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AIDE MEMOIRE

On Friday, 11 October, I saw Dr, Fawzi. On that occasion I mentioned
to him that I was thinking of calling all Arab Delegates to an informal

meeting. Whether I did so or not would ultimately depend on his reactions.

» A
The meeting would be given publicity as being called by me. Ee/thevmeeting

I would point out that we were at present living under a series of
emergency arrangements. I did not forecast or threaten with a breaking

up of those arrangementw, but we must all realize that they were not of

a lasting nature and I had to plan for risks and not for chances. In

this situation I felt in great need of free and frank advise which Members
of the group could give me concerning possible elements tending to stabilize
the situation so as to reduce the risks in case of any change in the present
arrangements,

I pointed out that this initiative probably would not lead to any very
useful exchange of views, but that it might represent a positive development
indicating Arab unity in a contact concerning these matters with the
Secretariat. It would also set the framework for more intensified talks
between Fawzi and myself. I reminded him of the fact that on his arrival
to New York this fall I indicated my wish to cover the field together with

tholcd o oo
him and that he had expressed his acceptance of the idea that I tied=baek
[V o VG TR
%ﬂ)our discussions and plans before the outbreak of the Suez crisis in the
summer of 1956. :
Fawzi said that he wanted to think the matter over. He later reverted

to it on Monday when in a letter he said that he was giving the proposal

further thought.




On Wednesday, 16 October, I asked him what his stand was. He replied that

he had carefully weighed the pros and cons. The main objection would be

n n
the risk for competitive statements from Arab delegates which would in no way

help me. Another risk was undue emphasis on the Palestine issue. He
recognized, however, that there were considerable advantages to be reaped from the
initiative. It followed from what he said that he did not object against the
initiative but that he felt that I had to choose my timing carefully so as to
avoid any collision with the Syrian issue.

On Friday 18 October he got back to the main question, saying that he
felt that with successful handling of the Syrian item, possibilities would
be widened for an approach to other regionallproblems. If the development took
that turn, he would not even object against the matter being raised in a
continued session of the General Assembly after Christmas,.

In the various talks Fawzi showed reluctance to the inclusion of the
Arab countries West of Egypt. However, he hdd no firm view on the matter and
recognized that, from my angle, a wider invitation might have considerable

advantages.

19 October 1957




AIDE MEMOIRE

When Dr. Fawzi saw me on Wednesday, 16 October, he himself raised the
Syrian issue. He said that Egypt had done what it could in order to stop
the Syrian initiative., The reason was that they felt strongly that it would
be very difficult to limit it to the narrow question of security involved;
"Syria may well find itself with very curious bed-fellows". What had tipped
the scales, was that unless some outlet was found for the present difficﬁlties ;
the internal position of the Syrian Government would be in danger and
in case it was kicked out, the next stage was a big question-mark which was
black rather than white,

Dr, Fawzi felt strongly that it would be wise for me to exert my
influence also with the Syrians in order to keep the matter at the
lowest and most limited key possible and in order also to leave the door open for
talks and negotiations out of court.

I asked him if I was correct in my impression that there was a beginning

rapprochement Caire - Ankara., He sgid yes, adding that this developmentj which

could not but be useful, however was too young to have any fruit in this context.
He maintained a close contact with the Turkish ambassador, even at the present
Juncture,

In this context Fawzi complained about the fact that he had no personal
contact with Lodge; he had met him only once since his arrival in New York
and then only for a very short talk.

The following day, Thursday, 17 October, Fawzi brought the Syrian issue up
again, this time with a mueh sharper accent., He said that he felt that the
Russians were playing a very devious game and so made an attempt of establishing

themselves as a party with whom the Middle Eastern issues had to be negotiated.




The Russians would prefer to become the dominant power in the area and certainly
hoped, at least, to get their position so established as to be an unavoidable
party to all settlements in the region. In order to counter such a development,
it was essential to develop the tactics in such a way as to play down

Russia's chances to establish itself as a major party or as a protector:
Although this was difficult, it undoubtedly could be done and it was of major
interest that everything possible in that direction was done.

On Friday 18 October Fawzi sgain brought the matter up, this time more
hopefully but with a continued sharp anti-USSR accent. He felt that the
General Committee's handling had turned out well and hoped that a similar
line might be maintained. He further hoped that a Committee would be set up
quickly and that it could report at least within a fortnight so that one could
close this special chapter. If the Committee were to continue for a
longer period, he felt that he would be obliged to go back to Cairo.

I used the picture Fawzi had given me'first,in a conversation with
Sir Pierson Dixon and Francis Wilcox in order to try to demonstrate that

at all events it would be wise to handle the matter as a bona fide Syrian

initiativ?,playing the Soviets out of the pletures It seeﬁed to me that

a reaction which treated the whole issue as a cold war question, would be
exactly what the Russians would hOpq%o provoke as it would give them
|
all chances to strengthen their hand on and in the area, Later on Friday
I took the matter up with Ambassador Wadsworth in the same spirit. I also
had a short talk that déy withSir Pierson Dixon who,on that occasion,
after the General Committee debate said that he was inclined to believe in the

4
alternative interpretation of the situation to which I had drawn attention.

19 October 1957




Avskrift.
Stringt fortroligte

P.M.

s s

Mr. Stassen hade Onskat ett samtal om nedrustningen med
mig idag. Jag bad Sandler sisom vAr representant i utskottet
folja mig.

Stassen borjade med att ndgot utveckla, hur han sig pa
nedrustningsfrigans lédge. Han hade velat konsultera oss, ef-
tersom Sverige hade tillglng till framstéende experter pa
kdrnvapnens omrdde och vi dessutom genom vart lands geografis-
ka ldge och historia hade sirskilda mojligheter att bedoma ,
vilken den sovjetiska instédllningen i nedrustningsfrigan verk=-
ligen #r. Han ville ocks& ghrna £4 veta den svenska sténd-
punkten i olika fragor, ifall vi var beredda att meddela ni-
got ddrom. Man vore dverhuvud p& amerikansk sida angelégen
att £ alls informationer, som kunde underldtta deras stdll-
ningstagande. Han hinvisade till att Jarring sagt i nedrust-
ningskommissionen, att vi inte haft tillrécklig tid att stu-
dera rapporterna frédn underkommissionen men att vAr delegation
skulle uttala sig under utskottsbehandlingen.

Jag svarade ungefér £oljande: Nigra sirskilda underrdttel-
ser om ryssarnas verkliga stindpunkt i nedrustningen hade vi
inte. Stassen vore sikerligen bidttre informerad hirom &n vi.
Allt jimt var vi pd sveunsk sida inte i tillfélle att ta en be=
stimd st@ndpunkt till alle frigor, som behandlats av subkom-
mittén i Iondou. Som exempel ville jag ndmna forslaget om
verflygning dver svenskt territorium sisom ett led i luft-
inspektionen. Jag hade lagt mirke till att Mr. Dulles i ett
tal sagt att somliga territorier kunde undantagas, t.ex.
Schweiz. Jag kunde tinka mig, att vAr militérledning skulle
Suska samma stdllning for Sveriges del. Dock ville jag inte
ddrmed siga, stt en sddan stdndpunkt skulle hdvdas av rege-
ringen. Men frégan vore for vaAr del dnnu Sppen.

Jag kom s& in pd testningsfrigan. Med hinvisning till
vad Sandler sagt forra Aret i forsta utskottet ville jag fram=-
ndlla, att vi alltjdmt hade &sikten, att ett moratorium vore
motiverat. Det skulle inte betyda nigon storre uppoffring
£f6r de vistliga stormakterna i trygehetshinseende. Sovjet=
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unionen gccepterade ju kontroll Sver en Sverenskommelses ef-
terlevande. Ett positivt beslut skulle mottagas med stor
tillfredsstdllelse bade i Sverige och i andra lidnder och be-
tyda, att nigot resultat framkommit ur nedrustningsdebatten.
Jag hidnvisade ocksd till de japanska och indiska resolutions=-
forslagen i testuingsfriigan. Jag hade inte till fullo pene-
trerat dem men de Hr av intresse sisom forstk till kompromiss.
Sandler reste frigan om "jordsatelliterna". I ett tidi-
gare utkast till vidstmaktsresolution hade funnits en punkt
ddrom men den hade sedan utgltt. De senaste dagarnas hidndelser
hade vil aktualiserat frigan, och Sandler undrade d&arfdr om det
inte skulle tas upp i den blivande vistmaktsresolutionens
Stassen gjorde ndgra kommentarer till vad vi sagt.
Betrdffande luftinspektion Sver svenskt omride vitsordade
han vad jag anfdért frin ett anfbrande av Dulles. Europeiska
stater utanfor Atlant=gruppen, resp. Warszawa-alliansen, stode
i en sdrstédllning. Han ifrigasatte inte att vi skulle behdva
ta stdllning till denna fréga under debatten i férsamlingen.
Huruvida Sverige kunde sédttas i samman lige som Schweiz finge
vidl bero pd i vad mé@n de biHgge sidorna hade intresse dirav.

Han hoppades att vi inte skulle offentligt ta avsténd frén
tanken, d4 en sadan hdllning kunde vAlla olédgenheter. Men vi
hade som sagt god tid for prdvaning av frégan.

Vad anginge jordsatelliterna meddelade han, att punkten
ddrom fAtt utgd ddrfor att den gjorde ett komplicerat program
dnuu mer invecklat. Men den skulle komme tillbake med hénsyn

till ved som h&nt.

Angdende testningarna framh6ll han bl.a. foljande. En
svirighet vore, att man inte visste Sovjetunionens verkliga
stdllning. Visserligen hade ryssarna accepterat kontroll,
men de hade aldrig nidrmare uttalst sig om kontrollens art.
Det vore ur amerikansk synpunkt av stort intresse att veta,
hur l8ngt ryssarna vore beredda att gi, om de accepterade
tillréckligt talrika Svervakningsposter, om posterna finge
férses med erforderliga veteunskapliga instrument. Stassen
undrade om vi kunde sondera Sovjet pd denna punkt. Ifall en
suspension av testningen bleve genomfdrd, skulle U.S.A. hind-
ras i utexperimenteringen av mindre atomvapen, som kunde an=-
vidndas till forsvar utan att &stadkomma stor férodelse. Men
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Sovjets som inte torde ha intresse av mindre atomvapen, skulle
inte hindras att fullfélja sin tillverkning av stora vapen.
Detta vore en viktig invindning. Vidare vore det svirt att
forstd det ryska motstindet mot att Sverféra klyvbart material
till fredligt #ndamdl. Ville ryssarna dverhuvud en nedrust-
ning? Gromykos tal samma dag hade forefallit synnerligen ky=-
ligt. |
Jag replikerade: Att avskilja testningsfrigen sésom fri-
st8ende frin andra frigor vore motiverat Hdven av det skidlet,
att ett andra steg - nimligen bestidmmelser om klyvbart materi-
als dverfdrande till fredligt bruk = kridvde mer kontroll och
dirfor lingre tids forberedelser dn ett fristlende testnings-
£5rbud. Vistmakterna forefdlle alltfor forsiktiga i denna sak

Det vore friga om ett tempordirt forbud. Dette skulle vara om-
sesidigt. Redan m&jligheten att starta en kontrollapparat ge-
nom poster pd vederbdrande lénders territorier var av si stort
jntresse, att tillfillet inte borde forsittas. Jag understrok
ocksd betydelsen av att forbudet mot vapenprov hindrade andra
stater att borja en produktion.

Stassen medgav att bigge dessa synpunkter méste tillmétas

vikt vid beddmandet av frigan. Han bekréftade ocksé&, att
kontrollen sver det "andra steget" krdvde léngt mer ingripande
&tgirder #n kontrollen Over att testningsforbudet uppréatthol-
les. Han ville emellertid stdlla en fréga: Antag att ett mo-
ratorium inférdes, skulle di liget i virlden efter nlgra ar
medgiva, att experimenten Aterupptoges? Jag svarade, att jag
inte ville ge ndgot svar pd den frégam, och Sandler understrok
att ingen kunde veta hur liget d& skulle te sig.

Vid avskedet understrtk Stassen pd nytt, att en sondering
gv ryssarnas planer rdrande kontrollens art skulle vara av det
stdrsta intresse. Han hoppades pd fortsatt kontakte

New York den 10 oktober 1957.
Osten Undén




1. The Egyptian-Israeli General Ammistice iAgreement of :
2l Februery 1949 provided, in Articles VII and VIII, for a reduc-
tion of military forces to defensive forces only (as defined in
Annex III of the Agreement) in certain clearly defined areas on
both sides of the Armistice Demarcation Line. The area of the
village of El Auja and vicinity was to be demilitarized and both
Egyptian and Israeli armed forces were to be "totally excluded
therefrom”, The Chalrman of the Mixed Armistice Commission and

United Nations Observers attached to the Commission were to be
responsible "for ensuring the full implementation of this provi-
sion" (Article VIII, paragreph 1). Egyptian defensive positions
were excluded from a corresponding area in Egyptien territory
west of the El Auja Demilitarized Zone, an area over twice the
size of the Demilitarized Zone (Article VIII, paragraph 3).

Sltusted at an important road junction some 140 miles from
Ismailia and 35 to 4O miles from Beersheba, the village of E1
Auja formed a focal point for the set of mutually balancing and
complementary provisions of the General Armistice Agreement,
Articles VII and VIII, which were intended to safeguard each of
the parties against invasion by the other,

2. In conformity with the strategic h;iarhnee of the El
Auje Demilitarized Zone, the Armistice Agreement provided that
"the Mixed Armistice Commission shall maintain its headquarters
at El Auja ...", although the Commission was also empowered to
hold its meetings "at such places and st such times as it may deem
necessary for the effective conduct of its work™ (Article X, para-
graph 2). ot
3. TDuring the first year of the Armistice regime, the situa-
tion in the Demilitarized Zone and vieinity was relatively calm,
Egypt and Israel alternated every two weeks in providing eivilian
guards for the headquarters of the Mixed Armistice Commission at
El Auja, Relations between the representatives of the two parties
were co-operative, The records of the Mixed Armistice Commission
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contain references only to minor incidents of "infiltration", i.e.
illegal crossings of the Armistice Demarcation Line by nomadie
Bedouins from the 3inal and the Negev regions.

II

Expulsion of the Bedouins

L. Beginning in May 1950, the Israeli authorities adopted the
policy of forcibly expelling groups of Arabs, mostly Bedouins, from
Israeli territory into the Gasa Strip and into Jordan, This policy
culminated in the large-scale expulsions of August-September 1950.

On 2 September 1950 the Israeli armed forces rounded up about four
thousand Bedouins living in the Negev in and around the £l Auja
Demilitarized Zone and drove them into Egypt. Investigation by the
Cheirman of the Mixed Armistice Commission showed that these Bedouins,
comprising members of five Bedouin tribes, had lived in the Beersheba
area under the British mandate, but had moved to El Auja under Israeli
prnshrc; that since 20 August 1950, the Isreselis had conducted opera~
- tions to clear the Bedouins, employing army troops with armored cars
and guided by reconnalssance aircraft; that after driving the Bedouins
across the border, the Israclis burnt tents, crops and possessions;
and that thim Bedouins were killed during these operations (Report
by the Chief of Staff, 18 September 1950, S/1797). The Israelis
claimed that the Bedouins had fought against them in the Negev; that
some had fled to the 5inai at the beginning of the war and illegally
returned to Isml;' that a large proportion of them were origimlly
from Sinai; snd that they were responsible fopr border trcapusing,
smuggling, shooting at vehicles and mine laying.

5« The Security Council considered the Egyptian complaint
regarding these expulsions. In its resolution of 17 November (5/1907),
‘the Couneil inter alis requested the Israeli-Igyptian Mixed Armistice
Commission "to give urgent attention to the igyptian complaint of
expulsion of thousands of Palestine Arabs"; called upon both parties
"to give effect to any finding of the Israeli-Egyptian Mixed Armistice
Commission regarding the repatriation of any such Arabs who in the
Commission's opinion are entitled to return®; authorized the Chief of
Staff of the Truce Supervision Organization "to recommend to Israel,
igypt and to such other Arab States as may be appropriate such steps
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as he may consider necessary to control the movement of such nomadic
Arabs across international frontiers or armistice lines by mutual
agreement™; and called upon the Covernments concerned "to take in the
future no action invelving the transfer of persons scross interna-~
tional frontiers or armistice lines without prior consultation
through the Mixed Armistice Commission™,

6« By June 1951 the efforts of the Chairman of the Mixed Armi-
stice Commission to resolve the problem of the Bedouins had railedy .
By a resolution adopted on 30 May 1951, the Mixed Armistice Commis~
sion decided that the "Bedouins estimated at between 6,000 and 7,000 ...
be repatriated to the Israeli-controlled area". Israel immediately
appealed against this deecision to the Speeial Committee. '

7. In the meantime the situation along the Armistice Demarcation
Iine was deteriorating, especially in the area of the Caza Strip. The
Israelis complained of armed robberies and attacks on Isrsecli settle-
ments and Israeli patrols by Arab bands from the Gaza Strip. The
¥gyptiens complained of retalihtow raids by Israelis and of viola=-
tions of the woters and territory under Egyptian control (Report by
Chief of Staff dated 8 November 1951, $/2388)., From 3 October 1951
to July 1952, no meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission were held,

8. When the Mixed Armistice Commission resumed its meetings in
August and September 1952, the outstanding complaints totalling 324
were filed. Mixed patrols along the Armistice Demarcation Line were
reinstated, An informal sgreement was also coneluded that no further
complaints would be brought before the Mixed Armistice Commission by
either party end that direet and frequent contact between representa-
tives of both sides would be established., By 28 November 1952 the
former practice of lodging complaints was resumed. Allegations by

Y The Chief of Staff's report dated 12 March 1951 (8/2049) describes
in detall the various proposals advances by the Chairman for the solu-
tion of this problem.
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the Israells of thefts and infiltration alternated wdth Egyptian
complaints of firing across the Demarcation Line, thefts and some
minor retalistory sctivity, Most of these were in the vicinity
of the Gaza Strip.

9« During 1952 only one incident appesrs to have occurred in
the Demilitarized Zone when & mine exploded killing an Israeld
 soldier and wounding three others, The incident was attributed to
Bedouin activity,

10, On 3 Pebruary 1953 a meeting of the Mixed irmistice Conls-
aion considered an Igyptian complaint about the presence of Israelis
in the Demilitarized Zone, They were alleged to be driving up in
cars to the western boundary of the Zone, The Israclis claimed that
the cars were in the Demiliterized Zone to protect the Israeli camp
: ;ndntamed in the Zome in conjunction with the headquarters of the
Hixed Armistice Masion,fron marauding Bodqui,m.

11. Until September 1953, except for the incidents monnd in
peragraphs 9 and 10 above, mmmdcmm”d&mmm :
‘ably quht. The reactions of the Bedouin expulsion were not felt in
~ the Zone itgelf but rather in the Negev generally and in the vieinity
armsaustnpﬁomemtmtw-mummmnm
responsible for attacks upon Israeli settlements, the phcias of
mines, shooting at vehicles and other illegal acts. fThese, in turn,
produced mlxato::y actions by the Israelis, such as the attack on
the Fl Bureij refugee camp on 28 August 1953, ,

12, On 28 September 1953 an Israeli Armed Force entered several
times into the Demilitarized Zene, attacked Bedouins in the ares,
killing them and their livestoek and established & new kibbutz or
 settlement in the Zone near the road junction in the area of El Auja
village. This settlement had the specisl character of many Israeli
settlements in border aress, Its personnel was msde up exclusively
of youths of military sge who, after one year of service :ith the
active forces, were allowed to become reservists provided they joined
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such settlements. The Egyptians considered such z settlement to
constitute, in ctfedt, a military position, The Mixed irmistice
Commission on 2 October 1953 considered the Egyptian complaint but
did not condemn the establishment of the kibbutz. The Chairman
abstained from voting on the grounds that, unlike the Syrian-Ilsraell
General Armistice Agreement, the Egyptian~Isracli igreement contained
no specific mention of eivilians in the Demilitarized Zone., In an-
other resolution, however, the Mixed Armistice Commission found that
the existence of an Israeli police in the new kibbutz was a violation
of both Article VIII, which provides for total withdrawal of armed
forces from the Demilitarized Zone, and of Article IV, parsgraph 1,
which affirms the principle that no military or political advantage
should be gained under the truce ordered by the Security Council.
The resolution also condemned the attack on the Bedouins and ealled
upon the Chairman to take measures to avoid future violations of the
~ Zone. The Israelis promptly appealed against thls deeision to the
Speeial Committee., Because of that Committee's failure to meet, the
Israeli representatives in the Security Couneil claimed that the
- deeision of the Mixed Armistice Commission was "not final" and that
the matter was sub-judice. ‘ '

13. On 4 Pebruary 1954 the Security Couneil decided to place
the Igyptian complaint on the agenda and to keep the discussion of
this item entirely separate from that on the Israeli complaint re-
garding navigation through the Suez Canal. However, the Egyptian
delegation never requested the Council to discuss the complaint,
nor did it submit the explanstory memorandum requested by the United
Kingdom representative on the question of whether the matter was, in
fact, sub-judice,

14. TPuring most of 1954 the situation in the Xl Auja Demilitarized
Zone was again largely quiescent., In the beginning of that year, the
Mixed Armistice Commission was heavily involved in efforts to agree on
a definition of "non-regular® and "paramilitary" forces and to determine
whether violations by a unit belonging to such a category would be &
m1at1on’/of Article II, puragraph 2, or of the Article regarding
11legal crossing of the Line by eivilians (Article V, paragraph 4).
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On 2122 May 1954 "a group of armed Arab eivilisns" attacked some
Israeli Bedouins in the El Auja Demilitarized Zone. On 21 May
an emergency meeting of the Mixed Armistice Commission condemned
Israel for the crossing of the Egyptian-Israel International
Frontier by armed Israelis proceeding from the Demilitarized Zone
in two command cars and for firing against an Egyptian checkpost
with small arms fire. The Commission regarded this as a violation
of Article II, paragraph 2, Most of the tension, however, was
developing around the Gsza Strip,

15. In the meantime the personnel of the kibbutz established
in the Demilitarized Zone were constantly moving about the whole
area and patrolling it up to its western boundary. In the opinion
of the Chief of Staff, they were responsible for many Mdmts,
including some interference with the Egyptian personnel assigned
to the headquarters of the Mixed Armistice Commission at Xl Auja,
Partly as a result of these activities, the Egyptians éstahl.tsbtd
three checkposts on the Egyptian side of the western boundary of
the Zone, in the area in which, under Article VIII, parsgraph 3, of
the Armistice Agreement, Egyptian defensive positions were prohibited.
This action was authorized by the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Com-
mission on the grounds that the checkposts were necessary to control
smuggling and megnl movement into Egyptian territory. At a meeting
of the Mixed Armistice Commission on 22 June 1955, the Chairman laid
down the specifications of the checkposts which would distinguish
them from "defensive positions™ prohibited in that ares by the Agree-
ment: the complement of each was not to be over vapproxinat.aly ten men;
the armament was not to exceed the normal equipment of an infantry
squad; and there were to be no permanent fortifications.

16, On 24 and 29 December 1954, two incidents took place in the
El Auja Demilitarized Zone, In the first, an Lgyptisn military unit
crossed the Israel frontier and took up position within the Zone. The
Mixed Armistice Commission condemned Egypt for this violation, and the
unit, which did not exceed the strength of a platoon, was withdrawn,
Although both parties had agreed at the time to ¢all upon the Sub-
Committee of the Mixed Armistice Commission to mark the frontier on
‘the ground, the Egyptien authorities subsequently decided to mark the
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frontier themselves., In the second incident, the Egyptian delegation
alleged that armed Israelis and vehicles coming from the Demilitarized
Zone had approached the Israel frontier and shot at an Egyptian check-
post. The Israel delegation alleged that an Egyptian military unit
had crossed into the Demilitarized Zone and opened fire inside the
Zone, The Chairman abstained on both complaints.

17. In January 1955 the trial took place in Cairo of several
Jews charged with espionage. Two of the defendants were executed,
Considerable tension followed the Cairo trial., The Israsel delegation
stated that it would henceforth agree to meet the Egyptian delegation
only in emergency meetings of the Mixed Armistice Commission, i.e. not
at the regular headquarters of the Mixed Armistice Commission at
Bl Auja, but in & hut near the Armistice Demarcation Line in the
Gaza Strip.

A total of 37 complaints relating to incidents in the El Auja
Demilitarized Zone were lodged with the Mixed Armistice Commission
from March to 21 September 1955. 1k of these were Egyptian complaints,
23 Israeli, The more serious of the Igyptian complaints related to
firing from Isracli command cars at Egyptian positions and shepherds
on the Fgyptian side of the boundary and interference by settlers from
the Isreseli kibbutz with the movements of the Egyptian representatives
to the Mixed Armistice Commission. The more serious of the Israeli
complaints concerned firing from Egyptian positions, the movement of
Egyptian checkposts into the Demilitarized “one and interference by
Egyptians with the border pillars erected by Israeclis marking the
international boundary.

18, TDuring 1954~1955 there were recurrent proposals for the
marking of the boundary along the western side of the Demilitariszed
Zone, and in Jenuary 1955 agreement was reached that the boundary
should be marked jointly by the Egyptians and Israelis in the presence
of a United Nations Observer. Subsequently the Egyptians stated that
they would undertake the marking alone. The Egyptian survey was inter-
rupted by the Gaza incident of 28 Pebruary. In May 1955 the Israelis
a;i&n_ expressed readiness to continue with a joint survey and marking
of the frontier, The Egyptians refused but stated that "the Esraelis
can mark the Egyptian-Palestinian frontier", In June 1955 the Egyptians
requested a joint marking of the line around the whole of the Demilitarized




Zone, The Israelis replied that they preferred to continue their own
survey of the western boundary only, In July the Israelis completed the
- topographic work and began the physical demarcation of the border by the
erection of concrete pillars. The tense situation following the incident
of 22 August 1955 in the Gaza area led the Fgyptians to request that the
marking of the international frontier be suspended., The Chairman agreed
to this request. Subsequently, it was established that some 21 Israeli
p:lliars marking the boundary had been pulled down and deat.royad.'

19, In his first Report to the Security Council since taking over
the post of Chief of Staff on 11 November 1954 (8/3319), General Burns
reported on the gravity of the situation prevailing around the Gaza Strip,
To reduce tension, General Burns recommended four sgreed measures: the
establishment of joint patrols, the conclusion of a local commanders'
agreement, the erection of a double-apron barbed-wire fence along certain
portions of the Demarcation Line and the manning of outposts on both sides
by regular troops.

20, Throughout 1954 the Israeli press had been alleging that
Egyptian intelligence patrols were being sent into Israel to perform
espionage and sabotage activities, although in only two complaints
during 1954 was any reference made to alleged Egyptian intelligence
activities, In the first of these, submitted on 3 May 1954, it was
alleged that an intelligence report was found on one of two spies
killed by an Israeli patrol., In the second complaint, dated 22 November
1954, a member of an armed group of four men had been captured, and
upon being questioned by a United Nations Observer, stated that he
was an Egyptisn agent., At the same time, asccording to the Egyptian
authorities, armed Israeli groups were alleged to have been carrying
out repeated reconnaisances deep into the Gaza Strip in September
and November 1954, ’

21, The sabotage activities inside Israel of a group of three
armed men from the Gaza Strip, which were connected by an Israel
Army spokesman with previous activities of the Egyptian intelligence
service, were used as justification by Israeli armed forces for their
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attack on Gaze in the night of 28 Pebrusry 1955. An Israeli force

- estimated at two platoons' strength, using mortars, anti-tank
projectiles, hand granades, Bmgniou torpedoes and heavy explosive
charges, attacked an Igyptian military caip, the Gaza station
master's house and a water pump house more than 3 kilometers
inside Fgyptian-gontrolled territory, inflicting heavy casualties.
‘This action was condemned by the Security Council in its resolution
of 29 March 1955. :

22, Between 28 February and 1 June 1955, there were frequent
incidents along the Gaza Strip arising from the combination of Israeli
motor patrols along one side of the Demarcation Line and Egyptian
outposts on the other side and close to it. A lull of about three
months was interrupted by a serious incident on 22 August, in which
an Fgyptian camp near the Demarcation Line in the Gaza Strip was
occupied by Isrsell forces. One Igyptian officer and two soldiers
were killed and three others were wounded, This episode was soon
after followed by an organized series of acts of sabotage perpetrated
well inside Israel territory. Their number and nature was such as to
suggest to the Chief of Staff (3/3430) that they were the work of an
organized and well-trained group. Efforts of the Chief of Staff to
stabilize the situation by an appeal for a cease-fire were met by a
demand of the Israel authorities that he obtain "the assurances of
the Egyptian Government that it accepts responsibility for these acts
and that it is ready to give guarantess for an immediate, complete
and definitive cessation of all further hostile acts”, General Burns
pointed out that aceeptance by the Hgyptians of responsibility for
previous incidents was an unreasonable and unacceptable condition for
a cease~fire. loreover, the Egyptians had accepted a cease-fire appeal
which covered all future hostile acts.

23. On 31 August 1955 six United Hations Military Observers and
three other United Nations personnel were detained by the Isrselis
in Beersheba. This action immediately preceded an organized Israeli

~ attack on the town of Khan Yunis on 31 August ~ 1 September. The
casualties were estimated at 36 Egyptians killed and 13 wounded. On
L September Israel accepted the Chief of Staff's renewed appeal for a
cease~{ire,
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24, On 21 September 1955 an Israeli military force entered
the Demilitarized Zone at El Auja, They occupied the camp which
was the headguarters of the Mixed Armistice Commission and detained
the Egyptian personnel who were in the camp in accordance with
agreed arrangements., A United Nations Military Observer at El Auja
was prevented from moving during the operation. The Israelis dug
trenches, planted minefields and set up obstacles on a hill nearby.
The operation was carried out with the active assistance of the
Israell "settlers" from the kibbutz. To the request of the Chief
of Staff for an immediate withdrawal, a spokesman of the Israeli
Hinistry of Foreign Affairs replied that Israeli forces would be
withdrawn when two Egyptian checkposts allegedly inside the Demilita-
riged Zone had been withdrawn., The Israeli action was attributed to
the illegal establishment of these checkposts in the Zone and to the
interference of Egyptian authorities with the markers erected by the
Israelis on the international frontier along the western boundary of
the Demilitarized Zone,

25. The Govermment of Egypt aecnpf.od the request of General
Burns for the withdrawal of military forces substantially without
conditions. Acceptance by the Government of Israecl was subject to
a number of conditions, clarifications and reservations. The
Israclis demanded assurances that Egypt would withdraw all Egyptian
military positions east of the El CQouseima-iAbou Aougeila line, would
undertake to cease interfering with the marking of the border and
would reaffirm "her resolve to abide by the cease-~fire both in Caza
and Nitzana areas",

26, General Burns explained that the Egyptian checkposts con-
formed to the specifications laid down by the Chairmen of the Mixed
Armistice Commission at the meeting of 22 June 1955 (see paragraph 15
above). The rights of the Mixed Armistice Commission and the Special
Committee to interpret the term "defensive position' were specifically
reserved, Israel noted the specifications of the checkposts enumerated
by the Chairman but reserved its position on the maintenance of such
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checkposts. If Egypt violated any of these specifications, Israel
would regard herself free to take all necessary defensive measures
on her side of the frontier”. At the same time Israel "understood”
that the Chief of Staff's request for the withdrawel of military
forces from the Demilitarized Zonme did not apply to any eivil
police forces.

27. (General Burns agreed to the retention of the civilian
police necessary to ensure the protection of the civilian popula-
tion in the Demilitarized Zone, provided such police were striectly
limited in numbers (he later suggested 30, which would be roughly
equivalent to the strength of the three Egyptian checkposts) and
provided that their armament should not be heavier than those normal
for civil police, i.e. rifles and sub-machine guns., This understanding
was subjeet to the interpretation of the term "armed forces” by the
Mixed Armistice Commission or the Special Committee and was without
prejudice to any action by the Security Council with respect to the
complaint by Hgypt on its agenda concerning the establishment of an
Israell kibbutz in the Demilitarized Zone., General Burns added that
it would be understood that the withdrawal of Israell Defence Forces
would include the removal of all obstacles and mineflelds in the area.

28, The withdrawal which took place on 2 October 1955 was not
fully completed.,  On the Egyptian side barbed wire had not been re-
moved in the Demilitarized Zone from around two checkposis; on the
Israeli side a number of armed personnel were observed near two
checkposts and one position within the Demilitarized Zone. Moreover,
the Israeli minefield near the kibbutz had not been removed. In
fact, three additional minefields were established, The Israeli
explanation was that the agreement to remove minefields was under-
stood by them to apply to those established by the Israeli Defence
Forces and not to those established by the kibbutz as "routine
security precautions®, The members of the kibbutz and the civilian
police were reported as being frequently in forward positions far
away from their settlement. To the Chief of Staff's suggestion that
the Israeli ecivil police approach no nearer the border than 500 metres,
the Israelis stated that they would comply, provided the Egyptians on
their side stayed 500 metres away from the boundary of the Demilitarized
Zone, ;
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29. In the increasingly tense situstion in the Demiliterized Zone,
several paychologicsl factors appear to have played an important role, —
The Israelis abandoned the established Arasbic name of El Auje and =
began to call the arez by the Hebrew name Nitzana. Incrcuingl.y, the
Israelis tended to equate the status of the clearly defined Demilita-
rized Zone with that of the area in Egypt west of the Zone in which
defensive positions were prohibited but which was not, under the
Armistice Agreement, a totally demilitarized zone.  The constant
reference by the Israelis to the western boundary of the Demilitarized
Zone as the "international frontier"s/ » the frequent references by
Israclis to the Demilitarized Zone as "the Israel side of the interna-
tional frontier®, and as "Israel territory”, did not serve to allay
Egyptian apprehensions over the marking of the boundary by the
Israelis alone, :

30, On 26 October 1955 an incident involving Israeli and Egyptian
forces ogeurred in the Demilitarized Zone. An Israeli checkpost at
El Sabha in the Demilitarized Zone was attacked., The evidence showed
the presence of Egyptian soldiers some 200 metres inside the Zone and
the presence of Israeli settlers armed with heavy and light machine
guns in a position close to the western boundary of the Zone and far
from their kibbutz, Casuelties included one Israeli policeman killed,
4 wounded and 2 taken prisoners. In retaliation for this incident,

‘an Israeli force on 28 October attacked an Egyptian army camp near
Kuntilla, a post in Egyptian territory near southern Negev,

3l. On 2-3 November 1955 a major Israeli military operation was
undertaken to clear the Igyptian forces from the Demilitarized Zone.

An offieial Israeli Army oomnique claimed that 50 Egyptians were
killed, more than 4O taken prisoners, including two officers, and a
quantity of military equipment was captured, Israeli losses were

. sald to be L dead and 19 wounded. Before and during the action the
movement of United Nations Military Observers was severely restricted
by the Israelis. '

74 It is described in the Armistice Agreement as a line running
"along the Egypt-Palestine frontier" (Article VIII, paragraph 2).
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32, An official statement of the Israel Poreign Office de-
seribed the sction as "aimed at expulsion of Igyptian forces from
Israel territory”. The statement referred to urgent appeals to
Egypt by the Chief of Staff, to withdrew its forces from the Demili-
tarized Zone and to the failure of Egypt to comply., The statement
concluded: "There is no place in Isrsel for Egyptian troops. They
belong in Egypt and they should go back there. If they do not go
of their own free id.ll, they must be pushed back." The action co-
incided with the presentation to the Israeli Knesset of the new
cabinet by Prime Minister Designate, Mr. Ben Gurion, who stated:
"Israel has never inltiated war snd never will, This is our policy,
but if Isracl territory is invaded, the invader will be thrown back."

The Three Polnts: 3 November 1955
33. At the end of October 1955, General Burns came to New York
for consultations with the Secretary-General regarding the explosive
situation in the El Auja Demilitarized Zone. The ineidents at El
Sabhe, Kuntilla, and the Israeli action in the Demilitarized Zone on
2-3 November 1955 took place in his absence from Jerusalem and in
violation of the pledge given by both sides to the Chief of Staff
that they would refrain during his visit to New York from any actions
-which would tend to aggravate the situation, Following consultations
between General Burns and the Secretary-General, a proposal dated
3 November 1955 was submitted to both parties by the Chief of Staff
and the Secretary-General. It consisted of the following three points:
(1) Completion of the marking of the old Egyptian-Pelestine
frontier along the western boundary of the Demilitarized Zone.
(2) Restriction by Egypt of all checkposts and defended
posts to positions west of the western boundary of the Demilita-
rized Zone and the removal of personnel, obstacles and mines
from all positions within the Demilitarized Zone.
(3) Simultaneous removal by Isrsel of all obstacles and
mines and the limitation of Israeli personnel in the Demilitarized
Zone to the inhabitants of the kibbutz and the 30 civilian police
allowed for the protection of civilian activities, subject to the
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reservations pnviouiy made by General Burns with regard to
~ the definition of "armed forces" and any possible decision by
the Security Council concerning the presence of the kibbutz

in the Demilitarized Zone.

3hke It was proposed that the three points would be put into
effect immediately and without prejudice to any of the provisions
of the General Armistice Agreement., The marking would be done by
the United Nations Truce Supervision Organization alone. The pur~
pose of the marking would be to "define 2 clear line of separation
between the personnel under the control of one party and those
under the control of the other". Such marking, or the way in which
it was undertaken, would in no way affect the rights of the parties
under the General Armistice Agreement, To implement these proposals
and to ensure against further breaches of the General Armistice
Agreement, both parties were requested to give specific assurances
that the United Nations Military Observers would have full freedom
of movement and observation,

35. In the interviews between General Burns and top officials
of the Egyptian Covernment on 11 November 1955, the Lgyptian Govern-
ment expressed its preliminary views on the three-point proposal.,
Egypt reserved its position with respect to the presence of the
kibbutz in the Demilitarized Zone whiech, in the view of the Egyptian
Government, constituted a militarily defended position end was subject
of & complaint on the agenda of the Security Council. Egypt regarded
the Israeli civiiian police as, in fact, an armed foree, and felt :
that, in order to restore the status guo snte 21 September 1955, there
should be a complete withdrawal of the Israeli civilian police and
military forces. If that withdrawal took place, Egypt would reduce
its positions near the boundary to checkposts, as defined by the
Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission on 22 June 1955. Egypt
considered that 1t must maintain defensive positions in the area west
of the Demllitarized Zone, prohibited under Article VIII, paragraph 3,
8o long as Israel maintained other than defensive forces in the area
of the western front under Israeli control from which, under Artiele VII,
paragraph 4, all forces other than defensive are prohibited. The
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The Egyptisn Government considered that the entire boundary of the
Zone, as given in Article VIII, paragraph 2, of the Armistice /Agree-
ment, should be marked. -

36, After these views of the Egyptian Government were communica-
ted to the Israeli Government, & press campaign began in the Israeli
press designed to prove that igypt had pejected the three-point
proposal., The proposal for the marking of the entire boundary of
the Zone was interpreted as intended to separate the Demilitarized
Zone from Israel. The Egyptian position was interpreted to mean
that Egyptian forces in the area west of the Demilitarized Zone would
remain so long as the kibbutz and the Israeli police remained within
the Demilitarized Zone., This was interpreted as a design to undermine
the validity of the international frontier in the Nitsana area and
as an attempt to prevent Israel's development in that part of the
Negev,

37. In order to correct these misinterpretations, the Chief of
Staff was ﬁonpcllcd to issue a press relesse on 18 November 1955,
stating thet there has been no rejection of the proposals by Egypt,
that the views of Egypt on the proposals had been communicated to the
Israeli Ministry for Foreign Affairs, but that the Israell Ministry
for Foreign Affairs had mot, as yet, expressed its position on the
three points. In a letter of 21 November 1955, General Burme was ine-
formed by the Director of Armistice Affairs of the Israeli Hinistry
for Poreign Affairs that "Isrzel accepts the proposals in principle.
Egypt does not aceept.” Israeli press mzmu}-mmq alleging
that fgypt had rejected the three points, continued with the addition,
on 22 November 1955, of allegations that Fgyptian Fedayeen were now
operating from Jordan territory.

38. In order to prevent this intensive press campaign from closing
the door to further negotiations, the Chief of Staff issued on 2/ Novem-
ber 1955 a further commnique defining the fiagl position of the parties
as follows: '

"The Government of ILgypt, while not rejecting the proposals,
have suggested certain additional points for consideration in
connection with the situation in the demilitarized area.

" The Government of Israel, while stating that they accepted
the propesals in prineiple, have also indicated that there are




points in regard to their implementation on which they intend

to clarify their position.”

39, At a further meeting of General Burns with the Egyptian
Ministers for Foreign Affairs and Defence on 8 December 1955, the
Egyptian desire that the boundary of the entire Demilitarized Zone
be marked was reaffirmed. As regards the second point, Lgypt
indicated that it had no checkposts, defensive positions, personnel,
obstacles or minefields in the Demilitarized Zone. If it wes true,
as reported, that a part of one Egyptian checkpost encroached on
the Demilitarized Zone, it would be removed, With regard to the
third point, Hgypt meintained that the presence in the Demilitarized
Zone of Israeli militsary forces, civilien police and kibbutz, as
well as the presence of other than defensive forces in the areas of
Israel from which they were excluded under Article VII, paragraph &,
destroyed the equilibrium established under Articles VII and VIII.
Gonao@xmuy, for her own security LEgypt had to maintain defensive
positions in the area west of the Demilitarized Zone in which they
were prohibited, :

LO. The Israeli press campaign culminated in an officlal state~
ment on 27 December 1955. Israel was said to have accepted the three
points in prineiple because Israel reserved the right of clarifying the
manner of marking the international frontier. The statement referred
to the Prime Minister Ben Gurion's conversation with the Chief of
Staff on 5 December 1955, in which the Prime Minister reiterated
Israel's agreement "in prineciple” with the propesals, adding that
"if Egypt agreed to ensure an effective cease-fire and to honour
fully all the provisions of the General Armistice Agreement, Israel
would then agree, in a sincere desire to facilitate the United Nations
Chief of Staff's task, and without further clarification, that the
international frontier in Nitzana (¥l Auja area) be marked by the
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization alone”. The provisions
of the General Armistice Agreement specifically referred to were
Articles I; II, paragraph 23 IV, paragraph 4; and Article VIII,
paragraph 3. Israel's demand for the implementation by Egypt of the
Security Council's decision regarding freedom of navigation in the
Suez Canal was also stressed., At the same time Mr, Ben Gurion had
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announced Israel's intention of proposing the convocation of a
conference under Article XII of the Genersl Armistice Agreement.

The Israell statement then referred to Mr, Ben Gurion's conversa-
tion with General Burns on 11 December 1955: "To the Israeli
Government's regret, it transpired that Egypt did not agree to

the Secretary-General's proposals, nor to an unconditional cease~
fire. Neither had Hgypt given an undertaking to observe, among
others, those basic provisions of the General Armistice Agreement

to which the Prime Minister had referred specifically on 5 December ...
- The Egyptian Foreign HMinister ... had not even agreed to a cease-fire,
Attacks from across the border on Isrseli armed forces continued, and
Colonel Abdel Nasser had sent a remarkable message to the Secretary-
General of the United Nations, serving notice that Egypt intended to
use force in dealing with the present situation.”

L1. On the following day, 28 December 1955, the Chief of Staff
issued a press release denying the Israeli assertion that igypt had
rejected the proposals, the third such release since ) November, The
release pointed out that both parties had stipulated conditions for
their acceptance. The Isracelis replied in a further press communicue
on 29 December asserting that "Israel's suggestions for promoting
border quiet and faithful observance of the General Armistice /gree-
ment were at no time made a condition for the implementation of the
Secretary-General's proposals”, The statement affirmed Iorael's
unconditional acceptance of the proposals and described Egypt's
attitude as "tantamount to their rejection”, During the following
week General Burns attempted to secure an official Israeli confirme-
tion that Isracl's acceptance of the proposals was in fact uncondi-
tional.

42. In a letter dated 4 January 1956, the Director General of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs confipmed "on behalf of the Govern-
ment of Isracl that Israel ageepts the proposals ..." In the light
of the previous history of this question, General Burns asked the
Israelis to reply in detail to a number of practical questions relating
to the implementation of the three~point programme., He was told in
reply that the Director General's letter was "specific and self-
explenatory ... We await a like acceptance on the part of the Gourment
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of Igypt and until that is forthcoming, it does not secem to qy :
Government that any purpose is served by entering into details of
implementation as set out in your above-mentioned letter”,

43, Turing the Seeretary-General's visit to Egypt and Israel
in January 1956, both parties signified their unconditional acceptance
of the three points. A statement issued by the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization on EAVery 1956 stated that the Govern-
ment of Egypt accepted the three proposals. With regard to the first,
"the Government of Egypt agrees to the marking on the ground of the
lines demarcating the Demilitarized Zone by United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization personnel wherever such marking is required”.
with regerd to the second proposal, calling for military withdrawal,
it had already been implemented, "but, if survey on the ground by
the United Nations Truee Supervision Organization should disclose
that any minor encreachments remain, these also will be removed at
once”, The third point did not roquh‘e action by Egypt. The j;ortion
of the statement of 24 Jenuary 1956 referring to the position of

Israel was approved by the Israeli Prime Minister and Foreign Minister
in & conference with the Secretary-General on that date. With regard
to the Israeli position, the statement read: : :
"The Government of Israel in a letter of 4 January 1956
‘informed the Chief of Staff of the United Nations Truce Supervi-
sion Orgmization ‘that Imol moptud the proposals in the
Seerctaryc-ﬂonoml' 8 lut.tor.

"It is expected that thuo proposals will be implemented in
about a week's time,"

Vi
Fail t the Points

Li. The Chief of Staff requested that the first step of the
implementation, namely withdrawal by Israeli armed forces from the
Demilitarized Zone, should begin on 30 January 1956. As indicated,
no Egyptian positions or forces were any longer in the Zone, The
Israeli reply was deferred from day to day on various grounds, such as,
that the Prime Minister was absent, the Cabinet was pre-occupied with
budgetary matters, the Prime Minister was personally handling issues
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raised by s strike, etc. On 11 February 1956, in an informal conversa-
tion, the Israeli Minister for Foreign Affairs told General Burns that
the Prime Minister "had mot understood that implementation of the

- proposals did not require prior acceptance by Egypt of Article VIII,
paragraph 3, of the iArmistice Agreement”, (This paragraph, prohibiting
Egyptian defensive positions west of the Demilitarized Zone, did not
form part of the three proposals.) ’

45. In a letter dated 21 February 1956, the Director General of
the Israell Foreign Office referred to conversations and correspondence
in which "the acceptance by the Government of Israel of the Secretary-
General's proposals, as set forth in his letter of 3 December 1955,
was made clear". The letter went on to say, "The implementation of
those proposals, however, depends on further clarification on a number
of important details ..." The linking of Articles VII and VIII and
the absence of prior implementation of Article VIII was interpreted
"ag a condition imposed by Egypt for the implementation of the Secretary-
‘General's proposals". The refusal of the igyptian authorities to
permit United Nations Military Observers to conduet investigations in
connection with a complaint of 11 October 1955 and ante-dating the
three proposals was also interpreted as such a condition. The letter
then requested further clarification with the Egyptian suthorities
with the object of "removing those conditions”., Thus the Israell
demand that Article VIII, paragraph 3, together with certain other
matters mentioned in previous conversations, but extraneous to the
three points, be implemented by Egypt before Israel agreed to imple-
ment the three-point programme was turned into an Egyptian "mnﬂltim"
blocking the implementation of the programme.

46, Withdrawel from the Demilitarized Zone by Egyptian forces
had already been completed. However, a certain reluctance was shown
on the Fgyptian side in giving immediate assurances as to the freedom
of movement of United Nations Military Observers. Some inconclusive
correspondence was exchangad with regard to & number of subsidiary
matters, particularly the use of the Rafa-El Auja road in connection
with the marking of the international frontier. These hesitations
came out into the open in the letter to the Chief of Staff, dated
18 Pebruary 1956, from the Senior Hgyptian Delegate to the Egyptian-
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Israeli Mixed Armistice Commission., The letter inquired as to the
steps taken by Israel to implement the three proposals, The Chief
of Staff, in his reply of 20 February, stated that no steps had as
yet been taken by Israel. Heanwhile, he again requested from lgypt
the assurance previously asked for regarding the free movement of
United Nations Military Observers and the use of the Rafa~-El Auja
road, In turn, the Chief of Staff gave his assurance that implementa-
tion of any of the three proposals would not begin before implementation
of the proposal for the withdrawal of Israeli military forces and equip-
ment from the Demilitarized Zone had first been cleared, and Egypt had
been duly notified, and had signified its readiness to implement the
‘proposal for merking the international frontier. 7

47. 1In a confidential letter of 28 Februsry 1956 to the
Foreign Minister of Israel, the surct.uyu(ioncral axprouod his
diseppointment and great concern over the delay in implementing t.ho
agreements on El Auja. He suggesbted that further difficulties raised
at this stage would hsvc, in the light of the previous history of thd.n

problem, an importance beyond the question of El Awja as such, and

would influence the possibility of making other mutually acceptable
arrangements between Israel and. the neighbouring states. "With what
suthority", asked the Secretary-General, "could I or Burns discuss
these matters (incidents between patrols and outposts along the
Armistice Demarcation Line) with the Egyptians, if you in the El Auja
case may be said to have backed down from commitments to us which
were part of the very background for the Egyptian acceptance of the
proposals?" v : L |

48, On 12 March 1956, to clarify the situation, the Chief of
Staff presented an Aide-~Memoire to the Israeli Government, conveying,
on behalf of the Secretary-General, several questions:

(1) The Government of Israel, while maintaining that it
unconditionally accepts the 3 November proposals, makes their
implementation conditional upon the implementation by Egypt of
Article VIII, paragraph 3. 1Is this, in fict, the GowMt of
Israel's position? '
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- (2) Does the Israeli Government realize that, with equal legal
right, Egypt could make the full application of Article VII and VIII
a condition for the implementation of the proposals?

(3) Assuming that the answers to the above two questions were
in the affirmative, the Israeli condition for the implementation of
the proposals must be recognized as forcing the Secretary-General and
the Chief of Staff into a position where they would have to negotiate
directly the full implementation by both parties of Articles VII and
VIII, These Articles go beyond the two points eoncerning withdrawal
of the forces in the 3 November proposals, Therefore, a condition
for the implementation robs the previous acceptance of the proposals
of all substance, Indeed, conditions forcing an approach directly
to the second step in the full implementation of Articles VII and
VIII nullify the acceptance of the proposal concerning the first step.
The Seeretary-General asked whether the Israeli Government concurred

- in these conclusions, :

(L) with regard to an objection advanced by Israel against the

use of refugee labour in the demarcation of the international frontier,

the Secretary~{eneral asked if this work could be carried out effectively

if the Egyptians took the same stand, mutatis mutandis, as the Israclis,
Assuming that the answer to this question must be negative, the Secretary-

General asked if Israel's attitude on this point did not also nullify

in practice her pervious acceptance of the proposal. =

L9, The Israeli Foreign Minister, in s letter dated 20 March 1956,
outlined the concern of the Israeli Government over the alleged build-up
of Egyptian forces in the Sinai, the anti~Israel campaign carried on by
the Egyptian press and radio, and the accumulation of supplies and equip-
ment both within the Defensive Zone and outside it in Egyptian territory.
Mr. Sharett stated that "we must insist not only on the removal of the
unauthoriged Egyptian positions from the area facing Nitszana in accordance
with Article VIII(3), but also on the reduction of Egyptian forces in all
parts of the Defensive Zone to the maximus laid down in Article VII, both
these measures to be carried out simultaneously with the withdrawal of our
military forces from Nitzana," As regards the questions in the aide-mémoire
of 12 March, Mr. Sharett stated that "the Government of Israel differentiates
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between acceptance and implementation., While its acceptance stands,
it believes that the implementation of the 3 November propesals should
be in conjunction with that of both Article VIII(3) and Article VIL."
With regard to the segond question, the answer was in the affirmative:
Egypt's right to make the same stipulation was conceded.

50, With regard to the third question, the Foreign Minister did
not accept the negative conclusion, "Our u-u-puon is that the Nitsana
issue was definitely and conclusively resolved when both parties accepted
the Secretary-General's proposals as formulated on 3 November. Hence in
the examination of complaints concerning Articles VII and VIII, the
. Mitzana issue need not and, in our view, should mot be reopened, The
examination need not and should not extend over the ground already covered
by the Nitzana settlement, but should concern itself with issues relating
to other points or aspects of the border situation, In other words, the
fact that action upon the 3 November proposals, which have been accepted
by both parties, is to be deferred pending an agreement on other outstand-
ing issues, by no means entails the nullification of those proposals, In
international and other negotiations it is customary mot to conduct the
discussion of all the items on the agenda gn blog but to tackle them
geriatim, i.e, having reached an agreement on the first, pass to the second
and so on, on the understanding that when all items have thus been disposed
of, action on all of them will follow simultaneously. While discussion and
decision can be successive, implementation can be simultaneous, and there
is absolutely no contradietion between the two procedures,”




11 October 1957

Note on conversation between the
Secretary-General and Mr. Stassen.
(3.15 - k.15 p.m., 11 October 1957)

After the Secretary-General explained to Mr. Stassen how he looks at

the situation regarding the disarmament problem, particularly the question

of suspension of nuelear test explosions, saying that in view of the
possibility that no constructive decision may be taken as appears for
the time being from the positions taken by the two major sides, the
Secretary-CGeneral indicated that he thought that, without interference
with the so to speak "political aspect" of this problem and in order to
avoid a definite failure on an issue which may be exploited for propaganda
purposes by one side, thereby embarrassing the other, and being altogether
disappointing and even harmful from the United Nations point of view, a
formula might be introduced, either as part of the joint draft resolution
in the form of an eventual amendment or as an independent proposal,
requesting the Secretaryééeneral to make an appropriate study, with the
assistance of technical and scientific experts, of an adequate system of
effective international control on the suspension of the testing of nuclear
weapons ... etec. and to report to the Disarmement Commission by ... etc.
This study would proceed parallel to any other undertakings regarding
the disarmament problem and consequently would not interfere or in any
way hamper possible progress on that problem by competent organs, nor would
it automatically bind the parties concerned to accept the findings or
recommendations resulting from the study.

Mr. Stassen explained to the Secretary-General at length certain

aspects of the London negotiations, particularly regarding the decisions
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taken by the President and the American Government on the 25th of May
this year, stressing the complexity of negotiations between various
agencies and authorities of the United States. He alsc reviewed the
Soviet attitude on the cessation of nuclear test explosions, in particular

their acceptance of international control including inspection posts

equipped with appropriate sc¢ientific instruments to be located within

the territories of the United States, the USSR, the United Kingdom and

the Pacific Ocean area. He emphasized the feeling of a certain amount

of suspiciousness and incertitude regarding the meanings on the application
and the effectiveness of that specific control, adding that the Russians
had indicated they would not agree to any working group of experts or
scientists to elaborate a system of control unless agreement was reached

on the question of suspension itself.

He personally felt that the Secretary-General's "suggestion" may
have a very favourable effect, particularly if it is acceptable to both
gides. He made it clear that his reaction was his own and that, in view
of the somewhat complicated system of consultation which exists in
Washington, and having in mind certain divergencies of view and the
complexities of the problems involved, an official reaction might take
a week or two in coming. Still expressing his own views, Mr. Stassen
indicated he thought the idea should be developed through an independent
proposal rather than as part of one side'!s resolution which might create
some suspiciousness on the other side. ﬁe also emphasized the need for v
them to consult with the Unitéd Kingdom, France and Canada, apart from

the usual necessary consultations in Washington, and he stressed the
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French position regarding the separation of test explosions from the
rest of the disarmament problems, which the "suggestion" might in fact
lead to if it is accepted and put into operation. At the same time, he
also pointed out certain differences which exist on this problem between
the United Kingdom and the United States.

The SecretaryaGeneral indicated that this is not yet really a
"suggestion" but more a kind of question and that it depends on the
reply from the West whether an approach to.the Soviet would be useful,
but at the same time in view of the departure of Mr. Gromyko from New
York next week it might be useful, even without waiting for the reaction
from Washington and the West, to touch upon this possibility in an
appropriate way. MNMr. Stassen agreed that it would be useful to know
the Soviet reaction if this could be done unobtrusively, touching on the
question of effective international control when talking about disarmament
which undoubtedly will be one of the topics of conversation between the

Secretary-General and Mr. Gromyko before he leaves. Mr. Stassen promised

to inform the SecretaryaGenéral of his conversations and the reactions in

Washington as soon as possible.

The impression was that Mr. Stassen personally was favourable and
very much interested in this "suggestion", but stressed past positions
and difficulties in moving forward, especially regarding the cessation of
test explosions, mentioning one of the so-called "new arguments" of certain
milieux, namely the testing of defensive nuclear weapons. He tried somehow
to give an éxcuse for not replying more definitely by stressing the
complexity of the consultations that are always involved in any aspect

of the disarmament problem.




AIDE MEMOIRE

After the talk with Mr., Stassen covered by a memorandum by Mr.
Protitch, the following developments took place.

On Monday night, 14 October, I had an opportunity to have a one-hour
talk with Selwyn Lloyd at a British dinnerparty. I mentioned then that
I had put my question to Stassen, but I explained that that was only as one
of many possible fields in which attempts might be made to break up the
threatening stalemate, Mr. Selwyn Lloyd retained a very flexible attitude

also as to the way in which the Secretariat might be pdayed in the whole

matter. He felt that something was within reach, but that one had to find

"a mecanism", He was happy to note that I had no hesitation having the
Secretariat’and the Secretary-General, played as pawns in the game if that
would prove to be helpful.

On Tuesday, 15 October, Mr. Stassen came to see me in order to ask
me;if T accep£éd that the US discussed the question I had raised with UK,
France and Canada. I said that that was perfectly all right and I added
that I had mentioned the matter to Selwyn Lloyd although in such a form that
I did not believe that he had reported to his Delegation.

The same afternoon I saw Mr. Kuznetsov. 1 expressed to him my grave
concern about the situation which had got off :;:; a bad start. On the one
side I found Gromyko's speech worrying and unhelpful, and I knew that this

attitude was widely shared., On the other hand the Western resolution, if taken




by majority vote - which could safely be anticipated - would not mean
anything and might represent a set-back as to the possibility of negotiations.
My questionmarks referred in this situation particularly to areas where a
meeting of minds might be possible, but where I had an insufficient under-
standing of the viewpoints to be able to judge/, I mentioned in particular
controls (in the case of tests) and production. I said that I would
appreciate any clarification that he could give me concerning the
Soviet stand.

Kuznetsov gave me a very long analysis of their stand, stressing
their fear that the presentation of a comprehensife proposal from the
Western side might be intended to lock the door to negotiatons which
obviously required some flexibility. They themselves had limited the
proposal to specific points because they felt that no comprehensive proposal
was possible which would not complicate progsress. He felt that the
Russian stand on controls was clarified in London and that,in fact,

a kind of agreement existed. He further felt that the link between tests

wWae g,
and production was a-beehnieel]one.

I said that I could not agree with him on these various points.
To some extent a meeting of minds might have existed in London concerning
controls, but very much remained to be filled in. How efficient
observation posts should there be? What technical equipment should
they have, etc? &i?:;nw'part, I took for granted that the West could not

accept anything edse than the best possible technical e~uipment in the
X :

}éng/é} the present development of science. He said that they felt
4
on their side that the Westmrx desired a technical equipment on the basis
S G "
of thg\science, let us say;ea:iiiii-is of 1965, and that seemed to him

unreasonable., What I had said, seemed more common sense.
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He stressed that he €elt that if one got down to negotiatiohs, this point

of controls would not present any difficulties, provided that~§oe§7/were

to ask for things which still were technically beyond reach. He mentioned
that it must be recognized that there just was no system of control which
was 100 o/o water-tight; an additional element of confidence would be
required,

Concerning production I said that I thought they should realize that
in public opinion production for good reasons had very nearly the same

(2
usiu7/as testing. Thus, it was not tactical combingtion but one dictated by

~
political realism also as to the development of public opinion.

I further stated that I had the most firm oonviction,corroborated;
by direct experience)that there was no intention in responsible Western quarters
to block or complicate negotiations.

Summing up my position I said that 4f I were to give any advice to
the Soviet Union in this matter, inspired by my wish to see progress or
at least to avoid a set-badk , it would be two-fold. On the one side e Moy
4o come out in a specific and precise way as to the controls they would accept

ey *&ua1 A

for the suspension of tests)and in the second place tﬁfshow their hand on
production)so as to open up some possibilities for a negotiation ard
meeting of minds.

Through Protitch part of Kuznetsov's reactions were transmitted to Stassen

O
en Wednesday, 16 October., I later gave %hn/fhll picture of them to Mr. Wadsworth

on Friday, 18 October.

19 October 1957
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Note on the second conversation between
the Secretarszeneral and Mr. Stassen
(3.35 = 4.25 peme, 25 October 1957)

Mr. Stassen informed the Secretary-General of the "first stage" reactions
concerning consultations in Washington and with Canada, France and the United
Kingdom on the Secretary-General's "suggestion". He emphasized that "their"
position was more flexible than ﬁhat of the others who felt that this might lead
towards the separation of the question of the cessation of test explosions from
the other disarmament problems. Also, that this might conflict with the r8le
of the Sub-Committee which they afe anxious to fully preserve and that, in view
of the feeling that it is necessary to obtain a large majority for the 2h-Power
resolution, any "suggestiod' of this kind might influence the vote or "distract
attention"”.

The Secretary-General, after commenting on Mr. Stassen'!s exposition of

the various reactions following this first round of consultations, gave an

account of his conversation with Mr. Kuznetsov last Tuesday, particularly
regarding the question of control in connection with cessation of test
explosions and on the Soviet attitude regarding limitation or cessation of
further nuclear production for weapons purposes.

Mr. Stassen was very much interested in Mr. Kuznetsovts reaction that
control will not in their mind.present particular difficuléies. He asked
a number of questions in this connection, inquiring what was the Secretary-
General's impression of Mr. Kuznetsov's attitude - was he outspoken and sincere
or did ﬁe show any hesitation and resfraint in his conversation?

The Secretary-General explained that the conversation was open and that

Mr. Kuznetsov was, as is usual when he speaks to him, by nature outspoken
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but guarded and that he gave the impression that on their side there is a
lack of trust towards the Western positions on the problem of disarmament
which may be one of the reasons for the stiffening of the Soviet pesitions.
Mr. Stassen, who obviously personally is very much interested in the
Secretary-General's "suggestion" and very much in favour of it, asked a
number of questioﬁs of procedure; how the Secretary-General envisages the
composition of the group of scientific experts which would assist him and
concerning the way of reporting and to whom. There again he was anxious to
‘preserve the Sub-Committee's proper functioning in suggesting that the
report, if the "suggestionﬁ is to be put into effect, should be for the
attention of the Sub-Committee through the General Assembly or Disarmament
Commission. He also asked whether the Secretary-General had given more

thought to this initiative coming, if it does, independently and not

through the 2hk-Power resolution or an amendment thereto.

The Secretary-General said that, with the reservation that it is subject
to his fuller consideration of these questions, he felt that if the "suggestion"
is put into effect the composition of the group of scientific experts should
be left to him, but that a scientist from each member country of the Sub-
Committee would be chosen and perhaps one from a neutral country (Norway or

~ Sweden) and informal consultations will take place in this respect. The
report would be the Secretary-General's,based on the conclusions reached by

, the scientific experts, and that therenwould be no difficulty in the reportts
being directed through the General Assembly or Disarmament Commission for »
the attention of the Sub-Committee. The Secretary-General indicated that
if the "suggestion" is agreed to it should come as an independent proposal
from the floor proposed by a Delegation, if not neutral, at least "acceptable"

to both sides.
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Mr. Stassen, with the intention of avoiding the impression that only

control and the suspension of test explosions is singled out for study,
inguired whether it would not be appropriate for the same group to be
entrusted with the study of the technical and scientific aspects of control
in connection with the further production of nuclear weapons.

The Secretary=-Generalts first reaction was that it would perhaps be
possible, but at a later s%age and somehow not as a part of the initial
"suggestion", in order to avoid any feeling that might arise that the problem
of cessation is being tied up with production. Tentatively a formula could
be worked out in order to indicate that if this study and its report proved
to be of assistance to the Sub-Committee on the question of cessation, then
the same group could be requested to make a further study regarding control
over further nuclear production for weapons purposes, perhaps in the form
of statements on the record or any other appropriate way.

Mr. Stassen promised to keep the Secretary-General informed on any new
developments in the further consultations regarding this matter.

The impression is that Mr. Stassen is genuinely interested in the
Secretary-Generalts "suggestion" and that he really wishes that something

will come out of it.




