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AIDE X R E

As the decision on the UNEF was taken under Chepter VI, 1t was
obvious mm the beginning that the resclution did in no way limit
the mvei'eimsty of the host staﬁa. This was clear both from the re-
solution of the General Assembly and from the Second and Fimal Heport
on the Emergency Forece. M, peither the General Assembly nor the
s««etaryeacmn}., uuag for the General Assembly, created w right
for sgpt, or gave any right to Egypt, in m«pbing consent as a con-
dit.ign for the presence and functioning of the UNEF on Egyptian terri-
tory. Bgypt had the right, and the only problem was whether that
right in this comtext should énd could in some way be limited.

My sterting point in the consideration of this last mentioned
pmbm - tha limitation of Egypt's sovereign rs.ghb in the m:w«t of
paubnal balance and stability in the UNEF operation - was 'the tnct
that Egypt had spontanecusly endorsed the General Assembly resclution
of 5 Noveuber and by endorsing mﬁ gmimma-m wnsented to the pre-

gonce of Lhe UNEF for certain tasks. They could thus mot ask the UNEF
‘to withdraw before the completion of the tasks without rusming wp
sgainst their own acceptance of the resolution on the Fords and its
tasks. e ?
~ The question arose in relation to Egypt fivst in a cable received
9 Novenber from Burns, covering an imterview the sane day with Fewel.
 1In that interview Egypt had 'mmm clarification of ca. question bow

long 1t was contemplated that he Force vould stay in the Demareation Line
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areas To this I replied the same day: "A definite rnpli' is at present

inpossible, but the emergenqy character of the Foree links it to the
immediste erisis envisaged in the resolution of 2 November and its liqui-
dation. In case of differemt 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 t¢ Burns the same day '
I said, however, also that "as the United Nations ?oru would come with
Egypt's consent, they canmot stay wor oWatt unless Egypt continues to
consent". v s ‘
On 10 November Ambassador i;mrs., whier- Sintrnctioh, sslibd e
twhether it was r-ongni%ad that an nm is necessary for their (‘W'u) '
: mumammﬂ*omwmwutmwmmmmwm
I replied thet it s umy view that such an agreement would then be necessary.
tn 11 Hmnmb-r Ambassador loutfi saw me a.gas.a. He then said that it
MNWtM mmmp@m”umnmmumu,tmw
rﬁr«uhnuldwithdrw To this Irupmdthat 1 did not Mtha'c a
withdrawal of consent could be made before the tuka which had Jmmd the
entry, had been completed; if, as might happen, mrmvimuthc
degree of complation of the tuim wucﬂ.hd proved to ui(lt, the
maber should be negotiated. ' R |
mu«muawmuznm J.aw embodied in an Alde Mémoire,
dxnd the same day, where it was sald: "The Bgyptian Government takes mote
of the MM: A« Tt belng agreed thst wnsent of Egypt is indispensable
for entry and presence of the w Forces in any mﬂ of its tmiierye
_ If such consent m longer wmt:, these forces shall withdrew."




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

"1 have received your Alde Mémoire thing out the understanding on
the basls of which the Egyptian Government accepts ny anmouncing today
that agreement on the arrival in Egypt of the United Nations Force has
~ been rucw. I wish to put on record my interpretation of two of
these ‘points.* Regarding the point quted above in the Bgyptiean Aide
Mémoire, 1 ihan continued: "I want to put on record that the conditions
which motivate the consent to emtry and presence, are the very conditions -
to which the tasks established for the Foree in the -mwr&l Asseubly _

Resolution, 4 November, are &rae'mde Thmfart, 1 assume it to be
| recognized that as long as ‘the task, thus pmwibad, is ot completed,
the reasons for tha consent of the eomm remain wvalid, and that
a withdrewal of this consent before completion of the task would run
counter to the scceptance by Egypt of the decision §r the Gemeral
isseubly. I read the statement quoted in the 1ight of these conside-
rations. 1!' a difference mn:w develop, mmz» or m the reasons
for the maagmu are still valid, the mw should be m'ughs up
~ for mga%iatian with the United Natioms".
0 e aeadanakion of lie weik sok 6 the Egyptiax Hission after my
telephone conversation in the morming of the 12th with Dr. Fawsi where
w agreed on publication of our agreement on the m&ry of the UNEF M
Egypte Iaﬂwct the previous exchenges, I had no mnnto believe
~ that ny statement would introduce any new ditﬁculty..' I also counted on

 the fact that Egypt probably hy’t.htmm so committed a8 t.ebc rather




anxious mot to reopen the discussion. However, I recognized to myselfl
that thers was an element of gambling involved which I felt I simply had
to take in view of the danger tbata further éolm might cause Egypt to
Jah&ngt its mind, secept volunteers and throw our approaches overboard,

However, the next mmim, 13 November, I received 2 messsge from Dr.

Fawzi to the effect that the Covernment of Eg pt could not subseribe te
my interpretation of the question of consent am withdrawal, as set out
on 12 November, and therefore, im the light of my communication of that
- date, "folt impelled to comsider that the amnnm agmmmta should
remain inoperetive until all misunderstandings were cleared up." The
Goverrment reitersted im this context its view that if its comsent mo
loaga- persisted, the UNEF :hwld w&thdrw. :

I replied to %hh compunicabion - which caused a further delay of
the transportation eof troops te W by at least %mm = in & cable
sent immediately on receipt of the communication. In drafting sy reply

1 hsd & feeling that it mow was & must to get the troops im and that
I would be in & position to find & formila, saving the face of Baypt

vidle protecting the UN stand, once I could discuss the mstter porsomslly

with Prnidm Nagser. ;
: In tho of ficial reply 13 Bovember I sald that my pm&aul at-shmnt
had put forward sy personal opinion that "the rtmm” for consent miuld
valid as long as the bask wes not completeds I aleo said thet mmsmu :
a withdrawal of comsent leading to the withdrawal of the Poree before tle
task was completed (as previously stated) in my view, "although wit.hia the
rights of the Rgypbian mm would go agn.iut its acceptance of the
‘ basic mmm of the aomral mwlw'& ;4 uuMwad hw u;r&u thnt ny




reference to negotiation was intended to indicste 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 Assenbly was fulfilled
or ywot. I referred in this respect to my stand as axpmmd already in my
megsage of 9 Novenber, as quoted above,

I commented upon the otfs;ea'.al reply in a special personal message to
Fawzd, sent at the same time, where I sald that we "both had to reserve
our freedom of action, but tha.t; all the same, we could go ahead, hoping
that a controversial situation would mot arise". "If mmmw would
break down on this issue" (withdrawal only on completion of the tasks),
"I could mot avoid going to the Ganeral Assembly" (with the confliet
which had developed between us on this question of principle) "pubting
it to thelr judgment to decide what could or could not be accepied as an
understanding. This situation would be a most embarrassing one for all but :
I would fear the politieal rnpmmoioas, as ebv:nu:ly very few would thxa
| it reasonsble that naomﬁnn of mr freedom af action should mean that.
~you, after Mﬂm mm&te& tht Foree to come, might ask it_ta withdraw
N time when bhe very reasons which had previcusly prompted you to seeept
were still obviously velid'. I ended by saying that I trusted that Fawi
on the basis of this personsl message mmmpuwwmgmnm
" I had to take on ny own rights, in the right pcnpmiw. The letter to
Fawzd thus made it ¢lear that if the Goversment did net M ny utmd on

withdrawal as & precondition for further steps, the matter would be raised
in the Assaumblys ’ '




On the basis of these two final communications from me, Egypt gave
green lights for the arrival of the troops, thus, in fact, accepting ny
stand and letting it superaede their own commmicstion 13 November.

In my effort to follow up the situstion, which provailed after the
exchenge in which different stand had been maintained by Egypt and by me,
I was guided by the consideration that Egypt Qm:.m&emly had an un~
disputed right to request the withdrawal of the troops, even if imitial
eonsast had bewn given, bub thit, on the other hand, 46 should be possible
on the basis of my ovn stand as firally tacitly aceepted, to forcs then
wmw snwmmthvmxdmummu action as to
ﬁtb&mlbyuﬂmamwt mmwmx«pm upon the mmm

o:mm,eaqmmamm, mtha:tm, obviously would have to be

sulmitted to interpretation by the General Assembly.

The most desireble thing, of courve, would have been to tie Egypt
by an agreement in which they «m, that withdrawal should take place

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

however, the problem could wnr lmm been s ebtled. I felt that the same
'mtmttmwh m«zxmwa«amm;wsmm
mn nagreement on withdrawal® between the UN &nd the Egyptian Government.
However, I found it worthwhile to try a line, very close to the second one,
aecording to which w would declare to the United Netioms that it sould
oirt al) ite sqvmiga rights with regard to the treops on the basis

_ of a good faith interpretation of the tasks of the force. The United

-Muwmamamoanmmummummmu
hacu the task was not mluhd,. ammaamnuMmmm




in an agreement between the parties, it would be obvious that the
procedure in ¢ase of a reguest from Bgypt for the withdrawal of UNEF would
be as follows, The mebter would st once be brought before the General
Asseubly, If the Genersl Assembly found that the task was completed,
everything would be all right, If they found thet the task was mot
soslsbed and Egpt, a1l the same, maintained 84 stand and enforesd
the withdrawal, Egypt would break the agreement with the United Netions.
0f course Egypt's freedom of sction could under w eircumstances be
Mtﬁmw;mﬂnd'o&w The device I used meant only _
that imtud of limiting their rights by a basie understanding mauuag
jul, we created an obligation to 2

I elaborasted a draft text for an agresment along the lines I had
in mind during the might between 15 aud 16 Novesber in Capodachino..
I showed the bext to Pawsi st owr first talk én 16 November and I dis-
mmmumomwmmnmm?mmtm evening
and wight of 17 Novesber. HNasser, in this finel discussion, where the
bext I had propogsed was apmm with some amendmerts, showed that he
very fully understood that, by limiting their freedon of action in the
'\wzmmu&, they would take um:w&ow step, as :l& mmmthnt
the question of the mm atthemkwn&dmw#n krm
relations between Egypt and the United Natdons and would ﬁdhmm xgm'a poli-
tical freedom of action, He felt, not without justificationm, bhat the

mﬁﬂthnztvmarthotukinth-ﬁﬁmmvwmﬂwﬁhﬁﬁ =




tying the freedom of action of Egypt to the wneept of the task ~ which had
to be interpreted also by the General Assembly - and doing so im & written
agreement, meant that 'he sccepted a fer-reaching and umpredictable restriction.
~ To shoot the text through in spite of Nasser's strong wish to awid this,
and his strong suspicion of the legal construction - especially of the
possible consequences of differences of views regarding the task « I felt
obliged, in the course of the mmm, te Shraiten three m-, that
unless an agreement of this type m'm, I would have to propose the
immediate vithdraval of the treops. If any preof would be necessary for
mﬁatmwtm agreement was judged by President Nasser, this last
mentioned fact tells the storys ;

It is obvious that, with a bext of the eontent mentioned approved by
Egypt, the whole pm exchange of views was superseded by a formal
and explicit recognition by Egypt of the stand I had taken all through, in
partioular on 9 and 12 November, The mmus exchange a{ cables canmot
any longer have any imterpretative value as onmly the Sank of agreement
s put Kadhiin. S General Assembly and approved by it with the waeirrenee
of BEgypt and as its text was self-cortained and 'wnaws&ng A1l further

discussion, therefore, has to start from the text of the agreemsnt, which
is to be found in Document 4/3375« The interpretation of the text must
be the one set out sboves




