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"Whether or not the operabive paragraph of that resolution
continues %o retain its &y be open to doubt in view of
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NOTEON TiGAL ASPECTS

Hererence is made‘to the inter:ratatLVG procedure of Article VIiI,e

paragraph &, General Bennike in his letter of 20 Octobe? 1953

the Israel]
ve procedure (pa

also noted by the Security Council in its resoclution of 18 May 1951

(s/2157).
Israel has, however, questioned the rslevance of this paz‘agraph‘

Licle V refers to the Chairman of the M

Comnission and not to the Commission itself,

or ensuring the implementation of Ar

ippears to be that the Demilitarized Zone

oniy to the limivations

the concern

airman of the Mixed Armistice Commission,

'This position is notcupported by the torms of the\Genefal
Armistice Agreement., Article VII, paragraph 8 provides:

"Where interpretation of the meaning oi a particular-

provision of this Agreémehi; » other than the preamble and

Articles Zand II, is at issve, the Commission's interpre-
tation shall prevail."
As General Benniker' pdin‘ted out in his letter of 20 January 1953 ,



"Article V is not one of the articles which the Mixed !/

Commission may not interpret." Articles I and II are expres

excluded from interpretation by the Commission, but iE

v

exclusion of Article V. Article V is an integral part

1 3

ween Israel and Syria, and neither oi the Parties which

made v?, lgreement can bs exeluded from an interest in its inter-

pretation and execution without a clear provision to that effecta
The Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission is given express

authority with relation to the Demilitarized Zone which

not have with relation to other parts of the Agreement.

express authority of the Chairman is not inconsistant with the

interpretative function of the Commission, and therefore does not

exelude that function.

Furthermore, the GeneralArmistice Agreement does not’ provide

3

oy
o

claim of revalyffigieraves theDemilitarized Zone

Artiele II, paragfaph 2, and Article V,

shpérfleran 1and 5
¢

negate such 2 clai . The reierence to Israeli

and Arab administration in the authoritative comment of 3 suly 1949

solely within the context of local administration. The same

comment specificélly states fiahfi "Such civilian administfationg
including policing, will be on a local basis, without raisin:

general questiops L &dministrétionn Jurisdiction, citizenship

and sovereignty."

Therefore, should Israel question an interpretation of Article V
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