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In his special report of 18 May 1967 to the General Assembly

(A/6669) the Secretary-General gave the main reasons for his

decision to comply with the request of the Government of the United

Arab Republic for the withdrawal of the United Nations anergency

Force (UNEF). He repeated and amplified these reasons in his reports

to the Security Council of 19 May 1967 (8/7896) and 26 May 1967

(8/7906). Since there still seems to be a widespread and determined

misunderstanding on this matter in some quarters, both governmental

and public, the following notes summarize the basis of and the reasons

for the Secretary-General*s decision.



Was there an alternative to the withdrawal of UMEF?

The Secretary-General has had, and has expressed, from the very

outset of the present crisis his deep misgivings about the consequences

which would probably ensue from the withdrawal of UMEF. These misgivings

have also been expressed more than once in recent years in the Secretary-

General's annual reports to the General Assembly, when the continued

existence of UNEF was being threatened through the dwindling and increasing

uncertainty of funds. The decision on the withdrawal of UHEF was based on

both legal and practical considerations of an overriding nature. Briefly,

the legal considerations are that since UMEF was introduced on the territory

of Egypt on the basis of the consent of the Government of Egypt and by an

agreement between Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjb'ld and President Nasser,

that consent was basic to its presence on the territory of Egypt. When

that consent was withdrawn, the basis for UNEF's presence ceased to exist.

As a purely practical matter and apart from legal considerations, all

United Nations peace-keeping forces depend not only on the consent, but

on the active co-operation, of the host Government. The functions of a

peace-keeping force cannot be exercised without that consent and

co-operation. In the case of UMEF, its buffer function had already

lapsed by virtue of the decision of the United Arab Republic to move

its troops up to the Idne. Furthermore, the position and security of

the personnel of the Force would certainly have been gravely endangered
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if it had attempted to remain on the Line against the express wish of

the Government of the United Arab Republic. Both the legal and the

practical reasons for the withdrawal of UNEF will "be examined in more

detail later, but with these considerations in mind the Secretary-General

had only three possible courses of action, namely to comply with the

request for withdrawal, to reject the request, or deliberately to delay

the response. In the considered opinion of the Secretary-General the

latter two courses, in the existing circumstances, would only have

worsened an already explosive situation and might also have had

disastrous results as regards the safety of the United Nations Force.



II

Was the decision to withdraw UMBF "hasty", "precipitate", etc.?

The question of the withdrawal of UHEF is by no means a new one.

In fact, it was the negotiations on this very question with the Government

of Egypt which delayed the arrival? of UHEF, then concentrated in a staging

area at Capodichino airbase, Naples, for several days in November 1956.

The Government of Egypt, understandably, did not wish to give permission

for the arrival on its soil of an international force over whose departure

it had no right to express its sovereign wish. Over the years in

discussions with representatives of the United Arab Republic the subject

of the continued presence of UNEF had occasionally come up, and it was

invariably taken for granted that if the United Arab Republic officially

requested the withdrawal of UHEF, the request would be honored by the

Secretary-General. Thus, although the request for the withdrawal of

UHEF came suddenly and as a surprise, there was nothing new about the

question of principle nor about the procedure to be followed by the

Secretary-General - hence the decision taken by him on 18 May 1967

to comply with the request for the withdrawal of the Force. The actual

withdrawal itself, of course, was to be carried out in an orderly,

dignified, deliberate and not precipitate manner. That withdrawal is

now under way in accordance with a carefully worked out plan.

It has been alleged in some quarters that the United Arab Republic

first requested only the withdrawal of UMEF from the lane and not from

UAR territory. This is really an academic point, since UHEF, if it

* / • • *
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was not stationed actually on the Line, would anyway have had no useful

function. In fact, however, the cryptic letter received by General

Rikhye from General Fawzy on the night of 16 May 1967 was ignored "by

General Rikhye and rejected by the Secretary-General as being both

incorrectly directed and unclear in meaning. The only official request

received by the Secretary-General was the one which came from the

Government of the United Arab Republic on 18 May 1967* and this very

clearly called for the complete withdrawal of UNEF. This request from

the Foreign Minister of the United Arab Republic was not an "ultimatum",

as has been alleged, but a request to the Secretary-General that steps

be taken to remove the Force as soon as possible. It has been said

that the Secretary-General should have appealed to the Government of

the United Arab Republic to reconsider this request. The Secretary-

General was at the time well aware of the high state of emotion and

tension in Cairo and in the UHEF area and had the best possible reasons

to believe that the decision to request the withdrawal was final and

that an appeal for a reversal of this decision would most certainly

be rebuffed. In fact, expressions such as "army of occupation" were already

beginning to be used, and they would only have been magnified and justified

if UHEF sought to stay beyond its welcome, with predictable hostile public

reaction to the presence of the Force.



Ill

Was there adequate consultation?

It has been said that there was not adequate consultation with

the organs of the United Nations concerned or with the members before

the decision was taken to withdraw the Force, As stated above, the

Secretary-General was, and is, firmly of the opinion that the decision

for the withdrawal of the Force, on request of the host Government,

rested with the Secretary-General after consultation with the Advisory

Committee on UNEF. Secretary-General HammarskjSld tools the following

position in reply to a question about tne withdrawal of the Force from

Sharm-El-Sheikh on 26 February 1957: "An indicated procedure would be

for the Secretary-General t'o inform the Advisory Committee on the United

Nations Emergency Force, which would determine whether the matter

should be brought to the attention of the Assembly11 (A/356J/Annexes I.B.2),

The Secretary-General consulted the Advisory Committee before replying

to the letter of 161 May 196? from the United Arab Republic requesting

withdrawal. This consultation took place within a few hours after

receipt of the UAR request, and the Advisory Committee was informed of

the decision which the Secretary-General had in mind to convey in his

reply to the Foreign Minister of the UAR. As indicated in the report

to the Security Council of 26 May (S/7906, para. 4) "the Committee did

not move, as it was its right to do under the terms of paragraph 9 of

General Assembly resolution 1001 (ES-l) to request the convening of

the General Assembly on the situation which had arisen". Before

consulting the Advisory Committee on UNEF, the Secretary-General had

also consulted the permanent Representatives of the seven countries
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providing the contingents of UNEF and informed them of his intentions.

This was what was required formally of the Secretary-General.

Obviously, many governments were concerned about the presence and

functioning of UNEF a'nd about the general situation in the area, but it

would have been physically impossible to consult all of the interested

representatives within any reasonable time. This was an emergency

situation requiring urgent action. Moreover, it was perfectly clear

that such consultations were sure to produce sharply divided counsel

even if they were limited to the permanent members of the Security

Council. This sharply divided advice would have complicated and

exacerbated the situation without in any way relieving the Secretary-

General of the responsibility for the decision to be taken.

It has been said that the final deci'sion on the withdrawal of

UHEP should araijc have been taken only after consideration by the

General Assembly. This position is not only incorrect but also

inapplicable and unrealistic. In resolution 1000 (ES-I) the General

Assembly established a United Nations command for an emergency international

force. On the basis of that resolution the force was quickly recruited

and its forward elements flown to a staging area at Naples, Italy, where

it awaited the permission of the Government of Egypt to enter Egypt

territory. That permission was subsequently given by the Government

of Egypt as a result of direct discussions between Secretary-General

Hammarskjold and President Nasser of Egypt. There is no official

United Nations document on the basis of which any case could be made

that there was any limitation on the authority of the Government of

Egypt to rescind its consent or which would indicate that the UAR

had in any way surrendered its right to ask for and obtain removal
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of UKEP from its territory.

As a practical and procedural matter there would be little point

in taking such a matter to the General Assembly unless that body could

be expected expeditiously to reach a substantive decision. It is hard

to see what decision other than the withdrawal of UHEF could have been

reached by the Assembly once UAR consent for the continued presence of

UMEF was withdrawn.

As regards the practical possibility of the Assembly considering

the request for UMEF*s withdrawal, it is relevant to observe that the

next regular session of the General Assembly was some four months off

at the time the withdrawal request was made. The special session of

the General Assembly which was meeting at the time could have considered

the question, according to rule 19 of its Rules of Procedure, only

if two-thirds 01* 82 members voted for inscription of the item on the

agenda. It is questionable, to say the least, whether such support

could have been mustered for such a controversial item.



IV

¥as there a basis for refusing, or delaying the response to. the UAR~. request?

Consent of the host government to the presence and operation of

United Nations peace-keeping machinery is a basic prerequisite of all

United Nations peace-keeping operations. Secretary-General Hammarskjold

in defining the principles of the establishment and functioning of UKEF

in his report (A/3502) of 6 November 1956 to the General Assembly stated:

"The Force if established would be limited in its operations
to the extent that consent of the parties concerned is required
under generally recognized international law While the
General Assembly is enabled to establish the Force with the
consent of those parties which contribute units to the Force,
it could not request the Force to be stationed or operate on
the territory of a given country without the consent of the
government of that country."

The Secretary-General went on to point out that the situation might have

been different had the Force been initiated by the Security Council. In

a sentence immediately following on the extract just quoted, he said:

"This does not exclude the possibility that the Security Council
could use such a Force within the wider margins provided under
Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter. I would not for the
present consider it necessary to elaborate this point further,
since no use of the Force under Chapter VII, with the rights in
relation to Member States that this would entail, has been
envisaged."

The General Assembly by paragraph 1 of Resolution 1001 (ES-l) expressed

its approval of this and the other guiding principles.

Recently on 2k May 196? in relation to the current events, Prime

Minister Pearson of Canada said to the House of Commons:

"I remember very well the background and I am not being critical
of the Secretary-General because I have no doubt that on an
examination of the documents one would come to the conclusion
that what he did was right in terms of the documentary evidence.
There was a special arrangement made between Mr. Hammarskjold
and President Nasser. I objected to that arrangement at the
time because I thought it might cause a lot of trouble in the
future."
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The question of the right of a state to obtain the withdrawal of

an international force after it has given consent for its presence on

its territory touches upon an exceedingly sensitive attribute of sovereign

authority. It is extremely unlikely that any sovereign state would accept

an international military force on its territory if there were to be any

suggestion that the force would not be removed when the consent for its

presence was withdrawn, or indeed, if there were any uncertainty about

the state's right to withdraw that consent or as to what would be required

to ensure the removal of the force. In fact, the rule of consent, for good

and practical reasons, as in other peace-keeping operations, extended even

beyond the question of the stationing of the force on Egyptian territory.

Informally, the consent of the Egyptian Government was obtained also on

the national composition of the force, since it was found that governments

were not willing to provide contingents for UNEF unless they could be

assured that their troops would be welcome. In the light of such

considerations, it is inconceivable that, once the UAR consent for the

presence of the Force was withdrawn, any decision other than compliance

with its request for withdrawal could seriously be taken whether by the

Secretary-General or the General Assembly or the Security Council.

It has been said that the so-called "good faith" accord (see document
4

A/6669 of 18 May 1967, para 7) implied that Egypt's acceptance of General

Assembly Resolution 1000 (ES-l) of 5 November 1956 would oblige Egypt to

continue to accept the presence of UHEF until the task of the Force was

completed. Such a view, which reads more into the "good faith" under-

standing than is justified, also ignores the fact that this understanding
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was reached in mid-November 1956 and therefore related only to General

Assembly Resolution 1000 (ES-l) of 5 November 1956 which defined the

task of UNEF in very general terms as being "to secure and supervise

the cessation of hostilities". At that early stage the purpose of the

Force was to replace the withdrawing forces of France, Israel and the

United Kingdom, and to be, in fact, the condition for the withdrawal of
/

forces. Hostilities ceased, actually, once UWEF was deployed and
--

that task was completed, and it was not until its resolution of

2 February 1957 that the General Assembly broadened the function of

UNEF in its Resolution 1125 b̂ f) "by stating that

"the scrupulous maintenance of the Armistice Agreement requires
the placing of the United Nations Emergency Force on the
Egyptian-Israel armistice demarcation line and the implementation
of other measures as proposed in the Secretary-General's report ..,".

That broader task, clearly, is not completed, and it would be impossible

to say at present when it will or can be completed. It has already

endured for over eighteen years. But this was not the task envisaged

or defined for UNEF when Secretary-General HammarskjoTd and President

Nasser reached the "good faith" understanding.

Quite apart, therefore, from the almost certain practical consequences

for the personnel of UNEF of a refusal or a delay in responding to the

UAR request, there would seem to be no basis in any agreement or decision

of the United Nations for such a refusal or delay. It is highly improbable

that Egypt's consent for UNEF's presence on Egyptian territory would have

been obtained in the first place if there had been any such condition.



Could UNEF have continued to operate after the consent of the UAJK to
its presence was withdrawn?

AS stated adove, the consent and active co-operation of the host

country is essential to the effective operation and, indeed, to the

very existence, of any United Nations peace-keeping operation, and the

sovereign right of the host country to withdraw such consent and

co-operation is not in question. The fact is that UNEF had been deployed

on Egyptian and Egyptian-controlled territory for over ten-and-a-half

years with the consent and co-operation or the Government of the UAK.

Although it was envisaged in pursuance of General Assembly Resolution

Ilii5 (XI) of £ February 19!?'C that the force would be stationed on both

sides of the line, Israel exercised its sovereign right to refuse the

stationing of UNEF on Israel's soil, and the force throughout its

existence was stationed on one side of the line only. In these

circumstances the true basis for UKEF's effectiveness as a buffer and

deterrent to infiltration was, throughout its existence, a voluntary

undertaking by the authorities of the United Jirab Republic, that UAR

troops would recognize a buffer zone along the entire length of the line*

in which only UNEF would operate and from which USR troops would be

excluded. This undertaking was honoured for more than a decade, and

Egyptian co-operation extended also to. Sharm el Sheikh, Kas Wasrani

and the Strait of Tiran. This undertaking was honoured although UNEF

had no authority to challenge the right of UAR troops to be present

anywhere on UAR territory. It may be pointed out in passing that over

the years UNEF dealt with numerous infiltrators coming from the Israel
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as well as from the UAR side of the line. It would hardly be logical to

take the position that because UNEF has successfully maintained quiet

along the line for more than ten years, due in large measure to the

co-operation of the United Arab Republic authorities, that the U&R

Government should now be told that it cannot unilaterally seek the removal

of the Force and thus be penalized for its long co-operation with the

international community in the interest of peace.

There are practical facts relating to the above-mentioned arrangement

which are highly relevant to the withdrawal of UNEF. First, once the UAB

troops moved up to the line to place themselves in confrontation with

the military forces of Israel, UNEF had, in fact, no further useful

function. Secondly, if the Force was no longer welcome, it could not

as a practical matter remain in the United Arab Republic, since the friction

which would almost inevitably have arisen with the U&R armed forces and

the local population would have made its situation both humiliating and

impossible. The dignity and the reputation of this pioneering force

had to be protected. UWEF clearly had no mandate to try to stop UAR

troops from moving freely about on their own territory. UNEF was never

designed, moreover, to be a fighting force and was equipped only with

personal arms for self-defence. This was a peace-keeping force, not an

enforcement action. Its effectiveness was based on voluntary co-operation.

icjuite apart from its position in the UAR, the request of the United

Arab Republic for UlSEF's withdrawal automatically commenced the disintigration

of the Force, since two of the Governments providing contingents quickly let
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it "be known that their contingents would be withdrawn, and there can

be little doubt that other such notifications would not have been slow

in forthcoming. For all of these reasons, the operation, and even the

continued existence of UKEF on UAB territory, after the withdrawal of

UAR consent would have been impossible, and any attempt to maintain the

Force would without question have had disastrous consequences.



VI

Is the withdrawal of UHEF the principal cause of the present crisis or
only an aspect of it?

It has been said that the withdrawal of UHEF is a primary cause

of the present crisis in the Wear East. As the Secretary-General pointed

out in his report of 26 May 1967 to the Security Council (S/7906), this

view "ignores the fact that the underlying basis for this and other crisis

situations in the Hear East is the continuing Arab-Israel conflict which

has been present all along, and of which the crisis situation created by

the unexpected request for the withdrawal of UMEF is the latest expression".

Certainly UMEF has served for more than ten years as a very valuable

instrument in maintaining the peace, especially between Israel and the

United Arab Republic. Its withdrawal has revealed in all its depth and

danger the undiminishing conflict between Israel and her Arab neighbours.

It has also uncovered once again the critical problem of access to the

Gulf of Aqaba through the Strait of Tiran - a problem which had been

dormant for over ten years only because of the presence of UWEF. But the

presence of UHEF did not touch the basic problem of the Arab-Israel

conflict - it merely isolated and immobilized certain aspects of that

conflict. At any time in the last ten years any of the parties could have

reactivated the conflict and, had they been determined to do so, UWEF's

effectiveness would automatically have disappeared. Now in the context

of the whole relationship of Israel with her Arab neighbours, the direct

confrontation between Israel and the United Arab Republic has been revived,

and UHEF has therefore lost its usefulness. In recognizing the extreme

seriousness of the situation thus created, its true cause - the Arab-Israel

conflict - must also be recognized. It is merely confusing to seek the
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cause elsewhere or to pretend that if UNEF had stayed on, which it

manifestly could not have done, the situation would now "be less dangerous.


