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I. Introduction

The most prominant of the several Middle Eastern conflicts is

the dispute between the Arabs and the Israelis over Palestine. This

introduction (pp. 1-9) is intended to provide a brief overview of

the efforts since 1967 to resolve the Palestine conflict. Many of

the "peace plans" mentioned in the introduction are in the documents

section following (pp. 10-96), as well as other statements regarding

peace offers by nations or groups involved in the Arab-Israeli dis-

pute. The chronological sequence of the peace proposals (pp. 96-97)

may be used as a cross reference guide to the peace plans and as a

reminder of the order of events.

1. Arab and Israeli Attitudes Toward Peace

The search for an Arab-Israeli peace is in large measure a

quest for an acceptable accommodation in which two national 
move-

ments can co-exist in a single territory. The two national move-

ments - Arab Palestinian and Jewish - seek positions in Palestine

that will afford them protection from encroachments by the other.

Both fear and reject subservient or inferior status as a minority

in the other's state, and neither one is prepared to abandon Palestine

to the other.

Since the modern beginnings of the Palestine problem in the

late nineteenth century, there have been innumerable solutions and

"peace plans" offered to settle the dilemma, but the two sides have

yet to accept a single solution at the same time. For example, the

Jews accepted the United Nations partition plan in 1947, but the

Arabs did not accept partition until after the 1948-1949 war when the

CRS-1
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Israelis had moved away from partition and sought acceptance of the

1949 armistice lines as permanent boundaries. After the 1967 war,

when the Israelis had abandoned their acceptance of the 1949 lines

in favor of new, negotiated borders, most Arabs were ready to ac-

cept the 1949 lines as the boundaries of the Jewish state.

In addition to the problem of timing, there is a difference in

attitude or approach to a peaceful settlement. Generally, the Arabs

prefer an arranged or mediated "conditional" peace where agreement

on each of the numerous problems hinges on agreement on other prob-

lems. For example, the Arabs have suggested that the Suez Canal

could be opened to Israeli ships if the Palestine refugees were re-

patriated. The Israelis generally prefer a directly negotiated

settlement of each of the several issues. The Israelis have sug-

gested that an agreement on Suez Canal usage could be negotiated,

but a separate and unconnected negotiation should deal with the refugees.

2. A Survey of Peace Proposals for Palestine

The solutions or "peace plans" fall into three broad categories:

the "Greater State" plans; the "Lesser Palestine" plans; and "fait

accompli" or "status quo" plans. There have been several proposals

for a "Greater State" in the area. During World War I, the Arabs

envisioned a "Greater Arab State" that would have included the ter-

ritory of the current states of Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Israel, Jordan,

and Saudi Arabia, but the concept remained only a dream. For a brief

moment after World War I, there was a "Greater Syria" composed of

Syria, Lebanon, Israel, and Jordan, but this nebulous state evaporated
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in the face of European colonial designs and lack of Arab political

sophistication. Some pan-Arabists still maintain visions of a

form of a "Greater Arab State" or a "Greater Syria."

The League of Nations Mandates divided "Greater Syria" into

French-held Syria and a British-held Palestine. The original

Palestine Mandate was composed of the current states of Israel

and Jordan, or what might be called "Greater Palestine." After

World War I, some Jews maintained that "Greater Palestine" was

intended to become the Jewish state, or a "Greater Israel." Other

Zionists have referred to Biblical passages to describe a "Greater

Israel" extending into parts of Lebanon, Egypt, Syria, and Jordan.

And some Israelis have suggested since 1967 that all of the occupied

territories should be retained as a "Greater Israel." On the other

side, there are some Palestinians who want to create an Arab state

of "Greater Palestine," and there are a few Palestinians who would

add parts of Lebanon and Syria to their proposed state.

The British divided the original Palestine Mandate ("Greater

Palestine") into two states, Trans-jordan and Palestine, or what

might be called "Lesser Palestine." The second category of "peace

plans" involves Palestine and usually consists of schemes to divide

"Lesser Palestine" into Arab and Jewish segments. There have been
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suggestions to form a federated state of Palestine 
composed of two

autonomous regions, one Jewish and the other Arab. Other plans

have proposed dividing Palestine into two distinct and independent

states, one Arab and the other Jewish. Another approach has been

to keep "Lesser Palestine" whole, as a unitary Jewish state, 
as a

unitary Arab state, or as a neutralized, non-national state under

international control. The United Nations partition plan of 1947,

which called for two separate states, is the most pertinent of the

"Lesser Palestine" plans, since the attempts to implement the 
par-

tition plan resulted in the war of 1948-1949, which 
in turn is the

source of many of the current issues in the Arab-Israeli dispute.

The third category of "peace plans," the "status quo" or "fait

accompli" proposals, generally disregard suggested solutions from

the past and concentrate on the current situation. For example,

after the 1948-1949 war, the United Nations partition plan was

generally bypassed, and efforts to arrange a settlement focused 
on

the status quo lines drawn in the 1949 armistice 
agreements. After

the 1967 war, the 1949 armistice lines were 
forgotten and settlement

efforts concentrated on arranging new borders 
reflecting the new

situation. For the most part, the Israelis have favored "status quo"

and "fait accompli" solutions because the Israeli 
circumstance has

improved after each change in the Palestine conflict. 
Conversely,
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the Arabs prefer settlement proposals from the past since they want

to minimize Israeli gains.

3. The Search for Peace Since 1967

a. United Nations Resolution 242 and the Jarring Mission

The Fifth Emergency Session of the United Nations General

Assembly, which met in June and July 1967, did not produce a specific

proposal for peace in the Middle East, but did focus diplomatic ef-

forts on those areas where compromise was possible. In the interim

period between the end of the Emergency Session and the Security

Council passage of Resolution 242 on November 22, 1967, diplomats

were able to agree in private conversations and consultations on the

necessary compromise language and to formulate a generally acceptable

resolution. Consequently, when Gunnar Jarring, the Secretary-General's

appointee as Special Representative, began his mission in November 1967,

he was trying to gain Israeli and Arab acceptance of a set of compromise

principles for peace, not a specific plan for peace.

From November 1967 until April 1969, Ambassador Jarring tried to

resolve a conflict in interpretations between the Arabs and the Israelis.

Israel interpreted Resolution 242 as a broadly worded and loosely bind-

ing invitation to arrange direct negotiations. Israel saw Jarring's

role as that of a temporary intermediary who would arrange the initial

meetings of an Arab-Israeli peace conference. The Arabs interpreted
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Resolution 242 as a set of principles around which a peace would be

formed. Jarring's role in the Arab view was that of a negotiator of

a final settlement. Israel saw Jarring and 242 as a step toward

direct negotiations; the Arabs saw Jarring and 242 as the machinery

for indirect negotiations. The interpretations conflict remains

unresolved.

b. Four-Power and Two-Power Talks

In early 1969, it was apparent that Jarring could not

settle the Resolution 242 interpretations problem, and other events

-- the arms race, the Palestinian guerrilla activities and the threat

of expanded hostilities raised by the increasing numbers of raids

and attacks along the cease-fire lines -- made a change in the ap-

proach to a peace settlement desirable. In April 1969, the United

Nations Ambassadors of France, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union,

and the United States met in New York, and in mid-July, the Soviet

Union and the United States began a series of two-power talks. But

the four-power and two-power talks did not produce a framework for

peace. By the end of 1969, it appeared as though this second avenue

to peace was also blocked.

The United States privately offered a set of peace proposals in

October 1969 which were rejected by the Soviet Union (the American

plans were not made public). On December 9, 1969, the Secretary of

State publically outlined what he referred to as an American view of
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some of the ultimate goals of an Arab-Israeli settlement. The

Secretary's statement met with mixed reactions. In early 1970,

Ambassador Jarring tried again to resolve the interpretations

deadlock and again was unsuccessful. In the spring of 1970, the

increasingly frequent Israeli air attacks deep into Egypt and the

Egyptian artillery bombardments of Israeli positions along the

Suez Canal heightened the danger of another full-scale war. At

that point, the United States became involved in negotiations for

Suez Canal and Jordan River cease-fires.

c. The Suez Cease-Fire and the Interim Agreement

In a letter dated June 19, 1970, Secretary of State William

P. Rogers asked Israel, Jordan, and Egypt to agree to a cease-fire

and a resumption of the Jarring talks. The three states agreed and

the cease-fire along the Suez Canal went into effect August 8, 1970

(the cease-fire along the Jordan River frontier was still intact, and

only needed Israeli and Jordanian acceptance of the Rogers letter for

renewal). Shortly after the cease-fire began, both Egypt and Israel

complained that the standstill agreement prohibiting the movement of

troops and equipment into a 30-mile wide zone along the Suez Canal

was being violated, complaints later verified by the United States.

Israel sought an Egyptian withdrawal from the standstill zone, a

demand which Egypt rejected, and Israel then withdrew from the Jarring

talks.
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In January and February 1971, the Jarring talks resumed, after

an Israeli concession on its demand for Egyptian rectification of

the standstill violations. Jarring addressed similar aide memoires

to Israel and Egypt seeking commitments from the two governments to

a series of statements which, if accepted, would break the inter-

pretations deadlock. The answers from the two governments implied

that the deadlock remained.

Between 1967 and 1971, efforts to find a peace were directed

toward a comprehensive settlement of the whole Arab-Israeli problem.

In March-April-May 1971, the United States tried a different approach

-- to seek an interim agreement on only one problem in the hope that

small progress could be used as a stepping stone to a full settlement.

The United States proposed a partial Israeli withdrawal from the

Suez Canal, a reopening of the Canal to maritime traffic (including

Israeli), and the placing of aninternational peacekeeping force in a

demilitarized zone between the Israeli and Egyptian lines. Egypt and

Israel accepted the interim agreement suggestion, but could not agree

on such details as the distance Israel was to withdraw or the time

limit of a new cease-fire. The interim agreement idea lost momentum

in early autumn 1971.
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In November 1971, the Organization of African Unity sent a

four-man heads-of-state delegation to Israel and Egypt to seek

responses to a series of agreements on a Middle East peace, and while

the responses did not demonstrate a conclusive break in the negotiations

deadlock, they did raise prospects for other, similar peace missions.

In December 1971, the United Nations General Assembly reaffirmed the

Jarring mandate and charged Israel and Egypt with a responsibility to

reply favorably to Jarring' s aide memoire of February 1971. Thus,

at the beginning of 1972, the O.A.U. mission, the Jarring mission, and

the American interim agreement proposal remained potential alternatives

in the search for a settlement.
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II. Documents

UNITED NATIONS

1/
1. United Nations Security Council Resolution 242, November 22, 1967

(Note: The Resolution passed unanimously by the Security Council
on November 22, 1967 was the result of diplomatic compromises largely
arranged in the corridors of the U.N. Headquarters in New York rather
than through the debate and discussion of a plenary session. Apparent-
ly, some of the ambiguous phrases in the Resolution were purposely al-
lowed to stand in order to allow for interpretations by each of the
belligerents, and hence to gain their acceptance of the Resolution.
But it became clear in later months that those who drafted the Reso-
lution understood, at least among themselves, that certain passages
were to be read in certain ways. Thus, from comments by British and
American statesmen, it became apparent that the ambiguous phrase "with-
drawal from occupied territory" was intended to mean "some of the
occupied territory" and there were to be adjustments of the boundaries.

Syria did not accept the principles of Resolution 242, and re-
fused to meet officially with Ambassador Gunnar Jarring.)
"The Security Council,

"Expressing its continuing concern with the grave situation in the
Middle East.

"Emphasizing the inadmissibility of the acquisition.of territory by
war and the need to work for a just and lasting peace in which every State

in the area can live in security,

"Emphasizing further that all Member States in their acceptance of the

Charter of the United Nations have undertaken a commitment to act in

accordance with Article 2 of the Charter,

"1. Affirms that the fulfilment of Charter principles requires the
establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East which should
include the application of both the following principles:

(i) Withdrawal of Israel armed forces from territories occupied in the
recent conflict; -

(i) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for

and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and

political independence of every State in the area and their right
to live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries free from

threats or acts of force;

"2. Affirms further the necessity

(a) For guaranteeing freedom of navigation'through international
waterways in the area;

(b) For achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem;

1/ United Nations. Security Council. Report by the Secretary-

General on the Activities of the Special Representative to

the Middle East. S/10070, 4 January 1971.
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(c) For guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and politicalindependence of every State in the area, through measures including the
establishment of demilitarized zones;

"3. Requests the Secretary-General to designate a Special
Representative to proceed to the Middle East to establish andmaintain contacts with the States concerned in order to promote
agreement and assist efforts to achieve a peaceful and acceptedsettlement in accordance with the provisions and principles inthis resolution;

"4. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council onthe progress of the efforts of the Special Representative as soon aspossible.

;! "

* .*- ,*.L
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2. Special Representative Gunnar Jarring, Draft Letter to Israel,
2/

Jordan, and Egypt, March 1968

(Note: Generally, Israel interpreted Resolution 242 as a

means for arranging direct negotiations from which a peace would

emerge, while the Arabs interpreted 242 as a framework for a peace

to be arranged by the U.N. Special Representative through indirect

negotiations. To clarify the discrepancies, Ambassador Jarring

presented the following draft letter to Jordan, Israel, and Egypt

for their acceptance. The Arab acceptance was conditioned on an

Israeli-agreement to implement 242 as a framework for peace. The

Israeli acceptance was conditioned on an Arab agreement to direct

negotiations proceeding from 242.)

"The Governments of Israel and the United Arab Republic Lordaj
have both indicated to me that they accept Security Council resolution

242 (1967) of 22 November 1967 for achieving a peaceful and accepted

settlement of the Middle East question and intend to devise arrangements,
under my auspices, for the implementation of the provisions of

the resolution.

"The two Governments have expressed their willingness to

co-operate with me in my capacity as Special Dvepresentative of the Secretary-

General in the discharge of my tasks of promoting agreement and

achieving such a settlement.

"In view of the urgency of the situation and with a view to

expediting efforts to reach settlement, I have invited the two

Governments to meet with me, for conferences within the framework

of the Security Council resolution, in Nicosia. I have pleasure in

informing you that the two Governments have responded favourably
to this invitation."

2/ S/10070.
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3. Special Representative Gunnar Jarring, Questionnaire Sub-

mitted to Jordan, Israel, Egypt, and Lebanon, With Replies
3/

from the Governments, March 1969

Note: Ambassador Jarring submitted his questions to the States concerned

in the form of separate lists specifically addressed to each Government. Those

lists were, however, prepared froi a general list applicable to all the parties

and that list is, to save repetition, reproduced here. As some questions related

to provisions of Security Council resolution 242 (1967) which applied to only one

or some of the parties, the numbers of questions in the specific lists were not

always the same as those in the general list. Where the number of the answer

differs from that of the question in the general list, the latter number is added

in square brackets.

Specific lists of questions based on the following general list were

submitted by Ambassador Jarring to the Governments of the United Arab Republic

on 5 March, of Jordan on 8 March, of Israel on 9 March and of Lebanon on

14 March 1969.

A. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY THE SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE

Security Council resolution 242 (1967) sets out provisions and principles

in accordance with which a peaceful and accepted settlement of the Middle East

Question should be achieved. Some of these provisions would impose obligations

on both sides, some on one side, and some on the other. It has generally been

accepted that they should be regarded as a whole. The following questions designed

to elicit the attitude of the parties towards the provisions of the Security

Council resolution are based on this assumption and are to be understood in the

context that each provision is regarded as part of a "package deal".

1. Does Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) accept Security

Council resolution 242 (1967) for implementation for achieving a peaceful and

accepted settlement of the Middle East Question in accordance with the provisions

and principles contained in the resolution?

2. Does Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) agree to pledge

termination of all claims or states of belligerency with Jordan, Lebanon and

the United Arab Republic (Israel)?

3/ S/10070.
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3. Doca Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) agree to pldge rc.rpcct

for and acknowledgement of the covercignty, territorial integrity and political
independence of Jordan, Lebanon and the United Arab Republic (Israel)?

4. Does Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) accept the right of

Jordan, Lebanon and the United Arab Republic (Israel) to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force?

5. If so, what is the conception of secure and recognized boundaries held

by Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic)?

6. Does Israel agree to withdraw its armed forces from territories occupied
by it in the recent conflict?

7. Does the United Arab Republic agree to guarantee freedom of navigation for
Israet through international waterways in the area, in particular:

(a) through the Straits of Tiran, and

(b) through the Suez Canal?

8. Does Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) agree that, if a plan
for the just settlement of the refugee problem is worked out and presented to the
parties for their consideration, the acceptance in principle of such a plan by
the parties and the declaration of their intention to implement it in good faith
constitute sufficient implementation of this provision of the Security Council

resolution to justify the implementation of the other provisions?

9. Does Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) agree that the

territorial inviolability and political independence of the States in the area

should be guaranteed:

(a) by the establishment of demilitarized zones;

(b) through additional measures?

10. Does Israel agree that such demilitarized zones should include areas on
its side of its boundaries?

11. Does Jordan agree that a demilitarized zone should be established in

Jordanian territory from which Israel armed forces have been withdrawn?

12. Does the United Arab Republic agree that a demilitarized zone should be

established:

(a) at Sharm-el-Sheilh;

(b) in other parts of the Sinai peninsula?



CRS-15

13. Does Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) agree that

demilitarization of such zones should be supervised and maintained by the

United Nations?

14. Would Israel (Jordan, Lebanon, United Arab Republic) accept as a final

act of agreement on all provisions a mutually signed multilateral document

which would incorporate the agreed conditions for a just and lasting peace?

*. .~*
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B. REPLY OF THE GOVEIRNiMENT OF ISRAEL

(Handed to Ambassador Jarring in Jerusalem by the inister for Foreign

Affairs on 2 April 1969)

Jerusalem, 2 April 1969

Dear Ambassador Jarring,

Israel's position on all the subjects raised in your eleven questions has been

stated in detail in my address to the General Assembly of 8 October 1968, and in

the memoranda presented to you on 15 October 1968 and 4 November 1968.

I now enclose specific replies, in an affirmative spirit to the questions as

formulated. It is my understanding that on the basis of the answers received from

the three governments you propose to pursue further mutual clarifications in an

effort to promote agreement on all the matters at issue in accordance with your

mandate. We are ready to join in this process at any appropriate place.

Israel's statements of attitude, including her replies to these questions,

has taken into account recent developments in Arab policy including the speeches

recently delivered by President Nasser and other Arab leaders. We have noted the

specific and emphatic reiteration of their refusal to make peace with Israel, to

recognize Israel, to negotiate with Israel, to cease terrorist attacks on Israel

cr to admit the possibility of sovereign co-existence in any field. It would appear

at this time that the effective negation by the UAR of the principles of the

Charter and of the Security Council's Resolution is obvious and vehement. We hope

that this policy, to which effect is given every day, will change; but these

authoritative statements have caused deep concern and have intensified the tension

which we would have wished to see relieved.

It is also our view that highly publicized encounters by four member States

have weakened the attention which should have been concentrated on the efforts of

the parties themselves to move towards agreement. They are causing a duplication

and dispersal of effort. They have also encouraged a wrong impression in some

quarters that a solution can be sought outside the region and without its

governments. Israel recognizes your mission as the authoritative international

framework within which peace between the States in the Middle East should be

promoted.
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I recall the idea which we discussed some weeks ago that the Foreign
llinisters of the three governments should meet with you soon at a suitable place

to pursue the promotion of agreement. As you will remember, I reacted positively
to this idea. I wish to reaffirm that Israel will continue to co-operate with
you in the fulfilment of your mission.

Yours sincerely,

(Signed) Abba EBAN

Answer to Question One:

Israel accepts the Security Council resolution (242) for the promotion
of agreement on the establishment of a just and lasting peace, to be reached by
negotiation and agreements between the governments concerned. Implementation
of agreements should begin when agreement has been concluded on all their
provisions.

Answer to Question Two:

It is the Arab States, not Israel which claimed and originated states of
belligerency. They declared themselves for two decades to be in a state of
unilateral war with Israel. It is therefore primarily incumbent upon them to
terminate the state of war with Israel.

On the establishment of peace with her Arab neighbours, Israel agrees to the
termination, on a reciprocal basis, of all claims or states of belligerency with
each State with which peace is established. A declaration specifying each State
by name would be made by Israel in each case.

The corresponding statement by any Arab State must specifically renounce
belligerency "with Israel" and not "with any state in the area". Legal
obligations must be specific in regard to those by whom they are bound.

Renunciation of belligerency includes the cessation of all maritime
interference, the cessation of boycott measures' involving third parties; the
annulment of reservations made by Arab States on the applicability to Israel of
their obligations under international conventions to which they have adhered;
non-adherence to political and military alliances and pacts directed against
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Israel or including States unwilling to renounce claims or states of belligerency

with Israel and maintain peaceful relations with it; the non-stationing of armed

forces of such other States on the territory of the contracting States and

the prohibition and prevention in the territory of Arab States of all preparations,

actions or expeditions by irregular or para-military groups or by individuals

directed against the lives, security or property of Israel in any part of the

world.

. The last stipulation is without prejudice to the fact that the responsibility

of Arab governments for preventing such activities is legally binding under the

cease-fire established by the parties in June 1967.

Answer to Question Three:

Israel agrees to respect and acknowledge the sovereignty, territorial

integrity and political independence of neighbouring Arab States; this principle

would be embodied in peace treaties establishing agreed boundaries.

Answer to Question Four:

Israel accepts the right of Jordan, Lebanon, the United Arab Republic and

other neighbouring States to live in peace within secure and recognized

boundariesfree from threats or acts of force. Explicit and unequivocal

reciprocity is Israel's only conditions for this acceptance. "Acts of force"

include all preparations, actions or expeditions by irregular or para-military

groups or by individuals directed against the life, security or property of

Israel in any part of the world.

Answer to Question Five:

Secure and recognized boundaries have never yet existed between Israel and

the Arab States; accordingly,they should now be established as part of the

peace-making process. The cease-fire should be replaced by peace treaties

establishing permanent, secure and recognized boundaries as agreed upon through

negotiation between the governments concerned.
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Answer to Question Six:

When permanent, secure and recognized boundaries are agreed upon and

established between Israel and each of the neighbouring Arab States, the

disposition of forces will be carried out in full accordance with the boundaries

determined in the peace treaties.

Answer to Question Seven: generall question 87

The refugee problem was caused by the wars launched against Israel by Arab

States, and has been perpetuated through the refusal of Arab States to

establish peaceful relations with Israel. In view of the human problems involved

in this issue Israel has expressed its willingness to give priority to the

attainment of an agreement for the solution of this problem through regional and

international co-operation. We believe that agreement could be sought even in

advance of peace neogitations. We suggest that a conference of Middle Eastern

States should be convened, together with the Governments contribution to refugee

relief and the Specialized Agencies of the United Nations, in order to chart a

five-year plan for the solution of the refugee problem in the framework of a lasting

peace and the integration of refugees into productive life. This conference can be

called in advance of peace negotiaticns.

Joint refugee integration and rehabilitation commissions should be established

by the governments concerned in order to work out agreed projects for refugee

integration on a regional basis with international assistance.

In view of the special humanitarian nature of this issue we do not make

agreemEnt on plans for a solution of the refugee problem contingent on agreement

on any o-ther aspect of the Middle Eastern problem. For the same reason it should

not be invoked by Arab States to obstruct agreement on other problems.

Answer to Question Eight: /general question 97

The effective guarantee for the territorial inviolability and political

independence of States lies in the strict observance by the governments of their

treaty obligations. In the context of peace providing for full respect for

the sovereignty of States and the establishment of agreed boundaries,' other

security measures may be discussed by the contracting governments.
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Answer to Questions Nine and Ten: /Veneral questions 10 and 137

Without prejudice to what is stated in answer to Question Eight, it is
pointed out that experience has shown that the measures mentioned in Questions
Nine and Ten have not prevented the preparation and carrying out of aggression
against Israel.

Answer to Question Eleven: /general question 147

Peace must be juridically expressed, contractually defined and reciprocally
binding in accordance with established norms of international law and practice.
Accordingly, Israel's position is that the peace should be embodied in bilateral
peace treaties between Israel and each Arab State incorporating all the agreed
conditions for a just and lasting peace. The treaties, once signed and ratified,
should be registered with the Secretariat of the United Nations in accordance with
Article 102 of the United Nations Charter.

2 April 1969
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C . REPLY OF THE GrVERIMEKT OF JORDAN

(Received by Ambassaclor Jarring in Nicosia on 24 March 1969)

23 March 1969

Your Excellency,

Following are the answers of my Government to the questions which you

presented to us in Amman, on Saturday, 8 March 1969. The answers as numbered,

hereunder, correspond. to your questions.

These answers explain my Government's position, which position has

repeatedly been stated to Your Excellency throughout our past meetings.

May I take this opportunity to express to you my continued sincere wishes

for your success in the important mission with which you are entrusted.

Yours sincerely,

(Signed) Abdul Monem RIFA'I
Minister of Foreign Affairs

His Excellency,
Ambassador Gunnar Jarring
Special Representative to

The Secretary-General of
The United Nations.
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Answer (1)

Jordan, as it has declared before, accepts the Security Council resolution
242 (1967) and is ready to implement it in order to achieve a peaceful and
accepted settlement in accordance with the provisions and principles contained
in the resolution.

Answer (2)

Jordan agrees to pledge termination of all claims or states of belligerency.
Such a pledge becomes effective upon withdrawal of Israeli forces from all Arab
territories which Israel occupied as a result of its aggression of 5 June 1967.

A pledge by Israel to terminate the state of belligerency would be
meaningful only when Israel withdraws its forces from all Arab territories it
occupied since.5 June 1967.

Answer (3)

On 5 June 1967 Israel launched its aggression against three Arab States,
violating their sovereignty and territorial integrity. Agreement to pledge
respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
political independence of every State in the area requires the termination by
Israel of its occupation and the withdrawal of its forces from all the Arab
territories it occupied as a result of its aggression of 5 June.

Answer (4)

Jordan accepts the right of every State in the area to live in peace within
secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force, provided
that Israel withdraws its forces from all Arab territories it occupied since
5 June 1967, and implements the Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967.

Answer (5)

When the question of Palestine was brought before the United Nations in 1947,
the General Assembly adopted its resolution 181 (II.) of 29 November 1947 for
the partition of Palestine and defined Israel's boundaries.
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Answer (6) g-eneral question 87

It has always been our position that the just settlement of the refugee

problem is embodied in paragraph 11 of the General Assembly resolution 194 of

December 1948 which has been repeatedly reaffirmed by each and every

General Assembly session ever since its adoption.

If a plan on the basis of that paragraph is presented for consideration to

the parties concerned, its acceptance by the parties and the declaration of their

intention to implement it in good faith, with adequate guarantees for its full

implementation, would justify the implementation of the other provisions of the

resolution.

Answer (7) (8) general questions 9 and 117

We do not believe that the establishment of demilitarized zones is a

necessity. However, Jordan shall not oppose the establishment of such zones if
they are astride the boundaries.

Answer (9) general question 157

In case demilitarized zones are established Jordan accepts that such zones be

supervised and maintained by the United Nations.

Answer (10) general question 147

In view of our past experience with Israel and her denunciation of four
agreements signed by her with Arab States we consider that the instrument to be
signe4-by Jordan engaging her to carry out her obligations, would be addressed
to the Security Council. Israel would likewise sign and address to the

Security Council an instrument engaging her to carry out her obligations

emanating from the Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967. The

endorsement by the Security Council of these documents would constitute the final.
multilateral act of agreement.
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D. REPLY OF THE GOVERNMENT OF LEBANON

(Received by Ambassador Jarring in Moscow on 21 April 1969)

Translated from French7

In reply to the questionnaire which Your Excellency addressed to me on

14 March 1969, I have the honour, on behalf of the Lebanese Government, to inform

you of the following:

Lebanon is essentially involved in the general context of the Israeli-Arab

conflict - and, therefore, in the consequences of the war launched by Israel on

5 June 1967 - because of its brotherly solidarity with the Arab States and of the

threats which are constantly directed at it by Israel.

Lebanon is justified in considering, however, that the armistice agreement

which it concluded with Israel on 23 March 1949 remains valid, as indicated in its

message of 10 June 1967 to the Chairman of the Mixed Armistice Commission and as

confirmed by U Thant, Secretary-General of the United Nations, in his report to

the General Assembly of 19 September 1967. In that report, Mr. Thant, referring

to the actual text of the agreement, said that it could be revised or suspended

only by mutual consent. In view of Lebanon's circumstances, now and in the past,

the armistice lines have, of course, never been changed. These lines, it should

be noted, correspond to the frontiers of Lebanon which have always been

internationally recognized in bilateral and multilateral diplomatic instruments

as well as by the League of Nations and the United Nations. Lebanon participated

actively in the drafting of the United Nations Charter and was admitted in its

prearmnt form and structure to membership in the Organization. Its frontiers have

not undergone any de facto or de jure alteration as a result of the cease-fire

decisions taken by the Security Council after 5 June 1967.

It may be appropriate to state the above-mentioned facts, more particularly

with a view to explaining the nature and character of the only reply which we are

in a position to give to the questionnaire sent to us by Your Excellency on

14 March 1969.
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In this reply, which reflects the Position taken by Lebanon at inter-Arab
conferences, we proclaim Lebanor's support of the Position of the Arab States
whose territory has been occupied by Israel and which have
Council's decision of 22 November 1967.

The present note is consistent with the spirit of the talks which you have
already held with various Lebanese officials.

Accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

(Signed) Yousset SALEM
Minister for Foreign Affairs
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E. REPLY OF THE GOVEUNMFNT OF THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

(Handed to Ambassador Jarring in Cairo by the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the United Arab Republic on 27 March 1969)

The memorandum handed to you on 5 March 1969 during your recent visit to
Cniro clearly expresses the realities of the present situation. In its
items 1 to 7, the memort-ndum gives a clear restatement of the position of the
United Arab Republic which is based on the acceptance of the Security Council
resolution 242 of 22 November 1967, and its readiness to carry out the
obligations emanating therefrom.

The memorandum also clearly expounds Israel's persistance in rejecting
the Security Council resolution and its refusal to carry out its obligations
emanating from it as well as Israel's plans for annexation of Arab lands
through war; a policy not only prohibited by the Charter of the United Nations
but also violates the Security Council resolution which specifically emphasizes
the inadmissability of the acquisition of territory by war. It has become
obvious that Israel, in its endeavour to realize its expansionist aims, is no
longer satisfied with the actual rejection of the Security Council resolution
but actively works against it.

The same memorandum also states Israel's expansion plan as revealed by the
quoted statements of Israeli leaders. This plan aims at:

1. Annexation of Jerusalem;

2. Keeping the Syrian Heights under its occupation;

3. Occupation of the West Bank in Jordan and its complete domination,
practically terminating Jordan's sovereignty in that part;

4. Economic and administrative integration of the Gaza strip into Israel
and the systematic eviction of its inhabitants;

5. Occupation of Sharm El-Sheikh and the Gulf of Aqaba area as well as
the continued military presence in eastern part of Sinai;

6. The establishment of Israeli settlements in occupied territories.
This Israeli position constitutes a flagrant violation and clear rejection

of the Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967 and of the peaceful
settlement for which it provides.
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- In the light of these undeniable facts, I find it incumbent upon me to state
categorically, at the outset of the replies to the specific questions you
addressed to the United Arab Republic on 5 March 1969, that all the answers
of the United Arab Rejublic, which reaffirm its acceptance of the Security Council
rerelution and its readiness to carry out the obligations emanating from it
require, likewise, that Israel accept the resolution and carry out all its
obligations emanating from it and in particular withdrawal from all Arab
territories it occupied as a result of its aggression of 5 June 1967.

Question (1)

The United Arab Republic, as it has declared before, accepts the Security
Council resolution 242 (1967) and is ready to implement it in order to achieve
a peaceful and accepted settlement in accordance with the provisions and
principles contained therein.

Question (2)

The United Arab Republic agrees to pledge termination of all claims or
state of belligerency. Such a pledge becomes effective upon withdrawal of
Israel's forces from all Arab territories occupied as a result of Israel's
aggression of 5 June 1967.

A declaration by Israel terminating the state of belligerency would be
meaningful only when Israel withdraws her forces from all Arab territories it
occupied since 5 June 1967.

Question (3)

On 5 June 1967, Israel launched its aggression against three Arab States
violating their sovereignty and territorial integrity. Acceptance by the
United Arab Republic to pledge respect for and acknowledgement of the
sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence of every State in
the area requires the termination by Israel of its occupation and the withdrawal
of its forces from all the Arab territories it occupied as a result of its
aggression of 5 June, and the full implementation of the Security Council
resolution of 22 November 1967.
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Question (4)

The United Arab Republic accepts the right of every State in the area to live

in peace within secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of

force, provided that Israel withdraws its forces from all Arab territories

occupied as a result of its aggression of 5 June 1967, and implements the

Security Council resolution of 22 November 1967.

Question (5)

When the question of Palestine was brought before the United Nations in

1947, the General Assembly adopted its resolution 181 of 29 November 1947, for

the partition of Palestine and defined Israel's boundaries.

Question (6) general question 7f

We have declared our readiness to implement all the provisions of the

Security Council resolution covering, inter alia, the freedom of navigation in

international waterways in the area; provided that Israel, likewise, implements

all provisions of the Security Council resolution.

Question (7) /General question 7

It has always been our position that the just settlement of the refugee

problem is embodied in paragraph 11 of the General Assembly resolution 194 of

December 1948, which has been unfailingly reaffirmed by each and every General

Assembly session ever since its adoption.

If a plan on the basis of that paragraph is presented for consideration to

the parties concerned, its acceptance by the parties and the declaration of their

intention to implement it in good faith, with adequate guarantees for its full

implementation would justify the implementation of the other provisions of the

Security Council resolution.

questions (8), (2) General questions 9 and 12/

We do not believe that the establishment of demilitarized zones is a

necessity. However, the United Arab Republic will not oppose the establishment

of such zones if they are astride the boundaries.
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Question (10) /General question 132

In case demilitarized zones are established the United Arab Republic accepts
that such zones be supervised and maintained by the United Nations.

Question (11) Senera question 19

In view of our past experience with Israel and her denunciation of four
agreements signed by her with Arab States, we consider that the instrumentto be signed by the United Arab Republic engaging her to carry out her
obligations, should be addressed to the Security Council. Israel should,
likewise, sign and address to the Security Council an instrument engaging herto carry out her obligations emanating from the Security Council Resolution of22 November 1967. The endorsement by the Security Council of these documentswould constitute the final multilateral document.

Cairo, 27 March 1969
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4. United Nations General Assembly Resolution 2628, November 4, 1970

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Without referring to a Main Committee (A/L.602/Rev.2 and Rev.2/Add.l)f

2628 (XXV). The situation in the Middle East

The General Assembly,

Seriously concerned that the continuation of the present grave and

deteriorating situation in the Middle East constitutes a serious threat to

international peace and security,

Reaffirming that no territorial acquisition resulting from the threat or use

of force Shall be recognized,

Deplorirng the continued occupation of the Arab territories since 5 June 1967,
Seriously concerned that Security Council resolution 242 (1967) of

22 November 1967, which was unanimously adopted and which provides for a peaceful

settlement of the situation in the Middle East, has not yet been implemented,
Having considered the item entitled "The situation in the Middle East",

1. Reaffirms that the acquisition of territories by force is inadmissible

and that, consequently, territories thus occupied must be restored;

2. Reaffirms that the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the

Middle East should include the application of both the following principles:

-a) Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the

)recent- conflict;

(b) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for and

acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political

independence of every State in the area and its right to live in peace within

secure and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force;
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3e. Recognizes 'that respect for the rights of the Palestinians is anindispensable element in the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East;

4. Urges the speedy implementation of Security Council resolution
.242 (1967), which provides for the peaceful settlement of the situation in theIMiddle East, in all its parts.;

5. Calls upon the parties directly concerned to instruct their
representatives to resume contact with the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General in order to enable him to carry out. at the earliest possible
date, his mandate for the implementation of the Security Council resolution in
all its parts;

6. Recommends to the parties that they extend the cease-fire for a period
of three months in order that they may enter into talks under the auspices of
the Special Representative of the Secretary-General with a view to giving effect
to Security Council resolution 242 (1967);

7. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council within
a period of two months, and to the General Assembly as appropriate, on the efforts
of the Special Representative and on the implementation of Security Council
resolution 242 (1967);

8. Requests the Security Council to consider, if necessary, making
arrangements, under the relevant Articles of the Charter of the United Nations,
to ensure the implementation of its resolution.

1896th plenary meeting,
4 November 1970.
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5. Special Representative Gunnar Jarring, Aide-Memoire Sent to
4/

Israel and Egypt, With Replies from the Governments, February 1971

- AIDE-MEMOIRE PRESENTED TO ISRAEL AND THE UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC
BY AMBASSADOR JARRING ON 8 FEBRUARY 1971 a/

I have been following with a mixture of restrained optimism and growing

concern the resumed discussions under my auspices for the purpose of arriving at

a peaceful settlement of the Middle East question. My restrained optimism arises

from the fact that in my view the parties are seriously.defining their positions

and wish to move forward to a permanent peace. My growing concern is that each

side unyieldingly insists that the other make certain commitments before being

ready to proceed to the stage of formulating the provisions to be included in a

final peace agreement. There is, as I see it, a serious risk that we shall find

ourselves in the same deadlock as existed during the first three years of my

mission.

I therefore feel that I should at this stage make clear my views on what

I believe to be the necessary steps to be taken in order to achieve a peaceful

and accepted settlement in accordance with the provisions and principles of

Security Council resolution 242 (1967), which the parties have agreed to carry

out in all its parts.

I have come to the conclusion that the only possibility to break the

imminent deadlock arising from the differing views of Israel and the United Arab

Republic as to the priority to be given to commitments and undertakings 
- which

seems to me to be the real cause for the present immobility - is for me to seek

from each side the parallel and simultaneous commitments which seem to be

inevitable prerequisites of an eventual peace settlement between them. It should

thereafter be possible to proceed at once to formulate the Irovisions and terms

of a peace agreement not only for those topics covered by the commitments, but

with equal priority for other topics,. and in particular the refugee question.

Specifically, I wish to request the Governments of Israel and the United

Arab Republic to make to me at this stage the following prior commitments

simultaneously and on condition that the other party makes its commitment and

a/ In presenting the aide-memoire, Ambassador Jarring added the following

interpretation:

"I interpret practical security measures in the Sharm sl-Sheikh

area for guaranteeing freedom of navigation through the Straits of

Tiran to mean arrangements for stationing a United Nations force in

the area for this purpose."

4/ United Nations. -General Assembly and Security Council. Report

of the Secretary-General on the Activities of the Special Repre-

sentative to the Middle East. A/8541 or S/10403. November 30,

1971.
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subject to the eventual satisfactory determination of all other aspects of a
peace settlement, including in particular a just settlement of the refugee
problem:

Israel would give a commitment to withdraw its forces from occupied
United Arab Republic territory to the former international boundary between
Egypt and the British Mandate of Palestine on the understanding that
satisfactory arrangements are made for:

(a) Establishing demilitarized zones;

(b) Practical security arrangements in the Sharm el Sheikh area for
guaranteeing freedom of navigation through the Straits of Tiran; and

(c) Freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal.

The United Arab Republic would give a commitment to enter into a peace
agreement with Israel and to make explicitly therein to Israel, on a reciprocal
basis, undertakings and acknowledgements covering the following subjects:

(a) Termination of all claims or states of belligerency;

(b) Respect for and acknowledgement of each other's sovereignty,
territorial integrity and political independence;

(c) Respect for and acknowledgement of each other's right to live in
peace within secure and recognized boundaries;

(d) Responsibility to do all in their power to ensure that acts of
belligerency or hostility do not originate from or are not committed from within
their respective territories against the population, citizens or property of the
other party; and

(e) Non-interference in each other's domestic affairs.

In making the above-mentioned suggestion I am conscious that I am requesting
.both sides to make serious commitments but I am convinced that the present
situation requires me to take this step.
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AIDE-MEMOIRE PRESENTED TO AMBASSADOR JARRING BY THE
UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC ON 15 FEBRUARY 1971

The United Arab Republic has informed Your Excellency, that it accepts to
to carry out - on a reciprocal basis - all its obligations as provided for in
Security Council resolution 242 (1967) with a view to achieving a peaceful
settlement in the Middle East. On the same basis, Israel should carry out all its
obligations contained in this resolution.

Referring to your aide-memoire of 8 February 1971, the United Arab Republic
would give a commitment covering the following:

1. Termination of all claims of states of belligerency;

2. Respect for and acknowledgement of each other's sovereignty, territorial
integrity and political independence;

3. Respect for and acknowledgement of each other's right to live in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries;

4. Responsibility to do all in their power to ensure that acts of
belligerency or hostility do not originate from or are committed from within the
respective territories against the population, citizens or property of the other
party; and

5. Non-interference in each other's domestic affairs.

The United Arab Republic would also give a commitment that:

6. It ensures the freedom of navigation in the Suez Canal in accordance
with the 1888 Constantinople Convention;

7. It ensures the freedom of navigation in the Straits of Tiran in accordance
with the principles of international law;

8. It accepts the stationing of a United Nations Peace-keeping Force in the
Sharm el Sheikh; and

9. To guarantee the peaceful settlement and the territorial inviolability of
every State in the area, the United Arab Republic would accept:

(a) The establishment of demilitarized zones astride the borders in equal
distances;

(b) The establishment of a United Nations Peace-keeping Force in which the
four permanent members of the Security Council would participate.
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Israel should, likewise, give a commitment to implement all the provisions
of Security Council resolution 242 (1967). Hence, Israel should give a commitment
covering the following:

1. Withdrawal of its armed forces from Sinai and the Gaza Strip;

2. Achievement of a just settlement for the refugee problem in accordance
with United Nations resolutions;

3. Termination of all claims of states of belligerency;

4. Respect for and acknowledgement of each other's sovereignty, territorial
integrity and political independence;

5. Respect for and acknowledgement of each other's right to live in peace
within secure and recognized boundaries;

6. Responsibility to do all in their power to ensure that acts of belligerency
or hostility do not originate from or are committed from within the respective
territories against the population, citizens or property of the other party; and

7. Non-interference in each other's domestic affairs; and

8. To guarantee the peaceful settlement and the territorial inviolability of
every State in the area, Israel would accept:

(a) The establishment of demilitarized zones astride the borders in equal
distances;

(b) The establishment of a United Nations Peace-keeping Force in which the
four permanent members of the Security Council would participate.

When Israel gives these commitments, the United Arab Republic will be ready
to enter into a peace agreement with Israel containing all the afore-mentioned
obligations as provided for in Security Council resolution 242 (1967).

The United Arab Republic considers that the just and lasting peace cannot be
realized without the full and scrupulous implementation of Security Council
resolution 242 (1967) and the withdrawal of the Israeli armed forces from all the
territories occupied since 5 June 1967.
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COMMUNICATION PRESENTED TO AMBASSADOR JARRING
BY ISRAEL ON 26 FEBRUARY 1971

Pursuant to our meetings on 8 February and 17 February, I am instructed to
convey to you, and through you to the United Arab Republic, the following:

Israel views favourably the expression by the United Arab Republic of its
readiness to enter into a peace agreement with Israel and reiterates that it is
prepared for meaningful negotiations on all subjects relevant to a peace agreement
between the two countries.

The Government of Israel wishes to state that the peace agreement to be
concluded between Israel and the United Arab Republic should, inter alia, include
the provisions set 'out below.

A. Israel would give undertakings covering the following:

1. Declared and explicit decision to regard the conflict between Israel
and the United Arab Republic as finally ended, and termination of all claims and
states of war and acts of hostility or belligerency between Israel and the United
Arab Republic;

2. Respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity
and political independence of the United Arab Republic;

3. Respect for and acknowledgement of the right of the United Arab Republic
to live in peace within secure and recognized boundaries;

4.. Withdrawal of Israel armed forces from the Israel-United Arab Republic
cease-fire line to the secure, recognized and agreed boundaries to be established
in the peace agreement. Israel will not withdraw to the pre-5 June 1967 lines;

5. In the matter of the refugees and the claims of both parties in this
connexion, Israel is prepared to negotiate with the Governments directly involved
on:

(a) The payment of compensation for abandoned lands and property;

(b) Participation in the planning of the rehabilitation of the refugees in
the region. Once the obligation of the parties towards the settlement of the
refugee issue have been agreed neither party shall be under claims from the other
inconsistent with its sovereignty;

6. The responsibility for ensuring that no war-like act, or act of violence
by any organization, group or individual originates from or is committed in the
territory of Israel against the population, armed forces or property of the
United Arab Republic;



CRS-37

7. Non-interference in the domestic affairs of the United Arab Republic;

8. Non-participation by Israel in hostile alliances against the UnitedArab Republic and the prohibition of stationing of troops of other parties whichmaintain a state of belligrency agmrinst the United Arab Republic.

B. The United Arab Republic undertakings in the peace agreement with Israelwould include:

1. Declared and explicit decision to regard the conflict between the UnitedArab Republic and Israel as finally ended and termination of all claims and statesof war and acts of hostility or belligerency between the United Arab Republic andIsrael;

2. Respect for and acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrityand political independence of Israel;

3. Respect for and acknowledgement of the right of Israel to live in peacewithin secure and recognized boundaries to be determined in the peace agreement;

4. The responsibility for ensuring that no war-like act, or act of violenceby any organization, group or individual originates from or is committed in theterritory of the United Arab Republic against the population, armed forces orproperty of Israel;

5. Non-interference in the domestic affairs of Israel;

6. An explicit undertaking to guarantee free passage for Israel ships andcargoes through the Suez Canal;

7. Termination of economic warfare in all its manifestations, includingboycott, and of interference in the normal international relations of Israel;

8. Non-participation by the United Arab Republic in hostile alliancesagainst Israel and the prohibition of stationing of troops of other parties whichmaintain a state of belligerency against Israel.

The United Arab Republic and Israel should enter into a peace agreement witheach other to be expressed in a binding treaty in accordance with normalinternational law and precedent, and containing the above undertakings.

The Government of Israel believes that now that the United Arab Republic hasthrough Ambassador Jarring expressed its willingness to enter into a peaceagreement with Israel, and both parties have presented their basic positions, theyshould now pursue their negotiations in a detailed and concrete manner withoutprior conditions so as to cover all the points listed in their respectivedocuments with a view to concluding ,a peace agreement.
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6. United Nations General Assembly, Resolution 2799, December 13, 1971

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Without reference to a Main Committee (A/L.650/Rev.l,)

2799 (XXVI). The situation in the Middle East

The General Assembly,

Deeply concerned at the continuation of the grave situation prevailing in the

Middle East, particularly since the conflict of June 1967, which constitutes a

serious threat to international peace and security,

Convinced that Security Council resolution 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967

should be implemented immediately in all its parts in order to achieve a just and

lasting peace in the Middle East in which every State in the area can live in

security,

Determined that the territory of a State shall not be the object of occupation

or acquisition by another State resulting from the threat or use of force, which is

contrary to the Charter of the United Nations and to the principles enshrined in

Security Council resolution 242 (1967) as well as in the Declaration on the

Strengthening of International Security adopted by the General Assembly on

16 December 1970, 1/

Expressing its appreciation of the efforts of the Committee of African Heads of

State undertaken in pursuance of the resolution adopted-on 23 June 1971 by the

Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity,

1/ General Assembly resolution 27 34 (XXV).
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Gravely concerned at the continuation of Israel's occupation of the Arab

territories since 5 June 1967,

Having considered the item entitled "The situation in the Middle East",

1. Reaffirms that the acquisition of territories by force is inadmissible

and that, consequently, territories thus occupied must be restored;

2. Reaffirms that the establishment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle

East should include the application of both the following principles:

(a). Withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the recent

conflict;

(b). Termination of all claims or states of belligerency and respect for and

acknowledgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence.

of every State in the area and its right to live in peace within secure and

recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to take the necessary measures to

reactivate the mission of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General

to the Middle East in order to promote agreement and assist efforts'to reach a

peace agreement as envisaged in the Special Representative's aide-memoire of

8 February 19712/

4. Expresses its full support for all the efforts of the Special

Representative to implement Security Council resolution 242 (1967);

5. Notes with appreciation the positive reply given by Egypt to the\ Special

Representative's initiative for establishing a just and lasting peace in the Middle

East;

6. Calls upon Israel to respond. favourably to the Special Representative's

peace initiative;

7. Further invites the parties to the Middle East conflict to give their

full co-operation to the Special Representative in order to work out practical

measures for:

(a) Guaranteeing freedom of navigation through-'international waterways

in the area;

2/ A/8541-S/10403, annex I.
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(b) Achieving a just settlement of the refugee problem;
(c) Guaranteeing the territorial inviolability and political independence

of every State in the area;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Security. Council and to
the General Assembly, as appropriate, on the progress made by the Special
Representative in the implementation of Security Council resolution 242 (1967)
and of the present resolution;

9. Requests the Security Council to consider, if necessary, making
arrangements, under the relevant Articles of the Charter- of the United Nations,
with regard to the implementation of its resolution.

2016th plenary meeting,
13 December 1971.
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ISRAEL

5/
7. "Agenda for Peace," December 27, 1967

(Note: The Government of Israel submitted to Special Repre-
sentative Gunnar Jarring the following "agenda for peace" for the
discussions with Egypt under General Assembly Resolution 242 of
November 22, 1967.)

"1. Political and juridical problems: The replacement of cease-fire
arrangements by peace treaties ending the state of belligerency, ending
all hostile acts and threats and embodying a permanent undertaking of
mutual non-aggression.

"2. Territorial and security problems: The determination of agreed
territorial boundaries and security arrangements. Agreement on this
measure would determine the deployment of armed forces after the
cease-fire.

"3. Navigation problems: Practical methods should be discussed for
ensuring free navigation for all states including Israel in the Suez
Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba when the cease-fire is replaced by peace.
In the light of tragic experience, it is evident that international
declarations cannot by themselves solve this problem. Concrete
measures and guarantees are required.

"4. Economic problems: Proposals for terminating boycott practices
and irstitutir.g normal economic relations."

(Note: In addition, Israel suggested the following agenda items
for the discussiQns with Jordan.)

"Humanitarian problems: In the proposed negotiation, high priority
should be given to a solution of the refugee problem with
international and regional co-operation.

"Religious and historical sites: Access to sites of special religious
significance should be discussed. The Government of Israel clarified
its views on this subject in several verbal and written communications
to the United Nations."

"In the meantime, it is urgent that breaches of the cease-fire and
activities by El Fatah and other such organizations should be
suppressed and every effort made on both sides to avoid exchanges
of fire."

5/ S/10070.
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8. Foreign Minister Abba Eban, Statement Before the United Nations

6/
General Assembly, October 8, 1968 (excerpts)

I come to enumerate the nine principles by which peace can be achieved:

(1) THE ESTABLISHMENT OF PEACE

The situation to follow the cease-tire must be a just and lasting peace. duly
ne.-otiated and contractually exlpressed.

l'eace is not a mere absence of fighting. It is a positive and clearly defined re-
Litionship with far-reaching political, practical, and juridical consequences. We
propose that the peace settlement be embodied in treaty form. It should lay
down the precise conditions of our coexistence, including a map of the secure
and agreed boundary. The essence of peace is that it commits both parties to the
proposition that their 20-year-old conflict, is at a permanent end. Peace is much
more than what is called nonbelligerency. The elimination of belligerency is ne
of several conditions which compose the establishment of a just and lasting
peace. If there had previously been peace between the states of our area and
temporary hostilities had erupted, it might have been sufficient to terminate
belligerency and to return to the previously existing peace. But the Arab-Israel
a rea has had no peace. There is nothing normal or legitimate or established to
wlich to return. The peace structure must be built from its foundations. The
parties must. define affirmatively what their relations shall be, not only what
they will have ceased to be. The Security Council too called for the establishment
of liewe and not for any intermediate or ambiguous or fragmentary arrangement
such as that which had exploded in 1967.

(2) SECURE AND RECO(;NIZED BOUNDARIES

Within the framework of leace we are willing to replace tlie vease-tire lines
by pe rmma euinet secure amud recogmiized bound:i ries 1betweeni Israel a;niid eacl of the
neiuglboriing Arab States, anld to carry out the disposition of forces ill full nirr
withi tle Ibuida ries agreed under tie final peace. By this nieaiis tie central iur-
poses of the Secunity Concil resolution of 19G7 will be fulfilled. We are willing
to seek .iiri' meit, wit h each Arab State on secure and recognized boundaries
wit iin a fraiework of permnaieint peace.

It is possible to work out a boundary settlenient compatible wizh ihe st'cnr
of Israel a) d vithI the liouior of the Arat Stat es. After 20 years it is time tit
Middle Eastern states ceased to live in temporary "demarcation lizies" without
the precision and permanence which can only coiie from the definitive a greenmemt
of the states concerned. The majority of the United Nations have recognized that
the only durable and reasonable solutions are agreed solutions serving thme comn-
mon interest of our peoples. The new peace structure in the Middle East must be
built by Arab and Israel hands.

(3) SECURITY AGREEMENTS

In addition to the establislnent of agreed territorial boundaries we should
discuss other disagreed security arrangements designed to avoid the kind of vul-
nerable situation which cause(] a breakdown of the peace in the summer of 19t"7.
Ile. instrument establishing peace should contain a pledge of mutual nonaggres-
Sion.

(4) TILE OPEN FRONTIER

When agreement is reacelid on the establishment of peace with permanent
boundaries, the freedom of movement now existing in the area, especially in the
Israel-Jordan sector, should be maintained and developed. It would be incongru-

6/ United States. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee
on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on the Near East. The Con-
tinuing Near East Crisis. 91st Congress, 1st Session, Committee
Print. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., January 10, 1969,
p. 21-22.



CRS-43

ons if our peoples were to intermingle in Peaceful contact and commence onlywhen there is a state of war and cease-fire--an(l to be separated into ghettoswhen there is peace. We sh0u1(1 emulate the open frontier now developing withincmunities of states, as in parts of Western Europe. Within this concept weinclude free p)ort facilities for Jordan on Israel's 'Mediterranean coast and mutualaccess to places of religious and historic associations.

(5) NAVIGATION

Interference ith na vi ation in the international waterways in the area hasbeen the sybol of the state of war and, more than once, an immediate cause ofhostilities The arrangements for guaranteeing freedom of navigation should beunreservedI, precise, concrete, and founded on absolute equality of rights andobligations between Israel and other littoral states.

(6) REFUGEES
The problem of diplaced populations was caused by war and can be solved bypea ce. O n this problem I propose:
1. A conference of Middle Eastern states should be convened, together with thegovernments contributing to refugee relief and the specialized agencies of theUnited Nations in order to chart a 5-year plan for the solution of the refugeeprobleI in the framework of a lasting peace and the integration of refugees intoproductive life. This conference can be called in advance of peace negotiations.2. Under the peace settlement joint refugee integration and rehabilitation com-missions should be established by the signatories in order to approve agreed proj-ects for refugee integration in the Middle East, with regional and internationalaid.

:3. As an interim measure my Government has decided, in view of the forth-coming winter, to intensify and accelerate action to widen the uniting of familiesscheme. and to process "hardship cases" among refugees who had crossed to theeast bank during the June 1967 fighting. Moreover, permits for return which hadbeen granted and not used can be -transferred1 to other refugees who meet thesame requirements and criteria as the original recipients.

(7) JERUSALEM

Israel (does not seek to exercise unilateral jurisdiction in the holy places ofChristianity and Islam. We are willing in each case to work out a status to giveeffect to their universal character. We would like to discuss appropriate agree-ments with those traditionally concerned. Our policy is that the Christian andMoslem holy places should come under the responsibility of those who hold themin reverence.

(S) ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND RECOGNITION OF SOVEREIGNTY, INTEGRITY, AND RIGHT
TO NATIONAL LIFE

This principle inherent in the charter and expressed in the Security Councilresolution of November 1967, is of basic importance. It should be fulfilled throughspecific contractual engagement to be made by the Government of Israel andof the Arab States to each Other-by name. It follows logically that Ara-b gov-ernments will withdraw all the reservations which they have expressed onadhering to international conventions, about the nonapplicability of theirsignatures to their relations with Israel.

(9) REGIONAL COOPERATION

The peace discussion should examine a common approach to some of the re-sources and means of communication in the region in an effort to lay foundationsof a Middle Eastern community of sovereign states.President, the process of exploring peace terms should follow normalprecedents. There is no ease in history in which conflicts have been liquidated ora transition effected from a state of war to a state of peace on the basis of astubborn refusal by one state to meet another for negotiation. There wouldbe nothing new in the experience and relationship of Israel and the Arab) Statesfor them to ineet officially to effect a transition in their relationships. What isnew and unprecedented Is President Nasser's, principle of "no negotiation."
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9. Foreign Minister Abba Eban, Statement Before the United Nations

7/
General Assembly, September 30, 1971 (excerpts)~

'. . . if the Arab States . . . sincerely desire an honorable and

lasting peace there are many roads leading to that goal.

The first road lies in a Suez Canal agreement. There are many

reasons for giving priority to this attempt. A sudden transition from

a conflict of more than two decades to a total settlement has proved

difficult. It may be more rational to expect progress by stages. Each

stage would bring about a solution of a specific problem while opening

the way to further agreements and thus to final peace.

. . . Israel developed a proposal that an arrangement be agreed upon

with a view to the opening of the Suez Canal to be cleared and operated

by Egypt. Israel would make a withdrawal of its forces from the water-

line to an agreed distance. The fighting would not be resumed. Egypt

would clear and open the Canal. It would be agreed that there be free

passage for all ships and cargoes, including those of Israel. Effective

and agreed supervision procedures would be established. Means of deter-

rence against the danger of violation of the agreement would be assured.

The agreement would stand on its own feet but it would not affect or

annul the undertakings which the parties gave in August 1970 to hold

discussions under Ambassador Jarring's auspices in conformity with his

7/ Excerpts taken from Provisional Verbatim record of the General

Assembly, A/PV 1946.
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mandate under Security Council Resolution 242 (1967). The line to

be held by Israeli forces in accordance with that Canal agreement

would not be considered final. When agreement on a final boundary

is reached in the framework of the peace settlement Israeli forces

will withdraw to it.

"A second road to peace lies through the resumption of negotiations

under Ambassador Jarring's auspices. Israel agreed to resume these

talks in January 1971 despite Egypt's refusal to rectify its viola-

tions of the missile-standstill agreement.

"There are other roads to peace. . . . The problem of refugees re-

quires a broad acceptance of regional and international responsibility.

We have therefore proposed the convening of a conference of Middle

Eastern States, together with Governments which have contributed to

refugee relief and the specialized agencies of the United Nations, in

order to chart a five-year plan for the solution of the refugee prob-

lem and the integration of refugees into productive life.

"There is a fourth possibility. The problems- of boundaries and

security are usually considered to be the crux of the negotiation.

But there are other unresolved matters in the memoranda presented by

Egypt and Israel in February. At first sight there seems to be some
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proximity between the peace, non-aggression, recognition and

navigation clauses suggested by the two Governments. On closer

inspection the disparities are substantial, and could become crucial.

We suggested in January and later in March that it might be profit-

able to draft some of the clauses of the Egyptian-Israel treaty re-

lating to the principles of peace. It is an accepted negotiating

technique to begin with problems in which divergences are less broad

and thus to create a favorable atmosphere in which to confront the

more acute problems.

There is a fifth road towards negotiating procedure and activity;

it concerns the negotiating procedure, but its weight is intensively

substantive and not at all procedural. . . . Let us meet here this

month under the auspices of the United States to discuss the details

and principles of a Suez Canal settlement; or under the chairmanship

of Ambassador Jarring to discuss the establishment of peace in ac-

cordance with Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) on the basis of

our respective memoranda of February 1971."
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EGYPT

10. President Gamal Abdel Nasser, Interview, Cairo, February 1969
8/

(excerpts)

Q. And if they pulled back now, how would Israel's security

be enhanced? What quid pro quo would the Arab states offer for

evacuation?
A. (1) A declaration of nonbelligerence; (2) the recognition

of the right of each country to live in peace; (3) the territorial

integrity of all countries in the Middle East, including Israel, in

recognized and secure borders; (4) freedom of navigation in inter-

national waterways; (5) a just solution to the Palestinian refugee

problem.
Q. Do you insist on the choice of repatriation to what is now

Israel or compensation for all refugees?
A. The United Nations has said over and over again "the right to

return or compensation."

Q. Would you allow the Soviet Union, the United States, France

and Britain to station troops in the Sinai as part of an agreement

on Israeli withdrawal?
A. No. We will not agree to the stationing of any soldier from

the four major powers in our country.

Q. Would you accept units from smaller countries under the U.N.

flag?
A. We would have no objection.
Q. Would you agree to keep the Sinai demilitarized if Israel with-

drew to its pre-June boundaries?
A. No. We could only agree to the demilitarization of areas that

are astride the boundaries.

8/ Interviewed by Arnaud de Borchgrave, Newsweek, February 10,
1969, p. 33-35.
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Q. If Israel were to pull back as the first phase of settlement,

would Egypt be prepared to sit down with the Israelis to discuss

other issues?
A. I could not give you an answer about that until they pull out.

Obviously, you would not sit down with a foreign power occupying part

of the U.S. until it withdrew. But I can tell you we sat down with

the Israelis after the 1948 war under the armistice agreement until

the 1956 war, and that we are prepared to do so again. We had joint

committees with United Nations observers and it was Israel who re-

fused to continue this procedure after 1956.

Q. You have said that you recognize realities and that Israel is

one of them. How does this differ from de facto recognition of Israel's

prewar frontiers?
A. This question has been complicated by the Israelis themselves.

Under the 1949 armistice agreements, Arabs and Israelis were supposed

to agree on the rehabilitation of Palestinian refugees. If this had

been done, it would have been a mighty step toward lasting peace.

But the Israelis refused to discuss rehabilitation. So the situation

got progressively worse. Before, there were under 1 million refugees.

Now, there are almost 1.5 million.

Q. Could you spell out how you see a lasting solution?

A. The only way is for Israel to become a country that is not

based on religion, but on all religions--a nation of Jews, Moslems

and Christians. They lived for centuries together with few problems,

but as long as the Israelis insist on depriving the Palestinians of

their rights, the crisis will be with us for 10, 20, 30 and 40 more

years.
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11. President Anwar ad-Sadat, Interview, Cairo, February 1971

9/
(excerpts)

Q. Does your proposal include free passage for Israeli ships?

A. Yes, we have agreed to this in our memorandum to Ambassador

Jarring. Free passage is clearly spelled out. But first Israel

must fulfill its obligations under the U.N. resolution.

Q. The Israelis say no withdrawal without peace and you say no

peace without withdrawal. . . .couldn't you test Israel's real in-

tentions by committing yourself to a peace treaty and then see if

the Israelis commit themselves to withdrawal?

A. That is a very important question. If you read the U.N.

resolution very carefully it is an embryonic peace treaty. That

is a solemn commitment on our part. But we are still waiting for a

solemn commitment on the other side. . . . A partial withdrawal

will test Israel's alleged good intentions, open the canal for free

navigation for the whole world, and after that Jarring can work out

a timetable to solve the whole problem. Then I can prolong the

cease-fire for another fixed date. And then we move toward final

peace. The trouble with the Israelis is that they are still dream-

ing about their victory. If they want real peace, we are more than

ready for one too.
Q. You ask for complete withdrawal to the 1967 borders. The

Israelis reply they won't pull back all the way. Would the Arabs

be prepared to negotiate minor border rectifications? For example,

if the Israelis gave up all of Sinai in return for a strong U.N.

presence at Sharm el Sheikh guaranteed by the Big Four and gave

up the Golan Plain, including the Syrian city of El Kuneitra, would

you have any objection to minor concessions in the Latrun Bulge,

Kalkilya, Tulkarm and on the Golan Heights themselves?

A. It's for the countries concerned to decide. The problem now

is the larger aspect of peace. In our view, the Israeli demand for

secure and defensible borders is a pretext for expansion.

. . . The party that needs secure borders is us, not Israel.

9/ Interviewed by Arnaud de Borchgrave, Newsweek, February 22,

1971, p. 4o-41.
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Q. Does partial withdrawal mean that Israel has to begin by
abandoning the Bar-Lev line--or would a thinning out of defenses
along this line be acceptable as a first step?

A. Partial withdrawal means to a line behind El Arish.

Q. If they pulled back behind El Arish, what would you give
them in return?

A. I would guarantee to reopen the canal in six months to
international trade. I would prolong the cease-fire to a fixed
date to give Jarring time to work out the details. I would
guarantee free passage in the Strait of Tiran with an inter-
national force at Sharm el Sheikh. Its composition doesn't
matter; the Big Four or other nations--it's immaterial to us.
It would be guaranteed by the Security Council and could not be
removed without all four agreeing. We would finally be grap-
pling with fundamentals and a final settlement would at last be
in sight. We are open-minded and open-hearted about the rest of
the program. We will be flexible and willing to discuss anything
that could lead to lasting peace in this part of the world. But
mark this. It must be an over-all settlement for all territories

occupied in 1967, not just Sinai.

Q. I think it's important that you spell out as clearly as

possible what you would be prepared to put in a peace treaty.
A. If Israel returns our land under the Security Council

resolution, the inviolability and political independence of

every state in the area, including Israel. We pledge our solemn

word on this. We have no designs on Israel, it is Israel that

has designs on us. The territorial integrity of Israel in secure

and recognized borders will be guaranteed by the Big Four. Israel

will enjoy freedom of navigation in the canal and the strait, again

guaranteed. For all this to happen, however, there must be a just

solution to the Palestinian problem.
Q. There is still much confusion about the Palestinian problem.

What would be your objection to adequate financial compensation for

Palestinian refugees coupled with a referendum in the west bank and

Gaza to determine whether Palestinians want a separate state, either

federated or confederated with Jordan, or remain an integral part

of Jordan?
A. I'm not in a position to decide for the Palestinians but this

sounds like a reasonable way to solve the problem--compensation and

referendum. They must decide for themselves.
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Q. When I asked President Nasser two years ago whether he would
agree to the stationing of units of the Big Four powers at Sharm el
Sheikh as part of an agreement on Israeli withdrawal from Sinai,
he said no very emphatically. Your position on this score has changed
completely. Why?

A. My proposal is motivated solely by my desire to facilitate a
durable settlement. My people won't like it. That's why Nasser was
against it. But I will take that risk. And after that, if world
opinion doesn't understand our attitude, we can then say we've done
our level best. It won't be our responsibility if the Israelis re-
fuse the guarantees that are being offered.
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JORDAN

12. King Hussein, Statement Before the National Press Club,
10/

Washington, April 10, 1969 (excerpts)

* * * * * * *

In conclusion, may I sum up for you just what it is that we are pre-
pared to offer Israel? And this I am speaking for President Nasser as
well as as for myself.

On our part, we are prepared to offer the following as a basis for a
just and lasting peace, in accordance with the Security Council resolu-
tion.

1. The end of all belligerency.
2. Respect for and acknowledgment of the sovereignty, territorial

integrity and political independence of all states in the area.
3. Recognition of the rights of all to live in peace within secure and

recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of war.
4. Guarantees for all the freedom of navigation through the Gulf of

Aqaba and the Suez Canal.
5. Guaranteeing the territorial inviolability of all states in the area

through whatever measures necessary including the establishment of
demilitarized zones.

6. Accepting a just settlement of the refugee problem.
In return for these considerations, our sole demand upon Israel is the

withdrawal of its armed forces from all territories occupied in the June,
1967, war, and the implementation of all the other provisions of the se-
curity council resolution.

The challenge that these principles present is that Israel may have
either peace or territory-but she can never have both.

* * * * * *

10/ United States. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Re-

lations. A Select Chronology and Background Documents Re-

lating to the Middle East. First Revised Edition. 91st

Congress, 1st Session, Committee Print. Washington, U.S.

Govt. Print. Off., May 1969, p. 287.
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13. King Hussein, "A Proposal for a United Arab Kingdom," Amman,
11/

Jordm3n, March 15, 1972 (excerpts)

;e are happy to declare that the bases of the proposed formula for the new phase
are as follows:

1. The Hashimite Kingdom of the Jordan shall become a United Arab Kingdom and shall
bear this name.

2. The United Arab Kingdom shall consist of two regions:

a. The Palestine region which will consist of the West Bank and any- other Palestinian
territories which are liberated and whose-inhabitants desire to join it.

b. The Jordan region which will consist of the East Bank.

3. Amman shall be the central capital of the kingdom as well as the capital of the
Jordan region.

4. Jerusalem shall be the capital of the Palestine region.

5. The head of the state shall be the king, who will assume the central executive
authority with the help of a central cabinet. The central legislative authority
shall be vested in the king and an assembly to be known as the national assembly.
Members of this assembly hall be elected by direct secret ballot. Both regions shall
be equally represpnted in this assembly.

6. The central judicial authority shall be vested in a central supreme court.

7. The kingdom shall have unified armed forces whose supreme commander is the king.

8. The responsibilities of the central executive authority shall be confined to
affairs connected with the kingdom as an international entity to guarantee the
kingdom's safety, stability and prosperity.

9. The executive' authority in each region shal). be assumed by a governor general from
among its sons and a regional cabinet from among its sons as well.

10. Legislative authority in each region shall be assumed by a council to be called
the people's council. It shall be elected by direct secret voting. This council
will elect the region's governor general.

11. The judicial authority in the region shall be in the hands of the region's courts,
and no one will have power over them.

12. The executive authority in each region shall assume responsibility for all the
affairs of the region except such affairs as the constitution defines as coming under
the jurisdiction of the central executive authority.

Naturally the implementation of this formula and its bases should be according to
the constitutional norms in force. It will be referred to the [Jordanian) National
Assembly to adopt the necessary measures to prepare a new constitution for thecountry.

ll/ As broadcast over Amman Radio, March 15, 1972. Translation from
Arabic.
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OTHER ARAB STATEMENTS

14. Arab Summit Conference, Communique, Khartoum, Sudan, September 1,
12/

1967 (excerpts)

3--The Arab heads of state have agreed to unite their political

efforts on the international and diplomatic level to eliminate

the effects of the aggression and to ensure the withdrawal of the

aggressive Israeli forces from the Arab lands which have been

occupied since the 5 June aggression. This will be done within

the framework of the main principles to which the Arab states

adhere, namely: no peace with Israel, no recognition of Israel,

no negotiations with it, and adherence the rights of the Palestinian

people in their country.

12/ As broadcast over Cairo Radio, September 1, 1967. Translation

from Arabic.
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15. Palestinian National Council of the Palestine Liberation

Organization, Palestine National Covenant, Cairo, July 17,
13/

1968 (excerpts)

(Note: Since there is no central government or universally

recognized spokesman for the Palestinian Arab people, a Palestinian
peace plan comparable to an Israeli, Jordanian, or Egyptian peace

plan does not exist. The views expressed in documents 15 and 16

may or may not represent the Palestinians, but are at least repre-

sentative of one body of Palestinian opinion. In the text of

document 15, the Arabic words Qawmiyya and Wataniyya both mean

"national" or "nation," but there is a subtle suggestion in their

use. Qawmiyya is accepted as meaning nationalism in the whole of

the Arab world, while Wataniyya is accepted as meaning patriotism

in a state or region. A pan-Arabist might use Qawmiyya while an

Egyptian nationalist might use Wataniyya.)

Article 1): Palestinc is the Homeland of with Palestine arc permanent realities. it, and to exercise its right of self-
the Palestinian Arab people and an The upbringing of the Palestinian indi- determination in it and sovereignty over it.
integral part of the Great Homeland, and vidual in an Arab and revolutionary Article 10): Fedayecn action forms the
the People of Palestine is a part of the fashion, the undertaking of all means of nucleus of the popular Palestinian war
Arab Nation. forging consciousness and training the of liberation. This demands its promotion,
Article 2): Palestine with its boundaries Palestinian, in order to acquaint him pro- extension and protection, and the mobili-
that existed at the time of the British foundly with his homeland, spiritually sation of all the mass and scientific
Mandate is an integral regional unit. and materially, and preparing him for the capabilities of the Palestinians, their

Article 3): The Palestinian Arab people conflict and the armed struggle, as well as organisation and involvement in the armed
A )the Pcalest i Arbole for the sacrifice of his property and his Palestinian Revolution, and cohesion inpo'ses'es the legal right to its homeland, life to restore his homeland. until the

and \hen the liberation of its homeland t s *s a n uti that National (Watani) struggle among

is completed it \%ill exercise self-deter- liberation- all this is a national duty, the various groups of the people of

mination solely according to its own w.ill Article 8): The phase in which the people Palestine, and between them and the Arab

and choice. of Palestine is living is that of the masses, to guarantee the continuation of

Article 4): The Palestinian personality is National ( Waiani) struggle for the libera- the revolution, its advancement and
tion of Palestine. Therefore, the con- victory.

an innate persistent characteristic that tradictions among the Palestine National Article 11): The Palestinians will have
does not disappear, and it. is transferred Forces are of a secondary order which three mottoes: National (JI araniva)
from fathers to sons. The Zionist occu- must be suspended in the: interest of the Utye ots National (niiva) mobiisatio
pation, and the dispersal of the Palestinian funsamentalscondrddin eteen on Unity, National (QamiYya) mobilisation
Arab people as result of the disastersZion-
Aric caeoeasreilt. of tdee iteof ism and Colonialism on the one side and
witch cane over it, do not deprive it of the Palestinian Arab people on the other. Article 12): The Palestinian Arab people
its Palestinian personality and afliation On this basis, the Palestinian masses, believes in Arab unity. In order to fulfil
and do not nullify them. whether in the homeland or in places of its role in realising this, it must preserve.
Article 5): The Palestinians are the Arab exile (Mahajir), organisations and indivi- in this phase of its national (iatani)
citizens who were hving permanently in duals, comprise one national front which struggle, its Palestinian personality and
Palestine until 1947, whether they were acts to restore Palestine and liberate it the constituents thereof, increase con-
expelled from t'ere or remained. Who- through armed struggle. sciousness of its existence and resist any
ever is born to a Palestinian Arab father Article 9): Armed struggle is the only way plan that tends to disintegrate or weaken
after this date, within Palestine or outside to liberate Palestine and is therefore at.
it, is a Palestinian. strategy and not tactics. The Palestinian Article 13): Arab unity and the liberation of
Article 6): Jews who were living per- Arab people affirms its absolute resolution Palestine are two complementary aims.
manently in Palestine until the beginning and abiding determination to pursue the Each one paves the way for realisation of
of the Zionist invasion will be considered armed struggle and to march forward the other. Arab unity leads to the libera-
Palestinians. towards the armed popular revolution, to tion of Palestine, and the liberation of
Article 7): The Palestinian ailiation and i berale its homicland and return to it, Palestine leads to Arab unity. Working
the material, spiritual and historical tic (to iaintam) its right to a nattiral life in for hot h gocs hand in hand.

13/ Taken from New
by permission.

Middle East, March 1970, p. 48-49. Reprinted
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Article 14): The de-tin of the -\rab
Nation. indeed the \er' -\ra0 existence.
depends upon the destin\ of the Palestine
issue. The endeavour and effort of the
Arab nation to literate Palestine follows
from this connection. The people of
Palestine assumes its \anguard role in
realizing this sacred national ( Qawmi aim.

Article 15): T he liberation of Palestine
from an Arab view\point. is a national
Q inm) dut\ to repulse the Zionist.

imperialist invasion from the Great Arab
Homeland and to purge the Zionist
presence from Palestine. Its full respon-
sibilities fall upon the Arab nation,
peoples and governments, with the Pales-
tine Arab people at their head.

I or this purpose, the Arab nat ion must
niobihse all its military, human, material
.1nd spiritual capacities to participate
itisel\ 1 itl the people of Palestine in the
Ih ber.ilon of Palestine. Thes mu11si. cspeci-
ally In the present stage of arimed Pales-
tinian revolution, grant and ofler the
people of Palestine all possible help and
every material and human support, and
afford it every sure means and oppor-
tunity enabling it to continue to assume e
its vanguard role in pursuing its armed
revolution until the liberation of its home-
land.

Article 16): The liberation of Palestine,
from a spiritual viewpoint, will prepare
an atmosphere of tranquillity and peace
for the Holy Land, in the shade of which
all the Holy Places will be safeguarded,
and freedom of worship and visitation to
all will be guaranteed, without distinction
or discrimination of race, colour, lan-
guage or religion. For this reason. the
people of Palestine looks to the sup-rt
of all the spiritual forces in the "orld.

Article 17): The liberation of Palestine.
from a human view point. \\ill restore to
the Palestinian man his dignity. glory and
freedom. For this. the Palestinian Arab
people looks to the support of those in
the world who believe in the dignity and
freedom of man.

Article 18): The liberation of Palestine,
from an international viewpoint, is a
defensive act necessitated by the require-
ments of self-defence. For this reason, the
people of Palestine, desiring to befriend
all peoples, looks to the support of the
states which love freedom, justice and
peace in restoring the legal situation to
Palestine. establishing security and peace
in its territory, and enabling its people to
e\ercise national ( taiaanitya) sovereignty
and national (QawmiYva) freedom.

Article 19): The partitioning of Palestine
in 1947 and the establishment of Israel is
fundamentally null and void, whatever
time has elapsed, because it was contrary

to the % ish of the people of Palestinc and
its natural right to its homeland. and
contradicts the principles embodied in the
charter of the L nited \ations. the tirst of
\\hich is the right of 'elf-determiniton.

Article 20): The Balfour IDeclaration. the
Mandate Document. and \%hat has been
based upon them are considered null and
void. The claim of a historical or spiritual
tie between le\s and Palestine does not
tally w\ith historical realities nor with the
constituents of statehood in their true
sense. .ludaism, in its character as a
religion of revelation, is not a nationality
with an independent existence. Likewise,
the Jews are not one people with an
independent personality. They are rather
citizens of the States to which they belong.

Article 21): The Palestinian Arab people,
il expressing itself thlirotigh the a rimed
Pa lestiniain revolution, rejects every solti-
tion that is a substitute for a complete
liberation of Palestine, and rejects all
plans that aim at the settlement of the
Palestine issue or its internationalisation.

Article 22): Zionism is a political move-
ment organically related to world
imperialism and hostile to all movements
of liberation and progress in the world.
It is a racist and fanatical movement in
its formation; aggressive, expansionist
and colonialist in its aims; and Fascist
and Nazi in its means. Israel is the tool of
the Zionist movement and a human and
geographical base for world imperialism.
It is a concentration and jumping-off
point for imperialism in the heart of the
Arab homeland, to strike at the hopes of
the Arab nation for liberation, unity and
progress.

Israel is a constant threat to peace in
the Middle East and the entire world.
Since the liberation of Palestine \\ill
liquidate the Zionist and imperialist
presence and bring about the stabilisation
of peace in the Middle East. the people of
Palestine looks to the support of all liberal
men of the world and all the forces of
good, progress and peace; and implores
all of them, regardless of their different
learnings and orientations, to offer all help
and support to the people of Palestine in
its just and legal struggle to liberate its
homeland.

Article 23): The demands of security
and peace and the requirements of truth
and justice oblige all states that preserve
friendly relations among peoples and
maintain the loyalty of citizens to their
homelands to consider Zionism an illegiti-
mate movement and to prohibit its
existence and activity.

Article 24): The Palestinian Arab people
believes in the principles of justice, free-
dom, sovereignty, self-determination,

humin dignity and the right of peoples
to ecxi c c t hem.

Article 25): To re : . s or s

co'.nn.tt and it, ropies the Paicisne
liber.ition organ i .,it 'll ill undertake its
full role in liberating Palestine.

Article 26): The Palestine Liberation
Organisation, w-.hich represents the forces
of the Palestinian reolution, is respon-
sible for the movement of the Palc.tinian
Arab people in its struggle to restore its
homeland, liberate it, return to it and
exercise the right of self-determination in
it. This responsibility extends to all
military, political and financial matters.
and all else that the Palestine issue
requires in the Arab and international
spheres.

Article 27): The Palestine ILiberation
Organisation will cooperate with all Arah
states, each according to its capacitics.
and will maintain neutrality in their
mutual relations in the light of, and on the
basis of, the requirements of the battle of
liberation, and will not interfere in the
internal affairs of any Arab state.

Article 28): The Palestinian Arab pc ple
insists upon the originality and indepen-
dence of its national ( lWarani va) ir,
lution and rejects every manner of iii-
ference, guardianship and subordination.

Article 29): The Palestinian Arab people
possesses the prior and original right n
liberating and restoring its homeland and
will define its position with reference to
all states and powers on the basis of their
positions with reference to the issue (of
Palestine) and the extent of their support
for (The Palestinian Arab people) in its
re solution to realise its aims.

Article 30): The fighters and bearers o;
arms in the battle of liberation are the
nucleus of the popular army, which %%ill
be the protecting arm of the gains of the
Palestinian Arab people.

Article 31): This organisation shall have a
flag. oath and anthem, all of which %%ill
be determined in accordance with a
special system.

Article 32): To this covenant is attached a
law known as the fundamental law of the
Palestine Liberation Organisation, in
which is determined the manner of the
organisation's formation, its committees.
institutions, the special functions of every
one of them and all the requisite duties
associated with them in accordance with
this covenant.

Article 33): This covenant cannot be
amended except by a two-thirds majority
of all the members of the National Council
of the Palestine Liberation Organisation
in a special session called for this purpose.
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16. "An Interview witK Six Palestinians," Beirut, Lebanon,
14 /

April 1 70 (excerpts)

(Note: The Interviewees are: Henry Cattan, Doctor of Law
and former U.N. negotiator: Burhan Dajani, development economist;
Ibrahim Ibrahim, professor of political philosophy; Taher Kanaan,
U.N. economist; Muhammad Rashid, al-Fatah chief of foreign relations;
and Usama Khalidi, professor of biochemistry.)

De Borchgrave: How does one break the Arab-Israeli deadlock?
Henry Cattan: By getting the Israelis--with the help of the

U.S.--to comply with the U.N. resolution on the evacuation of oc-
cupied territories.

De Borchgrave: But that same 1967 resolution also recognizes
Israel's right to exist as a state, doesn't it?

Burhan Dajani: That's why I reject it.
Cattan: Its main flaw is that it short-circuits the Palestine

problem--the major cause of conflict in the Mideast. The sovereignty
of Palestine does not belong to the Arab states and, therefore, cannot
be bargained away under cover of the U.N. resolution.

Kubic: What immediate, practical steps can be taken, then, to
end the impasse?

Ibrahim Ibrahim: The first thing is for Israel to agree
that we are entitled to a homeland. Israel must give up the idea
that Palestine belongs exclusively to it.

Kubic: How do you propose to change Israel's mind?
Ibrahim: With the new policy adopted by the Palestinian

movement, namely that we are now willing to live in peace and
harmony with all the Jews in the land of Palestine.

Dajani: There can be no peace in the Mideast until a
monumental historical wrong has been righted.

Taher Kanaan: The initiative, in the short term, lies in
Israeli hands. Would the U.S. have gone to the peace table after
Pearl Harbor? Well, we've had the same traumatic shock.

Mohammed Rashid: . . . In the case of Palestine, not only have
our rights been violated but we have been thrown out of the country.
Clearly, the U.S. has the means to pressure Israel to gradually with-
draw from the settler-state idea and advance, with us, toward the
creation of a modern, nonsectarian state, open, tolerant for all
Palstinians, whether Jewish, Moslem or Christian.

14/ Interviewed by Arnaud de Borchgrave and Milan Kubic, Newsweek,
April 27, 1970, p. 50, 53-54.
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We are asking the Jews to build with us a country where we could
live together, where our two communities would interact and mutually
adjust to each other's idiosyncrasies. What could be more reasonable?
We're not begging. We're fighting to create a new state.

* * * * *

Usama Khalidi: Israel is not going to withdraw voluntarily.
Only under pressure. We forget there was a U.S. commitment just
before the six-day war guaranteeing the territorial integrity of
all states in the area. If the U.S. is willing to honor this com-
mitment, I don't see any problems about evacuating occupied territories.
The Israelis must begin thinking about how they can fit into the
Middle East and dismantle Fortress Israel.

De Borchgrave: If I were an Israeli, how would you reasure me
as to the feasibility and viability of a new Palestinian state?

Ibrahim: Why shouldn't the Jews believe that we mean business
when we offer this model of a new progressive state? It works in
Lebanon. Why not in a new Palestine? It would at last provide the
Jews with a sense of belonging in the Middle East--and of being
accepted.

All we are suggesting is a lasting solution to the Palestinian prob-
lem. If they don't want to look at it, the alternative is more war.
If they can take in 2 million Jews, why not 2 million Palestinians?

Rashid: . . there is now a specific alternative to
the present racist state in Israel. If I were a Jew in Israel I
would really have no choice, being told that unless I stay locked
up inside my fortress I will be thrown into the sea. Admittedly
some Arabs contributed to these fears, ignoring as they did the
distinction between Zionists and Jews. Our two communities -- Jews
and Palestinians-- can plan their future together or stay on the
battlefield fighting each other for the next two or three decades.
We are willing to talk to any Israeli who wants to discuss the prob-
lem of how to work out the mechanics of a Palestinian state, but we
are not willing to negotiate with someone whose point of departure
is the continuation of a settler state at the expense of the Palestin-
ians.
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Kubic: How can political power be shared between two peoples
who have been fighting each other for years?

Cattan: . . .reasonable men can sit down and work out some form
of government that would ensure full rights to all concerned. Both
Switzerland and Lebanon provide working models. The details are
secondary. It is the will to coexist that is all-important.

De Borchgrave: How would you reconcile your idea with the idea
of some Israelis for a Palestinian Arab nation made up primarily of
the occupied West Bank?

Rashid: The fact that some people in Israel are thinking along
new lines is encouraging. But the idea of a puppet state coexisting
with a racist state negates the very ideal we are fighting for. There-
fore, it's unacceptable.

Dajani: The Israelis need not accept right away a Palestinian
state. This can be evolutionary. But they must create the conditions
to make it possible.

Ibrahim: One must reconstruct historical Palestine and turn it
into a multiracial state that is part of, and not alien to, the
Middle East.

Kanaan: . . . The Jewish community is not being threatened.
We want it to continue to live here and thrive alongside Moslem and
Christian communities. If they are entitled to a homeland--and let's
not forget they came from overseas--all the more reason why we should
be entitled to our homeland too. We were evicted. But we don't want
to evict the Jews. In fact, we're not even against new Jews coming
into a Palestinian state subject to immigration laws we can jointly
work out.

Cattan: Do the Jews want to live with the Arabs? Abba Eban
said just the other day they wanted to preserve the exclusive Jewish
character of the state. It's a form of Jewish apartheid which surely
cannot endure in the second half of the twentieth century. By dis-
placing the Palestinians, the Israelis put a time bomb in the foundations
of their state. Either we defuse it together or one day it will ex-
plode.

Khalidi: In a nutshell, either they want to preserve the racial
purity of their state and have a war on their hands or coexist and
have peace. Unfortunately, there is no other choice.

Dajani: Until attitudes change, there is no way out of the im-
passe. They are the more dynamic force, the victors and we the van-
quished. We are the ones who need reassurance. So the initiative
must come from the other side . . . Westerners are always saying to
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us: "Be moderate, reassure them." But a moderate Israeli is some-
one who is less expansionist, while a moderate Arab is one who is
more submissive. A substantial difference.

* ** * *

De Borchgrave: What could Israel do today to reassure you about
the future?

Dajani: If Israel had accepted U.N. resolutions on a Palestinian's

right to return or to compensation, this would have been a sure sign

of goodwill and would have triggered a dynamic of peace. But you

cannot do this from your latest point of territorial gain.
Rashid: We Palestinians have taken the extraordinary step of

saying to the Jews: "Okay, let's turn over a new page of history
and give you guarantees about the future."

Jewish democratic ideals are for pluralistic societies. They are against

segregation, against second-class citizenship for any minority. They

have traditionally fought for ideas that the present generation of

Israeli leaders are against. But they are not really being given a

choice by Zionist leaders.

Kanaan: . . . All we need is a change of attitude in Israel,
and shifts in opinion are always possible. On this score, the U.S.

could play a decisive role.

* * ** *
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17. Federation of Arab Republics (Egypt, Libya, and Syria),
15/

Communique, Damascus, August 20, 1971 (excerpts)

.that the liberation of the occupied Arab territory 
is the

aim for which all the capacities and resources must be mobilized,

that there will be no conciliation of or negotiation 
with the

Zionist enemy, no relinquishment of an inch of occupied 
Arab ter-

ritory, no squandering of or bargaining over the 
Palestinian issue....

15/ As broadcast over Damascus Radio, August 
20, 1971. Translation

from Arabic.

I
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UNITED STATES

18. President Lyndon B. Johnson, Statement Before the Foreign

Policy Conference for Educators, Washington, June 19, 1967

(excerpts)

Now, finally, let me turn to the Middle East-and to the tumultuous
events 01 the past months.

Those events have proved the wisdoIn of five great principles of
peace in the region.

The first al(] the greatest principle is that every nation in the area
has a fundamental right to live, and to have this right resipected by its
neighbors.

For the people of the Middle East, the path to hope does not lie in
threats to end the life of any nation. Such threats have become a burden
to the peace, not only of that region but a burden to the peace of the
entire world.

In the same way, no nation would be true to the United Nations
Charter, or to its own true interests, if it should permit military success
to blind it to the fact that its neighbors have rights and its neighbors have
interests of their own. Each nation, therefore, must accept the right of
others to live.

Second, this last month, I think, shows us another basic requirement
for settlement. It is a human requirement: justice for the refugees.

A new conflict has brought new homelessness. The nations of the
Middle East must at last address themselves to the plight of those who
have been displaced by wars. In the past, both sides have resisted the
best efforts of outside mediators to restore the victims of conflict to their
homes, or to find them other proper places to live and work. There will
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be no peace for any party in the Middle East unless this problem is at-
tacked with kcw energy by all, and, certainly, primarily by those who
arc immediately concerned.

A third lesson from this last month is that maritime rights must
be respected. Our Nation has long been committed to free maritime
passage through international waterways, and we, along with other
nations, were taking the necessary st('1 s to implement this priniciPle
when hostilitics exploded. If a sinIgle act of folly was m)Iorer ib)e
for this explosion than any other, I think it was the arbitrary and dan-
gerous announced decision that the Straits of Tiran would be closed. The
right of innocent maritime passage must be preserved for all nations.

Fourth, this last conflict has demonstrated the danger of the Middle
Eastern arms race of the last 12 years. Here the responsibility must rest
not only on those in the area-but upon the larger states outside the area.
We believe that scarce resources could be used much better for technical
and economic development. We have always opposed this arms race,
and our own military shipments to the area have consequently been
severely limited.

Now the waste and futility of the arms race must be apparent to all
the peoples of the world. And now there is another moment of choice.
The United States of America, for its part, will use every resource of
diplomacy, and every counsel of reason and prudence, to try to find a
better course.

As a beginning, I should like to propose that the United Nations
immediately call upon all of its members to report all shipments of all
military arms into this area, and to keep those shipments on file for all
the peoples of the world to observe.

Fifth, the crisis underlines the importance of respect for political
independence and territorial integrity of all the states of the area. We
reaffirmed that principle at the height of this crisis. We reaffirm it again
today on behalf of all.

This principle can be effective in the Middle East only on the basis
of peace between the parties. The nations of the region have had only
fragile and violated truce lines for 20 years. What they now need are
recognized boundaries and other arrangements that will give them
security against terror, destruction, and war. Further, there just must
be adequate recognition of the special interest of three great religions in
the Holy Places of Jerusalem.

These five principles are not new, but we do think they are funda-
mental. Taken together, they point the way from uncertain armistice to
durable peace. We believe there must be progress toward all of them if
there is to be progress toward any.

There are some who have urged, as a single, simple solution, an in-
mediate return to the situation as it was on June 4. As our distin-
guished and able Ambass'ador, Mr. Arthur Goldberg, has already said,
this is not a prescription for peace, but for renewed hostilities.

Certainly troops must be withdrawn, but there must also be rec-
ognized rights of national life, progress in solving the refugee problem,
freedom of innocent maritime passage, limitation of the arms race, and
respect for political independence and territorial integrity.

But who will make this peace where all others have failed for 20
years or more?
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Clearly the parties to the conflict must be the parties to the peace.
Sooner or later it is they who must make a settlement in the area. It is
hard to see how it is possible for nations to live together in peace if they
cannot learn to reason together.

But we must still ask, who can help them? Some say it should be the
United Nations; some call for the use of other parties. We have been first
in our support of cflective peacekeeping in the United Nations, and
we also recognize the great values to come from mediation.

We are ready this morning to see any method tried, and we believe
that none should be excluded altogether. Perhaps all of them will be
useful and all will be needed.

So, I issue an appeal to all to adopt no rigid view on these matters.
I offer assurance to all that this Government of ours, the Government of
the United States, will do its part for peace in every forum, at every
level, at every hour.

Yet there is no escape from this fact: The main responsibility for
the peace of the region depends upon its own peoples and its own leaders
of that region. What will be truly decisive in the Middle East will be
what is said and what is done by those who livc in the Middle East.

They can seek another arms race, if they have not profited from
the experience of this one, if they want to. But they will seek it at a terrible
cost to their own people-and to their very long-neglected human needs.
They can live on a diet of hate-though only at the cost of hatred in
return. Or they can move toward peace with one another.

The world this morning is watching, watching for the peace of the
world, because that is really what is at stake. It will look for patience
and justice, it will look for humility and moral courage. It vill look for
signs of movenent from prejudice and the emotional chaos of conflict
to the gradual, slow shaping steps that lead to learning to live together
and learning to help mold and shape peace in the area and in the world.

The Middle East is rich in history, rich in its people and its resources.
It has no need to live in permanent civil war. It has the power to build
its own life, as one of the prosperous regions of the world in which we live.

If the nations of the Middle East will turn toward the works of
peace, they can count with confidence upon the friendship, and the help,
of all the people of the United States of America.

In a climate of peace, we here will do our full share to help with
a solution for the refugees. We here will do our full share in support of
regional cooperation. We here will do our share, and do more, to see
that the peaceful promise of nuclear energy is applied to the critical
problem of desalting water and helping to make the deserts bloom.

Our country is committed-and we here reiterate that commitment
today-to a peace that is based on five principles:

-first, the recognized right of national life;
-second, justice for the refugees;
-third, innocent maritime passage;
-fourth, limits on the wasteful and destructive arms race; and
-fifth, political independence and territorial integrity for all.

This is a time not for malice, but for magnanimity; not for prop-
aganda, but for patience; not for vituperation, but for vision.



19. President Lyndon B. Johnson, Statement Before the B'nai B'rith,

September 10, 1968 (excerpts)

I am convinced that a just and a dignified peace, a peace fair to the
rightful interests of both sides, is possible. Without it, the people of the
Middle East cannot shape their own destinies, because outsiders are going
to exploit their rivalries, and their energies and abilities will be diverted
to warfare instead of welfare. That just should not happen.

No nation that has been part of the tragic drama of these past 20
years is totally without blame. Violence and counterviolence have
absorbed the energy of all the parties. The process of peacemaking cannot
be further delayed without danger and without peril. The United '17ations
Security Council resolution of last November laid down the principles of
a just and a lasting peace.

But I would remind the world tonight that that resolution is not self-
executing. It created a framework within which men of good will ought to
be able to arrive at a reasonable settlement.

For its part, the United States of America has fully supported the
efforts of the United Nations representative, Ambassador Jarring, and we
shall continue to do so. But it is the parties themselves who must make the
major effort to begin seriously this much needed peacemaking process.

One fact is sure: The process of peacemaking will not begin until
the leaders of the Middle East begin exchanging views on the hard issues
through some agreed procedure which could permit active discussions to
be pursued. Otherwise, no progress toward peace will be made.

In recent weeks, some progress in this direction, I think, has been
achieved. So tonight I appeal and I urge the leaders of the Middle East
to try to maintain and to accelerate their dialogue. I urge them to put
their views out on the table, to begin talking the substance of peace.

Many channels are open. How the talking is done at the outset is not
very important tonight. But we just must not lose whatever momentum
exists for peace. And, in the end, those who must live together must, in the
words of Isaiah, learn to reason together.

The position of the United States rests on the principles of peace
that I outlined on June 19, 1967. That statement remains the founda-
tion of American policy.

First, it remains crucial that each nation's right to live be recognized.
Arab governments must convince Israel and the world community that
they have abandoned the idea of destroying Israel. But equally, Israel
must persuade its Arab neighbors and the world community that Israel
has no expansionist designs on their territory.
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We are not here to judge whose fears are right or whose are wrong.
Right or wrong, fear is the first obstacle to any pjc.ceniaking. Each side
must do its share to overcome it. A major step in this direct ion would be
for each party to issue prom-ptly a clear, unqualified public assurance
that it is now ready to commit itself to recognize the right of each of its
neighbors to national life.

Second, the political independence and territorial integrity of all
the states in the area must be assured.

We arc not the ones to say wherc other nations should draw lines
between them that will assure each the greatest security. It is clear, how-
ever, that a return to the situation of June 4, 1967, will not bring peace.
There must be secure, and there must be recognized, borders.

Some such lines must be agreed to by the neighbors involved as part
of the transition from armistice to peace.

At the same time, it should be equally clear that boundaries cannot
and should not reflect the weight of conquest. Each change must have a
reason which each side, in honest negotiation, can accept as a part of a
just compromise.

Third, it is more certain than ever that Jerusalem is a critical issue
of any peace settlement. No one wishes to see the Holy City again divided
by barbed wire and by machineguns. I therefore tonight urge an appeal
to the parties to stretch their imaginations so that their interests and all
the world's interest in Jerusalem, can be taken fully into account in any
final settlement.

Fourth, the number of refugees is still increasing. The June war
added some 200,000 refugees to those already displaced by the 1948 war.
They face a bleak prospect as the winter approaches. We share a very
deep concern for these refugees. Their plight is a symbol in the minds
of the Arab peoples. In their eyes, it is a symbol of a wrong that must be
made right before 20 years of war can end. And that fact must be dealt
with in reaching a condition of peace.

All nations who are able, including Israel and her Arab neighbors,
should participate directly and wholeheartedly in a massive program to
assure these people a better and a more stable future.

Fifth, maritime rights must be respected. Their violation led to war
in 1967. Respect for those rights is not only a legal consequence of peace.
It is a symbolic recognition that all nations in the Middle East enjoy
equal treatment before the law.

And no enduring peace settlement is possible until the Suez Canal
and the Straits of Tiran are open to the ships of all nations and their
right of passage is effectively guaranteed.

Sixth, the arms race continues. We have exercised restraint while
recognizing the legitimate needs of friendly governments. But we have no
intention of allowing the balance of forces in the area to ever become an
incentive for war.

We continue to hope that our restraint will be matched by the re-
straint of others, though I must observe that has been lacking since the
end of the June war.

We have proposed, and I reiterate again tonight, the urgent need
now for an international understanding on arms limitation for this region
of the world.
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20. President Richard M. Nixon, News Conference, Washington,

February 6, 1969 (excerpts)

U.S. POLICY ON THE MIDDLE EAST

Q. Mr. President, on the Middle East, now that you
have completed your review with the NSC, you spoke of a
need for new initiatives, can you tell us what your policy is
going to be now and what initiatives you do expect to take?

THE PRESIDENT. Mr. Bailey, our initiatives in the
Mideast, I think, can well be summarized by that very
word that you have used. What we see now is a new policy
on the part of the United States in assuming the initiative.
We are not going to stand back and rather wait for some-
thing else to happen.

We are going to assume it on what I would suggest
five fronts:

We arc going to continue to give our all-out support to
the Jarring Mission. We are going to have bilateral talks
at the United Nations, preparatory to the talks between the
four powers. We shall have four-power talks at the United
Nations. We shall also have talks with the countries in the
area, with the Israelis and their neighbors, and, in addi-
tion, we want to go forward on some of the long range
plans, the Eisenhower-Strauss plan for relieving some of
the very grave economic problems in that area.

We believe that the initiative here is one that cannot be
simply unilateral. It must be multilateral. And it must not
be in one direction. We are going to pursue every possible
avenue to peace in the Mideast that we can.
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21. Secretary of State William P. Rogers, Statement Before the Galaxy

Conference on Adult Education, Washington, December 9, 1969

(excerpts)

The United States decided it had a responsibility to play
a direct role in seeking a solution.

Thus, we accepted a suggestion put forward both by the
French Government and the Secretary General of the United
Nations. We agreed that the major powers-the United States,
the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and France-should
cooperate to assist the Secretary General's representative,
Ambassador Jarring, in working out a settlement in accordance
with the resolution of the Security Council of the United
Nations of November 1967. We also decided to consult directly
with the Soviet Union, hoping to achieve as wide an area of
agreement as possible between us.

These decisions were made in full recognition of the follow-
ing important factors:

First, we knew that nations not directly involved could
not make a durable peace for the peoples and governments
involved. Peace rests with the parties to the conflict. The efforts
of major powers can help, they can provide a catalyst, they can
stimulate the parties to talk, they can encourage, they can help
define a realistic framework for agreement; but an agreement
among other powers cannot be a substitute for agreement
among the parties themselves.

Second, we knew that a durable peace must meet the
legitimate concerns of both sides.

Third, we were clear that the only framework for a nego-
tiated settlement was one in accordance with the entire text
of the U.N. Security Council resolution. That resolution was
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agreed upon after long and arduous negotiations; it is carefully
balanced; it provides the basis for a just and lasting peace-
a final settlement-not merely an interlude between wars.

Fourth, we believe that a protracted period of no war,
no peace, recurrent violence, and spreading chaos would serve
the interests of no nation, in or out of the Middle East.

US.-SOVIET DISCUSSIONS

For 8 months we have pursued these consultations in
four-power talks at the United Nations and in bilateral discus-
sions with the Soviet Union.

In our talks with the Soviets we have proceeded in the be-
lief that the stakes are so high that we have a responsibility to
determine whether we can achieve parallel views which would
encourage the parties to work out a stable and equitable solu-
tion. We are under no illusions; we are fully conscious of past
difficulties and present realities. Our talks with the Soviets have
brought a measure of understanding, but very substantial dif-
fences remain. We regret that the Soviets have delayed in
responding to new formulations submitted to them on Octo-
ber 28. However, we will continue to discuss these problems
with the Soviet Union as long as there is any realistic hope
that such discussions might further the cause of peace.

The substance of the talks that we have had with the
Soviet Union has been conveyed to the interested parties
through diplomatic channels. This process has served to high-
light the main roadblocks to the initiation of useful negotiations
among the parties.

On the one hand, the Arab leaders fear that Israel is not
in fact prepared to withdraw from Arab territory occupied
in the 1967 war.
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On the other hand, Israeli leaders fear that the Arab
states are not in fact prepared to live in peace with Israel.

Each side can cite from its viewpoint considerable evidence
to support its fears. Each side has permitted its attention to be
focused solidly and to some extent solely on these fears.

What can the United States do to help to overcome these
roadblocks?

Our policy is and will continue to be a balanced one.
We have friendly ties with both Arabs and Israelis. To call

for Israeli withdrawal as envisaged in the U.N. resolution with-
out achieving agreement on peace would be partisan toward
the Arabs. To call on the Arabs to accept peace without Israeli
withdrawal would be partisan toward Israel. Therefore, our
policy is to encourage the Arabs to accept a permanent peace
based on a binding agreement and to urge the Israelis to with-
draw from occupied territory when their territorial integrity
is assured as envisaged by the Security Council resolution.

BASIC ELEMENTS OF U.N. RESOLUTION

In an effort to broaden the scope of discussion we have
recently resumed four-power negotiations at the United
Nations.

Let me outline our policy on various elements of the
Security Council resolution. The basic and related issues might
be described as peace, security, withdrawal, and territory.
Peace Between the Parties

The resolution of the Security Council makes clear that
the goal is the establishment of a state of peace between the
parties instead of the state of belligerency which has character-
ized relations for over 20 years. We believe the conditions and
obligations of peace must be defined in specific terms. For
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example, navigation rights in the Suez Canal and in the Strait
of Tiran should be spelled out. Respect for sovereignty and
obligations of the parties to each other must be made specific.

But peace, of course, involves much more than this. It is
also a matter of the attitudes and intentions of the parties. Are
they ready to coexist with one another? Can a live-and-let-live
attitude replace suspicion, mistrust, and hate? A peace agree-
ment between the parties must be based on clear and stated
intentions and a willingness to bring about basic changes in
the attitudes and conditions which are characteristic of the
Middle East today.

Security
A lasting peace must be sustained by a sense of security

on both sides. To this end, as envisaged in the Security Council
resolution, there should be demilitarized zones and related
security arrangements more reliable than those which existed
in the area in the past. The parties themselves, with
Ambassador Jarring's help, are in the best position to work out
the nature and the details of such security arrangements. It is,
after all, their interests which are at stake and their territory
which is involved. They must live with the results.

Withdrawal and Territory
The Security Council resolution endorses the principle of

the nonacquisition of territory by war and calls for withdrawal
of Israeli armed forces from territories occupied in the 1967
war. We support this part of the resolution, including with-
drawal, just as we do its other elements.

The boundaries from which the 1967 war began were
established in the 1949 armistice agreements and have defined
the areas of national jurisdiction in the Middle East for 20
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years. Those boundaries were armistice lines, not final political
borders. The rights, claims, and positions of the parties in an
ultimate peaceful settlement were reserved by the armistice
agreements.

The Security Council resolution neither endorses nor pre-
cludes these armistice lines as the definitive political boundaries.
However, it calls for withdrawal from occupied territories, the
nonacquisition of territory by war, and the establishment
of secure and recognized boundaries.

We believe that while recognized political boundaries must
be established and agreed upon by the parties, any changes in
the preexisting lines should not reflect the weight of conquest
and should be confined to insubstantial alterations required
for mutual security. We do not support expansionism. We
believe troops must be withdrawn as the resolution provides.
We support Israel's security and the security of the Arab states
as well. We are for a lasting peace that requires security for
both.

ISSUES OF REFUGEES AND JERUSALEM

By emphasizing the key issues of peace, security, with-
drawal, and territory, I do not want to leave the impression
that other issues are not equally important. Two in particular
deserve special mention: the questions of refugees and of
Jerusalem.

There can be no lasting peace without a just settlement
of the problem of those Palestinians whom the wars of 1948 and
1967 have made homeless. This human dimension of the Arab-
Israeli conflict has been of special concern to the United States
for over 20 years. During this period the United Staces has
contributed about $500 million for the support and education



CRS-73

of the Palestine refugees. We are prepared to contribute gen-

erously along with others to solve this problem. We believe its

just settlement must take into account the desires and aspira-

tions of the refugees and the legitimate concerns of the govern-

ments in the area.
The problem posed by the refugees will become increas-

ingly serious if their future is not resolved. There is a new con-

sciousness among the young Palestinians who have grown up

since 1948 which needs to be channeled away from bitterness

and frustration toward hope and justice.
The question of the future status of Jerusalem, because

it touches deep emotional, historical, and religious wellsprings,

is particularly complicated. We have made clear repeatedly in

the past two and a half years that we cannot accept unilateral

actions by any party to decide the final status of the city. We

believe its status can be determined only through the agreement

of the parties concerned, which in practical terms means pri-

marily the Governments of Israel and Jordan, taking into

account the interests of other countries in the area and the

international community. We do, however, support certain

principles which we believe would provide an equitable frame-

work for a Jerusalem settlement.
Specifically, we believe Jerusalem should be a unified city

within which there would no longer be restrictions on the move-

ment of persons and goods. There should be open access to

the unified city for persons of all faiths and nationalities. Ar-

rangements for the administration of the unified city should

take into account the interests of all its inhabitants and of the

Jewish, Islamic, and Christian communities. And there should

be roles for both Israel and Jordan in the civic, economic, and

religious life of the city.
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It is our hope that agreement on the key issues of peace,

security, withdrawal, and territory will create a climate in

which these questions of refugees and of Jerusalem, as well as

other aspects of the conflict, can be resolved as part of the

overall settlement.

FORMULAS FOR U.A.R.-ISRAEL ASPECT OF SETTLEMENT

During the first weeks of the current United Nations

General Assembly the efforts to move matters toward a settle-

ment entered a particularly intensive phase. Those efforts

continue today.
I have already referred to our talks with the Soviet Union.

In connection with those talks there have been allegations that

we have been seeking to divide the Arab states by urging the

U.A.R. to make a separate peace. These allegations are false. It

is a fact that we and the Soviets have been concentrating on the

questions of a settlement between Israel and the United Arab

Republic. We have been doing this in the full understanding on

both our parts that, before there can be a settlement of the Arab-

Israeli conflict, there must be agreement between the parties

on other aspects of the settlement-not only those related to

the United Arab Republic but also those related to Jordan and

other states which accept the Security Council resolution of

November 1967.

We started with the Israeli-United Arab Republic aspect

because of its inherent importance for future stability in the

area and because one must start somewhere.

We are also ready to pursue the Jordanian aspect of a set-

tlement; in fact the four powers in New York have begun such

discussions. Let me make it perfectly clear that the U.S. posi-

tion is that implementation of the overall settlement would
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begin only after complete agreement had been reached on

related aspects of the problem.
In our recent meetings with the Soviets we have discussed

some new formulas in an attempt to find common positions.
They consist of three principal elements:

First, there should be a binding commitment by Israel
and the United Arab Republic to peace with each other, with
all the specific obligations of peace spelled out, including the
obligation to prevent hostile acts originating from their respec-
tive territories.

Second, the detailed provisions of peace relating to security
safeguards on the ground should be worked out between the
parties, under Ambassador Jarring's auspices, utilizing the pro-
cedures followed in negotiating the armistice agreements under
Ralph Bunche in 1949 at Rhodes. This formula has been pre-
viously used with success in negotiations between the parties
on Middle Eastern problems. A principal objective of the four-
power talks, we believe, should be to help Ambassador Jarring
engage the parties in a negotiating process under the Rhodes
formula.

So far as a settlement between Israel and the United Arab
Republic goes, these safeguards relate primarily to the area
of Sharm al-Shaykh controlling access to the Gulf of Aqaba,
the need for demilitarized zones as foreseen in the Security
Council resolution, and final arrangements in the Gaza Strip.

Third, in the context of peace and agreement on specific
security safeguards, withdrawal of Israeli forces from Egyptian
territory would be required.

Such an approach directly addresses the principal national
concerns of both Israel and the U.A.R. It would require the

U.A.R.' to agree to a binding and specific commitment to
peace. It would require withdrawal of Israeli armed forces
from UA.R. territory to the international border between
Israel [or Mandated Palestine] and Egypt which has been in
existence for over a half century. It would also require the
parties themselves to negotiate the practical security arrange-
ments to safeguard the peace.

We believe that this approach is balanced and fair.

US. INTERESTS IN THE AREA

We remain interested in good relations with all states in the
area. Whenever and wherever Arab states which have broken
off diplomatic relations with the United States are prepared

to restore them, we shall respond in the same spirit.
Meanwhile, we will not be deterred from continuing to

pursue the paths of patient diplomacy in our search for peace
in the Middle East. We will not shrink from advocating neces-
sary compromises, even though they may and probably will be
unpalatable to both sides. We remain prepared to work with
others-in the area and throughout the world-so long as they
sincerely seek the end we seek: a just and lasting peace.
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22. Secretary of State William P. Rogers, Letter to Israel and

Egypt Proposing a Cease-Fire, June 19, 1970

(Note: The Secretary of State sent the letter to the Govern-
ments of Egypt, Israel, and Jordan to propose a cease-fire along
the Suez Canal and Jordan River frontiers. All three states ac-
cepted the proposal, Egypt on July 22, Jordan on July 26, and Israel
on August 4. A cease-fire along the Suez Canal went into effect on
August 8, 1970, was extended in November 1970, February 1971, and
indefinitely extended in March 1971.)

JUNE 19, 1970

DEAR MR. FOREIGN IiNieTER: I have read
carefully President Nasser's statement of May 1
and your subsequent remarks to Mr. Bergus
[Donald C. Bergus, Counselor of Embassy and

Consul General, U.S. Special Interests Section,
Spanish Embassy, Cairo]. Mr. Sisco [Joseph J.
Sisco, Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs] has also reported fully on
his conversations with President Nasser and
you, and we have been giving serious thought to
what can be done about the situation in the
Near East. I agree that the situation is at a crit-
ical point and I think it is in our joint interest
that the United States retain and strengthen
friendly ties with all the peoples and states of
the area. We hope this will prove possible and
are prepared to do our part. We look to others
concerned, and in particular to your govern-
ment, which has so important a role to play, to
move with us to seize this opportunity. If it is
lost, we shall a - i suffer the consequences and we
would regret such an outcome very much in-
deed. In this spirit, I urge that your govern-
ment give the most careful consideration to the
thoughts which I set forth below.

We are strongly interested in a lasting peace,
and we would like to help the parties achieve it.
We have made serious and practical proposals
to that end, and we have counseled all parties on



the need for camp: miee, and on the r.ee to
create an atmosphere in which peace is possible,
By the latter we mean a reduction nf tensions as
well as clarifications of positions to give both
Arabs and Israelis some conflidt ve that the out-
come will preserve their essential interests.

In our view, the most effective way to agree
on a settlement would be for the parties to begin
to work out under Ambassador Jarring's
auspices the detailed steps necessary to carry
out Security Council Resolution 242. Foreign
Minister Eban of Israel has recently said that
Israel would be prepared to make important
concessions once talks got started. At the same
time, Egyptian participation in such talks
would go far towards overcoming Israeli doubts
that your government does in fact seek to make
peace with it. I understand the problems that
direct negotiations pose for you, and we have
made it clear from the beginning that we were
not proposing such an arrangement be put into
effect at the outset, although, depending on the
progress of discussions, we believe the parties
will find it necessary to meet together at some
point if peace is to be established between them.

With the above thoughts in mind, the US
puts forward the following proposal for con-
sideration of the UAR.

(a) that both Israel and the UAR subscribe
to a restoration of the ceasefire for at least a
limited period;

(b) that Israel and the UAR (as well a9
Israel and Jordan) subscribe to the following
statement which would be in the form of a
report from Ambassador Jarring to the. Secre-
tary General U Thant:

The UAR (Jordan) and Israel advise me that they
agree:

(a) that having accepted and indlcatpd their wtll-
Ingness to carry out Rpsolution 242 in all its parts,
they will designate representatives to discussiors to
be held under my auspices, accordiDg to such proce-
dure and at such places and times as I may recon
mend, taking into account as appropriate each Shdk'R
preference as to method of procedure and previous
experience between the parties;

(b) that the purpose of the aforementioned dis-
cussions is to reach agreement on the establishment

of r just Pnd 1isin1 peace between thn-m bafcd. e (1
mutual cknow-ecg ent by the UAR (Jordan) and
Israel of eac-h urier's overef-gty, territorial integ'ry
znd politiev independence, and (2) Israeli withdrawal
fr"m territories occop1 d in the 1967 conflict, both in
accordance with Resolution 242;

(e) that, to faciuitate my task of promoting agree-
ment as set forth in Resolution 242, the parties will
strictly observe, effective July 1 until at least October 1,
the ceasefire resolutions of the Security Council.

We hope the UAR will find this proposal ao-
ceptable; we are also seeking Israeli accept-
ance. In the meantime, I am sure you will share
my conviction that everything be done to hold
these proposals in confidence so as not to preju-
dice the prospects for their acceptance.

I am sending a similar message to Foreign
Minister Rifai [of Jordan].

I look forward to your early reply.
With all best wishes,

Sincerely,

W'um P. Rowmas
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23. Secretary of State William P. Rogers, Statement Before the

United Nations General Assembly, October 4, 1971 (excerpts)

*~ ** *

Interim Suez Crinal Aqwepment

The other place where progress is urgently
required is in the Middle East. Over several
years, the United Nations has made determined
Pnd persistent efforts to achieve a lasting peace
in that critical area. Nonetheless, the oppo-
tunities fo success and the riske of failure re
main in precarious balance,

Security Council Resolution 2, esblishing
the pr iniples for a durable pe, was the first
major step toward reen after 18 yar of

belligerency and a fragile, often violated
armistice.

The cease-fire along the Suez Canal, now near-
ing its 15th month, was the second major step
away from war.

It is time for a third major step toward peace.
For 4 years Ambassador Jarring [U.N. Spe-

cial Representative Gunnar Jarring] has
worked diligently to secure the agreement called
for in Security Council Resolution 242. We
support his efforts. We believe his mission re-
mains the best path to an overall settlement and
to lasting peace. Our views on such a final peace
settlement remain those expressed in President
Nixon's foreign policy report earlier this year
and in my statement of December 9, 1969.

Both sides to the conflict are committed -to the
fundamental and reciprocal principles to which
the Jarring Mission is dedicated: living in peace
with each other and withdrawal from territorie'
occupied in the 1967 conflict as set forth in Se-
curity Council Resolution 242. Despite those
commitments, a deep gulf of suspicion and dis-
trust remains.

Each side is convinced of the justice of its
cause. Each is concerned about its future se-
curity. A political settlement based on mutual
accommodation could assure both. An attempt
to achieve these ends by force will destroy all
possibilities for either.

This is why we believe a third major step
toward peace is essential:

-A step which can be taken now;
-A step that is practical;
-A step that could help create the confidence

and trust which are now lacking;
-A step toward full and complete implemen-

tation of Resolution 242.

That step is an interim Suez Canal agree-
m tA That is why the United States has wel-
co'm.ed the interest of both Egypt and Israel in
such an agreement. That is why, at the request

I
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of the parties, the United States has undertaken
to play a constructive role in the process of ar-
riving at an agreement.

In order to explore the positions of each side,
we have discussed concrete and specific ideas
designed to meet the legitimate needs and con-
cerns of both sides. Those ideas, given willing-
ness and good intentions on both sides, could
become the basis for a breakthrough. They re-
quire further quiet discussions with the parties,
an undertaking we now hope can be expedited
along the following lines:

A first point is the relationship between an
interim agreement and an overall settlement.
A fair approach should be founded on two basic
principles:

-That a Suez Canal agreement is merely a
step toward complete and full implementation
of Resolution 242 within a reasonable period of
time and not an end in itself. That has to be
clearly established in any agreement.

-That neither side can realistically expect
to achieve, as part of an interim agreement,
complete agreement on the terms and conditions
of an overall settlement. If it could, there would
be no necessity for an interim agreement. Those
final terms and conditions will have to be
worked out through negotiations under Am-
bassador Jarring's auspices. And we would
hope that if an interim agreement is reached,
active negotiations under Ambassador Jar-
ring's auspices could be renewed.

A second point is the matter of the cease-fire.
Its maintenance is in the interest of all of us,
of everyone concerned, of everyone in this
room-in fact, in the interest of the whole
world. The ultimate objective, of course, is a
permanent end to belligerency as part of a final
binding peace agreement. But such a com mit-
ment is not realizable in the context of an in-
terim agreement. Neither would a cease-fire of
short duration be realistic. With good will on
both sides, it should be possible to find common
understanding between the parties on this
issue.

Third is the sone of withdroal. There are,

of course, very important strategic considera-
tions involved in this key point. However, based
on our discussions, we believe it should be possi.-
ble to meet the principal concerns of both sides.
Without going into the details, I would merely
say that I believe that in the long run the most
significant aspect of an interim agreement might
prove to be that it established the principle of
withdrawal looking to an overall settlement as
a fact rather than as a theory.

Fourth is the nature of the supervisory ar-
rangements. Both sides must have confidence
that the agreement will not be violated and that
adequate machinery will be provided for
prompt detection of any infractions. We are
confident that ways reassuring to both Israel
and Egypt can be found for altering and
strengthening the supervisory mechanisms that
have existed in the area for the past two decades.

Fifth is the question of an Egyptian presence
east of the Suez Canal. The reopening and
operation of the Suez Canal would require
Egyptian personnel east of the canal. It is
understandable, too, that normal activities
should be pursued in as much of the zone evacu-
ated as possible. The question of an Egyptian
military presence east of the canal is one on
which the parties hold opposite views. But here,
too, based on our discussion, we believe that
there are possibilities for compromise on this
issue.

Sixth is the use of the Suez Canal. The United
States has long held that the canal should be
open to passage for all nations without dis-
crimination. This principle is clear in the Se-
curity Council resolution of November 1967.
What is at present at issue in considering an
interim agreement is principally the timing at
which this right could be exercised. We believe
an accommodation on this point is quite
possible.

With those six points in mind let me say this:
Because the parties have asked us, we intend
to continue our determined effort to assist them
in arriving at an interim agreement. This ef-
fort, we believe, is imperative because-and I
think it is important to keep this in mind-
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there is no more realistic and hopeful alterna-
tive to pursue.

There are risks to peace; but the greater risk
is inaction, unwillingness to face up to the hard
decisions.

A practical step now--an interim agree-
ment-would make the next stop toward peace
less difficult for all the parties to take.

It would restore the use of the Suez Canal
as a waterway for international Rhipping.

It would reestablish Egypt's authority over
a major national asset.

It would separate the combatants.
It would produce the first Israeli withdrawal.
It would extend the cease-fire.
It would diminish the risk of major-power

involvement.
It would be an important step toward the

complete implementation of Security Council
Resolution 242.

I submit that the logic for such an agreement
is overwhelming. If the leaders of the area would
grasp this opportunity, they would give new
hope to their peoples for tranquillity, for prog-
ress, and for peace.



24. Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Reply to the United States
-6/

Proposals of October 1969, January 1970 (excerpts)

(Note: In October 1969, the United States circulated proposals
for an Egyptian-Israeli and a Jordanian-Israeli settlement. The
American plans were not made public. In mid-December 1969, the
Soviet Union replied to the American proposals. The Soviet reply
was made public in early January 1970.)

A careful study has been made in Moscow of the recent American
proposal on Middle East settlement.

.our comments on the contents of the American plan of Oct. 28,
both as a whole and on separate provisions, . . .are basically as follows:

We do not see sufficient grounds for a joint Soviet-American document
to be in an abridged form, to contain the so-called "neutral formulas"

and in effect to shift the main emphasis, in working out an agreement on
basic aspects of the settlement, over to contacts between the parties
through Ambassador Jarring.

As we understand it, the objective of a joint Soviet-American
document should be as far as possible a sufficiently detailed elaboration
of the essence of the fundamental aspects of the Middle East settlement.
Also, it would hardly make sense to negate the work already done, aimed
at working out agreed positions of our countries, by following the United
States proposal to limit ourselves to "neutral formulas" alone.

The new American draft, as before, does not mention anything con-
cerning the essence of the key question of the settlement, namely, the
withdrawal of Israeli armed forces from the occupied Arab territories
. . . It only mentions that the parties themselves shall determine a
timetable and a sequence for the withdrawal of Israeli armed forces to
boundaries to be agreed upon in advance.

We have already repeatedly pointed out that our proposal, a de facto
cessation of the state of war simultaneously with the beginning of the

16/ Excerpts taken from the New York Times, January 13, 1970,
p. 6.
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withdrawal of armed forces and de jure cessation of the state ofwar after completion of the withdrawal, would correspond to the
interests of both sides and would remove their mutual suspicions.

One might note certain progress on the formula for the
boundaries between the U.A.R. and Israel. We understand the
American formula, naturally, as meaning that sovereignty of the
U.A.R. over Sharm al-Shaykh is not called into question and such
a provision must be clearly recorded in the joint Soviet-American
document.

As to the Gaza sector, which is Arab territory and must be
restored within the borders existing before the 1967 conflict, a
provision to that effect should also be included in the joint
document. The participation of Israel in determining the future
of this territory has no justification whatsoever.

In regard to demilitarized zones, . . .these zones should
not give any advantage to any of the parties and their administra-
tion shall contain limitations only of a purely military nature.
For practical purposes, this would mean recognition of the principle
that such zones can possibly be established on both sides of the
border.

In implementing a "package" settlement we proceed from provisions
of the point in the Security Council resolution of Nov. 22, 1967, on
the cessation of the state of war, respect and recognition of
sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence of
each state in the area in question.

in working out formulas on the cessation of the state of war and on
ensuing consequences, it is necessary to adhere strictly to the pro-
visions of the November resolution of the Security Council and to
avoid formulas which may be, even beforehand, unacceptable to one of
the sides.

On the question of settlement of the refugee problem, . .
Israel must fulfill United Nations decisions on this question. Even
if the Arabs agreed that the question of a just settlement of the
problem of Palestine refugees would be worked out in detail at the
time of a final accord between Jordan and Israel, even then it would
be necessary to confirm in other final documents the necessity of
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implementing the well-known General Assembly resolution on the
Palestine refugees.

As before, we proceed from the necessity of recording the
principle of freedom of navigation in the Suez Canal for the
vessels of all countries in conformity with the Constantinople
Convention of 1888 now in effect.

Questions of navigation through the Strait of Tiran and in
the Gulf of Aqaba must be considered and solved in conformity with
generally recognized principles of international law, which will
guarantee to a sufficient degree free passage for the vessels of all
countries through those waterways.

As for the procedure and form of the Arab-Israeli contacts
through Dr. Jarring.. . . We are convinced that once an
understanding is reached on the principle aspects of settlement,
it should be possible to find a proper form--acceptable to the sides--
of the intermediary role for Ambassador Jarring, provided he will dis-
cuss questions of settlement separately with each side, as well as the
procedure for the signing of a final document or documents.

we would like to emphasize once more that the Soviet side
views settlement in conformity with the Security Council resolution
as something complete, related to all its aspects and to the entire
area of the Middle East, as a "package." In this connection a U.A.R.-
Israeli settlement is considered by us, naturally, as part of the
whole, inseparable from a settlement concerning other countries
directly involved in the conflict.
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25. France, Minister of Foreign Affairs Maurice Schumann, Statement

Before the National Assembly, Paris, April 28, 1970 (excerpts)

No. 1370

Address Delivered by Maurice Schumann

French Minister of Foreign Affairs

Before the National Assembly

on

Tuesday, April 28, 1970

AMBASSADE DE FRANCE
Service de Presse et d'Information

972 Fifth Avenue, New York, N.Y. 10021.
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The Middle East

The four-power concertation is based on the Security Council resolution

of November 22, 1967. Why--despite so many events that have occurred locally--
is it still of value? Why does it still have the support of the major powers and

that of several of the major countries in the Middle East? Because it is based

on the principle of a balance between withdrawal and peace which are the two

inseparable elements of any settlement; also because it proposes a solution of

the problems which were at the root of the conflict--security, refugees, freedom

of navigation.

The main difficulty stems from what some people have called Israel's

"inclination to annex" which I will call a certain inability to define its position

on its fundamental problem, namely the fate of the occupied territories and that

of one million Arabs.

Under these circumstances, how can Israel hope to convince those with

whom it would like to deal directly and without preconditions that it does not

want to use occupation as a means of imposing an enlargement of its territory?

How can it ensure in that way a security which, in the age of supersonic airplanes

and missiles, is not measured in terms of differences in distance but in terms

of confidence, that is, of peace both in people's minds and in reality?
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France has never ceased to proclaim Israel's right to existence, to
recognition, to security. But she fully realizes that only an evacuation of
the occupied territories could provide a real chance of obtaining Israel's
recognition by her neighbors and the latters' clearly and definitively
committing themselves to live in peace with Israel within guaranteed frontiers.
We realize that to evacuate without first obtaining real pledges of peace would
be a deceptive solution. Indeed, that is why we propose the establishment
between Israel and its neighbors of demilitarized zones and the stationing in
them on a long-term basis of United Nations forces which could no longer--this
time--be .withdrawn without a decision of the Security Council and in any event
not without reasonable advance notice.

In addition, in requesting the evacuation of the occupied territories
we are thinking of the possibility of the return of the refugees of 1967--those
who are called "displaced persons"--to the territories from which the Israeli
advance had chased them. In proposing a just settlement of the refugee problem
of 1948 we are concerned with enabling the latter to exercise--with all the
necessary and indispensable conditions--the free choice recognized them by the
United Nations General Assembly resolution of 1948, between repatriation to
Israel and resettlement in host countries. In this manner we could make an
essential contribution to the solution of another problem, which is growing
in importance daily--the Palestinian problem.

It is in order to transform these principles into facts that France
proposed a year ago that the four permanent members of the Security Council
should concert on the practical means of implementing the resolution of November 22,
1967. This work has been discreet, but it has not been in vain. A certain
rapprochement of their respective positions has occurred. France, by proposing
balanced solutions, has been instrumental in this. The Soviet government
acknowledged that our proposals could constitute the basis of an agreement, the
American government--whose views differ from ours on important points regarding
procedure--has told us that these proposals seemed in substance not too different
from its own. The Jordanian government and the Egyptian government have told us
that they corresponded to most of their claims. We hope that the Israeli govern-
ment will not persist in rejecting them en masse without even examining them, for
as far as both peace and security are concerned, it can obtain nothing better
than what we propose. I am sure that it knows this already even if it still
refuses to acknowledge it.
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26. Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, "The Way to a Just and

17/
Lasting Peace," Pravda, October 15, 1970 (excerpts)

"The Soviet Union regards the Middle East crisis, not as a

clash of national interests, but as an attempt by world imperialism,

with the assistance of the Israeli leaders in pursuit of their own

expansionist aims, to deal a blow at the national liberation move-

ment in the Arab countries.

. . .the Soviet proposals were worked out on the basis of an

analysis of the Middle East situation, taking into account the posi-

tions of the parties to the conflict, as well as bilateral and quad-

ripartite consultations on questions concerning a Middle East settle-

ment. The Soviet plan was submitted in due course to the countries

concerned, and it was clarified and supplemented.

"First, in drafting our proposals, we proceed from the need for

a just and lasting peace . . .and not a precarious truce.

. . .peace. . . cannot be ensured by encouraging the aggressor

and cannot be made stable unless Israeli troops are withdrawn from

the extensive Arab territories which they have seized.

The statement adopted at the Soviet Parliament's most recent session

once again emphasised:

. . .that every state in the Middle East enjoys the

right to autonomous national existence and to independence

and security.

Without justice--that is to say, without the ending of the Israeli

occupation of seized Arab territories, and not only without an end

to the state of war, but also without the establishment of peace be-

tween states in this area, and equally without recognition of the

rights of the Palestinian Arabs--there will be no reasonably stable

settlement.

17/ The article also appeared in the English-language "Soviet News"

of October 20, 1970, and in New Middle East, November 1970,

p. 46-47.
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It is clearly necessary to decide the question of the Palestinian
refugees in order to have a stable peace in the Middle East. Allthe more so do we regard as impermissible attempts to have "self-determination" for one people or a set of peoples on the basis ofother peoples being completely deprived of their national rights.

Secondly, our proposals provide . . for an understandingbetween the sides which would impose commitments on both of them.

What is needed is to establish contacts between the sides through
Dr. Jarring; the Jarring mission is required to find concrete waysof implementing the UN Security Council resolution of November 22,
1967.

S- .it is. . .necessary for the two sides, straightforwardly
and unequivocally, to declare their readiness to implement the UN
Security Council resolution all along the line.

"A statement of this kind has already been made by the govern-
ment of the United Arab Republic. . ..

. . .Tel Aviv also seems to have consented to implement this
resolution. However, this was done too indefinitely and in too
general a form. Meanwhile, subsequent pronouncements by the Israeli
leaders conflict with the provisions the resolution to so great a
degree that one cannot but doubt the sincerity of this Israeli con-
sent.

"Thirdly, the Soviet proposals guarantee the practical imple-
mentation of the entire complex of provisions of this Security Council
resolution.

"It is particularly important today to stand firm on the two
main lines of settlement, which are: Israeli evacuation from all
Arab territories occupied in 1967 and the simultaneous establishment
of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East. . . .

"The Soviet proposals thus co-ordinate the solution of these
questions: . . .juridically, the termination of the state of war
and the establishment of peace will begin the moment the first phase
of the Israeli troop withdrawal from the territories occupied in
June 1967 is completed--the evacuation may be carried out in two
phases.
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"As for guarantees for the frontiers of the Middle East states,
the Soviet proposals ensure them by having the two sides adopt specific
commitments to recognise, in conformity with the UN Security Council
resolution of November 22, 1967, the impermissibility of acquiring
territory through war, to respect one another's sovereignty, terri-
torial integrity, inviolability and political independence, to do all
in their power to prevent hostile acts against one another from their
respective territories, and mutually to refrain from interference in
one another's internal affairs.

"The Soviet proposals also stipulate demilitarised zones on
either side of the frontier: such zones would give no advantage to
either side, and their regime would incorporate restrictions of a
purely military character, the introduction of UN troops at a number
of points and direct guarantees from the Big Four Permanent Members
of the Security Council or from the UN Security Council itself.
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27. United Kingdom, Foreign Minister Sir Alec Douglas-Home,

18/Statement at Harrogate, October 31, 1970 (excerpts)

"The fabric of a settlement consistent with the Security Council

resolution of November 1967 which would be fair and would be

workable can easily be produced.

Agreed solutions on all the separate elements would have to

be incorporated into a formal and binding agreement which would

be endorsed by the Security Council; but like the resolution of

November 1967, any such settlement must be based on two fundamental

principles: the inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by

war; and the need for a just and lasting peace in which every State

in the area could live in security.

. . .Israeli armed forces must withdraw from territories oc-

cupied in the conflict. . .the state of belligerency. . .must be

ended and the right of every State to live in peace, within secure

and recognized boundaries free from the threats or acts of force,

must be recognized.

a settlement should establish a definite agreement on

territorial questions.

* * * * *

Between Israel and Egypt an international boundary has existed

for a long time. I believe that this boundary should once again be

18/ Taken from Keesing's Contemporary Archives, December 5-12, 1970,
p. 24323-24324, brackets added.
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recognized in a settlement, subject to whatever arrangements might

be made to deal with the special problems of Gaza. . . .

Between Israel and Jordan the problem is more difficult. There

has never been a recognized boundary between the two countries. But

I believe that the resolution implies that secure and recognized

boundaries whould be based on the armistice lines which existed be-

fore the war of 1967, subject to minor changes which might be agreed

between the two countries.

Between Israel and Lebanon there is no problem: the present

boundary. . .has never been questioned and should remain.

Syria has not accepted the Security Council resolution. It

is therefore impossible yet to discuss how the dispute between Israel

and Syria should be resolved. But I would expect that, once Syria

accepted the resolution, the general principles governing the location

of the other boundaries would also govern the boundary between Israel

and Syria.

The complexity of this problem [Jerusalem] and the depth of feeling

about the city are so great as to make any compromise between the

positions of the two sides hard to conceive. Some agreement providing

for freedom of access to the Holy Places and for their protection will
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be an essential part of a settlement.

* * * * *

The second main pillar of a settlement would be the binding

commitments which the Arab countries and Israel would make to live

at peace with one another. These should include the establishment

of a formal state of peace. They should cover an obligation on all

States to refrain from any act or threat of hostility and to do all

in their power to prevent the planning or conduct of any such acts

on their territory.

For many years the international community as a whole has agreed

on how this problem [Palestinian refugees] should be settled. It is

agreed that those refugees who wish to return to their homes and are

prepared to live in peace with their neighbors should be allowed to

do so, and that those who choose not to should be enabled to resettle

elsewhere with compensation.

We cannot support any political programme which would involve the

disappearance of the State of Israel: this is what the Palestinian

resistance organizations at present demand. But we must work for a

settlement which will attract the agreement of all the peoples of the
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area, including the Palestinians, and which takes account of their

legitimate aspirations.

There is also the problem of freedom of navigation in the

Straits of Tiran, the Gulf of Aqaba, and the Suez Canal. Firm

guarantees will be required for all three.

I believe that a simultaneous effort by all concerned, a

simultaneous decision to grasp the opportunity of making peace,

which I think exists, would allow progress to be made.
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28. Peoples Republic of China, Vice-Minister for Foreign Affairs

Chiao Kuan-hua, Statement Before the United Nations General

_9/
Assembly, November 15, 1971 (excerpts)

The essence of the Middle East question is aggression against the

Palestinian and other Arab peoples by Israeli Zionism with the support and

connivance of the super-Powers. The Chinese Government and people resolutely

support the Palestinian and other Arab peoples in their just struggle against

aggression and believe that persevering in struggle and upholding unity, the

heroic Palestinian and other Arab peoples will surely be able to recover the

lost territories of the Arab countries and restore to the Palestinian people

their national rights. The Chinese Government 'maintains that all countries and
peoples which love peace and uphold justice have the obligation to support'the

struggle of the Palestinian and other Arab peoples, and no one has the right

to engage in political deals, behind their backs! bartering away their right

to existence and their national interests.

19/ A/PV 1983, translation from Chinese.
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29. Organization of African Unity, Proposal for a Middle East Peace,

20/
With Replies of Israel and Egypt, December 1971

(Note: The Organization of African Unity sent a four-man mission

composed of Presidents Leopold Senghor of Senegal, Yakubu Gowon of

Nigeria, Mobutu-Sese of Zaire, and Ahmadou Ahidjo of Cameroon, to Israel

and Egypt seeking positions on a series of proposals. The four-man

mission reported their findings to OAU President Ould Daddah, who
presented a final report to Secretary-General U Thant.)

Political
Relations with
Nations
Overseas
EGYPT-ISRAEL

OAU Peace Proposals
The Organisation for African Unity (OAU)
peace proposals (p. 2275) to Egypt and
Israel and the two countries' replies were
published by the Dakar Newspaper Le
Soleil on December 10th in the following
form:
(a) Agreement by the two parties "to resume
indirect negotiations" through UN mediator
Gunnar Jarring and in line with Security
Council resolution 242 of November 22nd,
1967 (p. 917), so as to reach a peace
agreement.

Israeli reply: "Israel agrees to the
resumption of negotiations without prior
conditions, under the auspices of Dr.
Jarring, under the terms of resolution,.
242, with a view to reaching a peace
agreement. This was made known to Dr.
Jarring in August, 1970".
Egyptian reply: "Agreement to indirect
negotiations under Mr. Jarring with a
view to applying the Security Council
resolution in all its provisions, as well as
to the initiative of Ambassador Jarring
of February 8th to achieve a peace agree-
ment".

Africa Research Bulletin

(b) Agreement by the two parties to
"'conclusion of an interim agreement for
opening of the Suez Canal and stationing
on the eastern bank of the Canal of United
Nations troops, between the'Egyptian and
Israeli lines".

Israeli reply: "Israel agrees to drafting of
an agreement on the Suez Canal, the
details of which will bc negotiated and
accepted in common agrccment. Israel
will be prepared, in the framework of
negotiations for such an agreement, to
discuss measures designed to ensure con-
trol and respect of the agreement on the
Suez Canal."
Egyptian reply - "Egypt is willing to nake
the necessary arrangements for reopening
of the Suez Canal in exchange for Israeli
withdrawal as a first step, in line with the
initiative made public by the President of
the Republic in his speech of November
l1th, 1971, and on the condition that

Israel should respond favourably to the
memorandum of Mr. Jarring of February
8th, 1971" (p. 2015).

(c) "Agreement by the two parties that
secure and recognized borders' should be
defined in the peace agreement".

Israeli reply: "Israel agrees
and recognized borders
determined by negotiations
parties and incorporated
agreement".

that 'secure
should be
between the
in a peace

Egyptian reply: "We agree that secure *
and recognized borders should be
incorporated in a peace agreement on the
basis of the resolution of the Organisation
of African Unity which stipulates the
necessity for withdrawal of Israeli troops
from all Arab territories, and of the
initiative of Mr. Jarring, which stipulates
the necessity for Israeli withdrawal to the
international borders of Egypt".

December 1-31, 1971

(d) Agreement by the two parties that
solution of security problems should be
sought "in guarantee by the United Nations,
in creation of demilitarized zones and in the
presence of international troops at certain
strategic points".

Israeli reply: "Israel agrees that in
addition to determination of secure and
recognized borders established by com-
mon agreement, other arrangements
designed to ensure security could be
negotiated".

Egyptian reply: "Agreement to the
following peace guarantees: United
Nations guarantees, creation of de-
militarized zones on both sides of
borders, presence of international troops
at certain strategic points".

(e) Agreement by the two parties "that
details of evacuation of the occupied
territories should be set down in a peace
agreement".

Israeli reply: "Israel agrees that condi-
tions of withdrawal to negotiated borders
established by common agreement should
be incorporated in the peace treaty".
No Egyptian reply was given.

(f) Agreement by the two parties, "so as to
guarantee free passage to all ships in the
Tiran Strait, to stationing of international
troops at Sharm-cl-Sheikh".

Israeli reply: "the question of Sharm-el-
Sheikh will be included in the peace
negotiations, as specified in the above
paragraph (Israeli reply "E"). In confor-
mity with Security Council resolution
242, freedom of navigation on all
international waterways such as the Suez
Canal and the Tiran Straits for all ships
and all merchandise, including the ships
and merchandise of Israel, will be
provided for in the peace agreement".
Egyptian reply: "Egypt agrees to the
presence of international troops at Sharm-
el-Sheikh to guarantee freedom of
navigation in the Tiran Straits".

African Research Bulletin, vol. 8, no. 12, January 15, 1972,20/
p. 2324. Reprinted by permission of Africa Research Ltd.,

One Parliament Street, Exeter, England.
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III. Chronological Sequence of the Peace Proposals

Date

June 19, 1967

September 1, 1967

November 22, 1967

December 27, 1967

March 1968

July 17, 1968

September 10, 1968

October 8, 1968

February 6, 1969

February 1969

March 1969

April 10, 1969

December 9, 1969

January 1970

April 1970

April 28, 1970

U.S., President Johnson, Statement

Arab Summit Communique

U.N., Resolution 242

Israel, Agenda for Peace

U.N., Jarring Letter

Palestinian National Covenant

U.S., President Johnson, Statement

Israel, Foreign Minister Eban,
Statement

U.S., President Nixon, News Conference

Egypt, President Nasser, Interview

U.N., Jarring Questionnaire

Jordan, King Hussein, Statement

U.S., Secretary Rogers, Statement

U.S.S.R., Reply to U.S. Proposal

Palestinian Interview

France, Foreign Minister Schumann,
Statement

Document
Number Page

62

54

10

hi

12

55

65

42

18

14

1

7

2

15

19

8

20

10

3

12

21

24

16

25

67

47

13

52

68

81

57

84



Docusnent

Date Number

Tune 19, 1970

:ctober 15, 1970

October 31, 1970

November 4, 1970

February 8, 1971

February 1971

August 20, 1971

September 30, 1971

October 4, 1971

November 15, 1971

December 1971

December 13, 1971

March 15, 1972

U.S., Secretary Rogers, Letter

U.S.S.R., Policy Statement

U.K., Foreign Minister Douglas-Home,
Statement

U.N., Resolution 2628

U.N., Jarring Aide Memoire

Egypt, President al-Sadat, Interview

F.A.R., Communique

Israel, Foreign Minister Eban,
Statement

U.S., Secretary Rogers, Statement

P.R.C., Vice Minister Chiao,
Statement

O.A.U., Proposal

U.N., Resolution 2799

Jordan, King Hussein, Proposal

Page

22

26

27

4

5

11

17

9

23

28

29

6

13

76

87

90

30

32

49

61

44

78

94

95

38

53
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