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STATEMENT BY DR. CHARLES MALIK, REPRESENTATIVE OF LEBANON
ON THE SECURITY COUNCIL, IN THE MEETING OF THE COUNCIL ON
DECEMBER 11, 1953, ON THE COMPLAINT BY SYRTA AGAINST-

ISRAEL, FCR THE DIVERSION OF THE WATERS OF THE JORDAN RIVER

I,
To descend from the helghts to whlch Pre81dent Eisenhower lifted us
the other day in the General Assembly to the fallow plains of the Palestine
Question 1s,.onvthe face of it, an experlenee of & most sordid character. I
never felﬁ as apologetic as I do in having to treat agaiﬁ this Question before
the Council, when the highest issues of wer'and peace and'history have just
been dramatically raised and when we all have to grapple with them for many
weeks and ﬂonths to come. But puny and ihsignificent as our problems in the
" Near East are by compariscn, they are nevert?e}efffzegzﬁggg}g The temple of
peace is built up of a multitude of separate stones, and unless each stone is
sound and firm, who can be sure that the,edlf;ee as a whole will stand? Our little
stone in the Near East is, alas, fef frem ready to takeﬁits place in the total
structure, and reqﬁires still much'expert polishiﬁg by the architects_of-peace.
I shall endeavor to be guided hereafter by a spirit of fairneés, truth
i i 4 ‘ ;
and good will. If anything I shall say is untrue, even in the least little
degree, I apologize for and recant it in advapce. If I am unfair in any attitude -
I take, I shall be deeply sorry for it. And I pray that everything I utter
should proceed from a ground of good will. Thus my‘spirit is not that of one
having a "crusade" to fight or a "cause" to defend or a "movement" to further.
My sp1r;;“”5“;;;;€H";§'€gm;eek the truth, no matter how ugly or formidable,
but always in fairness and on a basis of absolute good will. For I am persuaded
onlxﬁgggg:>:fairness and good will -- and not politics or diplomacy‘-- can bring

about real, lasting peace in the Near East.

I had the honor to make at the 'six hundred and thirty-ninth meeting OF i n
the Council a statement in which I respectfully submitted that the work on the
Canal Project which Israel started in the Demilitarized Zone between Israel and
Syria should not have started and should not now be resumed without the mutual
consent of the two parties to the Israeli-Syrian Afmistice Agreement. ‘The'details
and arguments which have since been presented to the Council confirmed my Delegatior
in its belief in the valldity of our contention. We llstened with keen 1nterest
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to the dissertation on geography, history and topography ‘to’which the Council
was treated. However, we are still convinced of the following, which we believe
to be objectively demonstrable truths:

1. To allow the work on. the Canal Project to be resumed in the Demilitarized
Zone without a mutual agreement between Israel and Syria is to give a de facto
recognition of the annexation of the Zone by one party to the Armistice Agreement.

2 To condition_the resumption of the work upon a~prior agreement between
Isrsel and Syria is not to dishonor the past jurisdicfion of the Council in the
Huleh case, but, as we shall show, precisely to be consistent with that jurisdic-
tion and with the provisions of the Armistice Agreement which are applicable to-
the present case.

5. To allow the work to be resumed without the consent of the two parties to

the Armistice Agreement is to further, or at least condone, the expanrsionist

ambitions of Israel to the waters»of-the area and thereby to undermine any possi- -

bility of a regional cooperation for the eXQloitation of these waters.

L. To allow the work to be unilaterally resumed is to play into the hands

of those who, for the sake of self- jusﬁificationz have auvanced the dangerous

n

doctrine of progress at any prlce, even if that price be human rights, inter-

national order and the sanctity of international agreements.

In accordance with right order I propose now to develop and demonstrate
these four conclusions, one after the other. T shall aiso at the end set forth

a general conclusion to which I attach some 1mportance.

T

Since we are considering a.case related to the Demilitarized Zone creafed

by the Israeli-Syrian Armistice Agreement, I wigh I did not have to raise again
the question of sovereignty overvthe Zone. For it has.beeniclearly stated in all :
the authoritative interpretations given to the provisions of the Agreemenr, and
particularly to Article 5, that the question of sovereignty over the Zone was l
left to the final settlement. Despite this, it seems that one party to the Agree-’
ment does not want to leave this matter to the final settlement, but wants instead
to exercise itself sovereignty over the Zone. In fact, it is already exercising G
this sovereignty in violation of its plighted word w1th espect to the Armistice
Agreement, The Chief of Staff of the United Nations/ Truce Superv1sion Organization
gave many instances of this unilateral and illegal exercisetof sovereignty in hi°
- reports to the Council on the Qibya case, (S/PV. 630 and 635). He said}in hig .
brief consideration of the question of the implementation of the General Armistice
Agreement between Israel and Syria: "The difficulties which have arisen are
(more) '
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cénnected with the application of the provisions relating tn the Demilitarized
Zone.....The other difficulties are those which General Riléy has reported upon
during the past two years: the economic situation of the Arabs in the Demili-
tarized Zone, encroachments on Arab lands, control exercised by the Israeli police
over the greater part of the Zone, Israel opposition to the fulfillment by the
Chairman and United Nations observers of their responsibility for ensuring the
implementation of Article V of the General Avmistice Agreement." In his second
report General Bennike gives further details about this exercise of‘sévereignty;
he shows that despite all protests of United Nations. officials it has been going
on for years in all demilitarized zones created by the Armistice Agreements. He
says in particular: "In the course of their duties, United Nations military
observers have met with some obstruction.on the part of Israeli civilians and
some over-zealous Israeli officiasls in the two demilitarized zones created by
the Israeli-Egyptian and Israeli-Syrian;Armistiqe Agreements and in the Mount

Scopus Demilitarized Zrne."

Referring to the constancy of the exercise of Israeli sovereignty in the

Demilitarized Zone created by the Israeli-Syrian Armistice Agreement, and quoting
in this respect a report addressed-to the Security Council by General Riley on

6 November, 1951, in which General Riley menticned that he obtained from Israel
an assurance of the cessation of the exercise of this sovereignty, General Bennike
says: "The assurance thus given to my predecessor has not always been fully ob-
served. One year later, in his report to the Security Couneil of 30 October,
1952 (8/2835), Lt. General W.E. Riley described the situation as it then existed
in the Demilitarized Zone. For example, hc stated in paragraph 58 of his report:.
'eo..Israeli police acting under orders from police headquarters outside the
Demilitarized Zone, exercise control over practically the entire Demilitarized
Zone. The Chairman has maintained that the provisions of Article V of the General
Armistice Agreement and the Explanatory Note of Dr. Bunche quoted in the Security
Council resolution of 18 May, 1951, call for police of a local character within
the Demilitarized Zone. Israeli authorities, however, have not agreed to remove
their non-local police from the Demilitarizéd Zone and no arrangement has been
worked ouﬁ...‘ There has been no change in the situation aé\described by my
predecessor."” (S/PV. 635 (Annex) pp. 25, 26). General Bennike gives an explana-
tion of all these illegal practices. He says: "Israeli officials and citizens
have repeatedly shown their impatience with limitations to their -activities in an
area vhich they consider as under Israel sovereignty." (S/PV. 635 (Annex) p. 27).
.(On this whole question of Israel's general disregard for her obligations under

(more)
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the Armistice Agreements, see especially Proposition VI, "Israel does not respeEt

her obligations under the General Armistice Agreements with respect to the De-
militarized Zones between Israel and Syria, between Israel and Egypt and at Mount
Scopus," and Proposition VII, "Obstruction to the work of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization appears to have come only from Israel,"” in the System

of Qibya, S/FV. 643, pp. 51-54).

Instead of con31der1ng with his Government the ways and means of putting an
end to this impatience, the. distinguished representétive of Israel has dene his
utmost to defend it and to justify it. Dozens of quotations can be taken from
his statements before the Council on the Huleh case and on the Canal Project case
in which he affirmed effective Israeli sovereignty»over,the Zone. (Cf. especially
S/PV. 542, pages 5, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13 and 15, and S/PV. 547, page 12, and S/FV.
6%9, pages 28-29.) There is in the,practice of Israel and in the statements of
the representative of Israel a complete disregard fer*the‘historical fact that
the Demilitarized Zone was up to 15 May, 1048, a Palestinian territory, and that
since that time it wes .for a much longer period under Syrian control than it was
under Israeli. There is in them also an avowed tendency to ldentify Israel with
Palestine and to consider aS'Israei's boundarieg either those which were laid down
in the United Nations.Resolution of "November 29, 1947, on the partition of Pales-
tine, or those which were determined by the force’of arms (Cf. the interesting
observation by the representative of Israel with respect to the Syrian occupation
of the Demilitarized Zone before the Armistice: . "Military occupation itseif does
not give rise to legal sovereignty.” S/PV. 542, page 15.), accerding to whicnever
of these two determinations extended most. But it isnobvious that Tsrael is not
Palestine, no matter how much some might wish it to.be, or might be working and
scheming to make it. It is also obvious that Israel is'é state withouf fixed
7boundaries,~and it will continue to have this(undetermined shape:so‘long as its
neighbors have not recognized its boundaries, for a boundary, by definition, is
the mutual recognition of a fixed line between neighbors. Therefore any attempt
to "Israelize" the Demilitarized Zone is but another step in the execution of a
premeditated plan to gradually "Israelize" all Palestine. Because such a plan |
clearly means aggression, the Sécurity Council will certainly prevent its executior

The diversion‘o? the waters of'the Zone, which aré neither Israeli nor Syrian
waters, is one more measure toward the integrel Israelization of the Zone. The
project of diversion, as General Bennike said in his report, is sponsored by the
Israell Government. The diversion is effected, as the representative of Israel
affirmed, not for the good of the people of the Zone but for the benefit of the

(more )
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State of Israel. It is true that many other changes were brought about in the

Zone on Israeli initiative, but none of them had the importance or the far-reaching
consequences of the present one. If the Chief of Staff of the United Nations or
the Council authorized changes in the past, they did so with the firm conviction
that such changes would neither modify the status of the Zone nor prejudice its
fate. This was affirmed in the several reservations repeated about the question
of sovereignty. 'It seems that such formal reservations are no more enough to
preserve to the Zone its legal status. One party to the Armistice Agreement is
actually creating in the Zone a situation which is contradictory to these reserva-
tions. When the time for a final settlement will come, the parties concerned will

find themselves before a fait accompli. The creation of tﬁis fait accompli is &

violation of Article 5 of the Armistice Agreement. Therefore we may not expect
the Council to 1imit itself this time to mere formal assurances on the matter of
soverelgnty in the Zone, for we have seen that these assurances have never been
respected by Israel, but we have every right, we. think, to expect the Council to
make sure this time that no work would be undertaken in the Zone which will
prejudice the final settlement, and that practical measures will be taken to pre-
vent the alteration of the status of the Zone to the advantage of either party to
the Armistice Agreement, without auprev1ous understanding with the other party.

I use the word "understandingiwég purpose "For it has been assumed that one party
is anxious to develop the econrmic life of the Zone, and indeed of the whole
region, while the other party, embracing a static view of things, wishes only to
veto that development. This is either a false assumption or one that proceeds
from a basic ill will. It is surprising that it emanates from the party which
has always sung the glories of direct negotiations. It is also surprising that

it is advanced in complete disregard for precedents in which agreement between
the two parties within the Mixed Armistice Commission was possible. General Bennil
mentioned in his report to the Council (S/3122) that "On 22 January, 1952, the
Chairman reached an agreement with both parties whereby the checking-gates could
be coperated for a period of about three weeks in order to effect emergency repairs
to the Banat Yacoub Bridge." It is not the party which has been accused here of
obstruction that prevented & final agreement on the matter. For it is affirmed
in the same quotation that: "The owners of Buteiha Farm, with the concurrence

of the Senior Syrian Delegate, offered to agree to controlled use of the checking-
gates if prompt payment for resulting damage was made by Israel. This offer was
not accepted." Here is one of many instances in which a party obstructs agree-
ments and accuses the other party of obstructicn; and the accusation is levelled

(more)
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while there has not been even an attempt at any consultation for‘the sake of agfee~
ment. If thus direct éonsultations_within the machinery of the Armistice Com-
. mission are deemed vain and useless, any other direct talk on any other subject
cannot prc&e more fruitful. For our part, we think the normal and:only.right

course is to seek understanding with the other party through’the machinery of the

Mixed Armistice Commission, for this is the only available machinery which might

ield positive reuults.

If we attach a particular importance to this question of sovereignty, it is
because the modern history of Palestine has taught us that development and settle-
ment were never pursued in the Holy Land for imnocent purposes: - they always con-
cealed ulterior ends. Territorial expansion and the dispossession of others of
their sovereign rights have been behind all such allegedly dynamic and constructiv:
moves. Everything points to the possibility that Israel has now decided that
.\ the time has come for a new pulsating surge'Porwards at the expense of the Arabs,

. and therefore the Council is called upon in effect either to close its eyes to
this intention or to endeavor to curb it. I quote the British author, George
Kirk, in the first edition of his book, "The Middle East in the War," published
by the Oxford University Press, on one of a thousand examples that I can fully
substantiate of explbitatibn of économic development for the sake of expansion.
Kirk writes: "The Royal Commission's recommendatioh in 1937 of the partition
of Palestine had caused the Jewish National Fund to give greater consideration .

than formerly to political factors in its program for land purchases: !Preference

was given to those areas which might be of decisive importance when the delimita-

tion of frontiers and similar matters came up for consideration. When, for ex-
ample, the partitlon of Palestine.....was suggested, the Fund expedlted its pur-
chases in the north.....nobably in Upper Galilee, buying more land in the frontier

regions.....Tracts have also been acquired in other parts of the country in order

t0.4.0.exXpand the frontiers as envisaged, for instance, by the Peel Commission.!™

(Page 233, underscoring mine.) The changes promoted by Israel in the Demilitarize

Zone in contravention of the Armistice Agreement are ind=ed in line with the
pollcy revealed in this quotation. It is interesting to ‘note how much the
language of the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Israel in his letter of 24 Sep-
tember, 1953, to General Bennike in Justification of the changes in the Zone
sounds like the language of the above-mentioned quotation taken from a report of
the Jewish National Fund. A quiet medltatlon on these phenomena will show that-

we are here face to face with a dynamic thrust that has no inner principle of self
restraint, but that will keep on expanding, aptacklng, encroaching upon, eating

(more)
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into its immediate surroundings indéfiﬁitely; until it is physically stopped from

without: The question therefore arisest’ Whefe, when, how and by whom and by
what will it stop? It is thus fair to conelude that +o permit a change as radical

as that which will be broughf aboﬁt by the Canal Project is to sanction once more

this policy of unending encroaéhment; and to give é técit consent to the annexatior
of the Zone by one party to the Armistice Agreement; I hold that the Council,

with its gaze always upon peace and Secufity, will never do that,

A

‘I come now to the question of the relation of the'jurisdictioh of the Couﬁcil
on the Huleh case to our present debate. We find ourselves here in the presence
of two éontentions: the contention of the distinguished representative of Israel,
who is willing to assimilate the Canal Project case to the Huleh case; and the ‘
contention of both the Chief_of Staff and the distinguished delegate of Syria
that the two cases are basically different from each other. It is argued in the
first contention that consistency should now dictate on the Council a decision
similar to its past one. But the differences between the two cases have heen set
forth at length by the distinguished delegate of Syria and by the Chief of Staff.
It is useful to recall here at least some of the differences pointed out by the
Chief of Staff. The basic difference between the two projects.is‘for him that
"Lake Huleh and the Huleh marshes are outside the Demilitarized Zone, while the
Jordan, between Lake Huleh and Lake Tiberias, flows in the Zone. As Chairman of
the Mixed Armistice Commission, entrusted with special responsibiliﬁies'in the"
Demilitarized Zone ﬁnder Article V, 5(0), of the General Armistice Agreement, I
have considered the military aspect of the diversion of a considerable quantity '
of wéter/from the present river bed with reference +to the provisions of Article
v." (s/3122, Annex 111, p. 9.) The brazen negation of these basic differences
causes the represeﬁtative of Israel to see consistency in asking the Council to :
take a decision on the Canal Project similar to its decision on the Huleh Project.
Those who recognize these differences think that consistency imposes different
decisidns on different cases. Consistency then is a matter of spifit and prin-
ciple and not of mechanical uniformity of application. The true principle of
consistency is: %be true to each separate case as its own concrete nature demands,
and certainly not: ‘impoée arbitrarily upon essentially different cases the same
abstract structure. This is certainly the right empirical method which Locke and
Berkeley and William James have taught the world. My Delegation supported'the
second contention without any feeling of embarrassment about the Huleh precedent

(more)
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and without any request to the Coundil to dishonor any of its Jurisdictions. The
view of my Delegation is that if the priﬁaiples confirmed or laid down in the
Huleh decision were well understood, genuinely interpreted and fully respected,
: the work on the Canal Project should nnt have been started the way it was started :
d it would not be allowed to be resumed W1thout the mutual consent of the two
parties. Since then what is required is a 00n81stency of pr1nc1ple, the dis-
engagement of the fundamental principles of the Huleh Jurisdiction is of crucial
importance. A brief analysis therefore of that Jurisdiction and ©f the opinions
and the conclusions of the Delegates who voted for it is necessary at this point.
 There Wwere in that jurisdiction the following four principles'
A: An emphasis on the importance and workability of the Armistice Agreement.

This emphasis is~rather embarrassing to those who are showing great impetienée'
with the system of the Armistice'Agreeﬁents and who are doing their utmost to
undermine it. ' The Council declared in that decision ™that in order to promote:
the return of permanent peace in Palestine, it‘is essential that the Governments
of Israel and Syris observe faithfully the General Armistice Agreement of 20 July,
1949." (Uhderscoring mine). The faithful implementation of the Agreement and

ot its violation was laid down as a condition sine gua non of the return to the

real and positive peace of which we all dream. The Chief of Staff as well as

many delegates put a: particular stress on this point. "I am confident," said

the Chief of Staff at the 542nd meeting of the Council, "that the Armistice :

~Agreement can be made to work. Indeed, for almost two years it has worked well.
It is certainly in the interests of both parties that they should make it work ., "

| The delegate of the United States endorsed the Chief of Staff's Opinibn in both

\the‘beginning and the conclusion of the statement that he madé on the Huleh case
at the 546th meeting of the Council. o believe," he said, "we may note with
confidence the assurances given us by General Riley.....when he stated that he was

, confident the Armistice Agreements could be made to work." Recently the delegate
" of the United States affirmed in comnection with the Qibya affair: "While ad-

herence to the Armistice Agreement will not alone bring peace, peace is imp0531ble

without that adherence." (S/PV. €LO, pp. 4-5).

: These affirmations given in 1951 by General Riley and endorsed then and

recently by the representatives of the United States were further confirmed by

General Bennike before this Council. Referring to Israeli‘critidism of the
Armistice Agreements, General Bennike said in hiszreport to the Council (S/PV.
630): "These opposite criticisms should not, in my opinion, lead to the con-
clusion that the General Armistice Agreements should be discarded before they can

(more)
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be replaced by peace settlements. The Armistice Agreements have lasted too long
not to have lost part of their effectiveness. They still constitute, however,
" a barrier to breaches of the peace in the Middle East." This same position of
the inviolability of* the Armistice Agreements in the interests of peace and of a
final peace settlement wasvrecently reaffirmed ﬁy the Council in the Qibya reso- .
lution. It is thus clear that the passage of tine has made the assurances i

he Chlef of Staff suppo*ted by the Counc1l on the value of the Armlstlce Abree-
ments more rmportant than ever. From all these assurances a conclugion with the

force of a categorical imperative can be drawn: Unless Israel, in good faith,

makes its Armigtice Agreements with the Arsb States work well, no other possible

agreement would work or could be worked out.

~ B. An endorsement of the request of the Chief of Staff for the suspension

of the work of drainage which constituted a confirmation of the principle of sub-

ordination of projects of development to the implementation of the provisions of

the Armistice Agreement. It gave these provisions e priority over any alleged

advantage of economic development. This principle was strongly defended by many :

delegates.in their comments on thevdecisien. "Whilst my government," said the
delegate of the United Kingdom at the Sh6th meeting of the Council, "fully recog-
nizes the general benefit that would result from the completion of the Lake Huleh
drainage scheme, it is firmly of the view that it should not be prcceeded with in
violation of the provisions of the General Armistice Agreement." The French dele-
gate expressed the same view when he gave atithe.same meeting his statement on
the question of principle thatVI quoted in the first part of my address to the
Council on this matter. It seems that the only delegate wno was not only embar-

- rassed but actuallj perplexed by the conflrmatron oF thls principle and by the
conclusive remarks of the delegates about it was the delegate of Israel., He said
~at the Sh th mﬂétﬁng of the Council: "My Delegation is perplexed by the remarks
of some representatives who have declared their positive interest in the Huleh
proaect but have, nevertheless, seen nothing wrong with the text of the draft »
resolution.....Anyone who supports this text‘is effectiveiy, and despite his good
intentions, against .the project." Ten of the members of the Cpuncil voted for the
resolubtion. According to-the reasoning of the representati#e of Tsrael, thet tien
were against the Huleh Project. The fact was that they were againét its resumptioc
in violation of the Armistice Agreement, for they decisively subordinated every-
thing else to the absolute ncceséity of honoring the Armistice Agreement. Today
the representative of Israel is telling us that eVerything —-'armiStice, peace,

(more)
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the Security Council, the United Nations, the Arabs -- are as a matter of fact

subordinate to the "dynamic” plans of the economic development of Israel. We
hold a different view. We are requesting the honorable members of the Council
to take a similar attitude of principle on the Canal Project to that taken by the
Council in the Hufeh case: namely, that peace and armistice and the honoring of
one's iﬁternational engagements come first, and everything else, including Israel
and her real or imagined interests, second. »

C. ;A‘COndemnation of unilaterel acts committed in the Demilitarized Zone.

Ib happenedlthat‘mOSt of these acts were committed by one party; therefore, the

condemnation fell almost all on that party. Without reproducing all the parts of

the resolution on-this point, T wish to mention only the condemnation of the re-
fusal of Israel to cease the work, of her failure to attend the meetings of the
Armistice,Coﬁmission, of the use of her police in the Zone, of her aetial action
ageinst Syrian territory,‘and‘of her expulsion of .the Arab inhabitants of the Zone.
Most of the delegetes expressed a firm condemnation‘of all unilateral actions.

"No unilateral action,” said the delegate of the Netherlands at the 547th meeting,
"should be taken, but agreement between the interested parties should be obtained.’
He said also: "There can be no question of unilateral decision by either of the
parties.A Much less can there be any Jjustification for aggressive action by oﬁe
pafty to force the practicel implicatiohs of its own interpretation upon the
other. The Israeli delegate was 8o shocked by the condemnation of the unilateral
aggressive sction of his country that he called it, at the s5h7th meetlng of the
Council, " ....a severe censure.....almost without precedent in the Jurlsdlctlon
of the Secufity Council." We heve heard this same language from the representative
of Israel in & recent case. It happened that the same party which by unilateral
actions violated in the Huleh case the Armistice Agreement has committed alsc in
the present case unllateral actions in violation of the same Agreement. These
actlions were 1mpress1vely deseribed in the report of the Chief of Staff, General
Bermike (§/3122). The Council will therefore be perfectly consistent with itself
when it condemns again all unilateral actiohs, whether cormitted ‘by Syria or by

‘ Ierael. For it is obvious that, in a sense, all unilateral action is a form of
aggression, and certainly the Council is against aggressiom. The Council will be
even more consistent with itself when it takes the necessary measures to prevent
the recurrence of such actions in the future. It is obvious that the most ef-
fective measure against unilateral action is to require the submission of a work

like the Canal Project to the consent of the other party.

(more)
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D. The confirmation of the legal status of the Zone as established in

Article 5 of the Armistice Agreement, as this Article was interpreted by Dr. Bﬁnche

and the Chief of Staff, and the confirmation of the principle of a restrictive

restoration of civilian life to the Demilitarized Zone. The restriction was
caused by the recognition of the absence of any sovereignty over the Zone, The
authority of the Chief of Staff to_ supervise the restoration of .civilian life was
BnCs Totar BheTs"ERa Without Troindice to o final cotticment.  Mauy peregrashs

of the resolution stressed these restrictions. It was Dr. Bunche who initiéted',
. this idea in his interpretation of Article 5 of the Agreement. He was quoted by
General Riley at the 542nd meeting of the Council as stating that: "It was recog-
nized.....bhat the gradual restoration of normal civilian life in the Demilitarize
Zone could neither be automatic nor left to the discretion of the confliecting
parties.....Neither party could validly claim to have a free hand in the Demili-
tarized Zone over civilian activity, while military activity was totalily excluded.'
In its resolution the Council adopted this interpretation. The delegate of the
United Kingdom concluded from g study of the provisions of the Armistice Agreement
concerning the Demilitarized Zone and the interpretations of these provisions
'that, as he stated at the 546th meeting of the Couneil, ".....Both the Governments
of Israel and Syria have a duty under the Agreement to assist the Chairman of the
Mixed Armistice Commission to organize the administration of the Demilitarized

Zone on a purely local basis; to abstain from any effort to assert their

sovereignty." (Underscoring mine). The delegate of Turkey stated at the same
meeting of the Council: "Civilian activity alsm, in our understanding of Article
V of the Armistice Agreement, is not unrestricted in the Demilitarized Zone."

 The Delegate of the Netherlands said at the 547th meeting Qf the Council in support
of the views of his colleagues: "Since the Demilitarized Zone was defined with

a view t0.....while providing for the gradual restoration of normal civilian life
in the area, without prejudice to the ultimate settlement, it stands to reason,

I think, that neither of the parties can exercise sovereign rights-in the Demili-
tarized Zone during the armistice, as though the sitvation had already found its ;
ultimate settlement and had been accepted by all parties concerned." The Delegate
of Israel was'the only one to oppose this view which was almost unanimously ex-
pressed by the Council. "Demilitarization," he said at the 5.42nd meeting of the

‘Council, "has never, never yet been considered as investing the area concerned

with any peculiar nr particular status in international law.....The theory that

Isracl's laws, civil jurisdiction or freedom of development in the Demilitarized
Zone are in abeyance and may lggitimately be challenged under the Armistice Agree-
ment is contrary to the established practice of the Agreement." The real truth,
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as we have already proven end_es,eanype.easily ascertained from the Armistice

Agreement, from'its'authgrita;i#etiﬁ%erpretations_and from the decisions of the

Council, is the precise opposite of this bfezeh,ciaim of the representative of

Israel. ; : _

It is on the basis of these valid restrictlons to the exercise of sovereignty
and to, the restopatlon of civilian life in the Demilitarized Zone that we are
asking the Council to consider the case which is before ﬁs. The same party»ﬁhich
challenged illegally these legal restrictions in the Huleh case has: actually
violated them, again illegally, in the Canal Project. However, the representative
of this party has been grounding his request for consistency upoh the Jjurisdiction
of the Counciliin the Huleh case. According to the report of the Chief of Staff,
all the rules established either by the Armistice Agreement or by the Resolution
of the Hﬁleh case for the restoration of civilian life were violated by this same
‘party. ‘But I doubt not that the Council will reassert its authority and the
authoriﬁy of its own agent, the Chief of Staff, by rebuking these violations and
ordering that they be not persisted in, but instead justice and the rule of law
restored to the Demilitarized Zone. | :

The Council empowered the Chief of Staff to assure the 1mplementation of ite
resolution on the Huleh case. By doing so it confirmed his power to supervise
the impiementation of the Armistice Agreement, to supervise the restoration of
 civilian life to the Demilitarized Zone and to interpret the provisions of the
Armlstice Agreement that he is entitled to 1ntevpret. Using this‘power, the
Chief of Staff gave his clear findings on the basic differences, from the legal,
agrlcultural demographlc, economic and milltary angles, between the Huleh case
and. the Canal Project case. The Council would be fully consistent with itself
by accepting the conclusions of its own authoritative representative, and by
drawing from them, as indeed they plainly and unreservedly indicate, a jurisdic-
tion beyond the previous one, .We'do not place any arbitrary limitaticn upcn the
authority of the Chief of Staff, but we suggest that because of thevdifferences
between the two' cases established by him, the Council is called upon to instruct
khim in the present case to make sure of the consent of the two parties before

the resumption of the work on the Canal Project is allowed.

L EV
The hext matter fo be taken up is the question of the waters of the area.
Our discussion should have been limited only to the waters of the Demilitarized
Zone, but in the interest of confusion and of self-justification the representatlv:
of Israel has seen fit tn broaden the discussion. The waters of the Zone, whlch |
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'1é neither Israell nor Syrian, haye been called Israell waters.ﬁ The Israe11
approach t0 the whole problem of water has been touched upon. The hlstorlcal.
background of this problem as well as 1ts present importance yere revealed to

the Coun01l only partially, and mnly from the 001nt cf view of one of the parties
to the dlspute. it feel therefore it has become necessary for me to dlsclose to
the Coun01l the total hlstorlcal plcture and to drew its attention to the vital
rlmportunce of the waters to all the states of +he area, and not only to the last.
state 1mposed upon the Near East. The Near Bast, its peoples and its waters have
been there for millenla, and it 1s only 1mpudence and 1ntolerable aggress1ve _ :
design that invest the la+est newcomer W1th any special rlghts to the natural re-
sources of our part of the world. T em convinced that partial or half truths
lead nowhere, or lead only vhere they actually mislead. In order to understand.
correctly a s1tuatlon and to deal Justly with it the whole truth.abeut it must
be known.

I shall quote first from the statement of Secretary of State Dulles after
h1s return from the Near East last June.' He said: "Throughout the area the cry
is for water for 1rr1patlon. He thus did not single out Israel. The Honorable T
Secretary of State who visited all the countries of the area came to the right
conclusion that the cry for water was not only heard in Israel but in all the -
countries he visited. The need for water is as desperate and crying in the Arab. .
countries as it is in Israel. For obvious reasons, the question of water has
had throughout Arab history such an impact on the Arab mind that the Koran has - .
affirmed: "God has made all living things out »f water." In fact one may define
Arab existence as. the death of the desert turned tn some life through the boon
of water.. In the Yemen, in Iraq, in Egypt, in Syrla and in Lebanon the earllest L
systems of irrigation were ‘established which provided these credles of human

- civilization with the water needed for the welfare ofvman. Nowhere is the desert
g0 overpowering and therefore water so scarce and so. dear as in Arab lands. ‘Bach
one of these countries is engaged in prnjects for the exploitation of every drop .
of 1ts water for the betterment of the standard of living of -its people. The
waters of the Jordan River and of its tributaries are much more needed in Jordan,
Lebanon and oyria than theyaare in Israel. I quote again from the statement of
the Honorable the Secretary of State. "Irrigation needs,” he sald, "became more
vivid as e motored from Jerusalem to Aumen, the capital‘ofrJordan} The road
gees through the Dead Sea area, & scene of desolation with no sign of life other
than 'the tens of thousands of refugees who survive precarlously on the parched
land largely by aid of United Naticns doles. Later on.as we flew north, we ob-
served the water of the Yarmuk River, which could perhaps be diverted so as to

. return some of these vast desert vall?ys i?to fertile land.” (Underscoring mine)
> more : :




ol
Press Release PM/276L
11 December 1953

Irrigation needs are, in fact most vivid in Jordan, Lebanon and Syria becauyse

these countries have to rely for their économic deVelopment o their own natural
resources excluslvely. On the other hand since the creation of Israel the new
state has received private flnanciam 3331stance from the outside world of the order‘
of one billion dollars; she received about half & billion dollars in official aid,
and she is now receiving another billion dollars from Germany. I say it in ‘
absolute good will: I am not grudging Israel any of her sources of income. I anm
however only saying two things: (a) the world must retember, when all this un-
seemly beating on the breast is exhibited before the Councll, that no such e&tra-
ordinary resources have been gvailable either to Jbrdan, or to Syria or to
Iebanon; and (b) the Arabs have every right to remind the world that, wklle being
as generous as it pleases towefds Israel, it must nevertheless make sure that
Israel does not use these extraordinary resources to threaten or weaken or encroach
upon or attack the Arabs., Regardless of the motives or the justification for such
aid, the fact remains that it is obtained by one state and that this state is able
to rely on it, while the other states have to rely on their natural resources only.
Water is algo more needed in these states, partigularly in bedan, because
there live in these states the one million of Palestinian refugees who are the real
and legitimate owners of every drop of the waters of the Jordan River. Again one
must tell the powers that be, by which I mean ultimately the Great Powers: if you
have done nothing so far to prevent Israel from driving out the original inhabitant.
of Palestine; is it too much to ask you at least to prevent her from depriving them
of these waters? The Jordan may be considered either as an international or as a
national river, Considered with its tributaries, it would be an international rive.
belonging to Syria, Lebénon, Jordan and Palestine. Considered withouts its tri-
butaries, it would be rather Palestinian-Jordanian than Israseli. For it is an
established geographical fact that most of its waters are still flowing in the
Demilitarized Zone, in the territory assigned by the United Nations to the Arabs
of Palestine or in Jordan. Therefore to call the river Israeli is another mani-
festation of Israel’s intention to expropriate the river, to just seize it, both
by confusing and distorting the issues, and by creating faits accomplis, an in-
tention that I am sure the Council, which exists to prevent aggression, will rise
to thwart. It is of a piece with calling Palestine Israel. ' _ '
This misuse of terms reveals a policy on lands and waters which was pursued
since the Balfour Declaration in 1917. Those who had at the back of their mind
the conversion of Palestine into & "country as Jewish as Britain is British and
France is French"”--the reference is to President Weizmann's statement before the
Peace Conference in Paris--did their utmost to have the frontiers of Palestine as
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largéias rossible, cdvering g1l the area of the rivers in the South of Lebanon eand
 Syrié. Lloyd George's memoirs and the Minutes of the Peace Conference were par-
tially quoted before the Council, but the arbitious claims of the Zionists on the
frontiers end on the waters were complstely omitted. The distinguished Ameriéan
Zionist leader, Justice Brandeis, éddressed a telegram Yo the Peace Conference
vhich was quoted by Lloyd George. In this telegrem Justice Brandeis said: 216th
Febfuary. Please convey Prime Minister Lloyd Gecrge following message from myself
and all those astociated with me in the Zionist Organizatioca of America quote My
assoclates of the Zionist Organization of America cable me from Paris that in
Conference in Turkish Treaty Franze now insists upon terms of Sykes-Picot Agrec-
ment stop If this contention of French should prevail it would defeat full -
realization of promise of Jewish Home for Sykes-Picot Agreement divides country
in complete disregerd historic boundaries and ectual necessibty rational northern
and eastern boundaries iﬁdispensable to self;sustaining community and economic de-

velopment of country on North Palestine must inelude Liteni River watersheds of

Hermon on East must include Plain of Jaulan Hauran if Balfour Declaration sub-
scribed to by France as well as other Allied and Associated Powers is to be made
effective these boundaries must be conceded to Palestine.....etc.” _(”The Truth
About the Peace Treaties," by David Lloyd George, Volume II, London, 1938, p.1180,
underscoring mine;) Commenting on this telegrem and similar claims of other Zion-
ist organizations, Frank Manuel, the author of the book, "The Realities of

American-Palestine Relations," quoted Sheldon Whitehouse of the Near Eastern

Division of the United States State Depertment as saying that: "The frontiers
proposed by Justice Brandeis would double the size of Palestine agreed to‘under ‘the
Sykes~Picot Agreement and bring the northern frontier right up to Beirut and
Damascus." According to the same author, President "Wilson, ailing, received &
letter in the same sense from Brandeis, with the addition of a paragraph in which
the Justice wrote that a denial of the economic{boundary-lines would be a betrayal
of the promise of Christendom.” (p. 256-257). The failure of these plens was
mostly due to the energetic attitude of the French Delegation at the Peaée Confer-

ence, and Lebanon and Syria during the French Mandate owve much to French firmness

and vigilance against the designs of the Zionists: for which the peoples of
. Lebanon and Syria are and will always remain grateful to France.
‘ | The représent?tiVe of Israel in speaking of the Jordan River stressed what he
 called "human design." Human design indeed there was and still is; we were grate-
ful he spared us reference so far to divine intent.

| The failure of the Zionists to include all the waters of Southern Lebanon and
Syrie within the boundaries of Palestine led to the second stage of their attempt
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to expropriate the waters of the area. This stage, which started with the estab-
lishment of the British Mandatb over Paleutlne, was chardcterized by a systematic
effort to obtain through conce551ons from the Mandatory power, end by the creation
of settlﬂments on the banks of the uordan the maximum possible control of

Palegtinian waters.

President Weizmenn, the most authdritative voice that spoke for Zionism during

the last half century, gave the ultimate reason for the attempt to control the
waters of Palestine. He stated in a speech tefore the Zionist Feleration of Great
Britain that he was agsinst any partition of Palestine because "the development of
Palestine, both agrlculturally and industrially, is based on &0ne simple factors.
The agricultural development is based on water. New in Palesg@ine the water is in
the north.f And the vast territories which‘ére‘still free and can be irrigated are
in the south. If you want to irrigate the Negév with the waters of the Jbrdan, you
cannot cut Palestine into two, Because then development becomes impossible."”
(Zionist Review, February 4, 1944, w. 910). Many projects, including the most
famous of all, the Lowdermilk scheme, were designed for the fulfillment of the en@

envisaged by weizmann.: ‘

From all this a few conclusions cun be drawﬁ with reason and justice.

(a) There has been an active expansicnist Zionist plan for the expropriation
of all the waters of the area, including Lebanese ard Syrian waters, a plan still
very much allve in the mind of Israeli leaders. Many instances can prove this
contention. It is sufficient now to recall Israel's suggestibn to include the
Litani River in gckenes for the regional exploitaﬁion of waters. The Litani is a
nationél river: it sprlnvs, flows and ends in Lebanon. To suggests its involve-
ment in any proaectci reglonal scheme, as the representative of Israel unabashedly
did at the 639th meeting of the Council, is simply to attempt to confuge the
status of the Litani Wifh the status of the Jordan, and once more to bring into
the open the underlying Israeli aﬁbition to lay hands upon the waters of other
Yands. Technicians have been working for three years on & plan for the full
exploitation of the waters of this river of Lebanon for the welfare of the pedple
of Lebanon. We take some pride in Lebanon in our cultural aﬁd uocial‘development
but the southern pert of the country, where the Litani flows, 1s perhaps the most
backward part of Lebanon. The all-round exploitation of the Litani bagin is the
only hope fur the development of that region, and every hydroelectric or irriga-
tional potentiality of this river will be ﬁeeded for that Qevelopment. Israel can
only reach the Litani by militery aggression, and I am sure there be some who
dream of that.

(more)




oL :
Press Release PM/2764
11 December 1953

"+ (b) There has been a Zionist plan for the exelusive.and unilyuteral use of
the waters of the Jordsn by Israei,'and for the diversion of these waters to the
Negev. In addition to the above-mentioned statement of President Weizmenn, many
other documents reveal the existence of such a plan. An article on the "Disputed
Water of gbrdan, which wae inserted in the hearings of the Committee on Forsign Af-
fairs of /United. States House of Representatives (83rd Congress), states that the
intention of the authors of the Lowdermllk -Heyes progect is "to take every pos-
sible drop of water out of the upper Jorden and use it outside the valley for the
Jewish settled areas." In the same article, Mr. Neumen, the former President of
the Zionist Organization of America, is quoted as saying’in»his forewprd to Mr.
Hayes'! TVA on the Jordan, "That in the United Nations_re501ution of November 29,
1947, in favor of partition, !the Jewish state was awerded an area enmbracing the
upper reaches of the Jordan if the north;;..thereby the opportunity was given for
carrying out the basic conception of the Lowdermilk-Hayes project!." An article
distributed to the press by the Associated‘Presé on the occasion 6f the preseet
discussion of fhe Canal Project by the\Council states the following: Israel's
national irrigation plan, as shown on the large mip, i8:still ih the bluepriit
stage but preparations ere moving fast. When completed, Israel's irrigation
system will link the country!s rivers and lakes by long distancé canels and pipe
lines, providing water requifements for more then four million people--more than
double the present pbpulation. The problem is to take water from the north where
it is ebundant and land is scarce to the south where the arid Negev is virtually
unpopuleted." The special Jerusalen eerrespondent of the New York newspaper
"Israel Speaks", (November 13, 1953), stating the reasons for an eventuel Israeli

rejectien of the regional scheme for the exploitation of the Jordan waters which

was suggested by the special envoy of President Eisenhower, Mr. Eric Johnston,
wrote the following: "If the main scheme were implemented in its present form,
little or”no‘water‘would remain for the Negev. For Israel this is unthinkable as
it means condemning the Negev to perpetual aridity. The ..... s0il of the Negev
can produce rich crops if it gets water; otherwise it will remain a desert, as it -
has been for so many hundreds of years." Professcr Lowdermilk himself, commenting'
on Eric Johnston's mission, told the Israeli press on November 10 that, "the water
plen which was pfoposed by President Elsenhower's speC1al envoy may be feasible,
but that Israel cannot wait for its imylementation.” (Jerusalemerqadcast,

November 10, 1953, underscoring mine.) Finally, the Foreign Minister of Israsl

on November 30 of this year declared before the Israeli Parliament:
"Another matter which is still under discussion is the future of our work at

the diversion of the Jordan River for the purpose of generating electric power, &
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project which is also connected with future irrigétion plans. We invested great®
effort in this project and continue to insist on our right to continue and compléte
the work which we began. We interrupted it temporarily in order to give the
Security Council & short time to discuss the matter in a quiet atmosphere....

"As to the question of regional water planning, we were the first who declared
our willingness to sit together with our three neighbors who may have joint ‘water
interests with us, namely, Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon, for the purpose of dis-
cussing a regional arrangement based on & just distribution of water sources. As

long as no arrangement of this sort exists because the neighbor states refuse to

meet with Israel, we consider ourselvts free to use the water of the rivers which

flow in our country as our property. We are convinced that the undisturbed con-
tinuation of Israeli development works constitutes perhsps the most effective =
nethod tovinsure regional cooperation.

Me are willing to 1nvest1gate with good will any regional water plan whlch
may be submltted by an internaticnal institution. We promised to approach in

this spirit the study of a plan which some time ago was proposed on behalf of the

U.S. Government. Our method of studying such plans is twofold:
"1--A thorough investigation of the technical and scientific assumptions on
which the plan is based in consultation with reputable experts in whom we trust.
2--A firm insistence on the water rights which exe necessary for Israel's

economic developrment and even its existence, The plan which was submitted £0"us

showed serious defects in these #wo respects aa well as other respects.
 "Dhose who are interested in cooperating with us in this sphere should realize
that water constitutes the source of life and bread for Israsells people} Without
large-scale irrigation projects, we cannot attain high production and economic in-
dependence. This should be taken into con31deratlon by everybody who comes “to
conduct negotiations with us on water Lffairs.' : : '
"This applies, first of all, to the United States which is in a position to
give valuable aid for the efficient exploitatién‘of this region's water resourdes.
We need the aid of the United States and very much appreciate this aid. In the
same manner, however, as Israel does not give up 1ts~freedom of policy end in-
dependent opinion in exchange for American aid or eny other aid Whatsoever;.it
cannot be attracted by immediate foreign aid to such an extent that it WOuld.give
up the prospects of its future development and comsolidation." (Underscorlng mine).
On this important statement by the Foreign Minister of Israel I wish to make,
in passing, a few brief observations. (i) The 1ntran51gence with respect to the
Cenal Project seems to be absolute, for the interruption in the work is described
as "temporary," without any hint that Israel will abide by the considered
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conclusions of the bouncil, whatever they be. (ii) The Canal Project is not only

hydroelectric, but "is also comnected with future irrigation plans." (iii) In
the absence of an arréngement with the neighbofing states "based on a just
distribution of water resources" (and it is not difficult to show that by "just"
is here probably meant what is advantageous to Israel alone), Mr. Sharrett says,
e consider‘ourselves free to use the water of the rivers which flow in our
country as our property." In other words, he seerms to be telling the Arabs: "You
either agree with us on our own terms, or else!" And this "or else" here means:
"We will uce the waters that touch or pass through our country as we please, even
 if these waters originate in your couhtry or 1f after‘passihg for a short while in
our country they continue for the most part to £low in yours." I submit this
attitude cannot make for peace or understending. (iv) The sentence, "We are
convinced that the undisturbed continuation of Isreeli development works con-
stitutes perhaps the most effective mefhod to insure regicnal cooperation,"” plain-
ly means--with or without the "perhaps"--that the Israeli concept of development

is not that Israel should be modestly fitted into a total regional scheme, but that

Israeli development comes first, and this then will "insure regional cooperation.”

Israel, then, is not a member, but a master of the region. (v) Any plan, we are
told, should be passed upon by "reputable experts in whom we trust." The concept
then is one in which the right of veto is rigidly held by Israel to the very end,
" not ome in which Israel humbly accepts accommendation, negoﬁiation, equality with
others; much less still one in which Israel accepts to subordinate herself, in
objective justice, to a larger regional whole. (vi) Israel will display "a firm
insistence on the water rights which are‘necessary Fon Israelfs economic,develqp-
ment and even its existence.” Since "cconomic development” cén easily degenerate
into an "infinite concept,” in Hegel!s "bad" sense of the term "infinite,” it is’
obvious that Israel's "water rights" are infinite. This is the "boundless
ambition" of whizh I always speak and to which an objective check must be put.
(vii) ‘The Johnston plan is described as showing "serious defects" in resPéct both
of the judgment which "reputable experts in whom we ‘trust" have passcd on it, and
of ensuring for Israel her "water rights." This means that the Johnston plan is
rejected by Israel, and that, contrary to what Mr. Sharrett's own representativé

here in the Council told the Council, the Canal Project and”the Johnston scheme

cannot. be harmonized.
It is impossible to exaggerate the importance of these posipions‘of Israel
for the item under debate by the Council, and indeed for the whole prospect of

peace and regional cooperation in the Near East.
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() In the light cf,all¢thése stetements it becomes clear that the Canal Prc-
vject is a step toward the implementaticn‘of the Israeli unilateral plan for the
diversinn of. the waters »f the Jordan. Any encoufaggment ~f this preject is an
encouragement nf the principle of unilateral explnitation nf the waters of the /
Jordan and will undermine any possibility of an eventual regirnal cocperaticn. All
the unilatersl assurances which have been given tn %he Council mn the possibility
cf the integration of tﬁe Cenal Project in regirnal schemes are net convineing. W
have seen how Israel herself 'does not really belieéé‘in them. The unlawful diver-

sinn of waters and the creaticn of a fait accempli, far from helping tr premote

regional croperation, actually prevent and undermine it. Therefore we think that
the continued suspensicn of the work on the Canal Project in the Demilitarized Zone
is not only required for a faithful implementation af the Armistice Agreement but
also for the preservation of whatever chance there is for a regional exploitatien
- of the waters cf the Jordan. It fellows that no one who really wishes to see sema
day the emergence of a just and equitable scheme involving genuine regisnal ceop~

- eration in the éxploitation of the water resources of the Jordan Valley can possiblv

support this Canal Project, On the contrary, we think he must oppese it with all

his might. :
V. % : .

‘ I come now to the special doctrine of progress which has been inveked by the
Israelis for the justification of their violatisn of legal cbligatiens in the
 interest of implementing their econcmic préjects. (Cn the glorificaticn of this
.doctrine, see especially S/PV. 633, pp. 29, 37, 47, 51, 52 and 59-6C; and S/PV.

639, pp. 19, 27, 42, bk, 45, and 49-56.) It is not an exaggeration to say that
the original legitimate people ¢f Palestine have been sacrificed on the altar cf
such a seductive but false doctrine. More unnecessary and unjuét sacrifices are
yet to ensue if this doctrine is not subordinated teo ethical standards, legal norms
and objective reallty We have in the case of the Demilitarized. che one more
instance which demonstrates the urgency of a thorough consideration of the doctrine
The statement of Dr. Bunche that the Demilitarized Zone should not remain a waste-
land has been incrdinately and repeatedly exploited for the justification of every
Israeli move in the Demilitarized Zone, regafdless of whether it was permitted by
the Armistice Agreement or not. "The end justifies the means" is undefstood and" ’
applied radically, unccnéitionally. A1l the other parts of Dr. Bunche's statements
regarding the legal status of the Zecne have been either distnrted or ignored. In
the same spirit, references are'often made by the Israeli representative to the
clauses mfyéhe Charter of the United Nations en economic progress, while the prin-
eiples of the Charter on peace, on friendly relatiens between peoples and nabicns,

on respect for international cbligatiens, are glossed over. The highest critericn
more )
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of the warth of any act is apparently whether it is "progressive," by which is

meant whether it conduces to economic development, and in particular, the economic
development of Israel. What effect the act might have on the peaceful relations o.
Israel tn her 1mmed1ate world on the develnpment cf & peaceful. ;ntegratlon of
Israel in her world on the moral and spiritual tone of the Near East, on the tra-
ditional Near Eastern values of decency and loyalty and trust and honor, all this
is brushed aside as infantile._ Nor is more attention paid tm whether the acﬁ, bott
in its motives and its*cohsequences, is in’ harmony witﬁ the ethical teachings of
the Prophets of Israel -- Prnphets who are binding on us &ll no less than qh‘Israer
but who are, or should be, we think, especially bindiﬁgAnn Israel.,

Now "progress,"

; in some sense, is certainly the ultimate end of human endeavor
but it all depends on how "progress" is pursued and ebove all on "progress™ toward
what. Is the end an intolerant exclusivism? Is it a radical form cf naticnalism
which can only live if othersdie? Or is it a genuine, grcunded, universal humanis
based upon love and reéson and trust and self- giving, a humaﬁism which by fixing
upon a real p01nt of reference above man, 1lifts all men -- Jew and Gentile, Jew an
Arab, Jew, Christian and Moslem -- onto a transcendent destlny not of this world?
I pray to God that I be nistaken, but the prﬁgressive state of mind which seems
's0 far to be domlnatlng Israel does not appear to be reassurlng. Two statements
made on different cccasions by ocne of the most dlstlnguished leaders of Israel,

Mr. Ben-Gurion, are eloquently expressive of this state of mind. The first was

reported in the above-mentioned book of George Kirk, The Middle East in the War.

The author says, the "typically Zionist concept of mutual understandiﬁg and coop-
eration with the Arabs was repeated by Ben-Gurion before the United Nations Specia
Committee on 7 July, 1947: 'We will go te them,* said Mr. Ben- Gurion, ‘and tell
them, here is a decision in oéur favor. 'We are right. We want to sit down with yo
and settle the questibn amicably. ' If your answervis no, then we  will use force
against you'." (Underscoring mine.) (P.243) When the Council was considering the
request of Syria for the suspension of the work in the Huleh, Mr. Ben-Gurion said?
"the work on the drainage will continue and it is up ﬁo‘Syria to choose war or
peace." Now this work, just like the present Canal Project, was described as bein
in the name and for the seke of "progress.” "Prdgress"_-- and we are still left
in the lurch as to what its end is -- was thus promoted under the threat of the
use of force. Is this the.idea of "progress" ﬁhich'Iérael.is importing.into the
Near East? Is this the new diépensation wherewith’we are to be saved? ‘Is this
the new absolute, the new God, before Whlch we should bew the knee? And what' ‘
about the aid God of Abraham, of Isaac and of Jacob, the Living God to whom Pascal

cried in the most crucial moment‘of h%s llge? Has Israel outgrown. this God?
/ more i el
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Besides the threat of force, the new dynamic doctrine of "progresé" seems t6
advocate the disregerding of individual human rights. We are repeatedly told that
‘the people of the Demilitarized Zone should not stand in’the way of the total de-
velopment of Isreel. I think I am not unfair when I observe that there has been a
dengerous undercurrent of totalitarianism in the theory and practice of Israci so
fer. ‘Israel, which, more than'any other people, stands under the judgment of the
dgepést ethical insight of mankind--which is %3 own insight--cannot apply to the
Arabs the same standards of treatment under which it suffered at the hands of
' others. Totalitarisn disregard for human rights is the last conceivable thing
Israel can afford. :

Israel must offer us in.the Near East more than the sword as the insfrument of
"progress” and more than totalitarien economism, radical nationalism, and fenatical
racialism, as the content and end of "progress". If it is in the name of ‘these
that Israel in the end "justifies her actions, then the Security Council, entifely
apart from Demilitarized Zones and Armistice Agreements, may rightly tell Israel
that these things can never promote peace anywhere, especially in the Near East.
The iwpresentative of Israel has complained of what he called the policy of
"ostracism and non-gontact" of the Arabs. Surely it must have occured to him that
‘perhaps this policy is a reaction to the total exclusivim of Israel, and exclusivis:
which has already reduced the few Arabg that have remained‘in Israel to precisely
the status of second-class citizens from which the Jews-had suffered in Gentile
lands, and which gquite openly refuses to take back the Palestinian Arab refugees
on the ground that they would become fifth-columnists in the Israeli body politic.
The greatest tragedy of the Near East is that this latter-day, radical, racialistic
nationalism is inducing an exact image of itself among the Arabs, and this at a
time when everything cries for grounded universalism, and when the Arabs need
nothing more than to learn-to trust the world, and to be drawn into the joy of
common responsibility and participation. ’ ; ;

Many people have depicted Israel as_the‘pearer‘of democracy and "progress" to
the Near East. Thus Mrs. Roosevelt in a recent book speaks of Israel's mission in
applying her. science and technology to the development of our part of “the world.
But first, how can Israel do thaﬁ if she is not allowed by the peoples of the Near
East to do 1t? Obviously therefore the political and spiritual precedes the eco-
‘nomic end scientific. Secondly, if the "progress“’of Israel is her science and
technology, surely we can learn these, as we have been doing, at their source; name-
ly, in Europe and America. Our centuries-old association wi?h the peopleslonyurope‘
and. America, when the political issues are settled, has been on the whole beneficent

to us, and we would rather learn "progress" at the Sorbonne, at the London School
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of Economlcs, and at Harvard, than in Tel Avmv. Thus the progresc’ of Israel willi

not be able to develop us, for we would rather develop our»elves.

Real progreus is of ‘the splrlt. It is progress in unde”sﬁandlnd and wisdom,
in charity, in humlllty, in the knowled.p*° of one‘s own limitations, in victory
over one's own passions, in self-restraint, 1n ‘the rlght ordering of values, in
loving ofie's neighbor, in belng the Good Samarluan, in trusting and knOW1ng God .

I have not invented these things; 1t is pre01sely the total pos1t1ve meaning of
the Jews in history, including above all Chr;st, that has deposited this prlceless
herltade for the entire wor -1d. From what we can superflc*ally tell frort the ;
utteranees and attitudes of the representatlves and leaders of Ts”ael, and from
what we can infer with cerualnty from her actlons, I think we are not ungustifled
or uncharltable in concludlng that +bese virtves do not over-sbound in Israel
today. The accent seems to be rather on the p0¢Lt1cal ‘the material, the sensuou5;
the raclal, the nationalistic, the exclu31ve, the exp101tatlon of pressure groups,
the manj:vlatlon of internatiornal agenc1es, the srbitreament of force. It is not
difficult to imagine how people llke Ezekiel or Snlnoza or Magnes or Martin Buber--

not to mention Christ or Paul who Were also ch¢--would Judge this type of ' progre

’ , i VI.

I think I have now fully demonsfraﬁed the four theses with which I started
this speech. I shall therefore quietly affirm the truth of these four positions
and challenge, in all love, anybody to disprove them.

A question must have repeatedly suggested itself to the thoughtful student
of Palestinian affairs: How is it that Israel can afford to be so bold in he:
Gefiance and violations? I am thinking, in particular, of Jerusalem, of Qibya,
and now of the present Canal Project. When the Qibya aggression was brought by
the three Western powers to the attention of the Security Council,vthe Honorable
the Sceretary of State of the United States, John Foster Duiles, explained why
the Western powers took such an initiative. "We considered,” he said in abspeech
before the New York Herald Tribune Forum in New York, on October 20, 1953, "the
grave incidents of violence which mar. Israel‘s relations W1th its nelghbors. 1t

was the United Nations Whlch played an essentlal part in creatlng the state of

Israel, and we felt that uhlS was clearly an occasion to 1nvoke the concept of

decent respect for +he 4plnlhn of mankind as represeﬁted by the United Nations."

(Uuderscorlng mlne) I think a re ponoible inquiry into how Israel can afford
to disregard this “decent reSpect for the oplnlon of manklnd” will throw light
upon the present case under review by the Security Counﬂll.

But I shall not go into this matter at present. i Wlll only say that such
an inquiry will reveal that Israel's boldness involves six phenomena. (a) The

-~
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deliberate confusion by Israel between peace and the final settlement, (b) Tue
faith in force as the means of bringing sbout this final settlement. (c) The
support of pressure groups all'oyer the world. (d) The ‘abnormal state of ex-
istence of Israel. (e) The general confusion in which the Arabs find themselves,

a cohfusion, hdwevef, that is not going to last forever. (f) Perheps a certdin

deliberate policy on the part ‘of the Western Powers.

T hold that he is not a frlend of Isresel, no matter how well-meanlng he might
bey who encourages hep in this her boldaess. He alone serves the end of peace and
concord in the Nesr East who helps Israel find her humble and true place in the
scheme of things. But for Israel always to be able to get away with her boldness
before the‘world, for her always‘to be able to count on high influence to swing
decisions -=- whether right\or Wrong, Juet or unjust ~- in her favor, can never,
it seems to me, conduce to peace in the Near East; least of all, let me add, to
peace for Israel herself.

For the pure of heart, the conditions of a final settlement are not far to
seek. I will make one final attempt to state them.

1. The strictest cbservancs of the Armistice Agreements.

2. A serious determination to implement the standing decisions of the United
Nations with respect to boundaries, to the internationalization of Jerusalem, and
to Arab refugees. :

3. A fundamental change of spirit on the part of everybody.

L. Putting an end to the immigration policy of Israel,

5. The prevention of Israel, or of anybody, from the inordinate manipulation
of international agencies. '

6. The honest demonstration by the Western world of real impartiality,
Jjustice and firmness. ;

7. The emancipation of Western policy from viewing the Near East enly as a
funetion of the development and destiny of Israel.

8. Freedom of Western policy towards the Near East from subordination to
excessive influence of pressﬁre groups. ,

9. The Jjust solution of the problem of Arab refugees.

10. The strengthening of the Arabs, including placing no artificial cbstacles
in the way of their drawing as closely together as they naturally can.

None of these things is impossible of realization; none is easy to achieﬁ?;
all are necessary to usher in the new age of brilliance in the Near East for which
all men_of good will crave. May it be said in the final reckoning of history that
none of us around this table has failed to perceive this challenge and to respond
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