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THE PRIME MINISTER

Jerusalem,
4 September 1956.

Dear Mr. Hammarskjoeld,
Thank you for your letter of 28 August.

Only two days ago, I had with General Burns a very full dis-

cussion of all outstanding practical questions. I am sure he

will already have reported to you in detail, so that there is no

need for me to go over the ground again. I will therefors confine

myself here to one or two matters of principle.
First of all, may I say that we have never expected to get

"various concessions" from the other party? No such idea ever

entered our heads. We neither ask nor need "concessions" from

any quarter. What we do ask - and what we expect from Representa-
tives and States-Members of the United Nations - is that they res-

pect our rights, our freedom, and our sovereign existence, as guar-

anteed by the Charter to all Member States. We ask no mpre and no

less. We expected to be able to develop friendly relations with

other nations, based on acceptance of the principlé of equal rights
and status for all peoples, and to be able thus to play our part in
international co-operation. We did not expect to find ourselves boy-
cotted by fellow-Members of the UN, or victimised by military or non-

military gangs orgenised and operating from our neighbours' territory.
Nor to find our territorial integrity and our very existence under

constant threat. Is it seeking "concessions" if we ask that the
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principles of the Charter be observed towards Israel as towards

other States-lembers? Have we not that right? And have the

United Nations, and the States-Members, not the obligation to en-

sure it?

But in actual fact we are constantly threatened; our vital

rights under the Charter are constantly violated; international

waterways are blockaded against us; States-Members of the United

Nations openly preach "death to Israel". So far I have not seen

that the representatives of organs of the United Nations are giving

much thought to practical means of stopping these flagrant viola-

tions of a Member-State's rights.

I repeat: we neither ask nor need "concessionsg"; we ask and

"expect faithful observance of the Armistice Agreements, and a peace-

ful, Jjust, settlement of all disputes between ourselves and our

neighbours, as enjoined by the Charter upon all its signatories. We

have lived for eight‘years under constant threat of armed attack from

our neighbours - all Members of the United Nations. Our basic rights
under the Charter and the Armistice Agreements are constantly violated.

The Security Council has made no attempt to safeguard our rights under

Article 2 of the Charter. Even the Council's clear-cut decision that,
in view of the Armistice Agreement between ourselves and Egypt, §state
of war no longer exists between the two countries, and that we are

fully entitled to free passage for our ships through the Suez Canal,
- even this has been ignored with impunity by Egypt for several years

past. The Council has done nothing to enforce its decision.

Now you accuse us of failure to co-operate with the United Naticons.

In our talks last April, you admitted that there is a definite

link between Article 1 and Articles T and 8 of the Israel-Egypt Armis-—

tice Agreement. Certainly we cannot blame you for Colonel Nasser's

refusal to respect either the Charter, or the Armistice Agreement, or

the decisions of the Council, or the Law of Nations. But we maintain

our position: an agreement must be kept by both sides, or it is no

agreement,

/We



. =

We regard Article 1 of all Armistice Agreements as the essence

of the whole - and Article 1 of all four Agreements is being con-

stantly .violated by the other contracting parties. That Article

clearly defines the "principles which shall be fully observed by

both parties during the Armistice, and the right of each barty to

security and freedom from fear of attack by the armed forces of the

other shall be fully respected."
We of Israel want one thing only: to be able to live and work

in peace. I know it is not in your power to ensure that for us.

I have not the slightest doubt of your good-will, or of your desire

to have peace here, as in all countries of the world. If you feel

that we have given you cause to consider what "action to take in order

to live up to" your "obligations as Secretary-General of the United

Nations", you are ceftainly within your absolute right in doing 50.

But I fail to see what action is being taken in order to ensure that

our small people should also benefit from the purposes and principles

of the United Nations Charter. I have deep faith in the principles

of the United Nations, and so have my people. Are we not entitled

to ask that our rights under the Charter shall be respected? That

is the only "concession" we seek.

Yours very sincerely,



4 September 1956

Through General Burns I have received a report on his inter-
view with you on 3 September 1956 covering the five questions lis-
ted in my letter to you of 13 August and also the guestion of
patrols referred to in the fipal section of my lstter to you of
28 August, I note your consistently negative attitude.

In the light of the character of the reasons given in the

specific cases, and of the consistency of the line taken, it is
difficult not to conclude that your decision to refuse to accept
our proposals or requests basicly reflects the fact that you do
ot believe in the practical values of the UNTS0 arrangememts -

which, I regret to say, you have scarcely helped to put to a fair
test - and that you do mot regard our present efforts as steps
towards the bullding up of a4 situstion where greuter problems
could be tackled. Nor, obviously, do you attach much weight to our

Judgment., Bub, then, what remains of your cooperation with us?
1 have had to mote rot only the negastive line you have taken on

observer activities etec., but likewise that dwuring the several
months I have been personally engaged in this matter, Isrsel has
ot given me one card to play.

It should not surprise you if, in this situation, I find
that a basic condition for my future efforts in the region is
lacking. As things now present themselves to ma, I do not feel
that - as Sscretary-General - 1 could pay the renewed visit to
the area, which has be:n planned for October, unless, from

your side, I got a recuest to come with an indication of
what comtribution Israel might make to our continued efforts.

His Excellency
Mr, David Ben-Curion
Prime Minister and Minister of Defence
Jerusalem



("As Secretary-Ceneral”, because of those special duties of
his in relation to the status and stature of the Organization
which I, as an individual, temporarily in a position to speak
with the ssme wice in Cairo and Jerusalem, for a time have put
second -~ constartly asking myself for how long and to what ex-
tent that could be justified.)

From General Burns' report it seems that you were anroyed
that I had not let you kmow the results of my talks in Cairo.
I wish in this context to draw your attention to what 1 wrote
on this matter in my letter to you of 31 July; the relevent part
is annexed in copy. I there told you all I had to say for the
time being concerning the Cairo talks about the blockade., I
explained that as concerns the bigger guestions with which the
3uez issue was linked up, I would try to find a way to transmit
my views to you as soon as the water had cleared a little after
the seizure of the Canal Company. It is true that so far I have
not done so. The explanation is mot only that we still are in
a most unclear situation as concerns the gesneral Suez problem,
but alsc, and just as much, that what I saw during August of
your reaction to my problems gave me a strong feeling that this
was rot the time when I could usefully explore with you wider
issues which would require a quite different approach to the UN
role.

An observation to General Burns that it was easier for me

to report to the Security Council about Israeli interference
with the freedom of movement of observers than about the failure
of talks in Cairo calls for some comments. My talks concerning
the blockade are, as well kmown, outside my mandate and, therefore,
undertaken by me as a free initiative, while my proposals ocon-

cerning observer arrangements are in direet implemerntation of a

request to me from the Security Council., It should also be poted
that while the blockade situation does rnot represent a departure
from the state of affairs reported already in May, your actions
in the Demdlitarized Zone, and your decisions concerning the ob-

garvers, do represent such developments. It is, indeed, in ro

way easler to report on the negotiations on local arrangements



and observers than on the blockade development; the difference
between the two cases is that I am in duty bound to report con-

cerning the first point and that in that case there is something

new to report. All the samethe developmentof ny talks in Cairo
will not be left out in my report on the observer questions and

related problems for the resson that you have tied the two

issues together on the basis of your - in my view untenable -

stand on the "indivisibility" of the Armistice Agreements.

If and when freedom of navigation were to be reestablished
for you through the Suez Canal, I would revert to the juestions,
pow temporarily settlsd, in the light of your declaration that

as soon as I have "a definite assurance from the Egyptian Covern-

ment that it is ceasing to interfere with Israeli shipping” and

I inform you of the fact, & situatiom will be established in which

1 have your "unconditional assurance immediately to proceed to

comply with Articles VII and VIII in the manner cited above®



12 Septesber 1956

Dear ¥r. Pen-Gurion,

I thank you for your letter of L September,
After having received the report from General Durns to which you

refer in the beginning of your letter, I wrote you a letter on 4 3ep-

tember which 1 sentte the Iaraell Hission here for transmittalto you.
Hearing from Mr. Kidron that you, on your side, had just sent me a

letter, I asked the Mission to wait with the transmittal of my own

letter until I had recelved yours, Ihavenow asked them to send my
letter of 4 September on to you as your oun letterof the same date
does not inflnence what I wrobte. I wish, however, to add a few words

in reply to your letter of 4 September,
There is no diffieulty for me to appreciate the feelings in-

epiring your letter. Trying to help, I have to accept working with you

on the basis of your evslmwationof the threst wwier which Isrselis
living, whether 1 share your views or not, But I may draw different

practical conclusions., I consider an effsctive UNT30 operation helpful
in an approach to the big problems, wlich I hope we will one day tacile
suocessfully, and 1 find it a valuahle basis for the breaking down of

those attitudes which you fear. At the ssme time, I fall to see how

this operation can bs of any harm to you., Therefore, wlile keeping the

line to the main underlying problems cpen, I press you, as with equal
insistence I press the others, for co-operation with UNT3), Here, we

differ in our conclusions. However, even if I wsre of your opinion,
I would have to press all parties for sueh co-~operation, as it is

the request now made to all the parties from if.he Security Counecil,
which is in this case my master,

His Excellency
<&

Kr, David Ben~Gurion,
Prime Hinister and Minister
of Dafence of Israel,

Jerusalem,
Israel.



page2

I am not happy with this contimued negotistion by letters where

the difference of the laws under which we have to act and our dif-
ferent evaluation of matters of, relatively speslking, lesser sig-

nificanece must be brought out with full clarity, partly cutside thedr

general setting. This may create - or creates at least an impression

of ~ awideninggulf betweeon us, However, if in face of the develop-

mfiomfwdmmemmmmw,nfimumyfotm
the straight linewhichmust be wine, I have to accept that~ with

regret <9 in view of the sgssential unity of basie purpose, and -

for my part - the heartfelt respect, which we 30 eaglly waks the
beam on which our minds meet when we gan get together. It might mesaxn,
I e afraid, that a chance would have been missed, but there 13 a

point beyond which I eannot go in order to save it.
You react agalnst the word "goncession", as you ask only that the

principles of the Charter and the rules of the Armistice Agreements

should be ohperved by the other party. You are wrong if you fesl that
wy using the term “concession® indicates, that I feel that something
has been recuested from the other aside which it is not thelr duty to
do3 I have asked both zides for "concessions® in the sense that I

have asked them to do something which I feel that they should dow —

but which they do not want to do. I have had to ask you to re-
establish compliance, as I have had to ask the others to do so.

Your stand has been thal you carmwotl do enything in that direction
unless and wntil the cother party has taken the first steps, Ve

should not discuss semantics, but, in my view, a party which is

itself in a state of non-complliance asking the other party for com—-
pliance, does ask for what might well be called a concession.

ofe



I have said in my letter of 4 September that, as Secretary-

mmgmmefomlpwmlmdflmeItm&tleormodl,la‘aenaG
October without receiving, from your side, a resest to do so supported

by an indieation of what contribution you might meke to our efforts.

In the light of your letter of 4 SeptesberI should, perhaps,make ny
reactionmore clesar, Do not belisve that what I say reflectsany wish
to avoid a most difficult but also very vital task., I am not any less
kaen than before on making whatever contrilmtion I can to an improve-
ment of a situation, the seriousness of which from your viewpoint I
am able to appreciste fully. Nor should you believe that what I say
is said lightheartedlyor in a spirit of frustration. The reaction

reflects & hurd fact concerning the laws under vhich the 3Secretary—

General has to work. I cannot engage the suthority of the United
Netions in an effort in which I do not have san indieation frum the
parties of sueh sttitudes as would warrant a hope that we might pget
gomewhere. And you mast, yourself, sae the diffienlty, not to say

impossibllity, for the agent of the Security Council to resume talks

with you on general subjects after you have turned down everything

that the Security Council has explicitly asked for. For me to dis-

regard this would be to treat the 3ecurity Council action with less

than the seriousness and respect which is its due.


