignant

when Israel reacts to them. What makes an incident minor in character depends not

only on the size of the forces involved, the calibre of the weapons, the number

of casualties or the amount of damage. It depends first and foremost on the

setting in which it occurs.

The representative of China has quoted a passage from the late Secretary-

General's report of 9 May 195& which I might well repeat here. Mr. Hammarskjolt

said:

"As incidents continued and their frequency increased, this, together with

the strained political atmosphere, tended to give the individual occurrences

wider implications than certainly in most cases were justified. The

development led to explosions, sometimes of great bitterness and causing

great suffering. Thus, a chain of actions and reactions was created which,

unless broken, is bound finally to constitute a threat to peace and security".

(S/5396, page 5)

By failing to reflect the Syrian provocations which create that chain of actions

and reactions to which Mr. Hammarskjold referred, the draft resolution bypasses

what is the essence of the problem.

The second part of paragraph 1:

"calls upon the two Governments concerned to comply with their obligations

under Article 2, paragraph h of the Charter ... "

That sub-paragraph reads;

"All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or

ueeof force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any

State,or in any other manner inconsistent with the purpose of the United Nations."

My Government reaffirms its willingness to comply with the obligations under

Article 2, paragraph ^, in relation to Syria. It remains for the Syrian

representative to put on record here a similar declaration, on behalf of his own

Government, in relation to Israel. If he fails to do so, the Security Council will,

I trust,., draw the necessary conclusions.
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We construe this portion of paragraph 1 as an endorsement, at least for the

future, of the substance of our second complaint, which refers to Syrian threats

against Israel's territorial integrity and political independence. Any further

threats of this nature will, therefore, be gegarded by Israel as a violation not

only of the Charter, but also of this draft resolution, if it should be adopted.

Incidentally, I was surprised last Friday to hear the representative of

the United States suggest that my Government had made provocative statements.

I am not aware of any such statements.

The remaining paragraphs of the text concern the functioning of the

Armistice machinery and my delegation would make three observations on them.

First, I can assure the Council that no government could have a deeper

interest in maintaining peace on Israel's borders than the Government of Israel

itself. In seeking this essential objective of our policy, our authorities are

anxious to have all possible co-operation between the United Nations Truce

Supervision Organization and ourselves. T'"e welcome any suggestions by the

Chief of Staff; we will give them our earnest consideration and if they appear

useful and acceptable, we will assist the Chief of Staff in their early

implementation. In my statement to the Council on 5 April, arising out of

General von Horn's answers to questions, I explained to the Council how we see

the relationship between the Israel Government and UNSTO regarding the implementation

of the Armistice Agreement. The gist of that relationship is that the Chief of

Staff has no independent authority concerning the national territory of the

State concerned. He is always free to make recommendations or requests to the

Government concerning his requirements. The Government must consider whether such

recommendations would have security or political aspects and whether such aspects ™

make any particular proposal unacceptable. There is no reason why a good

understanding on these matters should not be worked out, taking account of all '

the factors involved, and of the ultimate responsibility of the Government.

These remarks apply in particular to the question of freedom of movement for

the United Nations observers, which have been given much attention in

General von Horn's answers and in the comments made by Council members. I should

like to inject a note of realism into the discussion on this point.
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Our security situation; with which Council members are familiar, might have

suggested to us that rigid restrictions should be imposed on the movements of

nationals of a score of different countries who pass freely back and forth across

the border,, some of whom live on the Arab side. The fact that they temporarily

"* wear a United Nations armband does not automatically make them good security

risks. In the past I cannot say that every single member of the UNTSO staff

€ has proved worthy of the trust required by his assignment.
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In spite of our legitimate anxiety, we have gone to remarkable lengths in

according freedom of movement to UNTSO personnel. General United Nations traffic

in the defensive area is uncontrolled. The observers in the Demilitarized Zone

and elsewhere on their official armistice duties are accompanied by liaison

officers, and this arrangement is recognized in principle to be unobjectionable.

Furthermore, the observers are given advance notice of civilian works we carry

out in the frontier area, and they are requested to notify the Syrian authorities

of these activities near to "the border and to explain their nature to them. At

its request UMTSO is supplied also with our classified maps of the Syrian frontier

area. These last two points regarding notification of civilian works and

disclosure of restricted maps are not obligatory upon us, but we take these steps

voluntarily in order to assist UMBO and to avoid incidents and friction.

There are many other ways in which our co-operation with UNTSO is expressed

in practical terms. I do not want to multiply examples but merely to remove

the mistaken impression which may have arisen in the minds of Council members

that Israel is unco-operative and denies UNTSO the necessary nobility required

for its task.

Here again, may I suggest that the objective should be to avoid conflicts

of principle and, instead, to maintain and strengthen the understandings which

already exist on the level of day-to-day working relations.
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Secondly,, I am instructed to reaffirm that the Israel Government will abide

scrupulously by the cease fire of 17 March — provided, naturally, that the

Syrian Government does the same. We have reported to the Council, in my letters

of 21 and 22 March (S/5098 and S/5100),that there had been a number of acts of

non-compliance with the cease fire by Syrian armed forces. The most serious was

that on 20 March when another police launch was fired upon, with the boat

damaged and two members of its crew wounded. That was after the cease fire.

The Council's debate has served the useful purpose, at least, of showing that

such attacks inflame tension and endanger the peace and cannot be taken lightly.

Thirdly, regarding the reactivation of the Mixed Armistice Commission, I

fully explained, in my statement of 5 April, what the obstacle was. If that

.obstacle were removed, my Government would find no further difficulty in the

full functioning of the Commission. However,thirteen years of experience have

shown that there is dubious value in formal Commission meetings in which the

parties take up rigid positions and the Chairman must decide the issue by his

casting vote. The object should not be to pile up verdicts, but to secure the

maximum of agreement or at least to reduce friction. This has always been

achieved either by the informal efforts of the Chairman, or by informal contacts

between the representatives of the parties, or by a combination of both. In the

debate and in the draft resolution an exaggerated emphasis has been given to

formal meetings of the Commission.

In the resolution of 18 May 1951 which is recalled in the preamble of the

present draft resolution, the Security Council

"Declares that in order to promote the return of permanent peace

_in Palestine it is essential that the Governments of Israel and Syria

observe faithfully the General Armistice Agreement of 20 July 19̂ 9-"

In any case, the implementation of the Armistice Agreement in its entirety, both

by Syria and by Israel, is the basic premise of the draft resolution before us.

It must be repeated firmly that Syrian obligations in the Lake Tiberias area
^

under the Armistice Agreement include the following:
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(a) to refrain from all further attacks upon or interference with

Israel activities on the Lake; and,

(b) to ensure that there should be no crossing of any kind from

Syrian into Israel territory.

Any failure by Syria to observe these obligations, therefore, will be

regarded by my Government as a violation of the Armistice Agreement, as well as

of this draft resolution if it is adopted.

In conclusion, may I reiterate the profound hope of my Government that the

relationship between Israel and its Arab neighbours may now, after all these

years, start moving forward from a brittle armistice to the firmer foundation

of peace. Several of the speakers in this debate, and notably the representative

of Ghana and you yourself, Mr. President, speaking as the representative of your

country, have rightly pointed out that the underlying cause of these difficulties

is the lack of peace. In the report by the late Secretary-General, of May 1956,

to which references have already been made, he said:

"The target can be reached on two conditions: the first one

being the re-establishment, as a starting point for a new development,

of full compliance with the Armistice Agreements; the second being

efforts towards an improvement of the general political relations

between the parties concerned, and, thereby, the creation of a spirit

of less distrust. In both these respects, the United Nations has a

contribution to make ..." (S/3596; page 6)

As was evident at the last session of the General Assembly, a growing number of

Member Governments which have ties of friendship with both Israel and the Arab

States are anxious to stimulate a process of negotiation as the realistic road

towards improving general political relations. That objective was inherent in

the armistice regime, as is expressly stated in the text of the Armistice

Agreements and in the resolution of the Security Council which welcomed those

Agreements as a transition stage to peace. At the end of the strained debate

which is now concluding, the Government of Israel wishes to look beyond present

tensions and difficulties towards a better future in which conflict will give

way to co-operation and in which we and our Arab neighbours will live and work

together, as neighbours should, for the common good of the region we share.
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Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): My delegation has already

requested the President to put to the vote the Syrian draft resolution

(S/5107/Rev.l) which was tabled last week. After that request had been made

a draft resolution (S/5110 and Corr.l) was submitted jointly by the delegations

of the United States and the United Kingdom;

We have studied that draft resolution carefully, and should like to make

a few comments on it. Its operative paragraphs 2 and 5 would reaffirm

"the Security Council resolution of 19 January 1956" which condemned

Israeli military action in breach of the General Armistice Agreement,

whether or not undertaken by way of retaliation;"

and determine

"that the Israeli attack of 16-17 March 1962 constitutes a flagrant

violation of that resolution and calls upon Israel scrupulously to

refrain from such action in the future" .

With those two paragraphs my delegation is in full agreement. It also

has no objection to operative paragraph 8 of the United States -United Kingdom

draft resolution. The other operative paragraphs,, however, pose a problem for

us. As the Soviet Union representative has noted, those paragraphs leave us

with the impression that both the aggressor and his victim are treated equally.
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The Syrian Government and delegation assure us that they respect their

signatures on the ,\rmistice Agreement, that they demand that the Agreement be

fully respected, that they mean to see that the Agreement is respected. They

abide by the cease-fire arranged by the Chief of Staff; they have no objection in 4

principle to agreeing to the measures recommended by the Chief Df Staff if they ,.
*

are mutually accepted; they have co-operated, and will continue to co-operate, with f

the Chief of Staff, and they do not claim a right of veto on all his actions.

That is why we find it unfair and unjust to mention Syria, in operative

paragraphs 1, U, 5> 6 and J, on the same level as Israel. We object not because of

any refusal •.. n the part of Syria to co-operate or to adhere to the Armistice

L- greement; we object because of the implication that both parties, the aggressor

and the victim, are to be equated and treated on the same level.

We should therefore like to ask for a separate vote on paragraphs 2, 3 and 8

of the draft resolution. My delegation will be able to vote for those paragraphs

as well as for the preamble of the draft resolution.

If our request for a separate vote is accepted, my delegation will not insist

on asking Tor a vote on the Syrian draft resolution.

While I have the floor, I should like to draw the attention of the members

of the Council to the resolution on navigation through the Suez Canal which has

just been mentioned. I do not have the text of that resolution before me, but

members cf the Council will recall that the preamble mentioned that the Armistice

..greements were developing toward peace or a greater normality in relations. Later

on, however, we were told by the Prime Minister of Israel that the J.rmistice
c

Agreement had ceased to be valid, and indeed the total aggression against Egypt

in 1956 made any resolution built on the foundation of respect for the Armistice

Agreement without foundation indeed.

However, our position with regard to the implementation of all the United

Nations resolutions on Palestine is known and does not need to be repeated. We do

not intend to be diverted from a discussion of the specific aggression with which

we are now dealing. However, since a quotation has been made here from a

statement in the General Assembly by the late Secretary Dulles to the effect that

many injustices had been committed in the Middle East and needed to be redressed,

I must say that we fully agree with that statement. We have not stopped saying
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the same thing since 19̂ -8. But this is not the time to comment on that or to

enlarge on it.

I should like to repeat my request for a separate vote on the preamble and

operative paragraphs 2, 3 and 8 of the draft resolution submitted by the United

States and the.United Kingdom.

Sir Patrick DEAN (United Kingdom): The representative of the United

Arab Republic has asked for a separate vote on the preamble and on paragraphs 2,

3 and 8 of the draft resolution which my delegation has had the honour to

co-sponsor with the United States delegation. That draft resolution is very

carefully worded to try to take account, in as objective a manner as possible, of

all the facts and considerations put before us by members of the Council and by

the representatives of Syria and Israel. For that reason, it would be unfortunate

if the Council were to consider and vote upon certain paragraphs in isolation,

since all these paragraphs must be taken together and looked at as a whole.

Therefore, with all respect to the representative of the United Arab Republic, I

must, on behalf of myself and my United States colleague, whom I have consulted,

exercise our right under rule J2 of the rules of procedure to object to a separate

vote on the operative paragraphs in question and on the preamble. I should like

to say that I very much regret on this occasion not to be able to accede to the

request of the representative of the United Arab Republic in this respect.
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Mr. EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): I am very sorry that

Sir Patrick Dean did not find it agreeable to accept a separate vote on this

draft resolution. When the Council passed its draft resolution of 1956, i

contain a warning of sanctions, and implications of possible sanctions in the

future. When we came to the Council this time, we thought we were going to *

begin where we left off, that we were going to see that aggression cannot pay
*

and cannot be left unpunished or uncensured. *

If the representative of the Soviet Union had just mentioned that, of course,

he would have been ccmpletely right; we would have asked all the members of the

Council to take the same attitude, to put a final termination to these continued

aggressions in the area.

However, we are eager now to see the reaffirmation of this 195°" draft

resolution; we want the Council to pass paragraphs 2 and 3, showing its

reaffirmation -- and ours, this time — to see that aggression will not recur. Cur

vote, therefore, is going to be in favour of this draft resolution; but we did

not want our vote to be construed to mean that we accept in any way the

implication that Syria and Israel were accorded equal treatment in any paragraph

of this draft resolution.

Mr. MCROZOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretation

frcm Russian) : The Soviet delegation has already stated that it was prepared

to support the draft resolution introduced by Syria and endorsed by the United

Arab Republic. However, in view of the fact that we have now ccme to the stage

of voting, there occur changes which flow frcm the inclusion of paragraphs 2. and~3

into the joint resolution of the United States and the United Kingdom in the

manner in which it has finally appeared in the final document. In view,

also, of the statement just made by the representative of the United Arab

Republic, the Soviet delegation finds it necessary to indicate its position in

the course of the vote which the Council is now about to embark upon in connexion

with this draft resolution. We have not spoken on the separate vote, rnquest

for which had been made by the delegation of the United Arab Republics. However,

we fully shared that request and intended to vote for the preamble of that draft

should a separate vote be taken for paragraphs 2 and 3 of that draft resolution.
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In view of the facts that the sponsors, basing themselves upon the rules

of procedure, have not accepted this request, the Soviet delegation and the

United Arab Republic, which has just explained its vote, have been confronted

with a question as to what are the key elements of that resolution and how,

in light of the answer to this question, my delegation should base itself

in the course of this vote.

! We consider that the key provisions of the United States-United Kingdom

draft are paragraphs 2 and 3 which, although they are not sufficiently

catagorical in their terminology, nevertheless, do reflect the basic thought:

namely, the condemnation of the Government of Israel for the act of aggression

against Syria which took place on the night of 16-17 March of this year; and

this is, in general, in line with the political evaluation which the Soviet

delegation had stated in the course of the first meeting of the Security Council

at the beginning of the consideration of this matter, bearing in mind, then,

that before us we have a dilemma. Although a number of provisions of this

draft are inadequate -- and I refer my colleagues ' to the statements

we made which contained a detailed analysis concerning the inadequacy

of these United Kingdom-United States provisions -- we have before us the

problem as to what we are going to do and what would be a better and proper

contribution to the work toward peace in the Middle East.

As for the adoption of these two paragraphs along with the other and

satisfactory provisions contained in that, or the complete rejection of .this

draft, we, rather, are in favour of supporting the positions which has just

* been assumed by the representative of the United Arab Republic. For these

* motives, and bearing in mind the political significance which we attribute to

!•• paragraphs 2 and 3 as condemning the Israel aggression against Syria, we shall

vote for that draft as a whole. This does not, however, mean that we agree with

the provision contained in paragraph 1 and with some of the other provisions of

that resolution to the extent that they are a directive to the representatives

of the armed forces of the United Nations in the Middle East. I have already

explained that my position, in voting on these resolutions, does not imply in any

sense any change in the well-known position of principle which the Soviet State

has assumed in regard to the so-called armed forces of the United Nations in the

Middle East.
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(Mr. Morozov, USSR)

The last comment which I deem necessary in explaining the voting of

my delegation is that the adoption of the draft resolution containing the

second and third paragraph in the draft just mentioned here, from our point of

view, should serve as a serious warning, on the part cf the Security Council, to

the Government of Israel in regard to the unacceptatdlity in the "future of any

future violations of the Armistice Agreement and, particularly, the unacceptability

of any acts of incursion into the territory or air space of Syria or any other

Arab State, and the unacceptability of the violation of the integrity of their

territories.
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(Mr. Morozov, USSR)

• I believe that the adoption of this draft resolution will serve as a grave

warning to the Government of Israel and an indication of the fact that the

Security-Council, in carrying out its functions under the Charter, demands of

.the Government of Israel that it put an end to any and all acts of aggression

and comply strictly with the terms of the Armistice Agreement. It would also

serve notice that the Security Council will exercise full vigilance and act

immediately if there is any — I repeat, any — act committed in violation of the

Armistice Agreement on the part of Israel in the future. Thus the Government

of Israel would have clear notice that, should the'Council be obliged to

reconvene for the 2o6th, the 207th or the 208th time -- I do not quite remember

what it would be and I may be mistaken, but for perhaps the 207th or 2o8th time --

to consider any further violations, Israel will not be in a position to complain

if at that time the Security Council goes beyond its present action and applies

measures much more drastic than the present moderate warning it is addressing

to Israel. We believe that this warning should be the last one and that the

next time, should there be a next time, the Security Council should apply all

measures provided under the Charter for such a case, measures which the Council

would be obliged to put into effect should there again be a threat to

international peace and security in the Middle East arising from the constant

aggressive acts of Israel. " .
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Mr. EERABD (France) (interpretation from French): In my statement of

5 April, I believe I very clearly stated the position of my Government regarding

the matter upon which we are now asked to vote.

We feel that the responsiblities are, to a certain extent, shared and that

the events of the night of 16-17 March were provoked by the serious incidents

of 8, 15 and l6 March which preceded them. I have said that my delegation is not

in a position to vote a text that does not take an equitable note of these different

responsibilites. I must pay tribute to the efforts expended by the delegations

of the United States and the United Kingdom in their attempt to draw up a text that

might be acceptable to the majority of the members of the Council.

In passing quite impartially on this question, my delegation feels that the

text before us does not adequately apportion the responsibilities and presents a

picture that is not entirely impartial and objective . It is for this reason

that my delegation has decided to abstain from the vote that will take place.in a

few moments.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): The debate on the question

before us is now concluded. We shall therefore now vote on the draft resolutions

before the Council.

Two draft resolutions are to be voted upon and according to the provisons

of rule 32 of the Provisional Rules of Procedure of the Security Council, "Principal

motions and draft resolutions shall have precedence in the order of their

submission."

The first draft resolution submitted is that of the Syrian Arab Republic,

upon which a vote was requested by the representative of the United Arab Republic

and which is contained in document S/5107/Rev.l.

The second draft resolution is the one submitted jointly by the United Kingdom

:cf Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States, which is contained in

document S/511G and Corr. 1.

oince the draft resolution of the Syrian Arab Republic was submitted earlier

and the representative of the United Arab Republic has asked that it be voted upon,

we shall accordingly first put to the vote the draft resolution of the Syrian Arab

Republic, document S/5107/Rev.l.
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(The President)

The representative of the United Arab Republic has asked for the floor. I

shall call upon him to speak only if he refers to something that has a bearing on

the voting. . . .

Mr.̂ EL-ZAYYAT (United Arab Republic): It is my understanding that the

Syrian delegation does not object to proceeding to the vote on the draft

resolution contained in document S/5110. Therefore, I will not insist on asking

for a vote on the Syrian draft resolution (S/5107/Rev.l).

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): The representative of

Syria has asked to be recognized. I must admit that I am somewhat embarrassed

inasmuch as we find ourselves at the moment in the midst of voting and I really

would not be able to call upon him except as an act of courtesy with which the

Council agreed*

I see no objection and therefore, without setting a precedent, I shall allow

the representative of Syria to address the Council, but only on matters dealing

with the voting, and, as I understand it, to withdraw the draft resolution that was

going to be voted upon*

Mr. TARAZI (Syria) (interpretation from French): Mr, President, I wish

to thank you for giving me the floor at this stage in the debate. Indeed,'I"have

nothing to add as to the substance of the matter. I asked rto speak in order to

support the representative of the United Arab Republic when he stated that he did

not press for a vote on the draft resolution introduced by the Syrian Arab Republic.

Accordingly, I repeat his request and would ask, in view of the position of my

delegation and the sponsor of that draft resolution, that I be given the right

to express my wish not to have the resolution put to the vote.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation frcm Spanish): In view of the withdrawal

of the draft resolution originally submitted by Syria, inasmuch as the

representatives of Syria and the United Arab Republic have agreed not to press it

to a vote, the Security Council will have to consider only the Anglo-American

draft resolution contained in document S/511C and Corr.l. We shall now vote on

that draft resolution.
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(The President)

A vote was tajcen by show of hands.

In favour: Chile, China, Ghana, Ireland, Romania, Union of

Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic,

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,

United States of America, Venezuela

Against: None

Abstaining: France .

The PRESIDEIilT (interpretation from Spanish): The result of the vote is

as follows: 10 in favour, none against, and 1 abstention. The draft resolution

has therefore been adopted,

Mr. HASEGAMJ (Romania) (interpretation from French): I would like to

explain my vote. In accordance with the statement I made a few days ago, my

vote must be interpreted as support for the paragraphs contained in the

preamble and paragraphs 2, 5 and 8. However, we have reservations regarding the

responsibilities outlined in the other paragraphs of the draft resolution.

The PRESIDENT (interpretation from Spanish): With this decision of the

Council, consideration of the matter at present before it is concluded.

The meeting rose at 12. gO p.m.


