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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 th_e 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 Genergl 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 cqble received
9 November from Burns, covering an interview the sair;e day with Fawzi.
In that interview Egypt had requested clarification of the guestion how

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




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

impossible, 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 troops, 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 consent 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 von‘ 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 guoted above in the Egyptian Aide
Mémoire, I then oont.inued;f "I want to but on record that the conditions
which motivate 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 not completed,

the reasons for the consent of the Government remain: valid, and that
a withdrawal of this consent beforg completion of the task would run
counter to the acceptance by Egypt 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
for negotiation with the United Nations".

This explanation of mine was sent to the Egyptian Mission after my
telephone conversation in the morning 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 the 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 impelled 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 communicetion - 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 reply
I had a feeling that it now was a must to get the troops in and that
I would be in a position to find a formula, saving 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 Government 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
Fawzi, 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 bcontroversial situation would not arise". "If arrangements would
break down on this issue" (withdrawal only on completion of the tasks),

"T 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
T 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 Govermment 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 the 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 agreement in which they limited their freedom of action as to
withdrawal by making a request for withdrawal dependert upon the completion
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, would 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 task 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 text for an agreement along the lines I had
in mind during the night between 15 and 16 November in Capodachino.

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

cussed practically only this issue irith Nasser for 7 hours in the evening

and 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 Assembly - and doing so in a written
agreement, meant that he accepted a far-reaching and unpredictable restriction.
To shoot the text through in spite of Nasser's strong wisﬁ to awid this,
and his strong suspicion of the legal consf;ruction - especially of the
possible consequences of differences of views regarding the task - I felt
obliged, in the course of the discus.;zion, to threaten three times, that
unless an agreement of this type 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
particular 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 KEMOIRE

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 Heport
on the Brergency force. Thus, meither the Genersl Assesbly nor the
Secretary-General, acting for the Gemeral Assembly, created amy right
mrw,orgmwughtuw,ummmwmmf.utnn—
dition for the presence and functioning of the UNEF on Egyptian tirri-
tory. wmmm,mﬂthcoalypmbhmmubt.hwmt
right in this comtext should apd could in some way be limited.

¥y starting poimt in the comsideration of this last mentiomed
problem = the limdtation of Egypt's soversign right in the imerest of
political balsnce and stability in the UNEF operation - was the fuct
that Egypt had spontanecusly endorsed the Gereral Assembly resolution
of § November and by endorsing that resolution had consented to the pre-
sence of the UNEF for eertain tasks. !hoynuldthuuinkthom
to withdraw before the complétion of the tasks without running up
against their own scceptance of the resolution on the Forde and its
tasks,

The question arose in relation to Egypt first in a cable received
9 November from Burms, covering an imterview the seme day with Fawsi.
In that imterview Egypt had requested elarification of the mestion bow
long it was wntnphtdthatthomuauldmummumnu
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area. To this I replied the same day: "A definite reply is at present
impossible, but the emergency character of the Force links it to the
mauum.mnmmmumorzhmauiunqu-
dation. In case of differemt views as to when the erisis does mot any
longer warrant the presence of the troops, 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 Foree would come with
Egypt's consent, they canmot stay nor operate unless Egypt continues to
consent™,

On 10 November Ambsgsador loutfi, under instruction, asked me :
“whether it was recognized that an agreement is necessary for their (UNEF's)
pemeining in the Canal area”'once their task in the area had been completed.
Iropncdtm‘;tmwuutmtuaxuwnmthmbcmmuq.

On 11 November Amxbassador loutfi saw me again., He then said that it
must be agreed that when the Egyptisn comsent is no more valid, the UN
Force should withdraws To this I replied that I did sot 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 negotiasted. ,

| The view expressed by loutfi was later embodied in an Alde Hémoire,
dated the same day, where it was said: "The Egyptisn Government takes rote
of the following: As It being agreed that comsent of Egypt is indispensable

for entry and presence of the UN Forces im any part of its territory.
If such comsent mo longzer persists, these forces shall withdrawe"




I replied to this in a memo dated 12 November in which I sald:
"I have received your Alde Némoire setting out the understanding om
wmue:matuiuptmomrmamwmmw
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 quted above in the Egyptian Aide
Mémoire, 1 then continued: "I want to put on record that the conditions
which motivate the consent to emtry am\w'm, are the very conditions
to which the tasks established for the Fores im the General Assebly
_Resolution, 4 November, are directeds Therefore, I assums it to be
recognized that as long as the task, t;au prescribed, is mt conpleted,
the reasons for the consent of the Covernment remain. valid, and that
& withdrawsl of this consent before completion of the task would rum
counter to the aceeptance by Egypt of the decision of the General
Assembly. I read the statement quoted im the light of these conside-
rations, If a difference should develop, whether or rot the reasons
for the arvangesents are sbill valid, the matter should be brovght up
for negotistion with the United Nations®. :
mooxplmthnatdmmmwth-'Wmemcrw
telephone comversation in the morming of the 12th with Dr. Fawsi where
ucwdonwumuaotmwﬁoammqotwomﬂm
Bgypbe hﬂuefth-pnm»mun,lhadmmnioumw
that my statement wm introduce any new difficulty. I also counted om

mraamtmmmhwamm»um:m“uumm
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anxious mot to reopen the discuseion. However, I 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 mext morming, 13 November, I received & message from Dr.

Fawzi to the effect that the Covernment of Eg pt could not subseribe to

ny inberpretation of the question of consent and withirawsl, as set out
on 12 Fovember, and therefore, in the light of sy commnicstion of thst
date, "f:1t impelled to mim that the anncunced agreenents should

remain inoperative until all misunderstandings were cleared upe" The

Government reiterated in this combext its view that 1f its comsent mo

longer persisted, the UNSF should withdrew.

1 replied to this comamication - which caused a further delay of
the transportation of troops to Egypt by at least 2i hours ~ in & ceble
sent immediately on receipt of the commmnication. In drafting ny reply
zmatmumxtmmamumtumyuamm
1 would be in & position to find & formula, saving the face of Egrpt
'mmm‘wmnm,mzummmm.uwmm
with President Rasser.

In the of ficial reply 13 November I said that sy previous statement
had put bmrdvnr»ul»iﬂousmmumm' for consent remained
valid as long as the task wes not completed. Idncmmmchntmn'
a withdrawal of uu@ leading to the withdrawal of the Foree before tie
task was completed (as previcusly stated) in my view, “although within the
rights of the Egyptian Govermment would go sagaimst itsacceptance of the
basic resolution of the Gemeral Assembly". I contimed by saying that my




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 uy stand as explained already in wy
message of § Novesber, as quoted above,

: I commented upon the ofiieial 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, bubt that, all the same, we could go ahead, hoping
that & controversisl situstion would mot arise". "If arrapgements wuld
break down on this issue® (withdrawsl only on completion of the tasks),
"] eould mot avoid going to the General Assembly” (with the confliet
which had developed between us on this question of principle) "putting

it to their judgment to decide what could or could not be accepted as an
understanding. This situation would be & most embarrassing ome for all but
I would fear the political repercussions, as obvicusly very few would find
it_mmmwummwno:mm:otmm.mmm
mmuﬁwmz«mmum,ﬁmmuuum;w
naummmnumummmwmum;muuwt
were still cbviously valid®. I ended by saying that I trusted that Fawsd
on the basis of this personal message could help me by "putting the stand
I had to take on ay own rights, in the right perspective’. The letter to
rmm-uuumsmuuooomudmmqm”
withdrawal as a precondition for further steps, the matter would be raised
in the Assemblys




On the basis of these two final communications from me, Egypt gave
green lights for the arrivel of the troops, thus, in fact, aceepting my
stand and letting it swpersede their own communication 13 Noveuber.

In oy effort to follow up the situation, which prevelled after the
exchange in which different standshad been maintsined by Egypt amd by e,
I vas guided by the considerstion that Egypt comstitutionally had an un-
disputed right to request the withireval of the troops, sven if imftisl
consent had been given, but that, on the other hand, it should be possible
on the basis of uy own stand as fimally tacitly accepted, to force them
into an agresment in which they limited their freedom of sction as to
withdrawsl by meking a request for withirswal dependext upom the completion
of the task - & question which, in the UN, obvicusly would have to be
submitted to imberpretation by the General Assesbly.

The wost desirable thing, of courss, would have been to tie Egypt
wuwuwmamym,wuwmmmnhu
only if so decided by the Gemeral Assesbly. Put im this maked forn,
powever, the problem could never have been s ebtled. I felt that the same

mmvornwwwmmwuwmmmsm place
upon "agresmént on withdrawal® between the UN and the Egypbian Government.
m.-:a«a@wum-m, very close to the sewnd one,
according to which Beypt would declere to the United Nations that it wuld
exert all its sovereign u@uﬂthmﬂdwthctmpmthomu

of a good faith interpretation of the tasks of the Foree. The United
mwm.mmmmsommtmnmu
long a8 the task was mot completed, If such & dual statement was introduced




tying the freedom of action of Egypt to the concept of the task - which had
to be interpreted alse by the General Assesbly - and doing so in & written
agreement, meant that :he accepted a far-reaching snd umpredictable pestriction.
To shoot the text through in spite of Nasser's strong wish to awid this,
Mhhmlmoftluhgd“btmdion-mmutho
possible comsequences of differsnces of views regarding the task ~ I felt
obliged, in the eourse of the discussion, to threaten three times, that
unless an agreement of this type was made, I would have to propose the
imsediate 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 wnlent nentioned approved by
Egypt, the whols previous axchange of views was superseded by a formal
and explielt resognition by Rgypt of the stand I had taken all through, in
partieular on 9 and 12 Novesber, The previous exchange of cables canmot
whmhnwﬂm«&inulmuonju-mutbw
was put before the General Assembly amd approved by it with the concurrence
of Bgypt and as its text was selfcorbained and conclusive. All further
discussion, therefore, has to start from the text of the agreement, which
is to be found in Document 4/3375: The imterpretation of the text must
be the one set outaboves




in an agreement between the parties, it would be obvious that the
procedure in case of & request from Egypt for the withdrawsl of UNEF would
be as follows. The matter would at once be brought before the General
Assembly, If the General Assembly found that the tusk was completed,
everything would be all right. If they found that the task was mot
completed and Egypt, all the same, maintained its stand and enforced

the withdrawal, Egypt would break the agresment with the United Netions.
Of course Egypt's freedom of aetion could under mo circumstances be
linited but by some kind of agresment. The device I used meant only
that instead of limiting their rights by a basie understanding requesting

an agreement directly eoncerning withirawsl, we ereated an obligation to
regeh agreemert on the fact that the tasks were completed and, thus, the

1 elaborsted a draft text for an agreement along the lines I had
in mind during the night between 15 and 16 November in Capodachino.
I showed the bext ¥o Fawsi st our first talk én 16 November and I dis-
cussed prastically only this issue with Nasser for 7 hours in the evening
and night of 17 Novesber. Nagser, inm this finsl discussion, where the
text I had proposed wes approved with some amendmerts, showed that he
very fully understood that, by limiting their freedom of action in the
way I proposed, they would take a very seriouws step, 88 it would mean that
the question of the extent of the task would become decisive for the
relations between Egypt and the United Hatioms and would deterwine Egypt's poli-
tical freedom of action. Ne felt, mot without justificatiom, that the

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




ALDE EEKOILRE

As the decision on the UNEF was taken under Chapter VI, it was
obvious from the beginning thet the resolution did in po way limit
the sovereiguty of the host state. This was clear both from the re-
solution of the General Assesbly and from the Second and Finsl Heport
on the Emergency Force. Thus, neither the General Assembly nor the
Secretary-Jeneral, acting for the General Assembly, created sny right
for Egypt, or gave any right to Egypt, in accepting consent as & con-
dition for the presence and functioning of the UKEF on Egyptian berri-
tory. Egypt had the right, mdthconlypmbl«m\fhﬁ-hwmt
right in this comtext should emd could in some way be limited.

My starting poimt in the comsideration of this last mentioned
probler - 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 spontanecusly endorsed the General Assembly resolution
of 5 November and by endorsing thet resolution had copsented to the pre-
sence of the UNEP for cerbain tasks. They could thus mot ask the UNEF
to withdrsw before the completion of the tasks without rumdng up
mtwomwmotthomlwm“thokruudiuv
tasks. '

The question arose in relation to Egypt first in a cable received

9 NHovember from Burns, nwrlxummthoséwuthm.
In that imterview Egypt had requested clarification of the uestion how
huumaumpmumtmmmmnmmumum
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aress To this I replied the same day: "A definite reply is st present
ixpossible, but the emergency character of the Foree limks it to the
immediste erisis envisaged in the resolution of 2 November and ite liqui-
dstion. In case of differemt views as to when the arisis does mob any
longer warramt the presence of the troops, the matier will have to be
negotisted with the parties.” In a further cable to Burns the same day
I said, however, also that *as the United Nations Foree would come with
Bgypt's comsent, they cammot stay ror operate unless Egypt contimues to
 consent”, '

Cn 10 Bovember Ambagsador loutfi, under instruction, asked me
"whether it was recognized thal an sgreement 1s necessary for their (UKEF's)
pesaining in the Camal area” once their tesk in the area had been muplsted.
I replied thet it was my view that such an sgresment would them be necessery.

On 11 November Ambassador loutfi saw me again. He thep said that it
must be agreed that when the Egyptian comsent is 10 nore valid, the UN
Forcs should withdraw, To this I replied that I did mot fird that a
withdrawsl of consent could be made before the tasks which had justified the
entry, had been completed; u.uagum,uﬁmmuma
degree of corpletion of the tasks prescribed proved to exist, the
matter should be megotiated.

The view expressed by loutfi was later embodied in an Alde Kémolre,
dated the same day, where it was seids "The Egyptian Covernment tLakes note
of the following: A It bedng agreed that consent of Bgypt is indispersable
for ertry snd presence of the UN Forces in any part of its territory.

If such consent no longer persists, these forces shell withdrawe"
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I replied to this ip o memo dated 12 November inm which I sald:

"1 have received yow Alde Mémoire setting out the understanding on
the basis of which the Egyptisn Covernment accepts my announecing today
that agreement on the arrival in Egypt of the United Kstions Force has
bmronhﬁ_. I wish to put on record wy interpretation of two of
these points.* Regarding the poimt quted above in the Egyptian Aide
Hémoire, I then comtinued: "I want to put on recrd that the conditions
vhich motivate the comsent to exbry amd presence, are the very conditions
to which the tesks established for the Forge in the Genersl Assesbly
Resolution, 4 November, are directed., Therefore, I assume it to be
recognized that as lomg as the task, thus prescribed, is ot completed,
the reasons for the consent of the Covermment resain wvalid, snd that

a withdrawal of this consent before completion of the task would rum
counter to the acceptance by Egypt of the decision of the General
Assembly. I read the statement quoted in the light of these conside-
rations. chm'nwmmp,mrormmmu
for the arrangsments are still valid, the metter should be brought up
for negotintior with the Umited Natioms™.

This explapation of mine was sert to the Egyptian Mission after my
memummrmormmuwm.rmm
uw«mumuaormwumomotw-mm
Bgypte In view of the previous exchanges, I had no reason to believe
that uy statement would imtroduce amy new difficulty. 1 also counted om

mrmmtm»mmuhywumu»uw,auummm




anxious mot to reopen the discussion. However, 1 recognized to myselfl
that there was an element of gambling involved which I felt I simply had
htﬂh“otﬁcd&gwt&twmm&mdww
change its mind, accept volunteers and throw our approaches overboard.
However, the mext morming, 13 November, I received & message from Dre

muzmirrmzmzu-mm.t Eg pt could wot subseribe to
sy interpretation of the guestion of comsent ard withdrawal, as set out
on 12 November, and therefore, im the light of sy commnication of thet
date, "£51t iupelled to comsider that the anmounced agreements showld
‘vemain inoperative until all misunderstandings were cleared up." The

Government reitersted in this coptext ite view that if its comsent mo

longer persisted, the UNSF should withdraw.

I replied to this comamicstion - which caused & further delay of
m‘wmtmo:mmwww‘tlmum-uam
sent immedistely on receipt of the communiestion. In drafting my reply
I hsd & feeling thet it mow was & must to get the troops in and that
1 would be in & position to Tind a formila, ssving the face of Baypt
mmmum,uuxmummmm.wmm
with President Rasser. | |

In the of ficial reply 13 November I sald thet sy previous statement
mmwwpomuloptdoutwmnmu' for consest remained
valid as long as the task wes rot completed. I aleo said that for that reason
adtmlofwummummm&m-hruh&nm
task was completed (as previously stated) in my view, "although within the
mormmmmmmpuuutmmuo:m
basic resolution of the Gemeral Assembly®. I continued by saying that wy




reference to mogotiation 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 Ueneral Assexbly was fulfilled
or wt. I referred in this respect to ny stand as explained already in oy
-n_mor 9 Novesber, as quoted sbove,
immuuo:nddnplauaapmlpommlwh
Fawzd, sent at the same time, where I sald that we *both had to reserve
our freedom of action, bub that, all the smme, we could go shead, hoping
that a controversiasl situstion would ot arise". "If arrangements wuld
break down on tids lssne® (vithdraval only on eomplotion of the tasks),
I could mot avold going $o the General Assembly" (with the comflict

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

it to thelr jJudgmert to decide what could or could pot be accepted as an
understanding. This situstion would be a most emburrassing ome for all bub
I vould fear the politieal repercussions, as obviocusly very few wuld find

it ressonable that recognition of youwr freedom of action should mean that
you, after having permitted the Fores to come, might ask it to withdraw

2t a time when the very reasons which had previously prompted you to sceept
were still obviously valid", I ended by saying thet I trusted that Pawai
on the basis of this personsl message could help me by "putting the stand
I had to take on zy own rights, in the right perspective’s The letter to
Fawed thus made it clear that if the Covermment did mot sceept sy stend on
withdrawal as a precondition for furtier steps, the matter would be raised
in the Assemblys




On the basis of these two firal commmicsbions from me, Egypt gave
green lights for the arrival of the troops, thus, in faet, accerting =y
stond and letting it supersade their own communication 13 Novembere

In sy effort to follow up the situation, which prevailed after the
exchange in which different stend had been maimtained by Sgypt and by me,
I was guided by the considerstion that Egypt constitutionally had am un~-
disputed right to request the withdrawul of the troops, sven if imitial

consent had been given, but that, on the other hand, it should be possible
on the basis of ny own stand as finally tacitly accepted, to foree them
mmwumawm“mm«mmuu
 withdrawsl by Baking & request for withirawal dependert upon the eompletion

of the tesk ~ a question which, in the UN, obviously would have to be
submitted to isterpretatiom by the General Assembly.

The most desirable thing, of course, wuld have been to tie Egypt
by an sgreement in which they declared, that withdrawal should take place
only 1f 0 decided by the Geperal Assesbly, Put in tils naked fornm,
however, the probles could mever have been s ettled. I felt that the sume
was true of an agreesert to the sffect that withdrawal should take place
upon "agresment on withdrawal” between the UN snd the Egyptisn Government.
fowever, I found it worthwhile to try & line, very close to the second one,
mum&mmmutmmsdmwuwm
mtinuammmwuuthmdhucmmw-m
of & good fuith interpretstion of the tasks of the Foree. The United
Kstions should make s reciprocal commitment to meintain the Force as
Masmwmmtmd.r-nm&admn&m“mm
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in an agreement between the parties, it would be obvious that the
procedure in ease of a request from Hgypt for the withdrawal of UNEF would
be as follows. mmmwﬂd&omh'mmmathnﬁwﬂ.‘
Assesbly., If the Gemersl Asseubly found thet the bask \as completed,
everything would be all right. If they found thet the task was mot
completed and Egypt, sll the same, meinbained its stand and enforced
the withdrawsl, Xgypt would break the agreesent with the United Natioms.
0f course Egypt's fresdom of sction could under m cireumstances be
limited bubt by some kind of sgresuent. The device I used meant omly
MW“WMWWQMCMMW
3 ; » W@ crected an obligation to

1 elsborated a draft text for an agreement along the lives I hed
in mind during the might between 15 and 16 November in Cupodachino.
I showed the text to Fawsi st owr first talk on 16 Novesber and I dis-
Mpmxmwmmwmmmvmnm«m
and pight of 17 November. HNasser, in this finel discussion, where the
text I had proposed was approved with some ssendmerts, showed thal he
very Tully understood that, by liniting their freedon of action in the
way I proposed, they would take s very serious step, as it wuld mesn that
the question of the extent of the task would becove decisive for the

relations between Egypt and the United Hations and would detersine Rgypt's poli-
tical froedom of sction. He felt, mot without justifiestiom, that the

wzanmncrmmum-ummvmmmuu.




tying the freston of setion of Egyyt to the conospt of the task ~ which had
uumwmwmmmmy-mumnnawm
agreement, meant that .he accepted a far-reaching and umpredictable restriction.
hMWtﬁthﬂ&ootW'tMumhhluﬁmu
and his strong suspicion of the legal comstruction - espseially of the
possible consequences of differences of views regarding the task - I felt
obliged, in the cowrse of the discussion, to threaten thres times, that
muwumwmm,:mm«hpmm
imnediste withdrawal of the troops. If any proof would be necessary for
how the text of the agressent was juiged by Prosident Nesver, this lust
mertioned fact tells the story. | |

It is obvious that, with a text of the wntet mertioned approved by
Egypt, the whole previous exchange of views was superseded by a formal
and wxplicit recognition by Bgypt of the stand I had taken all through, in
partioular on § and 12 Novesber, The previous exchenge of cables cammot
sny longer have any interpretative value as only the text of the agreement
mmmummmmyuwwumnm“m
of Egypt and as ite text was selfecomtained and conclusive, All further
discussion, thersfore, has to start from the text of the agreemeut, which
is to be found in Document 4/3375« The imterpretation of the text must
be the one set outabove,




