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HEADQUARTERS
TRUCE SUFERVISION ORGANIZATION

CONFIDENTIAL Jerusalem, 15 May 1957

MEETING OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL WITH PRIME MINISTER BEN-GURION
HELD ON 9 MAY 1957 AT 4300 P.M. ISRAEL TIME
IN THE OFFICE OF THE PRIME MINISTER

United Nations Israel

Secretary-Gereral Prime Minister David Ben~Gurion
Dr. Ralph Bunche Mrs. Golda Meir, Foreign Minister
Colonel B.V. Leary Mr. Arthur Lourie, Acting Director-General
Mr, Henri Vigier of the Foreign Ministry
Mr. de Kemoularia Mr, Gideon Rafael, Adviser
; Mr. Y, Herzog, UN Political Affairs
Mr, Y. Tekoah, Director of Armistice Affairs
Mr, S. Hosenne, Legal Adviser
Mr, P, Eliav, Secretary to the Delegation
SECRETARY-GENERAL: Spoke of his appreciation for the opportunity to
git together with the Prime Minister. He had had the privilege of
seeing Mrs, Meir in New York, but things contimed to develop. There
are issues of various types, some of which may be more fruitfully
discussed informally, others to be looked at carefully. He had made
it clear in his reply to the Prime Minister that no cuestion should be
excluded., It was not his intention to limit the discussion, but to let

it follow where it would.

PRIME MINISTER: We have prepared an agenda which comprises five items.

Some may be added during the diseusoioiz as they arise out of the
discussion of these items.

l. What can be dbm for more peaceful relations in the Middle
East between Israel and its neighbours, and the implementation of
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of the Charter. The soul of the Charter is peace. The first thing
is to see what can be done, if something can be done, so that the
principles of the Charter are kept in the Middle Fast by Israel and
her neighbours,
2. Do away with the claim, especially of Egypt, but not of
Egypt alone, of belligerency, which means how to ensure that the
decision of the Security Council of 1951, about freedom of passage,
is implemented.
3., Freedom of passage through the Suez Canal (Security cmilv
resolution of 1951) and in the Gulf of Eilat.
L4« The building of a fence in the Gaza Strip to prevent incursions,
5. Article VIII of the Jordan-Israel Gemeral Armistice Agreement -

Freedom of access t0 the Hoiy ?laeas.-, resumption of humanitarian and

cultural institutions on Méunt Scopus.

With regard to the igleneststion of the Charter, we have ho ©
illua:lona that peace wul ba catabliahad L omOrrows. Emver, Mmbers
ot the United Rauon: shmzld carry ot tha first Artiele of the Charter,
according to which inwma&icml diapatu ahmzld bn adjustod by peaceiul

mealis.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: There is no questioﬁ at all concerning the aimy:
the purpan of the Upited Nations and the Charter is to maintain p.am
uﬂ golve international eantlieta by peaceful means. A natnml

of approach is to determine what mpowoml means. Ue haw peaccml
means provided within the United Nations itself (attempts to work out
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compromise solutions through the General Assembly; the setting up of
bodies within the General Assembly t© work out solutions; the Security
Gouncil with its special responsibilities; the Secretariat and its

organs). lone of these means is very valuable unless the various

parties want to avoid force, unless there is a will to peace, as the .
United Nations is limited in the possibility to force eéuntries into
peaceful procedures. The basis cuestion is, what are the underlying
questions and tensions which we must éomral in order to have a basis
for using the United Nations machinery? Ve know cases when the machinery
deas not werk owing to lack of will, Here, it is different, I do not
know of any country in the Middle East which does not want a peaceful
solut.ién. We have to study why the frictions are such as they are in
spite ét a certain will to avoid conflicts I think the United Nations
tools can be used in order to get sém;whare but used only to a modest
degree. Last year, we made some expcrﬁnnté. We are engaged in other
experiments now., Ve may find other ways, but; all of them do not cut
very deep. They are means 4nec,quary to wntrelvt.he aitﬁation and are
not very valuable to change ite Ve should not him out of account '
the technical means provided by the United Natigm, whose role is
important. We should on the other hmd realize that they do not
really solve the problem, We would like to get your thinking on the
issues to help us get a fuller and clearer picture of how you envisage
the problem of tension in the areaand whet you think should be done

about it from all sides.-

PRIMG MINISTER: Peace is a positive thing, It means also some negative




things., Article II of the Charter states that no Member of the United
Nations shall use threat of force. Is thdm & way 1o prevent at least
that as a first step? We find ourselvés in the pésition that there
is never a meeting of our neighbours in which they do not agree on one
thing - war against Israel, They are members of the United Nations.

Cannot, something be done to stop this?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: This repeated talk about war against Tsrael is a
symptom, You get those various statements (King Husninis hte:w)

 but I wonder if yon should not discmnt thems I think you c¢an count
on one thing for certain and that is that there is no Arab ccuntry ab
present who sees even the possibility to push Israel into the sea,

- I think this is a gain, not necessarily in Observance of the Qharter,_ ,
but in realism and common sense. 1 do hope that although these nxpmasions
are to be condemned, aa‘ they are condemned in the Charter, they should
be put into perspective., They are less threét.ening than they “m, or
were. The attitude of the ampatmwpartiu of world pol:!.tieq are of

decisive significance, I said last year I did not believe that you

would find that the Powers would tolerate an attempt by the Arab world
to push Israel into the sea. This expression shoum not be regarded as
a politin#l programme in thé sericus sense of the word, There are
curious elements in the rhatoﬂo in the Arab world, The expression
4is a kind of incantation, I have eriticized it directly in conversation
with various Arab leaders. Sometimes the expression covers empty
rhetoric, sometimes a siopp;y way of referring to the fact that so far

there has been no peace settlement, This is a problem which we camnot




leave aside and where we nmmust press forward, What we have to find is

in the first instance the mentality reflected, and two, the use of that

kind of threat,and three, the technical problem. I have transmitted

to Egypt the question you have put regarding belligerency., I have no

formal reply, but I can say here that when I got the official commnication
on the Suez Canal, the Egyptian Foreign Minister indicated that I would

get a reply. I have approached him again,

This leads gm to another qﬁestion which cuts very deep into the
problem, .Ymﬁ have rspoaiedly offered a non-aggression pact with Egypt
and other Arab countries. I felt and still feel that if the question is

raised in that form, it takes us too far into ‘the future, There is a
more limited, more modest approach which is really inspired by your own
stand last year, and that is at least to make Article I of the General
Armistice Agreenent a reality, and more than this, also to try to give
it such appwation.a\m to make it a very raal_ rest,or' for peace. "

PRIME MINISTER: I wish to explain first why I started with "threat

of war", Not because it is an infringement of the Charter, Also not
because I am frightened now that Hussein, Nasser and the others will
push us into the sea. They will not do it. The anane of the whole
United Nations Charter is peace. I hope imt sometime there will be
peace in the Middle East, but if the Arab leaders and rulers state
publicly that they are going to make war on Israel, they educate their
people, they teach them that this is the only end - which makes the
hope of peace sometime almost impossibles This is the only common

thing among the Arab pooplc; They make peace impossible, If they go
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on saying this for years, I don't see how there will be peace. The
United Nations and representatives of the United Nations, the Security
Couneil, the General Assembly, even if they cannot produce paac; tomorrow,
3h0uld prevent this poisoning of the people's minds in the Middle East
which makes the hope for peace in the future impossible, If they would
be told by the General Assembly - and the Gemeral Assembly should be
asked 0 do it - that this cannot be done, that this is incompatible with
~ membership of the United Nations, the damage would be stoppeds We must
care now for what may happen five or ten years from now, The main root
of the trouble in the Middle East now is the quarrel between the East
and West. fgiouever, at least this poisoning of’ the people's minds can
be atq:pod.‘ Something should be done to stop it. I cannot understand
why no initiative has been taken by the organs of the United Natioms to

stop it.

SECRSTARY-GENERAL: I think you TealiZe that it is not an expression

of real intantion; I agroo abm the psychological influence. No Aré.b

loader ¢an go up against it or say wthing different. Why is that. ao? !

We atill have a state in the Arab uorld which is eloser to a tribal state

than & national stete. It is still fluid and there will always be many
cump.ting leaders of a typo which we da not kncm in the West« The other

thing is that there is one factor in the pictura which ia &lways in his

mind, In an ahctj.en campaign. says in the United States, we find a gPoup Mh
is undetermined and which can be swayed this or that way. The undetermined

group in the Middle Bast is the Palestinians and there is a constant




“¥a

wooing going on. I did not mention the refugee problem in the first
instance because I thought it would be more useful to see what you
considered as the source of tension, I think that the biggest shortcoming
of the United Nations and of all the Member States, which,.in any way,
is cloge to the Middle East problem, is that we have failed so ut.tcrly“
in getting anywhere with the refugee question, I have a strong cenvietion
that before we get over this difficult question we will not kill this
competition between the various Arab leaders. There should be much more
seriocus effort {o get down to something real on the refugee question,
I am not in a position to say to anybody how the refugn problem should
be solved as it now stands, For that reason, I would like to have your
views. With your permission, I would like to ask you if you see any

~ line that the United Nafions could take on the refugee problem.

PRIME MINISTER: You expl#i.ned why the Arab leaders make these declarations,
Whet I am ssking is wiy the United Nations has not dore anything for mine
years against such declarations. Why the question was never discussed

in the CGeneral Assembly. Why the General Assembly was never called upon
to study it, The United Nations, under the circumstances, should do
something., It should try. Why_da the people who are responsible for

the United Nations do nothing?

DR, BUNCHE: I would like to ask a Enaation. It is not clear tc me at
‘all what you might expect the United Nations to do about the pelitical

utterances of Arab leaders, what the United Nations might do, apart

from criticism,
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FPRIME MINISTER: The Arab rulers threaten to use force, If they will

use force, they will be answered.
DR, BUNCHE: You would interpret such utterances as a threat?

PRIME MINISTER: Yes, it is a threat of war, How would you explain
Article 2 of the Charter: "All Members shall refrain in their international

relations from the threat or use of force"?

DR. BUNCHE: I do not see a threat of force, for example, if these
declarations are not followed by mobilization, border raids or actual
threats to the people. What the United Nations cauld'do to stop

political statements is what bothers me.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: It is proposed that we discuss the question of what
can be done, not by words but by changing the situation, so that the

reason for the utterances falls away.

PRIME MINISTER: There are certain political utterances which are very
damaging. These threais destroy the peace and the hope of peace in
this part of the world. Why do you tolerate it?

MRS, MEIR: You said at the beginning that you do not know of any country
in the Middle BEast that does not want peace, but it is understood that
you said that it naturally wants peace on its own terms and it is a
question of compromiss. I am afraid it does not help the situation to
say that a threat of war is the umi as "no peace", I could understand
2f the Arab countries would say, "We do not want peace with Israel
until they give us part of their territory, until they stop immigrating,
‘ th.n But the situation is different when countries say it is their very
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aﬁm to destroy Israel and when two, three or four heads of state
combine (heads of countries with or without elections) under a unified
military command, when these statements are made separately and jointly
and when these states are being armed, You said that no Arab country
will throw Israel into the sea and that they have grown realistic, Thcy.
won't attempt it now, but I am convinced you will not say to Israel,
"Don't worry, they will not attempt it." Suppose they are armed and
supported well enough. Is this a threat to a state or not? I wonder

if the United Nations would sit by and do nothing if, for instance,
Scandinavian countries combined against France.

DR. BUNCHE: Who in Egypt is making such statements?
PRIME MINISTER: ~We will get official texts.

MRS, MEIR: Are their radio programmes sponsored by General Electric,
Chesterfields, ete? If you find a statement in the Israel radio that
the aim of the State of Israel is to destroy Egypts you would have a
pegfect right to say that this is an official statement, because the
radio station is Govermment-owned., As you know, there is no free press
in Egypte '

PRIME MINISTER: I understand that the Egyptian radio is official and

what I was t0ld ceess

DR. BUNCHE: They do claim that everything said on the Egyptian radio

is not an official statemente

MRS, MEIR: Go and say over the Egyptian radio that there should be

peace between Lgypt and Israels
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DR. BUNCHE: I have done 80, three years ago. I would not hesitate
te do it today.

MES. MEIR: That was before the Nasser regime,
DR. BUNCHE: What I cannot say is what a goverrment should do,

SECHETARY-GENERAL: If Dr, Bunche tried it, we would not be cut off

the air. They might object. The qxestion‘ia: Why is nothing done about
it? To look at it irom the practical point of view, I for one would
recommend that not only the United Nations but those Governments who have
considerable influence should come out more consistently than before and
say that the idea of destroying Isrsel is nonsense. In my personal
contacts, I have used that very word, It is stupid, and this can be
stated. What is the effect of such statements? Nothing, unless at the

same time one diminishes the reasons of the fever., It is my conviction

that nothing would be more productive than if the United Nations could
get somewhere on the refugee question. My ﬁoa would be a resolution
which opens up something which makes sense on the question, There
mst be basic action and a moral '_ line laid down together. I heard a
statenent from a Swede of the highest integrity the other day, which I
may quote. He had travelled arcund the whole area and his impression
of the Middle East was that he was not very well qualified to say

what things should be done but without coming to grips with the refugee
question we would not get anywhere with thé aghor probleu.A I think we
can discard at least part of the Jordanian trouble in terms of the
cluQic conflict 'be’smn Palestinians and the Bedouins, In the same
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sense, if we did not have the refugee aspect, I ask myself if we would
have the Gaza problem in which Egypt took an interest,

PRIME MINISTER: I assume that your raising the queation has nothing
to do with the declaration made in Egypt two weeks ago, that linked the
question of Israel passage through the Suez with the question of the

refugeésv.
SECRETARY-GENERAL: Absclutely nothing.

PRIME MINISTER: If this is the true reason, I must foresee that there
is going to be and must be wars throughout the world - in Eurcpe, between
the Czechs and Poland, beea.use the Czechs, under a communist regim,
asked the Poles to leavo; in Korea, there are refugees from the north
to the south; there are also Vietnam, Morocco, India, Pakistan ..

So far, I have not heard that there must be war between all these
countries until all the refugees go back. There is no single man who
believes that the refugees will go back, Whe is responsible for the
refugees? Ve said we accepted the resolution of the General Assembly *
on the partition of Palestine. We did not like it because Jerusalem
was outside., The Arab States said no, Then began the exodus of the
Arabs, It was planned, The mufti had a plan and made it public that
he would evacuate them, leaving only those who could carry arms and

use them, and they began to leave., This happened when the British

were still here. The British Army was stronger than all tho other

forces, but for some reason there was trouble going on throughout the

country. Gereral Stockwell said, "You can fight it out betwsen yourselves
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and I will be neutral." The Arabs were told, "You have only to
deliver your gmg and stay where you are." They left. Jordan had to
take them in., You ask us now that we expel the Jewish refugees from
Iraq, Yemen, etc, and take back the Arab refugees. There is Article I,
the Gulf of Eilat, ete., The United Nations is not so helpless - I have
seen where they were very energetic and they threatened sanctions - not
against Nasser. But nothing wes done, never an Assembly called, and we
say these threats sho:ld be stopped, as they make it impossible for
peace even for more reasonable Arab leaders, The refugees have to be
settled in Iraq, Syria and Jordan,

Mr, Jiohnston, in connexion with the Jordan, said that the waters
of the Yarmouk River and the Jordan should be divided between the

three countries, Syria, Jordan and Isrsel, and a number of refugees

¢could be mmmd; Although we considered the division of the waters
unjust, we agreed t0 this allocation of the waters and this would help
a large number of refugees in Jordan to settle there. Why, when we ask for
no declarations of war do you ask us about refugees? Ve have settled
refugees, I am t0ld the people of Iraq are leaving their country. It
is one of the richest countries; it has two big rivers. Do you believe
that the cuestion of refugees can be solved within the framework of the
general settlement? ;
We thought that if we remained with the United Netions in Caza
we could at least find a solution for those refugees who were ihero,
while we were there. The United Nations decided we had to go, What
has this to do with threats of war? Behind the threats are illusions




coming from Russia.

And what is the blockade in the Suez? It is against the decision
of the Security Council, the only organ of the United Nations whose decisions
are binding upon its members. It is more than six years since the decision
was taken, Mr, Hammarskjdld, and what have you done? What are you going to
do about it?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: To go back for a moment, I do not wish to go here and now
into the question of refugees in the sense that we should take up that
problem at this meeting. I bring them into the picture, as I justwish to

see the problems as they cxist. I did not want to, in United Nations terms,

evaluate the refugee problem. I tried to map out what the situation is. :

From the question of competition mng Arab States for Arab refugees we

came to the possibilities of the United Nations getting something done.

It is a hard paliticd fact t!;at the refugee problem comes into the picture.
I think we should leave it at that. It was an attempt to understand a |
problem. If we could show the way forward on the refugee question, all the

other questions would become much caaicr to handle,
PRIME MINISTER: Have you any idea of how to solve it?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: No, I do mot. The Johnston plan would not take care of

many refugees.

PRIME MINISTER: We are dealing with the refugee problem and are settling
refugees. Now we are receiving refugees from an unnamed country. We are
settling them. They are not Zionists from Eastern Huropean countries. They

have an elementary feeling that they are in their own country among their
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own people. Why should not the Arab refugees be settled in their own

country among their own people? Why under a foreign government? There

is plenty of land, It is practical, it is right and it is pessible. In

Iraq they don't care for the welfare of the people. King Saud made a statement
that he is ready to aserifice 10,000,000 Arabs in order to destroy Israel.

This is the danger of the political utterances., The Arab refugees are being
told that they will live on their own land under their own government when
they finish Israel.

DR. BUNCHE: The reports we get in the American press are that mest of

the trouble in Jordan came from the Palestinians.

PRIME MINISTER: If you raise the question of the refugees, you must have
a plan or you must accept their plan to push Israel into the sea. We are
training our refugees to work on the land in the desert. The Arabs would
not do this. If you gave them fertile land and a home, they would be

happy. I have not heard yet of any other plan,

SECRETARY-GENERAL: We still have to deal with a generation who are from
land on the other side. I still think there is enough in it definitely to
make it morally and natural for Israel to see its part of the responsibility.
It is an essential point of the solution of the problem. I do not want

to raise the practical problem of repatriation. Human reactions must be
taken into account in working out a solution. I am not ready to draw

conclusions.

PRIME MINISTER: If the refugees were told that Israel would never be




destroyed, they would ask the Arab leaders to resettle them. They

are being told to wait and live by charity for the day when Israel will
be destroyed. If you would eradicate this illusion, the refugees would
be resettled or A.settle themselves. I know the meoral danger boiﬁg'.
created among the refugees. Once they would be"cohvineod that Israel waild
nét be destroyed, the problem woﬁld be solved.

DR. BUNCHE: I see this problem as a great danger to everyene in the

Middle East - to Israel as well as everyone 91;0.‘

MRS, MEIR:' A visitor here the other day,who had a lot of good things
to say about the development schemes in Iraq,admitted that there was
a shortage of manpower and that he had asked some members of the Government ,

"Why didn't they take in large numbers of refugees?" The answer was: "If

we take them this will solve the problem. The problem must not be solved."

SECRETARY-GENERAL:  You said, Mr. Ben~Gurion, that there is this difference
between Bedouins and Palestinians. The Palestinians are different people
and do net mix very well with the Bedouins.

MR, HERZOG: There is no indication in any Arab éountry of a readiness to
accept a new approach to the refugee problem. Is it realized that this

question threatens the Arabs as well as Israel?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: This i5-not an approach considered seriously at all.
But they are realizing the danger. There is éonpotitieu for 900,000 souls.
There is reip.nsibility;for_ the Palestinians,




MR. HERZOG: Iraq should be interested in minimizing the problem.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: I have not for one year béon in touch with Iraq on
the level which counts. There are two elements mixed in this. You are
: righi in your assumption of the overall situation. They do fegatd the
refugee problem as a very éiak;y thing. On the other hand, there is the

problem of not being less Arab than the etherﬂArabs.

MR, HERZOG: There has been evidence of a certain preparedness in certain
Arab countries to take an independent line. :

SECRETARY-GENERAL: I think that there are several changes in the situation -

to make it pessible to see a break. I was léss e:erbain about this last year;

PRIME MINISTER: Regarding repatriation of Arabs to Israel, the Arab countries
consider it dangerous to take refugees into their countries. Have you given
any thought te what it would mean to Israel if the refugees were returned?

SECRETARY~-GENERAL: I have realized this danger. That is the reason wby.
it becomes so tied up with the general problem. I had not the slightest
intention of mentioning the refugee question. It is part of an analysis
of the problun. You should not listen te anythh‘ag‘ I say as a propesal to
coﬁsidor this or that. I just waat to be pux;fcctly sure that you do not
belioio that this is a subtle way of expressing a policy line, because it
is certainly net. We are back to the basic question of what the United

Nations can do, and what you can do.

PRIME MINISTER: I have a great deal of undoéstmding of the Arabs., I lived
with them and worked with them, and there is one way out of this vicious
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eirele. I know there is no easy, prompt solution to these problems, but,
un;{;au the Ara_b world, not only their leaders, but first of all their
leaders, are convinced, and we can make it élear - there are powers in
the world that can make it clear - that Israel cannot be destroyed - that
it came to atéy - once this is made clear to th@, and the Arab publiec
opinion takes it into their blood, then they will have to begin., But not

as long as they believe Israel will be destroyed.
DR. BUNCHE: Do they really believe this?

PRIME MINISTER: Treycertainly do. They have the Big Power connexion - Russia.
They are getting arms, initmctors. 200 instructors came over (to Syria?)
from a satellite country. Why wouldn't they believe it? When we Saie in
fefiagees, we must take them in at once. But they can wait. This illusion
must be destroyed. It can be, and this is the work of the responsible
people in the United Nations. If they would be told that it will not happen,

_that it will not be allowed, and if they would be educated on that, then
they would begin thinking of peace.

DR. Brmcm I do not think there is any Arab leader living teday who is
not aware that, if there were an attack on Israel, there would be decisive

United Nations action or a third world war.

PRBE: MINISTER: Russia is now for the Arabs, but eight yean ago sho was

for Israel. wma the United States 1ift a fingor?

DR. BUNCHE: Tho United Nations would intervene. Ohly seven years ago, tha
North Korean invasion started, backed by Russia and Communist Ghim
There was a very decisive United Nations intervention. ‘ :

i
1
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PRIME MINISTER: They were 19,000,000 people. Do you think that if the
Sixth Fleet decided to finish Israel, it could net do it in one night?

DR. BUNCHE: The peint is that, five er ten years from now, if the Arab

world would attagk Israel, there would be internatienal intervention,
PRIME MINISTER: They do not believe it. Why should they think so?

DR. BUNCHE: Would they assume that the international community would

intervene for Egypt, but not for Israel?

PRIME MINISTER: It has happena‘d. The United Nations intervened in
Jerusalem - after one mbx.x!th'.“ Why should they believe it now that they
hamo Russia behind them? But if the United Nations would tell them, "It

v wa.ll pever happen and you must forget it", it would not happen. This is
the b;ginmg of a solution. Everything begins in their minds. You must
aha#go their minds.

DR. BUNCHE: The Security Council did exactly this in November 1948,
PRIME MINISTER: You did not tell them they must go back to their lines.
DR. BUNGHE: The November 1948 resolution did exactly that.

| PRIME MINISTER: o, it'did not. Did the November resolution request the
Egyptians or Syrians 'to‘vﬂbhdraw?‘ G

DR. BUNCHE: It vequested an armistice.

PRIME MINISTER: The United Nations never asked them to withdraw, but
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you did ask Israel to withdraw and they did, and the Arabs remember it.
There were two standards then and now, but I will not mention this now.
You said that the November resolution was a notification that Israel was
here to stay, but you remember that the resolution itself referred teo

@ provisional measure and the Arabs today interpret it in abselutely the

opposite way,

SECRETARY-GENERAL: It is impossible to make a comparison between 1948 and
1957.

PRIME MINISTER: They must be told Israel is going to stay.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: I believe you are right: this is a notion which must
be brought into public opinion. You mentioned education and I agree. On
the leaders' side, the situation is different. I would say they have
realized one thing, which is rather impertant. If the situation last
fall had been the opposite one, the standard of the United Nations would
have been the same towards the other side, The situation last fall was’
somﬁhing new in the United Nations. It has been realized by governments :
that there is another side, that there could not be double standards.

This has not penetrated to the man in the street.

MRS, MEIR: The Arabs were at the United Nations throughout these months.

Three problems were dealt withs Kashmir, Hungary and Isrul.: They have

learned a lesson.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: It is a fascinating problem. I am not taking sides.
Mr, Nehru attacks the Kashmir pesition from the oppesite angle.
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MRS. MEIR: There was a decision and India pays no attention to it. On

Hungary - there were decisions and nothing happened.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: In the case of Hungary, Russia was condemned. This did
not happen in the case of Israel. If the United Nations, in a situation of
very great political tension orders a Big Power to withdraw, nothing may
happen because the United Nations would not have the necessary power behind
" 1%, The Un;ited Nations took, in the case of Hungary, the strongest stand
legally and morally and did not get amhero s because in that case the
conflict would have been between the two big powers, between East and West.
We have to draw the conclusion, and we have drawn it, that the decisions
taken on one side would be taken on the other side. At least, I would be

ready to leave the United Natioms, if it were not so.
PRIME MINISTER: Israel is a little country; we are a small people.
SECRETARY-GENERAL: Israel is not a little country.

PRIME MINISTER: Morally I consider our people equal to any people in the
world but I know that bombs and planes, and guided missiles, and guns

weigh more than moral considerations: Therefore, I am sorry that we are a

tiny country.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Regarding the agenda, I weuld like to add questions
about the kind of co-operation we w@d like to have between the U.N.T.S.G.
and Israel.

PRIME MINISTER: Agreed
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DR. BUNCHE: A first vital step would be to do everything possible to
ereate an atmosphere for peace by relaxing tension. You could do that
best through an extended peried in which dangerous, exciting incidents
would be avoided. To make a strong effort for the achievement of peaceful
cenditions towards full peaces It is important to bear in mind that there
are some new factors in the Middle East now which could be impertant.

As a result of last fall, there is an intensified concern of the United
Nations, a demonstrated willingness and ability of the United Nations to
intervene decisively in a situation in which force, even when used by

big powers, is involved. There is UNEF, On the Arab side, there is an
influence which would be sufficient to keep them restrained, to avoid
dangerous actions on their part. On the Israel side, there is need for
full understanding that the United Nations is earnestly and honestly

seeking peace in this area in every way that it pessibly can and that

the United Nations can be an important factor in peace. I think there has

to be a full recognition of this. This means possibly that on your side
there would be some willingness to gamble on the United Nations effort.

PRIME MINISTER: I hope that tomerrew you will explain.

The ueoting adjourned at 7:00 P.M. Israel time. The next meeting was set
for 9130 A.M. Israel time, 10 May 1957. '
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SECOND MEETING OF THE SECRETARY~GENERAL WITH PRIME MINISTER BEN-GURION
HELD ON 10 MAY 1957 AT 9:30 A.M. ISRABL TIME
IN THE OFFICE OF THE PRIME MINISTER

PRIME MINISTER: Opened the meeting by "trying to sum up": He mentioned
Article 2, paragraph 3, of the United Nations Charter; He stated that
the Arab refusal to negotiate with Israel was in contravention of the
Charter. He also mentioned Article 33, paragraph 1, "one of the most
important articles", which President Nasser refused to apply - also
Article 2 (4), violated by Nasser when he says he will be glad when his
army and that of Syria meet on the ruins of this traitorcus country -
Article 1 (3), violated by the Arab boycott of Israel - Article 25,
viclated by Egypt - Article 55 (b) and 56 which apply to the Gulf of
Eilat. Is it possible for the United Naticns Secretariat to do

something to implement these provisions?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Referred to Chapter VI and VII of the Charter,

which provided procedures for the implementation of provisions defining
the purposes and principles of the Charter. Any country could take tho
initiative. In ‘addition, there was Article 99 under which the Secretary=-

General may taeke limited action,

PRIME MINISTER: I want to know how we can get the blockade stopped.
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SECRETARY-GENERAL: This is a political cquestion. Action in this
matter would be a kind of mixture between political action by
diplomatic means and action through the United Nations. It was not
for the Secretary-General to give counsel. Ag for Article 99, which
had been used only once, in the Korean war, he did not think ixe should
‘use it nows He observed that absence of action "on record" by the

Secretary-Ceneral was sometimes interpreted as absence of actions

PRIME MINISTER: There was an accumulation of Soviet-Arab menace in
BEgypts There were open threats by Ministers in Egypt = not by Nasser;
then by Army mens There was the Egyptian, Syrian and Jordsnian unified
command. In an hour, our state could be cuf. in two by the Arab Legion
and the Ggyptian and Syriem airforces could bomb cur cities. Then

we can't mobilize our reserves; we are defeniceless and finished,

When the triple military alliance was concluded, a commander stated
they would choose‘ the hour of attack. There is a natural right of
self-defence, In the Sinai expedition, we did not go into Syria, Jordan
or Lgypts Vhat was t_.ha result? A few weeks ago, there was some
trouble in Jordan. It was a pro-Lgyptian, pre-USSB and anti-West
process, The American Sixth Fleet was saﬁ% %0 this part of the world.

They did not fight. There was no need, But they were not sent by

the United Nations, but by American, and now for the time being Jordan

is outside the Soviet orbit. Without the Sinai expedition, this would
not have happened., Without the Sinai, Saud would not have dared to
go to Washington, Without the Sinai, Jordan ‘would be as much Soviet
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as Syria. Syria is not finally a Soviet country, but it might easily
become so¢ I heard z from very respongible people who talked t-o

Nagser that Egypt 1is a Soviet satellite - not in the same way as Poland or
Hungary. It was not reduced by force like Hungary. If the whole Middle
Last is not dominated now by the Soviet, it is largely due to the .
Sinai expedit;on;‘ This was not our intention. Our intention was to
defend ourselves, but this was a by-product, and I believe a positive
one, of the Sinai expedition. Looking back, I believe we have no '
reason to regret it. It was just, it was useful and I have not the
slightest doubt that any power in our position would have done the same.
We immediately declared our aim was not occupation or annexation -

not even of the Gaza Strip, which never belonged to Egypt. Ve had the
intention that there should be Israeli administration tcgether with

N Nabat Berdenn b 5% Bisoaind differently, We could not quarrel
with the entire world, especially America., Also, we did not like to
cquarrel withl,l!r. _Menbn to whom the Charter is very sacred, as we have

Seells

I wanted to tell you what I feel sbout the events in the last few

months. They were uae_»mi and they were good., Cur people are safe now
and there are Arab countries whieh are more free than before, because
bofure they were 'dcminat.ad by the political terror of Nasser. Whether
they will succeed in going on or not, I do not know. I am not quite
sure that the a‘ituahion in Jordan is stable.
Returning'té the Charter, so it is for us to bring it up to the
United Nations, since ymi apparentl& do not think you should draw the
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attention of the Security Council to a threat to peaces Article 99

leaves it to your discretion.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: May I explain this Article which came about after

considerable hesitation; since it gave the Secretary-General the right to
an extremely serious initiative, This Micle ahoﬁld be iﬁterpruted as
subsidiary. The Secretary-General can bring a matter teo the att.ention
of the Security Council for action the Security Council may wish to take,
if there is a deadlock, in which no country ¢an blring it up itself.

Only if and when it is obyious that the aggrieved party, although it
would like to do it, cannot bring it up, and no athef country wants to

" bring it up. This Article has been used only once - in Korea, to put
the United Nations in the United States operation. The éonuquent
conelusion is that you are quite right. The Secretary—-demral has to
use his own discretion. I think it is his duty to act in certain
éituationa, but his action is subsidiary to the actions of the Members,
'fh'e other point on which we want to be ¢lear is about how you can act.
You can always request to get an issue on the agenda of the Ceneral
Assembly and you will get it. You may also bﬁng it‘ up in the Security
Couneil - in geveral terms, or as an immediate ¢riaia - that is another
matter - or as an action in acqu-.dcfemq - there are various sorts of ways.
But experience shows that no acticn is very fruitful in the United
Nations without some kind of diplomatic preparation. '

 PRIME MINISTER: I would ask a question which is both legal and
political, Until a year ago, I had very little to do with the United
Nations and I kvew almost nothing about it. But since your visit in
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- April 1956 and especially during the last few months, I began to be
interested in United Nations matters. I i‘ollmd ¢losely the proceedings
in the last few months and I wonder what is now the status of the
Charter. Is it still a binding document on the Members, and are they bound
to act according to the Charter, or has the United Nations just become
an assembly of groups cyf nations wit different interests, who act merely
according to their inmterests? I can understand that a big power like
Russia does not care about what the United Nations says about Hungary,
and I am the last one t0 say that America should go to war for that
country, which might mean the destruction of humanity. Does it mean
that the Charter practically does not exist anymore? After all, there
are only two great countries which can do what they like. Hast members
of the United Nations are middle-class states or small states, For

instance, Jordan - a small state, as Israel. kgypt is greater and

bigger, but is less than a middle-class state. England and France, let

us say, are middle class states. Has the Charter still any practical
value? Because, watching the proceedings of the asaembli for the last
four months, I have not seen any validity in t‘he‘ Charter. They were
simply acting according to their interests, l;ﬂ;)athica, antipathies.
If it is merely a piece of paper, then the outlock for the world is
véry bad; because in the Charter are the principles which can insure
peace. Has it any practical validity or not? Can we come to the
Assembly and say, here is Article 1, Article 99, ard you are bound -
by it, and you must act accordingly? You cammot fight. Can we rely
on the Charter? Has it any legal or political validity? The Asseubly




it

is not a legal body; they are all interested parties. Is the Charter
still binding? Can we rely on the Charter or not.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: The Charter is a mixture of two elements - it is
a political document in part and a legal documént in part - the legal
document sets out the procedumé and operative rules. It depends, as
to the first part, on the way in which all the various members tied
together grow to creating centres of power. It indicates an idea and the degree
to which we approach the idea 1is the matter of current politics. The
principles, the very existence of the principles must have and has had
a considersble influence, If you will take the United States, with its
strong moral attitude - at least in the White House - it is a very
great influence. When you come to the operative part - corresponding
to a criminal code - and civilian code - I would say that the Charter
is observed with considerable strictness. My reply to your question is
that we must make the distinction between the two elements - the elements
of moral rule can be eliminated by the simple fact that they are not
adhered to. The second element, legal, is the means of putting the
prineiples into effect. At the very early stage of international
development at which we are, we are surprisingly strict. .

The Charter is very much a political fact in tho present situation,
We have the long drawn-out Arab threat of war, which definitely falls
somewhere within the mnfal law, and which I condemn, perscnally and
btficiauy. However, when you come to the question of how you or I
can straighten it out, t.hon.we pass from the whpd) 2av A6 the teshnion)

law, and then it is so arranged that whether or not the Charter has
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been violated becomes a matter of a decisicn in the first instance in
the Securiiy Council., It is extremely difficult to. get a determination
as to whether there is a throat‘té the peace, as ﬂm five permanent
Member# are in different camps and they do not co-operate. Under some
circumstances, Article 39 is somewhat unrealistic » not because it is
dead, but because it is extremely difficult to get a decision that there

is a threat to the peace,

PRIME MINISTER: Because it is difficult to prevent a veto?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Yes. There is also the possibility of a transfer

to the Gemeral Assembly which can also in a decision find that there

is a threat to the peae#.- However, the action that can be taken in

such findings by the General Assembly, once the Security Council is out,
is mich more limited because the General Assembly has not got the right
to enforce anything, For a good reason, because we do not know what
kind of majorities might develop in the future. There is no possibility
for the General Assembly other than to recmnd and no country is forced

to follow the recommendation. However, the .Gharter is not deads

PRIME MINISTER: I ask this question because it has a practical bearing
on the situation, If I understand what the Charter ma;na, how can it

be that there can be war between two members of the United Nations? How
is it that Bgypt has maintained for six years that she is in a state of
war with Israel? Vhat is té be done to finish that state of m or

belligerency?
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Smmmmm: I would 1like to comment on this from two angles

and to my mind it is high time that you sit together and thrash out your
affairs. I refer to Chapter VI, which refers to comeiliation. The
other question, however, which is much more compiicatod, is the legal
one. After the Second World War, there has been a growing tandenéy

not to go to war in the old sense - which has led to situations where
we have political deadlocks in various areas, éuch as Korea, China,

If you take the situation in Korea, America, for example, considers
itself to be technically in a state of war with Northern Korea,

I mention it only in order to illustrate the complications.

PRIME MINISTER: Can there be Members sitting in the United Nations in

a state of war among themselves?
SECEETARY~GENERAL: ILegally, undoubtedly yes.
PRIME MINISTER: Under Articles 1 and 27

SECRETARY-GEINERAL: Because it does not mean anything else except that
there is no final settlement. An armistice cannot be accepted by }thn
United Nations as anything but a step towards peace, If there is an
armistice, then there must be continued effort on the part of the United
‘Nations to push the Members into a state of peace, If there is open
conflict, the United Nations ié‘dut.y bound to obtain an armistice. If
there is an armistice, it is the duty of the United Nations to help
the Members out of the armistice into peace., Therefore, you should have
the full support of the United Nations for a veace setitlement. Cn the
other hand, I would like to make quite clear the use of the words,
state of war, belligerency, state of non-peace. If we say that, if
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there is no peace we have a right to attack, we are completely wrong,
If action is in that way limited by an amistice agreement, we are very
far from being in a state of war. The question is what acticns are

Justified in the marrow margin between an armistice agreement and peace,

MRS, MEIR: I can understand the situation which you call no-peace,
There is no peace between Egypt and Israel - no diplomatic relations -
no ag;-eements ~ no contacts., But if what you call no-peace is a
situation where one of these countries is d»oing something about it
short of an armed attack - by boycott, blockade - are not a state of

war of that kind and "no-peace" identical?

DR. BUNCHE: The legal status between Israel and Lebanon and Israel

~ and Egypt is the same, but the actions are different.

HRS. MBEIR: Lebanon has joined the boycott. Calling belligerency

no-peace takes away the moral pressure. Supp%e in Hoges' law, "you

shall not steal", and I steal and somebody says I have no power to stop

you but I don't call this stealingy you have added something to your

own. The moral stamp is immediately taken away from this act. This
definition, "no-peace", takes away the moral pre;smira from the Secfctary-—
Genersl who is the highest officer in the United Nations, when he can

look at a state of belligerency and say: "let us call it no-peace' .

We know there is a difference between no peace aﬁd a state of beiligeremy;

(ne is passive and the other active,

SECRETARY-GENERAL: I do not wish to condone those things which are acts




o3 .

of belligerency. When I phrased my reply; I had to take into account
the Korean situation, What I want Lo bring up is that it is extremely
dangerous to be vague in terminology. If there is something which is
‘a state of non-peace but with an armistice; there are certain mtiona
which can be permitted and others which cannot .be‘ permitted. The
Security Council has found that some acts of blockade cannot be
permitted. It has not said that there is peace between Egypt and Israel.
We would run into a very dangerous situation, as I see it., Acts of
blockade are excused by the fact that there is no peace, On the other
hand, there are certain acts of self-protection which are' in conformity
with the armistice, This, as I see it, builds up VWMI which pémita
this confusion to go on, lLet us make a distinction on belligerent acts.
Aggressive acts are ruled out. ‘

PRIME MINISTER: In the amistice between America and Northern Korea,
is it said that the establishment of an armistice is an indispensible
btap towards peace between North Korea and America?

MR, ROSENKE: The armistice is between North Korea and the United Nations.

SECRETARY-GENERAL:  There has been and is the fact that the arnistices
between Israel and its neighbours go beyond most armistice agreements
because the principle that the armistice is a step towards peace has been
written into the agreements, It is very right to give the armistices
in this case a wider interpretation than usual. I agree that there is

a basic difference between Korea and here. Here, there is so far no

peace settlement, This is put on record and is not in itself contrary
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to the Charter, provided that there is a goal to work towards,

DR. BUNCHE: There are two basic assumptions: The United Naticnﬁ and
all of us here are seeking peace in this area; secondly, there is an .
assumption on which you would agree - that it is not a happy position
for Israel to have {0 exist as a permanent military camp., It is not

a happy life for any people, Therefore, the question is how o move
towards peace. If there should be an advance that the United Nations,
in co-operation with Israel and Lgypt, could bring about, temporarily
as & f{irst step only, roughly equivalent to the situation along the
Lebanese border, no une here would deny that this would be a step
towards peace, This is what we are striving for. There is a very
practical difference. There are three things in your de-mlings.with
Egypt ﬁhieh are hot present on the Lebanese border: 1. Fedaymngh

2. the Gulf of Eilat; 3. the Suez Canal, We think that progess has been
made on the first two. An important progress has been made towards the
elimination of Fedayeen., This need not be done in formal dedlarétims,
but you can bring about the possibility of peaceful °°nditim as a
step towards the final stage. We think there is a possibility to do this,

to bring about peace without a peace settlement.

PRIME MINISTER: There is a difference between no-peace and bemgereney.
Egypt says it is in a state of war and will not let Israeli ships pass
through the Suez. And it is certain that balliﬁomm:y is not consistent
with the Charter - even if non-peaCe ise Egypt cannot be in a state of
war according to the Charter. Is there a chance of Egypt giving up its
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¢laim of belligerency and if it refuses to give up this claim, what
can the United Natiuns and what can we do?

SECHETARY~GENERAL: As a practical question, the problem is this. In

a situation where there is no pesce settlement, but an armistice regime,
an armistice agreement with a general indication of movement towards
peace, can the Egyptians do the things you mention? My reply regarding
the blockade is no, The Security Council has found they are wrong,

They are out of line with the amistice. The state of no-peace, but with
an armistice regime, does not permit any action against the amistice
regime, I think there is justification for Ralph Bunche's statement

on the Fedayeen story:. On the Suez problem, I really do not know Mtjy
where we are. Ue will see what repiy comes t0 us. There have been
various public statements which I personally regret. There are two
questicns: 1. blockade, 2, what the situation is, with ships flying the
Israeli flag. I do not make this distinction in prineiple at all, but
there is the cther aspect -~ what is our conmstructive policy, and there

the distinction might come into the picture. There are two legal bases
for your claim: 1. the Security Council ﬁaeigian; 2, the Convention

of 1888, Both the Comvention and the Seaurityyﬂpumil decision could,

for instance, be before the Internaticnal Court'of Justice for its

findings. I could not go into the political aspect, as I am sure you

know as much as I do,

PRIME MINISTER: The main gquestions are our mlaﬁionﬂ with our neighbours
and the way to peace, DBut there is a question I would like t0 put

to Dr, Bunche. As you realize that belligerency is - you say against
the Gereral Armistice Agreement - I say against the Charter which is




previous to the General Armistice Agreement - and as you know that Egypt
claims rights of belligerency and undertakes acts on the basis of righs
of belligerency, on what grounds did you bring them back to Gaza?

Nobedy elaims that Gaza is Egyptian territory. They were there on the
basis of an invasion and an armistice agreement. You kmew they were
violating the General Armistice Agi-eemént, the Charter, and that it is
not Egyptian territory. On what basis did you bring them back to Gaza?
I will not discuss the General Armistice Agreement.

DR. BUMCHE: Why do you put the question in those terms, "bring the

Egyptians back"? We did net bring them back to Gaza, They came back,

 PRIME MINISTER: Why did you let them in? Does the armistice agreement give
only rights .an does it impose oObligations also? What right have they
to go back to a non-Egyptian country on the basis of an armistice

agreement which they disregard and which you know they disregard?

DR, BUNCHE: The Security Council has taken a position which is very
well known with regard to Suez, On the other hand, as you also well
know, the United Nations had fully endorsed the armistice agreement.

PRIME MINISTER: Did you irnclude that there should be no belligerency?
They said toltha United Naticns: "We do not accept your decision", 5o
what right had they to come back to Gaza?

DR, BUNCHE: There was no dispute between the Israeli Delegation and
the United Nations with regard to the legal position in Gaza. It has
not been contested that there was a legal basis for Egypt in Gaza, under
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the Armistice Agreement. The question of Egypt's return was another
question, '

PRIME MINISTER: We left Gaza on the clear assumption that the Egyptians
would not come back and they did not come back by themselves.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: The General Assembly, with a majority which was not
trumped up but a very real one, toock a firm stand and that stand wa.s

endorsed by countries, which in other respects might have been against

it. How can that very same Assembly endorse non-observance?

PRIME MINISTER: This decision of the General Assembly does not mean
that only one side should cbserve, Then you should have told Nasser,
"If you want to return to Gaza, you must observe scrupulously the

~ General Armistice Agreement." You did not make it a conditien. It
was your duty as the executive power to ask Nasser before he tried to

come back,

SECEETARY~GENERAL: I think your question should be addressed to the
General Assembly. The Gereral Assembly made it very clear indeed that
the withdrawal was a prior condition. When you come to the question
of return, I think the important thing i's that the other party made
various references to the armistice agreement. (There was a reference

here to statement made by Mr. Lodges)

PRIME MINISTER: The armistice agreement must be scrupulously observed
also by Zgypt.

MRS, MEIR: Mr. Hmakjold, you refer to the statement of Mr. Lodge.




» 15

We said on March lst what our assumption was as far as the Gaza Strip
was corGerned, about the exclusive occupation by the United Nations
Forces, how long they should stay there. I did not hear in Mr, Lodge's
statement anything to the contrary. I have reason to believe you saw
the statement before 1 March, Neither you nor Nr. Lodge nor any

other of the many people who spoke on that issue on 1 and 4 March

said: No, the assumption is impossible, I am convineed that the majority
of the United Nations were united on the idea that we would have to
leave, but they had no idea that the Egyptians would be back in Gaza,

PRIMG MINISTER: The Assembly said the Armistice Agreement mist be
scrupulously observed, Uhy did you not carry Oﬁt the resolution of
the Assembly? A country which has violated and will violate bhe
armistice agreement, why should it enjoy the benefits of the armistice

agreement?

DR. BUNCHE: There is a tendency to put too mch emphasj.s on what

happened before 29 Getober. There may be  new influenss and possibilities
in this area, It has to be tested. (m thi& very question, there is
always the cuestion of what a given word means - which has t0 be proved

in practice. Lgypt accepted the resolution of the Assembly which

involved Qempnlms observance of the yrevisions of the General

Armistice Agreement, On two occasions, the Egyptians formally authorized
the fsocmtaxy-somral to report to the ;Gomra.l Assembly that they would

acmmloaaly observe the provisions of the armistice agreo'mont.

' MRS. MEIR: The test is what will happen over this, One of the tests
is with regard to the Fedayeen,
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PRIME MINISTER: Why could not the Representative of Egypt make this

declaration himself in the Assembly? Didn't he declare that the

armistice agreement meant no state of war? ~ Was this your impression when he made
this declaration t© the Secretary-General = that he would not blockade

the Suez?

DR. BUNCHE: There are legal aspects to these questions and no one has
the right to say to any Govermment that it cam;oﬁ take the necessary
steps to determine its legal position.

PRIME MINISTER: The position you have taken is meaningless.

DR. BUNCHE: You assume that the Egyptians' return to Gaza was a

question on which the United Nations was consulted. Nobody let them in,

PRIME MINISTER: They could not just walk ins There is UNEF. Why didn't
you ask Nasser about scrupulous observance of the General Armistice
Agreement before. why did you leave the Suez question open before

letting them into Gaza?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: He would have given two replies «.s

PRIME MINISTER: Why didn't you ask him? What he would answer is another

matter.

« BUNCHE: Ve had t.wo aﬁimtﬂ.om from the Egyptian charnment
that they would aerupulously obsem the terms of the armistice
agreements We do not question the gaed faith of a gWarmnt until it

is disproved through actions.




PRIME MINISTER: I understand from what you said that at that t ime
you thought that Egypt ga.vé her promi#e to stop the blockade and let
Israeli ships pass the Suez. The scrupulous observance of the terms
of the armistice agreement would have required an investigation as

to whather after eight years Egypt is ready to interpret the armistice

agreement.

DR. BUNCHE: It would be tested in whatever acts Egypt would be

responsible for,

PRIME MINISTER: So I believe you believed them and that there would
be no b;ockade of the Suez.

DR. BUNCHE: I did not say that this means that I believed them. But
ds a 'nsmher of the United Netions Secretariat, I cannot question the -
good faith of a government's word except as lack of good faith is

demonstrated in acts.

PRIME MINISTER: Simce then, has it been demonstrated or not?

SECHETARY-GENERAL: Should we start making conditions about this or

that part of the armistice agreement? It is an impossible situation,

PRIME MINISTER: The General Armistice Agreement does not exist for
us as far as we are comcerned, (Referred to double standard)

DR. BUNCHE: Since your withdrawal, could you cite instances of Egyptian
violation of the Armistice Agreement?
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PRIME MINISTER: The boycott, the blockade.

MR, HERZOG: 1In a speech, it was stated that no Israeli ships would be
allowed through the canal.

DR. BUNCHE: ﬁth~r¢slwd to the Gaza Strip, there was no authority
in UNEF flowing from any action of the Assembly known t0 me which
would have entitled that Force to keep the Hgyptians out of the

Gaza Strip.

MRS, MEIR: Do you mean that anyone going to the checkpost could walk
through?

DR, BUNCHE: With regard to the Egyptian-Israel General Armistice
Agreement, has there been or will there be a formal denunciation by _

Israel?

PRIME MINISTER: Before the Secretary-General came, I wrote him a
letter in which I stated that I am nct prepared to discuss the question
of the General Armistice Agreement.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: This brings us to0 a very practical question. As

I mentioned to you privately, there is always‘ for me the fact that
progress oi' lack of progress on the vgrious, aspects of CGemeral Assembly
action is one about which Members want to be informed, Already, before
this question arose, because of the very strong stand taken on varicus
issues, the question was raised with me if the time had not come to

‘Wa "Well, we are here Or we are not." That view is maintained and

will be thoroughly pressed and there may be a case for it. Especially
if we get a reply from Lgypt on belligerency, uhate’vér it is. I foresee,
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in the course of the next few weeks, that I will have to go onm record,

It may be that the right way is to handle Just this point which Dr. Bunche
raised without any comments at all., Just present your view on it: your
letter and mine would be documents for the record. From your point that
may be an adequate way to give an account of it. I am not very happy
with it, but that does not matter, If we come to the point where there
is a report on what has happemed out of the resolutions, your question
about belligerency amd the Egyptian reply would be in the report. GCould
we in such a situation use my last letter and your reply as giving an
account? .

PRIME MINISTER: We don't see ourselves at war with Egypt and we will
nct.nndertake any hostile action -~ on the basis of reciprocity. We
made an official declaration in the General Assembly. We have not gotten
such a declaration from Lgypt, but the opposite - that they are in a
state of war. You had an official answer - which you could not question -
but, as we know, they will contimue to blockade us. Is Egypt still ina '
state of war? Will they or not let Israeli ships through the Snez? What
are you going to do? As far as the cuestion of publication is concerned,
I will publish the exchange of letters about double standard and the
reply, the letter which I had about the Secretary-General's visit and the
reply which 1 gave, the cable which I got from Geneva, the letter which
followed from Geneva and my telegram in reply, I will publish and submit
all these letters t0 the United Nations. But remember that when we make
a declaration we mean it, that we are not at war and we will not
undertake any hostile action against our neighbours - on the basis of
reciprocity.
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SECRETARY-GENERAL:  Your own general statement has been very carefully
noted and I think it is good to bring it again to the attention of
everybody and the natural place for that is the report, when it comes
on the belligerency question. You have my full authorization to use
any letters of mine, as I trust that you will always use them in the
spirit in which they are intended. I suggest wa come t0 an agreement
about publication through your Delegation in New York,

PRIME MINISTER: Yes. I deny the right of Lgypt to be in Gaza, because
Egypt broke the Charter and is breaking it. Egypt broke a written
undertaking which it signed with us, which is called the Armistice
Agreement, and therefore, in my humble view, they have no right whatsosver
to be in Gaza, I am sorry that they got the permission of the United
ﬁations, ‘that they mfe allowed to come back. They have no business

to be there. The United Nations has. Egypt, no. You cannot question
their statement, buf I guestion their word. I say they have lied to

you. This wé.s a terrible mistake that they were let in.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: We have cévarcd to a large extent your next item.

PRIME MINISTER: When do you expect to have an answer from Egypt
about belligerency and about the Suez?

. SECRETARY-GEMGRAL: I have again requested a reply. About 10 days ago
they advised that now that the Suez rush was behind them, they would
reply. I contime t0 press for a reply., If we get from Egypt a reply
o Adiale T wttistantly senibive; L1 T soh Ahein aoe poasidiistes
to get scmewhere on that 1ine.; I do not exclude that this may provide
a useful opening. ' :
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PRIME MINISTER: Even according to your view what you have in mind is
a certain state of affairs - no-peace and then peate. Well, you have
our answer. First of all, we undertake no hostile act against any
neighbour on a mtual basis. We are ready at any moment to carry
out the main purpose of your work - to¢ establish peace - after nine
years. Is this sufficient for yom? ‘

SECRETARY-GERERAL: I think it is,because I read it with hopes and
aspirations,

¥*
& %

PRIME MINISTER: (Brought up questicn of the fence around Gaza Strip).

I think this should be left to Colonel Leary and our local people.

DR. BUNCHE: From press reports and from what I heard from Mr. Kidron,
there seems to be some confusionas to what was involved here. I came
D quéstion again only since 29 Cctober. As I understand it, in
the fall of 1954, there were discussiouns on this issue of a femce, In
early April 1957, I was with Ceneral Burns when he bpought this question
up with General Gohar, In bringing the question up with General Gohar,
General Burns alluded to previous conversations that had been held last
sumer, He brought it up in the comtext of these previous talks, saying
he wanted to revive this idea and made it very explicit that the idea
was the same: The erection of a barbed wire fence at those sections where

 the risk of infiltration was greatest. At the next talk with General
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Gohar, the question was not raised of a contimuous fence alomg the Strip.
This wastied up with a necessity for resurveying the line - an official
survey., Subsequently, General Burns had a talk with Colonel Zetera
in Tel Aﬂv' and we haw not seen him since, but his reports indicate
that the proposal had been discussed in the same terms. That is where the
matter rests at the moment, There was also the cuestion of the possibility
of ineluding mines with the fence, General Burns indicated that one
of the reasons for the mines would be to keep the fence from being stolen
by the Bedouins; There has been no discussion of policy with regard to the
mines, and the remaining open question, which would involve agreement on
‘both sides as well as execution by the United Nations, of an official

survey as an essential first step.

GENERAL DAYAN: We are waiting for the party to make the survey. This

has been agreed 0.

MRS. MEIR: What is the reason for opposing a fence along the entire
 border of the Strip?

DR, BUNCHE: This has apparently not been raised since the very beginning.
It was always a question of erecting a fence in sectors where infiltration
is most likely.

MRS. MEIR: Would this not open up other sectors?

MR, TEKOAH: Gemeral Burns' original proposal in 1954, which was discussed
in greater detail with General Gohar, was a contimous ferce. I have the
document which was submitted by General Burns in the course of these




-2 -

discussions, in which he proposed two contimous double-apron fences,

It was Egypt's view that they would not like to have a contimuous fence,
At that point, Gemeral Burns thought a partial fence was better than no
fence at all and began thinking in terms of a partial fence, I understand
he does not reject the eificiency of a contimuous fencq._ He mentioned
the problem of the cost, '

PRIME MINISTER: I think this discussion must be contimued with General
Burns or Colonel lLeary,

MRS, MEIR: It should be clear that as far as we are concerned, we believe
it would be much more effective if it were a continuous fence, We have
no reservations to such a fence and we agree to it. |
¥

#®
PRIME MINISTER: With regard to Article VIII of the Israel-Jordan General
Armistice Agreement, I was recently asked a question in the Kunesset whether
I knew that the Mount of Clives Jewish Cemetery, was desecrated and ghat
many graves were destroyed. I mention this only because of its emti@ml_
mbrtama from a religious point of view to a large number of people,
There is one question which is a practical one - the road to Latrun,
Article VIII of the General Armistice Agreement, which provides for the

creation of a Special Committee, stipulates that there are three issues

on yhich agreement in principle already exists:
W Free‘.:.,gz_ - movement on the Latrun Road.
2. FResumption of the normal functioning of the cultural and
humanitarian institutions on Mount Scopus - the library,
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hospital, university which we need and are entitled to use
‘and it is a clear undertsking by Jordan that there should be
resumption of the normal functioning of these institutions and
free access thereto, (The fortnightly convoy is not enocugh.)

3¢ Free access to the Holy Places.

This country was under the rule of many different rulers. During all
these periods we had free access to the Wailing Wall, This means a great
deal and it was agreed in primciple that there should be free access to
the Holy Places, which certainlj includes the Wailing Wall, We have in
this country Christian citizens, For them, freedom of access is a matter
of cOﬁrse = in Jerusalem and Bethlehem. The Latrun pumping station, also
referred to in Article VIII, can be left out, as it was destroyed. A4s to
the Wailing Wall, only a Jewish person can understand. Under the terms
of the General Armistice Agreement, Article VIII was to be applied
immediately the Agreement came into effect. I think we are entitled to
ask that this Article be implemented. The railroad to Jerusalem, also
referred o in Article VIII, was taken care of, It is clearly stated
that on these variocus questions there was agreement m prineiple, I
wonid not press this issue now, as I don't like to embarras King Hussein

and, if it is mcss#arsr to wait for‘sm time, I would wait, but we :ms.’a

that Article VIII be implemented.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: If you remember, we discussed this at great length in
April or May last spring and in Jniy. It was stated that we should at
least try to get some token visits t0 the Wailing Wall. However, the
situation was s0 tense then it was agreed that we should wait. The
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present situation is such that an approach on this specific issue

would not be very wise. Um this clause as on other clauses, the United
Nations is duty bound to press for implementation and compliance.
Colonel Leary will have to lock again at what can be dene about it, if

something can be done,
PRIME MINISTER: What will the procedure be?

DR, BUNCHE: It is well to keep in mind how Article VIII came about and
what was its motivation, Before the end of the Jordan negotiations,
members of both Delegations left Rhodes for a few days and there was an
important meeting aml they returned with what they had agreed on, In
those talks in Rhodes, we had taken up all these details, and there was a
possibility to 'ge,t agreement in Rhodes. But this idea of a Special
Committee came to the fore., The basis of the Special Committee was that
this eliminated the United Nations meutral third party and made it
possible for the two Delegstions to work out these questions in direct
negotiations alone. It did convene and the one decision it did reach
was on the Jerusalem railroad. Then the Committee fell apart. This

is important in order to bear in mind what the role of the United Natioms

is.
PRIME MINISTER: What do you advise the procedure should be next time?

SECRETARY-GENERAL: In our discussions last year, General Burns and I
were really at a 1oss on the practical arrangements. 1 remember saying
T felt it would be very helpful if you could assist us in giving some
indication of how it could be done.
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PRIME MINISTER: The Jerusalem-Latrun Road: It should be open aml
there should be 5o shooting, Mount Scopms: The difficulty is im the
free access, There should be a road agreed upon to and Mm Mount Seopus
and there should be no ghooting, Every Christian in Israél should be
allowed on Holy Days to visit the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem and to
visit Bethlehem: The vsama- for Jews as regards the cemetery on thé Hount
of Ulives; or at least the Jordanians should not be permitted to desecrate
it: Passengers on vehicles going to these places should not be shot at
and should not undertake any action which would be injurious to the other
side. It is only a question of good will, The question éf access to
the Wailing Wall may be a little more diffiéult‘. We shall thrash it out.
The questieﬁ is how to get this Committee working, This is nﬁ ‘the time,
but in a fév weeks, maybe more, the situation may be stabilized. Then,
how should we proceed? I think the best way would be through New York,
through the Jordan Representative in New York, You, Mr. Secretary-

: Gem;:'al, are there and the time will come when it can be done in New York,
A& procedure can be agread upon,

SECRETARY-GENERAL: There is comcerning Mount Scopus side issues coming
into consideration. There is the fear which is expressed by the Jordan
side about the whole cuestion of the military positions on Mount Seopus.
Mount Scopus might, they say, develop into a stronghold. v

PRIME MINISTER: This would be taken into account, ie would be prepared

t0 give all possible assurances.

SECRETARY-GENERAL: Let us keep this in mind and see how time may

 improve the situation. Dr. Bunche is highly qualified to discuss it in

New York.




We have now the question of co-operstion with the United Nations on
the spot.

DR, BUNCHE: My belief is that there is a new possibility for peace, I
do not think that the developments and efforts simce Cetober 29 have

been wasted, During these nine years of armistice regime, there has been
a continuing problem for the United Nations to establish itself with you
and officials of your Government as an actually free body here for the
purpose of assist.ing you and the Arab govermments in maintaining quiet
along the dmmation lines, and in working for the creation of
conditions wﬁi@h could result in full peaée. Relations have often left
much to be desired. There seems to be basic difficulties for the ﬂn:!.ted/
Nations, Mr. Tekoah is familiar with many of them - with regard to
freedom of movement, access of UNTSO Ubservers to areas where diffiéultiea

actually break out - which handicaps the United Nations in determining

what has happened and in a fair appraisal. There has beén reluctance to

report to the United Nations on incidents, - particularly with Egypt.

(This is explained by your position regarding the General Armistice
Agreement with .Emt.; ) UNEF is on the Egyptian side of the line for the
primary purpose of helping avoid incidents. If we dd not get from your
people reports on incidents, there is not much the United Nations can

do several days later. Ycur Delegation has reported to the Security Council
about incidents UNEF had heard nothing sbout. This is obviously faulty
machinery. General Burns has made mprasentaﬁox;n in Tel Aviv, I feel

a lot more could be done on your side to assist us.
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SECBETARX%GEW: The United Nations or UNTSO are a means to an end,
There has been a growing feeling with us that the means are not used or
are reduced to very modest proportions., When you treat means in that
way, they always more or less wither away. We believe in the machinery

as a necessary form in the picture for the time being.

MR, TEKOAH: To the best of my knowledge, there is an arrangement between
the Israel Army and UNEF under which we do inform UNEF of every incident,
This arrangement also covers a certain method of investigation and
conditions of imvestigation on the Gaza side, Reports are passed on to
us with respect to the various conclusions to which UNEF comes on the
Gaza side. This arrangement goes back to the end of March, There was,
it is true, a lapse of a week or ten days before this arrangement was
reached. To the best of my knowledge, it is working very well now,
though the results of these investigations have been limited to reports
in writing and there has been no effort to locate in the Strip stolen
Israeli goods; é.g.pipelines. Let us hope that there will be more
constructive results in the future., To what extent is UNEF authorized

to look for these goods and return them to Israel?

DR, BUNCHE: Of eight or mnine incidents mentioned in Mr, Kidron's letter to
the Security Council in April, only two had been reported to General
Burns, He got his information from us.

MR. TEKCAH: I understand this information is now being transmitted

regularly. :
Regarding UNTSO, when we discussed the basic problem of belligerency,
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the Prime Minister referred to the importance of Article I of the

General Armistice Agreements. That is the basic problem. Whatever
happens on the border is only a reflection of the attitude of the

Arab governments t0 the issue of peace ami war. Is there a desire %o
keep the border cquiet or not? Judging on the axperiame of the past
nine years, I think there is no doubt whatever that when the Arab
countries wanted to keep the border quiet, they did it. When the
armistice agreements were signed and the MAC machinery was constructed,
the idea was to erect a framework for dealing with certain problems during
a limited period of time, on the assumption that bothsides had good will,
ard would implement all the provisions, Those very methods which were |
meant to be useful and efficient to déal with bordezf problems for a

short period of time turned out to be not as useful or efficient over ‘a
longer time, against a background of continued belligerency. The goal
of the Mixed Armistice Commission machinery should be to ensure peace
along the front and reduce tensioﬁ. “Experiemo has shown to us that

the operation of the Mixed Amistien Commissions has not brought about
mich success in achievement. Incidents continued along the border.

The MACs have not always served to reduce t}aa;ien, but.frequently they
have increased it, MAC resolutions, instead of creating an understanding,
are increasing tension among the PMiea.

DR. BUKCHE: I was thinking of freedom of movement of UNISC and UNEF.
Their reports go t© the Security Council on important incidents.

MR, TEKCAH: In the light of this experience, I know that both the
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the United Nations and United Nations representatives here have come

to realize that the old methods are not always the best methods and

some new method should be found, There have been some instances where

it has been successful. On the Jordan border, parallel to certain
limitations of UNTSC operations, we have developed new methods of

direct contacts with the Jordanians, As an example, since our last

change 'of_- attitude, we have had several meetings of the Sub-Committee.
There is a difference in procedure. We discuss matters in a constructive
way. In addition, the Jordanians themselves have suggested to us several
meks ago an extension of these comtacts by means of fixing neetings

along the border, in additicn to ths meetings of the subncomittee.

The general atmosphere throughout the past few months - and I give

credit to the United Nations for allowing this development -

has been of improved relations. It is true that this change of method
does involve a limitation of the operations of UNTSO, but the results

are constructive and we should proceed in this manner. This~, of course,
applies also to the more general question of freedom of movement, UNMOs
move in the exercise of their duties under the Gemeral Armistice awma~.

PHIME MINISTER: They should move without radios.

MR. TEKOAH: We have not always called upon Ubservers to investigate

jncidents for several reasons, There have been discussions with
Colonel Leary concerning the ability of UNMUs to determine who started
the firing - we are referring to the situation on the Syrian bordéi! -

investigations did not help to improve the sitnation or f.o impresa on
the responsible party. We have thought, even in the ﬁ;slék éﬁ investigation,




of a method which is more constructive, We have tried on the Jordan
border joint investigations in which Jordanian officers and Israeli
officers cross into each other's territory and examine on the ground

- what has happened.. So far we have not had many of them, but they have
been successfuls, I think that the present gradual development really

works out to the benefit of all concerned.

SECRETARY~GENERAL: If it can be done without breaking down or blocking
what we have got. We should not start off by blocking the old machirery
and replace it iwith a method not properly developed., It seems to me
direct contacts can be extremely helpful. OUne of the difficulties is
that there mist be a certain measure of objectivity in judgment. The
avermes you indicate as possibilities must not be favoured in such a

way as to cut us off. There is a strong .‘feeling that the very manifestation
of working United Nations machinery in assistance of the Parties would

be an important factor in the whole picture, Your method has aspects

of anti-United Nations action, especially in concrete cases. It must

not get the overtone that Israel is cutting itself off from the United
Nations. About the matter of radios, the trouble is what are the
corditions for a real, effsctiie function - in your interest? If there

is a need for it, then there is a way.

PRIME MINISTER: The situation in Syria is a little worrying. It seems

there is amarchy there. Russia is becoming more and more dominating in
Syria. The Fussian press is spreading lies thdt there are American
atomic basis and Briﬁish and French armies in Israel - that we are




preparing an attack on our neighbours. There was a matter of the
diplomatic corps - Russia said it would not take part in it because it
was not g purely civilian body, but the main reason was that they knew
before 21 June there would be a joint attack by France and Israel on one

of the Arab States. They never do anything without a purpose. They

know it is not true. I am very much worried whether they get together

with Sarraj. There have been cases of firing lately,

SECRETARY-GEMGRAL: This is everybody's worry. We are all scared of
rumour-mongering and also fooling ocurselves by not taking things as
seriously as we should, We are very much in the dark on this whole
problem. I have no idea how far this has gone, but I believe it is
true that the USSR may be interested in keeping the temperature in the
Middle East fairly high, though I have a feeling that they would not
like to precipitate a conflict they are not in a position to deal with.
They are certaj.nly not willing to engage in a naval conflict, I wonder

if your concern is justified, I am just thinking aloud,

MRS. MEIR: There can be many points of danger short of an all-out
attack, but there can be a lot of trouble stirred on the border.

PRIME MINISTER: I am afraid of another Korea - that it will boil

over. I don't think the Russian press has ever been so viciocus.




