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,-,±, l-Irn/iA1'l RIGHTS rN THE TEBRI'l'OH.I1I:fl OCCUPIED J"S A RECUIJ'I' OF HOS'1'ILITIES
,,"," :~I==i,'P Sft.ST, n~CLUDING THE HEPOR'!' OIl' 3:1-m SPECIAL ~I!ORKING GHGIJP OF EXJ?ERTS

RESCUJTION 6 (xxv)) (r':i;0n(ln Hem S) (E/CN.I~/101~ and !,dcLl-S) (<continued:

1cfir. GHGRK4. (Lebanon) commenc1ed the members of the Special t]orking Group

0f Ex.pert,s GB the able manner in \-{h:Leh they' had acconlQlished their mission and on

their excellent report, which prOVided a grim picture of the situation prevailing

in the Arab territories occupied by Israel. There vrere some deficiencies in that

re~8r~ b~t they resulted s~lely from Israel's refusal to co-operate with the

r:,e~d)el-S of the Group ar,u to allow them to carry Gut their investigation in the

cc:c.1pied territories themselves. Israel's unco-operative att:i turJe had been

demonstrated further at the previous meeting when the representative of Israel,

at the end ef a long statement, had announced that his delegation '''ould not

participate ar0f further in the discussion on the item under ccnsideration,

thereby arrogating to the delegation of Israel the right to be heard while

denying that right to others.

The violations of human rights in the occupied territ::lries folloHing

Israel's aggression against Jordan, Syria and the United Arab Republic in

JUQe 1967 had ar~used universal concern. In violation of the United Nations

Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Geneva Convention of

12 J-\ugust 1949 Relative to the Protection of Civilian l)ersons in Time of ',-iar,

and the elementary principles of internati~nal laH and morality, the Israeli

auth~rities had resorted to inhuman and illegal acts against the Arab population

of the occupied territories. The United Nations had repeatedly condemned Israel's

aggressive acts and violations of human rights but Israel had systematically

refused to cJmply with United Nations resolutions and had indicated that it

could not rely on anything but its own military power. Israel appeared to have

a different concept of international law from that held by other countries.

Such an attitude represented a serious challenge to the authority of the United

Nations.

Serious violations of human rights Here as much a threat t~ peace and

security as acts of aggressiJn and those responsible for such violati~ns should be

exposed and condemned. Many resolutions aDopted by the Security Council, the

General Assembly, the Commission on Human Rights and the Economic and Social Council

CounCil, as "Iorell as resolution I of the InLernational Conference on Human Ri_ghts.

had reaffirmed the inalienable rights of the people of Palestine and the need to
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pr~tect the civilian population in the occupied territories from violations ~f

their human rights. They had condemned IsraelIs policies and practices in those

territories, called upon Israel to refrain from acts which violated hQman rights

and fundamental freedoms and to allow displaced persons to return to their homes.

Finally, they had provided for tte appointment of a Special Representative of

the Secretary-General and the establishment of the Special Horking Group of

Experts to investigate Israel's violations of human rights and of the Geneva

Conventions of 19~·9. Israel had refused to comply with those resolutions,

including Security Council resolution 242 (1967), which had been adopted

unanimously, on the pretext that they did not reflect the opinion of the majority

of Members of the United Nations.

Israel had also sought to justify its refusal to co-operate Hith the Special

Working Group of Experts by arguing that the terms of reference of the Group did

not include a mandate to investigate the conditions of Je,,!s in Arab countries.

The reason Hhy such a mandate had not been given to the Group Has that all other

delegations rightly agreed that Jews in Arab countries were nationals of thJse

countries and that any investigation of their situation w:mld constitute

interference in matters within the domestic jurisdiction of the states c~ncerned

and an infringement of their sovereign rights. Israel, invoking its own concept

of international law, had sought unilaterally to extend the mandate of the Special

Group of Experts. It had attempted to act in a similar manner ~n other occasions,

as, for instance, when the Secretary-General, pursuant to Security Council

resolution 237 (1967) and General Asserrilily resolution 2252 (ES-V), had sent a

Special Representative to the Middle East to report on humanitarian problems in

the territories where milit~ry operations had taken place. The Secretary-Gener-al

had reviewed that question in his note s/3699. In the brief legal analysis

attached to his letter of 15 July 1963 to the Permanent Representative of Israel

(s/3699, paragraph 10), the Secretary-General had pointed out that whereas

operative paragraph 1 of Security Council resolution 237 (1967) applied ':!ithout

question ti the area occu~ied by Israel since June 1967 it did not, if strictly

interpreted, apply to Arabs in, for example, Nazareth or Haifa, ~r to Jewish

persons in .Arab States. In the same document (paragraph 17), in reply to Israelfs

complaint about discrimination, the Secretary-General had pointed out that there
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was an unavoidable limitation with regard to the scope of the mission 1 s activities

resul ting from the provis ions :)f the two resolutions on vlhich it Has based and

that the term "discrimination" 1'1aS t:)o :)ften used loosely.

The Israeli-Zionist propaganda machine attem[Yted to establish Israel as the

legal - if not the physical - home of all Je\'1s. Many Jevls both in the Soviet

Union and in the United States, hOHever, rejected that assertion and felt that

Zionist politicians did not speak f:)r the Jewish people.

Despite IsraelIs attempts to suppress the truth concerning violations of

international laH committed by its armed forces in the occul;lied territories, the

Special W:)rking Group of Experts had been able to collect sufficient evidence to

substantiate the charges which had led to the adoption of the Co~nission's

res'Jlution 6 (XXV). Referring t'J the conclusions and recommendations of the

Spec ial \'hrking Group of Experts (E/CN. 4/1016 /Add.2), he drew particular attention

t:) sub-paragraph (d) (i) and sub-paragral;lh (j) of the conclusions and the

corresponding recommendations in paragraphs 4 and 3, to sub-paragraph (1) of

the conclusions and the c2rresponding recommendation in paragraph 6, to

sub-paragraph (h) of the conclusions and the corresponding recommendation in

paragraph 9, to sub-paragraph (In) of the c:)nclusions (in connexion with which he

also drew attention to Security Council resolution 267 (1969) concerning the status

of the City of Jerusalenl), and to the recommendation in paragraph 10. Those were

but a fe\'1 examples of acts co~nitted in c:mtravention Jf the Geneva Conventions

which demon~trated IsraelIs disregard for international law relating to human

rights and fundamental freedoms. 'fhe report contained sufficient evidence to

justify contin~~d vigilance by the C'Jnlffiission in matters pertaining to the safety

and well-bei.ng of the Arab people in the occupied territories.

Although it might be argued that the Special Working Group of Experts had been

unable to evaluate the facts on tIle spot, it should be remembered that when the

Arab states, which had proved their g:)odwill towards the United Nati'Jns by their

full co-operation with the Group, had requested an investigation by the Co~~ission,

they had been certain of their facts, whereas Israelrs refusal to co-operate

reflected its sense of guilt. Furthermore, in addition to the report of the

Special Working Gr:)up of Experts, abundant material was available from journalists,

\vriters, television cOnlillentators and :)ther neutral observers who had visited Israel

/ ...



(Mr. Chorra, Leb~no~)

and the occupied territories. Such material could be found, for instance, in

the well-substantiated documents published by Jacques M. Verges under the title

Pour les Fidayine ~es Editions de Minuit) and in a book entitled Palestine and

Israel by the Swedish writer Steffan Beckman (an extract was reproduced in

annex IV to the report of the Special Harking Group of Experts (EjCN.4jl016jAdd.4).

An Israeli publication, issue dated 14 February 1970 contained a letter written

by an Israeli lawyer, Felicia Langer (who was also mentioned in Steffan Bechman's

book), addressed to the son of one of her clients, a Mr. EI-Ashhab, describing

the tortures inflicted on his father in prison, and the French newspaper

Le Figaro of 3 February 1970 also contained a report referring to the sufferings

and torture inflicted on two Arab prisoners.

Many humane and liberal Jews both inside and outside Israel were shocked

at the behaviour of the military forces in the occupied territories and realized

that it jeopardized the chances of a peaceful settlement. In a message to an

international conference held recently in Cairo and attended by parliamentarians

from fifty countries, Mr. Moshe Menuhin, father of the well-kno1vn violinist, had

called upon the Israeli authorities to withdraw their forces immediately from the

Arab territories they occupied, as a prerequisite for peace. The late

Bertrand Russell had also sent a message to that conference stating that IsraelIs

actions could not be condoned and that it vias gross hypocrisy to invoke the past

sufferings of the Jews to justify them.

In January 1968, Mr. Michael Adams, a British correspondent for the Guardian,

reporting on a visit to Israel and the occupied territories, had said that the

Israelis were treating the Arabs of the Gaza Strip more harshly than the Germans

had treated him as a prisoner of war.

In March 1963, the French newspaper Le Monde had reported that about a

hundred Israeli intellectuals, novelists, composers, performers, lawyers and

doctors had published a statement protesting against the violation of human

rights in Israel and the occupied territories.

In October 1969, Mr. E.C. Hodgkin, the foreign editor of the London Times,

had reported on the severe repressive measures applied against the Arab population

by the Israeli occupiers. He had observed that on the Whole, the Arabs in the

occupied territories were probably the most adaptable, intelligent and moderate
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of their race) a~xious only to live and prosper in the land which had so long

been their h:::)\11e. It VTaS a tragedy that they were now being persecuted into a

new diaspora by the armies and people of Israel. He had expressed surprise at

the intensity with which the Israelis were hated everyvJhere by all sections

of the population.

The NeH York Times, "lvhich was not pro-Arab) had reported in November 1969

that Defence Minister Moshe Dayan had stated that neighbourhood or area

punishment was being applied to Arabs n:::Jt directly inv::Jlved in nearby acts of

terrorism. His policy was aimed at making l~fe ~nbearable for the Arabs. They

would be allo"l'!ed three choices: to f:i.ght the terrorists themselves) to den:::>unce

them, or t::> suffer. The Israelis "lvere asking the Arabs to fight their own people

::Jr to betray them; should they ch::Jose not to do either) they w::Juld still have to

suffer. That "lvas the nazi logic f::Jr collective punishment. That kind of logic

'.vas abhorrent to the conscience of peaples everywhere and the i)urpose of the

Geneva Convention was to combat it. However, the Israeli military authorities

evidently did not care about such a Convention.

He did not '.Vish t::J g:::; on indefinitely quoting from books and newspapers.

His delegatLm had merely attempted to supplement the report of the Special

Working Group of Experts with some evidence brought out from Israel by

eye-witnesses. Against that background of Israeli oppression and tyranny) the

Arabs were requested by Israel to behave, to co-operate and be peaceful. The

Israelis ha rl been cynically and hypocritically trying to convince the '.Vorld that

they were for peace. They had been extending their kind of peace to a hitherto

peaceful country, Leban::Jn, to its international airport, to its southern regions,

but the Israeli peace was a peace at gunpoint "lvhich resulted in murder,

destructi::Jn and terror.

In a long series of letters to the President of the Security C~uncil and the

Secretary-General) he had brought to their attention the wanton Israeli attacks

against Lebanese t::J,ms and villages, the t:Jll of victims and the damages they

had SUffered. From the beginning of 1969 until 17 March 1970) sixteen Lebanese

civilians had been killed, thirty-nine wounded, and forty-three kidnapped as a

result of those attacks and the Israeli incursions into Lebanese territory

continued in flagrant violati:::Jn of the Lebanon-Israel Armistice Agreement, the
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United Nations Charter and the principles of international law and morality.

Security Council document S/~599, dated 12 January 1970, contained the text of a

!Jote which the Lebanese Government had transmitted to the Ambassadors of the

Big F'our POHers in Beirut, in which it brought to their attention the aggressive

designs of Israel against Lebanon. Israel was pursing that policy because of the

mani rest and rightful solidarity of the Government and people of Lebanon 'lTith the

Arab peoples and countries that were victims of Israeli aggression.

The previous day, he had communicated to the President of the Security

Council and the Secretary-General the text of a statement issued by the Government

of Lebanon. Lebanon had denounced the hypocrisy of Israeli propaganda, which was

aimed at leading world public opinion to regard the Israeli acts of violence as

acts of retaliation against Lebanon for the presence and activities of the

Palestinians. Hovrever, if there Here 300, coo Palestinians in Lebanon, it was not

l,ebanon's fault but Israel's. If, having lost all hope of exercising the right

of r.=:turn "e!hich Has recogni 7,ed by the international community, all or part :::if

those rpf'l1[!;ccQ Look up arms to fight for their cause, it was not Lebanon's fault,

but Israel's.

Israel was responsible for non-compliance with the United Nations resolutions

ad,Jpted bef'ne and after the '"Tar of June 1967. Israel shared that responsibility

with all those countries which were directly supporting it. Lebanon was the

c:mntry ,>!hich least deserved to be held responsible f0r the presence and the

activities :::if the Falestinians.

The' third preambular paragraph of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights

provided that every~ne should have the right of recourse, as a last resort, to

rebelliJn against tyranny and oppression to ensure that his h~~aD rights were

respected and protected by law. He nJt only had the right of rebellion against

his O,,Jt1 G:wernment, but a f)rti'Jri against a ruthless f')reigr: invader and

occupier. The right to resist ar, invader "ras a sacred duty of every hu..man being.

As long as Israel continued tJ 'Jccupy Arab lands and deny human rights to the

Arab peoples of Palestine and the occupied territories) there was no ch:::iice but

t::l resist.

Until such time as Israel recognized the validity of Arab rights and withdrew

from Arab lands, the Commission :::iD Human Rights ,-ras in duty bound to maintain its
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. 'I . n order to expose Israel l s violations of human rights and of the GenevaVlgl ance l - _ _

Convention. In the light of the evidence furnished by the report of the Special

',\Iorl-cing Grou[J of Experts, and additional evidence, the Commissi:m had no choice

but tc) condemn the Israeli violations, call on Israel to put a stop to them,

request the Special Horking Group of' Experts to carry out its mission by further

investigating thC)se violations in the occupied territories, and call on Israel to

permit the Group to visit those territories and to c:J-operate "lith its members

in order that they might carry out their mission.

Mr. CALOVSKI (Yugoslavia), speaking in exercise of' his ~;ght of reply

and referring tc the reference made by the representative of Israel at the previous

session to the impartiality of Yugoslavia, said he wished to make it clear that his

country most strongly condemned the Israeli aggression and occupation.

Mr. OZER (Turkey) expressed the appreciation of his delegation to the

Special \~orking Group of Experts established under resolution 6 (xxv) for the

obj~ctive and thorough reGJort Hhich it had presented to the Commission. The

continued occupation of Arab territories and non-compliance with United Nations

resolutions, including those concerning Jerusalem, seriously threatened

international peace and security. One of the main objectives of his country's

policy Has the establishment of peace in the Middle East, as that was the surest

guarantee of the enjoyment of human rights in the area.

It was regrettable that the Special Working Group of Experts had not been able

to carry out its investigation in the oC2upied territories because Israel had

refused to provide the necessary co-operation. The argwnents adduced by Israel to

reject the Commissionls resolution 6 (XJ0T) were unacceGJtable. His delegation

shared the vieHS of the Special l'Iorking Group of Experts, as expresseJ. :i [j '·hRrl.CL' r.

paragraph 22, of its report (E/CN. 4/1016) . It further agreed \·]i th the contents of

paragraph 23 of the same chapter regarding the applicability 8f the Fourth Geneva

Convention, and paragraphs 26 and 27, regarding the human rights of the civilian

population of the territories occupied by Israel.

The conclusions 8f the Special ~orking Group of Experts Here far from

encouraging. Paragraph l Cd) (i) of chapter IV (E/CN.4/l0l6/Add.2) stated that the

Special W8rking Group Has 8f the opinion that there Here violati~ns of the Fourth

Geneva Convention. The destruction of four villages after the cease-fire and many
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of the other findings of the Special Warking Gr~up had shown that serious

violations of the Fourth Geneva Convention had indeed occurred.

He also Hished to draH attenti.Jn to chapter 11 of the report

(E/CN.4/1016/Add.l) concerning the analysi3 of some relevant proclamations and

orders of the Israel Defence Forces in the territories occupied by Israel. It was

evident that articles 54, 64 and 117 of the Geneva Convention had been violated.

As stated in paragraph 7 of chapter 11 of the report, there Has no question that

the na ti::Jnal penal la'tl in the various areas under occupation was that which had

been in force prior to occupation. However, the occupying Power had assumed

:ull governmental powers in the occupied territories. With regard to Jerusalem,

the Group had also considered that there was no difference between the Israeli

laws applying to Jerusalem and the proclamations and orders applying to the

other occupied territories.

The Group had found no evidence to indicate that the occupation authorities

were implementing part IV of the Geneva Convention. Paragraph 1 (n) of chapter IV

of the report (E/CN .4/1016/Add. 2) explained the regrettable situation in that

regard.

He wished to draw attention to chapter V of the report (E/CN.4/1016/Add.2),

vihich contained the recommendations of the Special Horking Group of Experts. It

"ras essential that those recommendations should be carried out. His delegation

strongly hoped that the Commission would be able to find a solution to the

problem, in order to put an end, once and for all, t~ the sufferings of countless

h~man beings who had been evicted from their homes or were required to live under

foreign occupation.

~~. PAOLINI (France) expressed compassion for the innocent civilian

population of the Arab territories occupied by Israel. Whatever the attitude

Jf the occupying Po,.,rer, occupation ahrays had an impact on all aspects of life.

The only solution to the problem was to ensure the implementation of Security

Council resolution 242 (1967).

His delegation had abstained in the vote on Commission resolution 6 (.xx-v),

which had requested the Special ~orking Group of Experts to investigate the human

rights situation in the occupied Arab territories, just as it had abstained in

1967 Hhen the Commission had empoweTed the Group of Experts to undertake an inquiry
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regarding South Africa, Nanlibia and the Portuguese Territories. France had serious

doubts concerning the competence ::Jf the Commission or any of its subsidiary b:xlies

to investigate a specifir cituation in a given country. That. in no way implied

criticism of the experts f efforts or of their' pers:::mal qualities.

Strict application of the provisions of the Geneva Convention would make it

possible to avoid most of the incidents referred to in the report. The Commission

could appeal to the Government concerned; IF)\'lever, it must not go beyond the limits

of its competence, since control over the application of the Geneva Convention

rested Hith the states Parties and the International C::Jmmittee of the Red Cross.

lfrr. ~~DBAILO (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) said that the

violations of human rights perpetrated by Israel in the Arab territories occupied

after the war it had launched against the Arab States constituted a crime against

humanity and a serious threat to I'lorld peace. Noting that peace must be restored

to the region if human rights \yere to be protected, he recalled resolution I of

the International Conference on Human Right s. It was essential -to ensure

compliance ",i th resolutions adopted by the United Nations, particula:"'ly Security

Council resolution 242 (1967). The Commission should strJngly support the

Council's demand for the withdrawal of Israeli troops from the occupied Arab

territories.

Israel ,yas perpetrating flagrant and systematic violations of human rights in

those territories because it was determined to wrest them from the Arabs. The

Israeli campaign to drive Arabs from the:~r land "Tas official policy, just as

apartheid ",ras official policy in South Africa. Compelling evidence of that fact

had been provided by observers, Press reports, representatives of the Secretary­

General, Co~nissicn documents and participants at the 1nternational Conference on

Human Rights. He endorsed the conclusions in the report of the Special Horking

Group Clf Experts to the effect that the Geneva Convention relative to the

Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War was applicable to the area under

discussion. He rejected IsraelIs contention that COJmnission res~luti0n 6 (xxv)

prejudged the situation. The Arab people were engaged in a legitimate struggle

in the occupied territories. History confirmed the legitimacy of such struggles.

The Commission should adopt a more far-reaching resolution than it had in the past

and should call for effective measures to halt Israeli imperialist aggression and

restore the rights of the Arar population.
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QUESTION OF THE VIOLATION OF HUlf~N RIGHTS AND FUNDAMENTALFREEDDMS, INCLUDING
POLICIES OF RACIAL DISCRI~1INATION AND SEGREGATION AND OF APARTHEID, IN ALL
COUNTRIES, 'dITH PARTICULAH REFERENCE TO COLONIAL AND OTHER DEPENDENT CUJNTRIES
AND TERRITORIES (ar;encJe Hem le) (continued)

(d) MODEL RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR UNITED NATIONS BODIES DEAL~~ WITH VIOLATIONS
OF HUVlliN RIGHTS (CO~~1ISSION RESOLUTION 3 (XXV)) (E/CN.4/1021, E/CN.4/L.114o)

Mr. ERt~CORA (Austria), introducing draft resJlution E/CN.4/L.1140 on

behalf 0f his delegation and the delegati~n of Finland, said that the sponsors

v-rished to delete the sec:md preambular paragraph, since not all members had

expressed vievrs on the substance ~f the preliminary draft ~f morlel rules in

document E/CN.4/1021. Since the Commission had been unable to deal adequately

with that document owing to lack of time, it should resume consideration of the

item at its twenty-seventh Ression.

Mr. TARASSOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) Sal" no need for any

model rules ~f procedure f~r United Nati~ns bodies dealing 'frith violations of human

rights. It Vias cust.~mary f~r United Nations bodies to devise their mm rules of

procedure. The preliminary draft of model rules was unacceptable because it opened

the way for intervention in the internal affairs ::Jf sovereign Governments. The

C~mmission should n::Jt vote on draft res~lution E/CN.4/L.11LtO; its report should

simply state that it v-r~uld revert to the model rules at a subsequent session.

~trs. BAUSER (United States of America), supported by Mr. BOYE (Senegal),

said that the Commissi::Jn should vote on the draft resolution, which simply called

for resumed consideration of an item ""hich the Commission had been unable to

consider at its previous or current sessions.

Sir Keith UNHIN (Un_ ted Kingdom), Hr. PAOLINI (France) and !Vir. COL~

(Venezuela) said that their delegations '\>rauld support the draft res ::Jlution.

The CHAIF~tAN invited the Co~~ission to vote on draft resolution

E/CtL4/L.1l40.

Dra~t resolution E/CN.4~~.1140, as amended by the sponsors, was adopted by

23 v::Jtes to 2, with 4 abstenti~ns.
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lI1EASURES TO BE TAKEN AGAINST NAZISM AND RACIAL INTOLERl-\.NCE (COMMISSION RESOLUTION
10 (:A'"XV)) (asencla item 13) * (concluded)

Sir Keith (J1\JvHN (United Kingdom) Hished to clarify the information in

paragraph 742 of the Special Rapporteur's interim report (E/CN.l~/Sub.2/301) in the

light of the Soviet representative1s cOlnrnents at the 1052nd meeting concerning

racist groups in the United Kingdom and his own reply at the 1053rd meeting. A

racist candidate had polled 19.2 per cent of the vote in only one constituency in

municipal elections in 1963, and not in the general elections, as the Soviet

representative h&d stated. The figure \Vas less significant in municipal elections,

Hhere the total vote was smaller than in general elections. The relevant paragraph

of the final report should make it clear that the figure represented the racist

vote in only one constituency.

In the most recent general elections in the United Kingdom, racist candidates

had made a very poor shovring, polling - together with various splinter groups ­

only 201,000 'Jf a total ::Jf approximately 27.2 million votes.

The meeting rose at 5.35 p.m.

* Resumed from t~e 1058th meeting.
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