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5 August 1957

AIDE MEMOIRE

As the decision on the UNEF was taken under Chapter VI, it was

obvious from the beginning that the resolution did in no way limit

the sovereignty of the host state. This was clear both from the re-

solution of the General Assembly and from the Second and Final Report

on the Emergency Eorce. Thus, neither the General Assembly nor the

Secretary-General, acting for the General Assembly, created any right

for Egypt, or gave any right to Egypt, in accepting consent as a con-

dition for the presence and functioning of the UNEF on Egyptian terri-

tory. Egypt had the right, and the only problem was whether that

right in this context should and could in some way be limited.

My starting point in the consideration of this last mentioned

problem - the limitation of Egypt's sovereign right in the interest of

political balance and stability in the UNEF operation - was the fact

that Egypt had spontaneously endorsed the General Assembly resolution

of 5 November and by endorsing that resolution had consented to the pre-

sence. of the UNEF for certain tasks. They could thus not ask the UNEF

to withdraw before the completion of the tasks without running up

against their own acceptance of the resolution on the Force and its

tasks.

The question arose in relation to Egypt first in a cz;ble received

9 November from Burns, covering an interview the sa:ilie day with Fawzi.

Ih that interview Egypt had requested clarification of the question bow

long it was contemplated that the Force would stay in the Demarcation Line



axfea. To this I replied the same day: "A definite reply is at present

impossiblé, but the emergency character of the Force links it to the

immediate crisis envisaged in the resolution of 2 November and its liqui-

dation. In case of different views as to when the crisis does not any

longer warrant the presence of the trbops , the matter will have to be

negotiated with the parties." In a further cable to Burns the same day

I said, however, also that "as the United Nations Force would come with

Egypt's consent, they cannot stay nor operate unless Egypt continues to

consent".

On 10 November Ambassador Loutfi, under instruction, asked me

"whether it was recognized that an agreement is necessary for their (UNEF's)

remaining in the Canal area" once their task in the area had been completed.

I replied that it was my view that such an agreement would then be necessary.

On 11 Novembef Ambassador Ioutfi saw me again. He then said that it

must be agreed that when the Egyptian comsent is no more valid, the UN

Force should withdraw.' To this I replied that I did not find that a

withdrawal of consent could‘be made before the tasks which had justified the

entry, had been completed; if, as might happen, different views on the

degree of completion of the tasks prescribed proved to exist, the

matter should be negotiated.

The view expressed by Loutfi was later embodied in an Aide Mémoire,

dated the same day, where it was said: "The Egyptian Government takes note

of the following: A. It being agreed that consent of Egypt is indispensable

for entry and presence of‘the UN Forces in any part of its territory,

If such consent no longer persists, these forces shall withdraw."



I replied to this in a memo dated 12 November in which I said:

"I have received your Aide Mémoire setting out the understanding on

the basis of which the Egyptian Government accepts my announcing today

that agreement .on, the arrival in Egypt of the United Nations Force has

been reached. I wish to put on record my interpretation of two of

these points.* Regarding the point quoted above in the Egyptian Aide

Mémoire, I then ooxrbinued;f "I want to but on record that the conditions

which ‘motiva‘be the consent to entry and presence, are the very conditions

to which the tasks established for the Force in the General Assembly

Resolution, 4 November, are directed. Therefore, I assume it to be

recognized that as long as the task, thus prescribed, is mot oompleted,

the reasons for the consent of the Government remain: valid, and that

a withdrawél of this consent beforg completion of the task would run

counter to the acceptance by tfiygE of the decision of the General

Assembly. I read the statement quoted in the light of these conside-

rations. If a difference should develop, whether or not the reasons
for the arrangements are still valid, the matter should be brought up

l

for negotiation with the United Nations".

This éxplanation of mine was sent to the Egyptian Mission after my

telephone conversation in the morhing of the 12th with Dr. Fawzi where

we agreed on publication of our agreement on the entry of the UNEF into

Egypt. In view of the previous exchanges, I had no reason to believe

that my statement would introduce any new difficulty. I also counted on

the fact that Egypt probably by then was so committed as to be rather
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anxious not to reopen the discussion. However s> 1 recognized to myself
- that there was an element of gambling involved which I felt I simply had

to take in view of the danger that further delays might cause Egypt to

change its mind, accept volunteers and throw our approaches overboard.

However, the next morning, 13 November, I received a message from Dr.

Fawzi to the effect that thg Government of Egypt could not subscribe to

my interpretation of the question of consent and withdrawal, as set out

on 12 November, and therefore, in the light of my communication of that

date, "felt impeiled to consider that the announced agreements should

remain inoperative until all misunderstandings were cleared up." The

Government reiterated in this context its view that if its consent no

longer persisted, the UNEF should withdraw.

I replied to this communication - which caused a further delay of

the transportation of troops to Egypt by at least 24 hours - in a cable

sent immediately on receipt of the communication. In drafting my feply
I had a feeling that it now was a must to get the troops in and that

I would bé in a position to find a formula, gflivas the face of Egypt

while protecting the UN stand, once I could discuss the matter personally

with President Nasser.

In the official reply 13 November I said that my previous statement

had put forward my personal opinion that "the reasons" for consent remained

valid as long as the task was not completed. I also said that for that reason

a withdrawal of consent leading to the withdrawal of the Force before the

task was completed (as previomsly stated) in my view, "although within the

rights of the Egyptian Goverrment would go against its acceptance of the -

basic resolution of the General Assembly". I continued by saying that my



reference to negotiation was intended to indicate only that the question

of withdrawal should be a matter of discussion to the extent that different

views were held as to whether the task of the General Assembly was fulfilled

or not. I referred in this respect to my stand as explained already in my

message of 9 November, as quoted above.

I commented upon the official reply in a special personal message to

Féwzi, sent at the same time, where I said that we "both had to reserve

our freedom of action, but that, all the same, we could go ahead, hoping

that a ’controversial situation would not arise". "If arrangements would

break down on this issue" (withdrawal only on completion of the tasks),

"I could not avoid going to the General Assembly" (with the conflict

which had developed between us on this guestion of principle) "putting

it to their judgment to decide what could or could not be accepted as an

understanding. This situation would be a most embarrassing one for all but

I would fear the political repercussions, as obviously very few would find

it reasonable that recognition of your freedom of action should mean that

you, after having permitted the Force to come, might ask it to withdraw

at a time when the very reasons which had previously prompted you to accept .

were still obviously valid". I ended by saying that 1 trusted that Fawzi

on the basis of this personal message could help me by "putting the stand

I had to take on my own rights, in the right perspective. The letter to

Fawzi thus made it clear that if the Govermnment did not accept my stand on

withdrawal as a precondition for further steps, the matter would be raised

in the Assembly.



On the basis of these two final communications from me, Egypt gave

green lights for the arrival of the troops, thus, in fact, accepting my

stand and letting it supersede their own communication 13 November.

In my effort to follow up the situation, which prevailed after the

exchange in which different stands had been maintained by Egypt and by me,

I was guided by the consideration that Egypt constitutionally had an un-

disputed right to request tbe withdrawal of the troops, even if initial

consent had been given, but that, on the other hand, it should be possible

on the basis of my own stand as finally tacitly accepted, to force them

~into an agreenient. inl which they limited their freedom of action as to

withdrawal by making a request for withdrawal dependent upon the oompletioh
of the task - a question which, in the UN, obviously would have to be

submitted to interpretation by the General Assembly.

The most desirable thing, of course, dluofi have been to tie Egypt

by an agreement in which they declared, that withdrawal should take place

only if so decided by the General Assembly. Put in this naked form,

however, the problem could never have been s ettled. I felt that the same

was true of an agreement to the effect that withdrawal should take place

upon "agreement on withdrawal" between the UN and the Egyptian Government.

However, I found it worthwhile to try a line, very close to the second one,

according to which Egypt would declare to the United Nations that it wuld

exert all its sovereign rights with regard to the troops on the basis

of a good faith interpretation of the tasks of the Force. The United

Nations should make a reciprocal commitment to maintain the Force as

long as the task was not completed, If such a dual statement was introduced



in an agreement between the parties, it would be obvious that the

procedure in case of a request from Egypt for the withdrawal of UNEF would

be as follows. The matter would at once be brought before the General

Assembly. If the General Assembly found that the task was completed,

everything would be all right. If they found that the tésk was not

completed and Egypt, all the same, maintained its stand and enforced

the withdrawal, Egypt would break the agreement with the United Nations.

Of course Egypt's freedom of action could under no circumstances be

limited but by éome kind of agreement. The device I used meant only

that instead of limiting their rights by a basic understanding requesting‘
an agreement directly concerning withdrawal, we created an obligation to

regch agreement on the fact that the tasks were completed and, thus, the

conditions for a withdrawal established.

I elaborated a draft téxt for an agreement along the lines I had

in mind during the night between 15 and 16 November in Capodachino.

I showed the text to Fawzi at our first talk an ‘16 November and I dis-

cussed practically only this issue v}ith Nasser for 7 hours in the evening

an_d night of 17 November. Nasser, in this final discussion, where the

text I had proposed was approved with some amendments, showed that he

very fully understood that, by limiting their freedom of action in the

way I proposed, they would take a very serious step, as it would mean that

the question of the extent of the task would become decisive for the

relations between Egypt and the United Nations and would determine Egypt's poli-

tical freedom of action. He felt, not without justification, that the

definition given of the task in the UN texts was very loose and that,



tying the freedom of action of Egypt to the concept of the task - which had

to be interpreted also by the General Assembiy - and doing so in a wrfi.tten
agreement, meant that he accepted a far-reaching and unpredictable restriction.

To shoot thel text through in spite of Nasser'!s strong wislll to awid this,

and his strong suspicion of the legal cons.truction - especially of the

possible consequences of differences of views regarding the task - I felt

obliged, in the course of the discuseion, to threaten three times, that

unless an agreement of this t};pe was made, I would have to propose the

immediate withdrawal of the troops. If any proof would be necessary for

how the text of the agreement was judged by President Nasser, this last

mentioned fact tells the story.

It is obvious that, with a text of the content mentioned approved by

Egypt, the whole previous exchange of views was superseded by a formal

and explicit recognition by Egypt of the stand I had taken all through, in

perticular on 9 and 12 November. The previous exchange of cables cannot

any longer have any interpretative value as only the text of the agreement

was put before the General Assembly and approved by it with the concurrence

of Egypt and as its text was self-contained and conclusive; All further

discussion, therefore, has to start from the text of the agreement, which

is to be found in Document A/3375. The interpretation of the text must

be the one setout above.
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AlDE XEMOIRE
As the decision on the UNEF was taken under Chapter VI, it was

obvious from the beginning thet the resolution did im o way limit
the sovereigntyof the host state, This was clear both from the re-
solution of the General Asseubly and from the Second and Finel Heport
on the Bnergency foree. Thus, neither the General Assesbly ror the
Secretary-General, acting for the General Assembly, crested amy right

mlnpt,ergm.uwrigmhw‘,ummhgmmoatunnn-'
as.im for the presence and functioning of t.hc UNEF on Egyptian t@rri-
tory. BEgypt had the right, and the only problen was whether that
right in this combext should and could in some way be limited.

My starting poimt in the comsideration of this last mentioned

problen - the limitation of !apt‘i sovereign right in the interest of

political balance and stability in the UNEF operation - was the fact
that Egypt had spontanecusly endorsed the General Assembly resolution
otsmmvwmmwmmm@umumm
,monmm&mm. They could thus not ask the UNEF
to withdraw before the completion of the tasks without running up
against thelr own acceptance of the resolution on the Forde end its
taske,

The question arose im relation to Egypt first in & cable received
9 Novemberfrom Burns, sovering an imterview the ssme day with Fawsi.
In that imterview Egypt had requested clarificstion of the question bow
long it was contemplated that the Force would stay in the Demarcstion Line
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area. To this I replied the same day: Adefinitereply is at present
impossible, but the emergency character of the Force links it to the

-mummnsmmmnuzbmmunnm-
dation. In case of differemt views as to when the crisis does mot any
longer warrant the presence of the troops, the matter will have to be
negotiatedwith the parties. In a further cable to Burns the same day
I said, however, also that "as the United Nations Force would come with
Egypt's consent, they canmot stay mor operate unless Egypt continues to

consent”,

On 10 November Ambagsador loutfi, under instruction, asked me
“whether it wes recognized that an agreement is necessary for m(mm-)
remedining in the Canal area”'once thelr task in the area had been completeds
:mmgmwu«smnmnwnmmmm.

On 11 November Ambassador loutfi saw me again. He then said that it

must be agreed that when the Egyptisn comsent is ro more valid, the UN
‘Foree should withdraws To this I replied that I did not find that a

withdrawal of aw ohtdmtujdhh«mmtmnbdhm&fln\n
entry, had been completed; if, as might happen, different views on the
degreeof complstion of the tasks prescribed provedto exist, the

mm-mm.-pmsm

mnuwdwwamnmmmaumnhm,

mmmw,vhmummdnmwmmm-m
of the following: As It being agreedthat comsent of Egypt is indispensable

for entry and presence of the UN Forces im any part of its territory.
‘mmmhsmmmt,mmhfimunfimfi



I replied to this in & memo dated 12 November in which I said:
*I have receivedyowr Alde Némoire setting out the understandingon

She basis of vhich the Egyptias Geverment sesepts Ny dmncunsing today
MWoammxmumofymmamuunmm
bourm. IM“M@:&M#MM&“:G! two of

these points.* Regardingthe point quoted sbove in the Egyptisn Aide
Mémoire, 1 then comtinued: "I want to put on record that the conditions

which motivate the consent to ,mw\fiutW are the very conditions

to which the tasks established for the Fores in the General Assebly
‘Resolution, 4 November, are directed. Therefors, ] assumsit to be
recognizedthat ss long as the task, thus prescribed,is mt completed,

 the reasons for the consent of the Government remain valid,and that
& withdrawsl of this consent before completion of the task would rum

counter to the sceeptance by Egypt of the decision of the General
Assenbly. I read the statement quoted in the light of these conside-
rations. If a difference should develop, whether or not the reasons

 for the arrangements are still valid, the matter should be brovght wp
for megotistionwith the United Natioms™. :

wrcmaMmWhtmmmfit.mtmhfi
telaphone conversation in themorning of the 12th with Dr. Fewsi where

we agreed on publicstion of our sgreement on the emtry of the UNEF into
Bgypts In view of the previous exchanges, I had mo resson to believe
that my statement .:&)mnmw.wuMdflw xmm_u
the fact that Bgypt probably by then was so committed as to be rather
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anxious mot to reopen the discuseion. However, I recognizedto myself

that there was an element of gambling involved which I felt I simply had

to take in view of the danger that further delays might cause Egypt to
change its mind, acvept volunteers and throw our approsches overboard,

However, the mext morming, 13 November, I received & message from Dr.
Fawad to the effect that the Government ofEgipt could mot subseribe to

ny interpretation dt the question of comsent and withdrawal, as set out

on 12 Kovember, and therefore, in the light of sy commmnicstion of that

date, "fslt impelled to midu' that the announced agreements should

m&.n inoperative until all misunderstandings were clnrul ups" The

Government reitersted in this comtext its view that if its comsent mo

longer persisted, the UNSF should withdraw.
I repliedto this commmicstion- which gaused a further delay of

the transportation of troops to Egypt by at least 2 hours - in & csble
sent immedistely on receipt of the commnication. In draftingmy reply

zm;tmmsummamummmmumm
1 would be in & position to find a forsula, saving the face of Egpt

"

while probecting the UN stand, once I could diseuss the matter porsonally
with President Rasser.

ntuommmnmxuutmqmumm
*mmnmfltfihtufimm‘avmm for consent remained

valid as long as the task wes not completed. Ialnnddmmthnmu'
autwm.tuuahmummmmofmmm«sb
Mmm(uwawd)nwnw.'mmmwo
rightsof the umm Govermment wouldgo sgaimst itsacceptance of the

MamM“%MW“Iu&MWWW@W
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reference to megotiation was intended to indicate only that the question

of withdrawal should be a matter of discussion to the extent that different

views were held as to whether the task of the General Assesbly was fulfilled
or mots I referred in this respect to oy stand as explained already in wy
messageof § Noveuber, as quoted sbove.

_

I commented upon the ofificial reply in a special persomal message to
Fawzd, sent at the same time, where I said that we "both had to reserve
our freedom of action, but that, all the same, we could go shead, hoping
that & controversial situstion would mot arise". "If arrangements wuld

break down on this issue® (withdrawal only on completion of the tasks),

-xmm.mgoauumwmw (with the confliet
vhich had developed between us on this question of principle) "putting

nuth&rmumemt_uuMwnuMmthumuu
understanding. This situstion would be a most embarrassing ome for all but
I would fear the political ripnm, as obviously very few would find

&tMMMwMQfMMlOf‘m.WMM
mMuumm,mummdtmp’fiuMM
nammmwrymummmmhmpnum
were still cbviouslyvalid®. I ended by saying that I trusted that Fawsi
w:mwwflwmnmmlm«phhttoh-umao
I had to take om my own rights, in the right perspective. The letter to

Fewsd thus made it clear that if the Govermnment did not accept my stand on
ummuammuut»wmnm,mcmcmmm
in the Assemblye



On the basis of these two final communicationsfrom me, Egypt gave

green lights for the arrival of the troops, thus, in fact, accepting wy
 stand and letbing 1t supersede their own commmicstion 13 Noveubers
5 In oy effort to follow wp the situation, which proveiled after the

exchange in which different standshad been maintsined by Egypt amd by ne,
xmn&mwmcommmmawmmmmhunw
disputed right to request the withireval of the troops, svem if imitial
consent had been given, but that, on the other hend, it should be possible

muwtu.msmynunuflnfimutohuhhtu

muwuwumwmmmmummuu
mmnmw“mwurbtmmnufluM

of the task - & question which, in the UN, cbviouslywould haveto be
subuitted to imberprototion by the General Assasbly.

m_msm‘im,éruw,wudmmumm
by sn agreement im which they declared, that withdrawal should take place
only if so decided by the Gemeral Assewblys Pub in this maked form,
however, the problen could never have been s sttled. I felt that the same
mwotnwummmwummmmtmm
Mnuwnmmmumwmm

.uonwumht,maWumnflbl,m
according to which Egypt would declare to the United Nations that it wuld
mmmmmxpmmhwmwaw_mmm
of a good faith interpretation of the tasks of the Foree. The United



tying the freedom of action of Egypt to the concept of the task « which had
to be interpreted alse by the Jeneral Assesbly - and doing so in & written
agreenent, meant thet 'he sccepted a fer-reaching and umpredictable pestriction.
To shoot the text through in spite of Nasser's stromg wish to aweid this,
ohtdw~nbfiflthud‘h‘httemmvmm
possible consequences of differences of views regarding the task - I felt

W.nmumazmmm,usmmuun,sm
MuwwMWuum,‘Iquhmhpmm
imuediste withdrawal of the troops. If any proof would be necessary for
mmmummmmwmm,'mm
mentionedfact tells the story.

It is obvious that, with a text of the content memtioned approved by
Egypt, the whole previous axchange of views was superseded by & formal
and explielt recognition by Rgypt of the stand I had taken all through, in
particularon 9 and 12 November, The previous exshange of cables eannot
wbtnmmjfloumnxwmwwbmw
was put befors the Oeneral Assenbly amd appieved by 1t with the swncurrence
of Bgypt snd as its text was selfecortainedand eonelusive. ALl further

discussion, therefore, has to start from the text of the agreemsnt, which
is to be found in Document A/3375: The imterpretationof the text must
hskcoamonw



hmwmmpm,nmubmumtm
procsdure in ase of & request from Egypt for the withdrawal of UNEF would
be as follows. The mstter would at once be brought before the General
Assenbly, If the General Assesbly found thet the task was eompleted,
mmhmm. If they found that the task was mot

completed and Egypt, all the ssme, maimtained its stand and enforced
the withdrawal, Bgypt would break the agressent vith the United Nations.
wumw'amuammmmmmu

linited but by soms kind of agremsent. The device I used meart only
Mwawzwmw.mmummmm

» we ereated an obligationto

I elaborsted a draft text for an agreement along the lines I had
in mind during the night between 15 and 16 November im Capodachino.
xmmsmwmammwu%mmxw

Mpmmmhmmmumamqmumm
and night of 17 Novesber. Nagser, inm this finsl discussion, where the
text I had proposed wss approved with some amendmerts, showed that he
Mlvudmtood that, by limiting their freedomof action in the
way I proposed, they would take a very serious step, 88 it would mean thet

the question of the extent of the task would becoue decisive for the

relations between Egypt and the United Natioms and would deterudne Egypt's poli-

tical freedom of action. MNe felt, mot without justificatiom, that the

definition givenof the task in theUN texts was very loose and that,



AlDE EEKOILRE
As the decision on the UNGF was taken under Chapter VI, it was

obvious from the begimning thet the reselution did in wo way limit
the sovereizntyof the host state. This was clear both from the re-

solution of the General Assesbly and from the Second and Final Heport
,&mmm. Thus, neither the CGeneral Assembly nor the
Secretary-Oeneral,acting for the General Assembly, created any right
for Egypt, or gave any right to Egypt, in acecepting consent as & con-
dition for the presence and functioning of the UNEF on Egyptisn terri-
torye. tmch-fibwmuumpmomm,muh{mbyuI
rxmnwnoommuumomuwmmwm

My starting poimt in the comsideration of this last mentioned
problex - the limitation of Egypt's sovereign right im the inmterest of

political balance and stability in the UNEF operation - was the fact
that Egypt M. spontanecusly endorsed the General Assembly resolution

orsmmwmwmmunpmuumpw
sence of the UNE? for cerbein tasks. They could thus set ask the UNEF
udmmmmmummmmmup

mtmm“moftuwmm”smmmzu

tasks.
:

mmmmnummummuaahhnum
9 November from Burns, overing an imterview the seme day with Fawal,
In that imterview Egypt had requested clarifiestion of the question bow
huum-m-dummmmmnmmmuu
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ares, To this T replied the same day: "A defimitereply is st present
inpossible, but the emergency character of the Foree limks it to the

imsediste erisis envisaged in the resolution of 2 Novesber and its liqui-
dstion. In csse of differemt views as to when the erisis does mot any
longer warrant the presence of the troops, the matter will have to be
negotistedvith the parties.” In a further cable to Burns the same day
I sadd, bowever, also that *as the United Netions Fores would come with
Egypt's comsent, they cammot stay ror operste unless Egypt comtimues to

"M'.
Cn 10 Bovembsr Ambagsador loutfi, under instruction, asked me

"whether it was recognized that an sgreement is necessery for their (UNEF's)
pemaining in the Canal ares” once their task in the area had been mupleted.
.mhmtdflwwufiutmtdu'qmntthtmlmX

| On 11 November Ambassador Loutfi saw me again. He thenm said that it
must be agreed that when the Egyptian comsent is mo more valid, the UN
Force should withdraw, To this I replied that I did mot fird tht a

‘withdirawal of consent could be made before the tasks which had justified the
entry, had been completed; u.umW.wmm«w.
degree of completion of the tasks prescribed proved to exist, the
metter should be negotiated.

The view expressed by loutfi was later embodied in an Alde Mémoire,
.mtumw.mnmmanmmmwmm
otth-fcnnmi A« It belng agreed that consent of Egypt is indispensable

w-mmpmonummawpmouumv
I such consent mo longer persists, these forces shall withdrew,"



¥

I replied to this in & memo dated 12 Novesber inm which I sald:
"1 have received your ummmmuom-mnfiumA
the basis of which the Egyptian Covernment accepts my announcing today
that agreement on the arrival in Egypt of the United Kstioms Foree has
Mrouhld. I wish to put on record wy interpretation of two of
these points.* Regardingthe point qwted abovein the Egyptisn Aide
Mésoire,I then comtimued: ¥ want to put on rewrd that the conditions
viich motivate the consent to exkry and presence, are the very conditions

to which the tasks established for the Force in the Genersl Assesbly
Resolution, 4 November,are directed. Therefore,I assune it to be
resognised that as long @ the task, thus prescribed, is rot completed,
the reagonsfor the comsent of the Govermmentresaim valid, snd that
a withdrawal of this consent before completion of the task would run
counter to the aseeptance by EQypt of the decision of the Genersl
Asseubly, I read the ststement quoted in the light of these conside-
rations. If & difference should develop, whether or not the ressons
for the arrangements are still valid, the matter should be brought up
for negotiationwith the Umited Natioms".

This explanation of mine was sert to the Egyptian Hission after wy
telephone comversation in the verning of the 12th with Dr. Pawsi where
m“«mumuutwwummorw-mm
Sgypte In view of the previous exehanges, I had m reason to belleve
that ny statement would imtroduce any new difficulty. 1 also counted on

thormthnttgptmb&bhhythumnmm“ummm
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anxious mot to reopen the discussion. However;1 recognized to myselfl
4hat theve was an slement of gambling involved hich I folt I simply had
to take in view of the danger that further delays might cause Bgypt to
changeits mind, accept wolunteersand throw owr approaches overboard.

However, the mext morning, 13 November, I received & message from Dr.
fawsd to the sffect thaet the Government of Eg'pt could not subseribe to
sy interpretation of the guestion of consent ard withdrawal, as set out

on 12 Bovember, and therefore, in the 1ight of wy commnication of thet
date, "£s1t impelled to consider that the amnounced agreesents should

‘remain inoperstive until all misunderstandingswere cleared up.® The

Government reitersted in this conbext its view that if its comsent mo
longer persisted, the UNSF should withdraws

'

'Y repliedto this commmicstion- which caused & furtherdelay of
miwtmotmuwwuimam-nem

 sent inmedistely on receipt of the commmicstion, In draftingmy reply

I had & fesling thet it yow wes & mist to get the troops im and that
I would be in & position te find a formula, saving the face of Egypt
'mmmmm.m:um«ummuwmm'
with President Kasser.

| :
4

In the of fictal reply 13 November I sald that sy previous statement
wmnrbflmmmt‘mflm«pwmwm
valid as long as the task wes rot completed. 1 aleo said that for that reason
alldthdrmlot ouam,ummmawmurouw
task was complebed (as previously stated) im my view, “although within the
rights of the Bgyptdan Government would go sgeimst itsacosptance of the
besie resolution of the Gensral Assembly". I comtinuedby saying that wy



reference to nmogotiationwas intended to indicateonly that the question
of withdrawal should be a matter of discussion to the extent that differemt

views were held as to whether the task of the Ueneral Assexbly was fulfilled
or wts I referred in this respect to ny stand as explained already in my

wessage of § Novesber, as quoted sbove.
Imwmo:fxmmuuam”mlwh

Fawzl, sent at the same time, vhere I sald that we "both hed to reserve
our freedom of action, but that, all the sime, we could g ahead, boping
that & controversialsituation would pot arise*. "If awrrangementswuld

ureak down on Ais desme® (vilhdrawelealy o sospletion of the tasks),
~ ¥7 could ot avoid going to the Genersl issesbly” (withthe comflict

which hed developed between us on this question of principle) *putting

nummumms could or could wot be accepted as an

understanding. m.nmm»mhcamzmmmmmm

;xm:utumuuxw. as obviously very few would find
uwmmnrmmamuummm

you, after having permitted the Fores to coms, might ask §t to withdraw

gt a time when the very reasoss which had previously prompted you to sccept
were still obviouslyvalid", I ended by saying thet I trusted that Pawsi
on the basis of this personsl message cowld help me by "pubting the stand
I hadto take on zy ovn rights, in the right perspective”s The letterto
Fawed thus msde it clear that if the Covermsent did mot sceeptsy stend on
withdrawal ss & precondition for furtier steps, the matter would be raised
in the Assemblys



On the basis of these two fimal commmicstionsfrom me, Egypt gave
green lights for the arrival of the treops, thus, in faet, aceertingay
stand and letting it supersade their own communication 13 November.

In uy effortto follow up the situstion, which prevailed after the
exchange in which different stend had been maintsined by Hgypt and by me,
I vas guided by the considerstion thet Egypt comstitubionally had an un-
disputed right to reguest the withdrawnl of the troops, svenif imitial

consent had been given, but that, on the other hand, it should be possible
on the busis of 5y own stand as fimally tacitly accepted, to force them

“

inbo an agrement in which they linited their freedom of action as to
. vithdrawal by saking a request for withiraval dependert upon the complation

of the tesk - & question which, in the UN, obviously would haveto be
submitted to imterprebationby the General Assembily.

The most desirable thing, of wirse, would have besn to tie Egypt
by an agreement in which they declared, that withdrewal should tske place
only 4f 5o decided by the Gemeral Assesbly. Put in Uids naked form,

 however, the problem could mever hava been s ettled. I felt that the same
was true of an agreesert to the effect that withdrawal should take place
upon "agresment on withdrawal” between the UN end the Egyptisn Government.
However, I found it worthwiile to try & line, very close to the sewnd one,
’mum&mmmuzumxummuwm

axert a1l its sovereigm rights with regard to the troops on the basis
dammummotwmummm The United

'

Nstions should make s reciprocsl comuitment to maimtain the Foree &s
mumwmmmm.,umhsmmm-amm



in an agreement between the parties, it would be obvious that the
procedure in ease of & request from Bgypt for the withdrawal of UNEF would
be as follows. mmmumamhmmmcwml
Assesbly, If the Gemersl Asseubly found thet the bask \as completed,
everythingwuld be all right. If they found thet the task was mot
eompleted and Fgypt, sll the same, meintained its stand and enforced
the withdrawsl, Egypt would break the agreesent with the United Netions.
0f course Egyph's fresdom of action could under mo cireumstences be
limited bubt by some kind of sgresuemt. The device I used meant onmly
mwammmwawmmmm

» W@ crected an obligationto

I elsborsted & draft text for an agreesent along the lines I hed
in mind during the night between 15 and 16 November in Capodachino.
I showed the text to Fawsd et our first talk én 16 Novesber and I dis-
'--upummmmumwm-manmnmm
mmurlmm« m,mm finel discussion, where the

mxwwmwuwmmm.muun
yery fully understood that, by limiting their fresdonof action in the
way I proposed, they wuld take s very serious atcp,uit would mean thab

the question of the extent of the task would becous deeisive for the
relations between Egypt and the United Nations and would detersine Egypl's poli-

sical froedom of setion. He felt, not without justificstion, that the

definition given of the task in the UN texts was very loose and that,



tying the freston of &etion of Egypt to the conowt of the task ~ shich had
to be isterprotedalso by the Gemeral Assesbly - and doing so in & written
agrement, meant thit 'he sccepted a far-reaching and unpredictable restriction.

| To shoot the baxt threugh in spite of Basser's strong wish to swid this,
and his strong susplcion of the legal consbruction ~ espseislly of the
possible comsequences of differences of views regarding the task - I felt
obliged, in the course of the discussion, to threaten thres times, that
wiless an agresssnt of this type was made, I would huve to projosethe
mm«:mm i:wmtm&b-um for
mmmummmmwmm.mm
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numm,wm.mozu-ummmmw

Egypt, the whole previous exchange of views was superseded by a formal
and exqplieit recognition by Bgypt of the stand I had taken all through, in
 partioularon 9 and 12 Novesber. The previous exehange of cables samuot
qmmwmmnmuemwmumw
wag put before the General Assembly and approved by it with the coneurrence

of Egypt apd as ite bext wus self-comtained and conclusive. ALl further
 disvmsion, therefore, s to start Sos the taxt of the agresmut, whidh
48 to be found in Document 4/3375. Theimterpretationof the text sust

be the one setoutabove,


