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ANNOUNCEMENT CONCERNING THE PRIVATE MEETING HELD ON 24 JUNE 1974
1. The SECRETARY read out the following announcement:

"During its private meeting on 24 June 1974, the Executive Board considered item 8.8
of the Agenda:

1. The Board adopted a resolution concerning the remuneration of the Director-
General, which will be published in the decisions of the present session.

2. It noted the action the Director-General has taken, with effect from 1 January
1974, with respect to the remuneration of the Deputy Director-General."

STATEMENT BY MR. WYNTER

2. Mr. WYNTER said that at some suitable moment he wished to make a proposal under
agenda item 6. 3 concerning the representation of Granada at the eighteenth session of the
General Conference.

3. EL PRESIDENTE declara que toma nota de la peticién del Sr, Wynter,

(3) The CHAIRMAN said that he had taken note of Mr. Wynter's request.

Point 4. 4.1 - RAPPORT DU DIRECTEUR GENERAL EN APPLICATION DE LA RESOLUTION
93 EX/4. 5.1 (Jérusalem) (94 EX/14)

Projet de résolution présenté par M. Agblemagnon, M. Alkhowaiter, M. Pendje, suppléant de
M. Bong' Ilonga, M, El Borolossy, M. Etemadi, M. Gregus, suppléant de M. Grohman, M. Ma-
kany, Mme Marjanovi¢, M. Dayal, suppléant de M. Parthasarathi, M. Abu-Izzedin, suppléantde
M. Sarriif, M. Senghor, M. Annabi, suppléant de M. Taleb El Ibrahimi, et M. Ivanov, suppléant
de M. Tikhvinsky (94 EX/DR. 16)

4.1 Le DIRECTEUR GENERAL présente le rapport (94 EX/14) qu'il a établi en application de
la décision 93 EX/4, 5. 1 (Jérusalem), Comme le Conseil exécutif 1'a rappelé dans cette décision,
le Directeur général avait déja été invité a diverses reprises, et notamment par la résolution
3.422 adoptée par la Conférence générale a sa dix-septiéme session, a poursuivre ses efforts en
vue d'assurer la présence réelle de 1'Unesco dans la ville de Jérusalem. A cette fin, comme il
1'a indiqué au Conseil & sa 93e session, il avait désigné le professeur Raymond Lemaire comme
son représentant pour Jérusalem et 1'avait habilité & se rendre dans cette ville chaque fois que
cela serait approprié et nécessaire pour enquéter sur 1l'application ou la non-application des ré-
solutions pertinentes de la Conférence générale et du Conseil exécutif, M. Lemaire est secré-
taire général du Conseil international des monuments et des sites (ICOMOS), organisation non
gouvernementale dotée du statut consultatif de la catégorie A auprés de 1'Unesco. M. L.emaire
s'est rendu deux fois a Jérusalem depuis la session précédente du Conseil : en décembre 1973 et
en avril 1974, Le Directeur général a estimé, en effet, que deux séjours, méme relativement
brefs, étaient préférables & un séjour prolongé parce que cela permettait de se rendre compte
de 1'évolution de la situation.

4,2 Le Directeur général tient & remercier les autorités pour les facilités dont son représen-
tant a bénéficié dans 1'exercice de sa mission. Celui-ci a pu agir dans un climat favorable et ne
s'est heurté a aucun obstacle dans 1'exercice de sa mission. Son mandat, comme celui du Direc-
teur général lui-méme, était limité : il devait constater les faits et formuler éventuellement ses
observations sur les points ayant fait 1'objet de résolutions, mais il n'avait pas 4 apprécier ces
faits car c'est & la Conférence générale et au Conseil exécutif qu'il appartient, s'ils le jugentbon,
d'en tirer des conclusions. En d'autres termes, le représentant du Directeur général est un té-
moin et le rapport dont le Conseil est saisi est un témoignage, M. Lemaire a certes formulé, au
cours de ses entretiens avec divers responsables, des avis et des conseils, mais ceux-ci avaient
un caractere strictement technique et visaient uniquement a faciliter la mise en oeuvre des réso-
lutions de la Conférence générale et du Conseil exécutif,

4,3 En ce qui concerne 1'annexe au document 94 EX/ 14, il s'agit d'un résumé établi par le Se-
crétariat 4 partir des rapports de M. Lemaire, qui 1'a lui-méme approuvé aprés y avoir apporté
quelques petites modifications. On peut constater que, pour les questions qui font 1'objet des Sec-
tions III et V, 1l'évolution intervenue entre décembre 1973 et avril 1974 a été diment notée. Quant
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a la Section VII, qui a trait a 1'urbanisation et & la conservation de la ville et du site historique,
elle appellerait a elle seule de trés longs développements, étant donné la complexité du probléme.
Toutefois, s'agissant d'un rapport de fait, on s'est borné a rendre compte de fagon succincte mais
claire des éléments nécessaires pour apprécier la situation en avril 1974, Il est bien évident que
ce sont les intentions, les préparatifs et les plans qui détermineront la situation future, mais que,
pour les apprécier, on est nécessairement entrafné a des interprétations, Le Directeur général
s'en est volontairement abstenu pour conserver au rapport son caractére de témoignage.

5.1 Mr. ABU-NUWAR, Permanent Delegate of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, speaking
at the invitation of the Chairman, recalled the various decisions of the General Conference and
the Board which had led up to 93 EX/Decision 4. 5.1, in particular 90 EX/Decision 4. 3.1,
General Conference resolution 3. 422 adopted at the seventeenth session, and 92 EX/Decision
4.5, 1.

5.2 The Board was meeting once again to consider Israel's violation of the resolutions and
decisions adopted by the General Conference and the Board. The announcement at a previous
session of Israel's acceptance of the Director-General's representative had appeared to some
members to show a change of heart, but the Board was now obliged to recognize that nothing,

in fact, had changed. While that did not surprise him personally, he felt sure that other members
of the Board, as well as the delegations to the General Conference, must have expected more
tangible results, especially in view of the desperate situation now prevailing in Jerusalem. The
fact was that Unesco's presence in Jerusalem could in no way be described as effective. The
Director-General's representative had taken no measures whatever to curb the actions of the
Israeli authorities. Reading the report was like reading a treatise on archaeological excavation,
bearing no relation to the actual city of Jerusalem. The report was unclear, ambiguous and
imprecise a shortcoming for which Mr. Lemaire had already been criticized. It came to no
conclusion as to whether Israel was respecting Unesco's decisions or not. From it, one gained
the impression that Mr. Lemaire had been sent to Jerusalem as a technical adviser to the
Israeli authorities. The basic alterations in the features of the Holy City were totally ignored.

5.3 The report did not begin to fulfil its essential purpose. Everyone knew that the Arab

part of Jerusalem was under Israeli occupation. The occupying power had no right to make any
changes in the city, to pass any legislation which might affect the Holy Places. It was outrageous
that the report should speak of the adoption of a new master plan for the city. Unesco's terms of
reference with regard to Jerusalem were perfectly clear, and the report should have been pre-
cisely related to them. Instead, it dealt with technical matters, making no mention of changes

in the features of the city, confiscations, the building of blocks of flats, the flouting of human
rights. Israel was waging open war upon the Moslem and Christian heritage of Jerusalem, but

in the technicalities of the report the basic issue had been lost.

5.4 The report was not entirely valueless in that it clearly showed that violations of Unesco
decisions continued, excavations still went on, the character of the city was deliberately being
changed, a new master plan was under discussion. It was up to the Board to judge the report, to
decide from what it said whether Unesco's decisions were being implemented, whether cultural
rights were being respected, whether proper courtesy was being shown to international organi-
zations. It was high time for the Board to consider effective measures for preventing a country
which flouted Unesco's decisions from remaining a Member.

6. Le DIRECTEUR GENERAL fait observer que le document 94 EX/14, y compris son annexe
a été établi par lui d'apreés les rapports de son représentant. Si 1'on a des objections 4 formuler
sur cette annexe, c'est donc le Directeur général qu'on doit critiquer, et non M. Lemaire,

7.1 Mr. ABU-IZZEDDIN pointed out that the protection of Jerusalem was becoming a
permanent item on the Board's agenda, for the simple reason that one Member State, which
owed its very existence to the United Nations, persisted in flouting the resolutions of the
General Conference and the decisions of the Executive Board, as well as the resolutions of the
United Nations itself, on Jerusalem.

7.2 The origin of the problem lay in the military occupation of the city by Israel on 6 June
1967, since when, contrary to all established rules and to the decisions of the United Nations
and Unesco, the occupation authorities had taken a series of illegal actions that would change
the status of the city, its historical aspect and its particular features. They had started by
annexing Old Jerusalem to Israel - an act referred to in Israeli terminology as ''unification''.
They had then proceeded to force a change in the city's appearance by levelling a whole quarter
in order to lay out a plaza in front of the wailing wall. They had surrounded the city with high
buildings in order to concentrate in it the largest possible number of Jewish immigrants. They
had begun large-scale excavations, especially under and around Harem-Esh-Sharif.
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7.3 These illegal actions had been considered on many occasions by the General Conference
and the Board, which had practically exhausted the resources of technical terminology in their
vain attempts to put a stop to Israel's doings. In particular at its seventeenth session, the Gene-
ral Conference had adopted resolution 3. 422 which called upon the Director-General, among
other things, to establish an effective presence in Jerusalem and thus make possible the actual
implementation of the resolutions of the Conference and the Board. At its 92nd and 93rd sessions,
the Board had followed up that resolution, inviting the Director-General at the previous session

to submit a comprehensive report.

7.4 The report (94 EX/14) was now before the Board. It consisted of four parts: a reference
to the designation of Mr. Lemaire as the Director-General's representative, the terms of the
Board's previous decision, information about the dates of Mr. Lemaire's two missions and the
facts noted and observations made by him. In his view, the report did not respond completely

to the invitation addressed to the Director-General in operative paragraph 3 of resolution 3. 422
adopted by the General Conference at its seventeenth session, and in operative paragraph 7 of

92 EX/Decision 4.5.1, which were the basic decisions of Unesco. The Director-General had
refrained from analysing the report in the light of those decisions, merely transmitting it with-
out comment to the Board. In that connexion, he would be grateful for clarifications from the
Director-General.

7.5 The terms of reference established by the General Conference included an instruction to
study and report on changes to the features of the Holy City and through the Unesco presence to
make possible the effective implementation of Unesco resolutions and decisions, in particular
those provisions calling upon Israel to preserve all sites and buildings, and to desist from alter-
ations and excavations. However, Mr. Lemaire, whose skill and knowledge he wished to com-
mend, seemed to have confined himself to purely technical matters. On the only occasion when
he went further, in paragraph 20, he attributed the views he stated to others.

7.6 Nevertheless, from the limited number of points dealt with by Mr. Lemaire, it clearly
emerged that the Israeli authorities had not complied with Unesco's decisions. Excavations were
still being carried out, alterations were continuing and it did not need an expert to see the changes
made to the Holy City since its illegal occupation. In view of those facts, it was the Board's

duty to take the right decision at the right time to impose respect for Unesco and to safeguard

one of the most revered places on earth.

8.1 Mr. EL BOROLOSSY associated himself fully with the statement made by the previous
speaker.

8.2 At its last session, the Board had decided to re-examine the question in its substance and
had invited the Director-General to present to it a comprehensive report on the implementation
of the various resolutions and decisions adopted by the General Conference and the Board. In
response to that invitation, the Director-General had submitted a report containing facts noted
and observations made by his representative during two one-week visits to Jerusalem. It was
important to view the report in the light of the basic decision taken by the Board, namely

92 EX/Decision 4.5.1, which called upon the Director-General's representative to study and
report on changes in the features of the Holy City. The report touched on that issue in para-
graphs 20 and 21, but made no mention of alterations, damage or mutilation since 1967,

8.3 If, for some reason, the Director-General's representative was unable to report on that
point, he would like to draw the Board's attention to certain facts. In a book entitled ''The Des-
truction of Jerusalem'', the author, an architect named A. Kutcher, who had worked for a
planning department in Jerusalem, stated that the city had become to the Israelis a source to
be exploited. The authorities were selling its visual and symbolic heritage for cash. Further-
more, an Israeli newspaper published in December 1970 claimed that Jerusalem was being
turned into a kind of LLos Angeles. But such evidence was scarcely necessary. Anyone who had
known Jerusalem before 1967 and saw it now would notice the ruthless transformation and out-
rageous changes that had been made. It did not need a Unesco expert to tell the Board that.

8.4 Paragraph 21 of the report referred to information regarding the preparation of a new
master plan to cope with traffic and building problems. It claimed that no legislation existed
to protect the city's heritage, therefore adoption of the master plan would ''freeze' the situation
for a time. Why, one wondered, did the author not state exactly what that situation was? And
who could ignore the existence of the International Convention for the Protection of Cultural
Property in the Event of Armed Conflict?
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8.5 From the report, despite its shortcomings, it was clear that archaeological excavations
had continued in Jerusalem since its occupation in 1967 and that they were damaging many his-
torical sites, to the extent of disaster in some cases. In addition, changes and alterations in
the features of the Holy City were still going on. Together they amounted to systematic cultural
aggression, unparalleled in modern times, and a challenge to world public opinion.

8.6 As a sponsor of joint draft resolution 94 EX/DR. 16 he called upon the Board to defend

its own decisions, and to bring a serious and deteriorating situation to the attention of the General
Conference, which would have to decide what further measures it wished to take against a rebel-
lious Member State. He felt confident that both the Board and the General Conference would face
up to their responsibilities.

9. Mr. SHAHAB said he shared the feelings of apprehension and dismay expressed by the
representatives of Jordan, Lebanon and Egypt. He had listened to their statements with a deep
sense of pain and felt sure that their revelations would shock the conscience of mankind. He
wholeheartedly supported the draft resolution.

10.1 M. ALKHOWAITER remercie le Directeur général pour la maniére dont il a présenté le
document 94 EX/14 et pour les efforts qu'il a déployés, avec 1'aide de son représentant, en vue
de mener & bien sa mission. Toutefois, ce rapport n'a pas que des c6tés positifs ; il a aussi des
cdtés négatifs, Il ne s'agit pas en effet d'un rapport complet, contrairement & ce que le Conseil
exécutif avait demandé & sa 93e session, Les faits sont constatés, mais les critiques sontd'ordre
purement technique et 1'attitude générale est celle d'une neutralité passive, Le rapport montre,
toutefois, que les fouilles qui défigurent la ville de Jérusalem se poursuivent et qu'Israel refuse
donc de se conformer aux décisions de 1'Organisation.

10.2 Comme 1'a dit 1e ministre de 1'Habitat dans une conférence de presse dont le New York
Times a rendu compte, la politique menée par Israel a pour but de faire de Jérusalem une ville
juive, Elle se traduit par la confiscation de terres arabes et la démolition du patrimoine culturel,
lequel n'a jamais été propriété juive. Le temple qu'on prétend exhumer & Haram esh-Sherif n'a
jamais existé : c'est une légende, un prétexte que 1'on invoque pour dénuder la ville.

10.3 Depuis plus de six ans, Israel occupe illégalement des territoires arabes, Les décisions
prises par 1'Unesco en ce qui concerne Jérusalem n'ont jamais été respectées par ce pays. Si le
document 94 EX/DR. 16, dont M, Alkhowaiter est un des coauteurs, n'est pas adopté, silessanc-
tions envisagées ne sont pas appliquées, Israel continuera A faire fi de ces décisions et Jérusa-
lem perdra complétement son caractére,

11.1 M. ANNABI se bornera, pour ne pas répéter ce que les orateurs précédents ont dit, a
quelques remarques d'ordre général. La poursuite des fouilles, qui entraine des destructions
considérables dans la ville, constitue un défi permanent & 1'Organisation des Nations Unies et a
1'Unesco. Alors que Jérusalem est une ville sainte pour les chrétiens et les musulmans et qu'elle
fait partie du patrimoine culturel de toute 1'humanité, les Israéliens veulent la défigurer pour en
faire la ville sainte d'une seule confession : le judafsme, Ils veulent transformer une occupation
temporaire en une occupation définitive au mépris du monde arabe et de la communauté interna-
tionale. Le document 94 EX/14 dénonce 2 juste titre la "croissance anarchique de la ville etd'une
spéculation immobiliere non contrélée'. Cela résulte de 1'occupation de Jérusalem par Israel et
de la spoliation dont les Palestiniens sont victimes. Il est regrettable que la voix de ces derniers
ne puisse etre entendue dans cette enceinte, car le vrai probléme est celui de leur retour, Ce
probléme ne connaftra de solution définitive qu'au moment ol 1'objectif de la résistance palesti-
nienne, & savoir l'instauration d'un Etat palestinien démocratique, aura été atteint.

11.2 La Conférence générale a demandé au Directeur général d'assurer la présence de 1'Unesco
a Jérusalem. Le Directeur général a fait des efforts dans ce sens, mais le document dont le Con-
seil est saisi n'est pas satisfaisant quant & sa forme, Il n'est pas aussi clair que les documents
habituellement présentés au Conseil, La Conférence générale a précisé que la présencedel'Unesco
visait & assurer l'application des décisions du Conseil et de la Conférence, Le rapport aurait da
commencer par une analyse de ces décisions avec, en regard, la description de la situation ac-
tuelle. Le témoignage que constitue ce rapport aurait da porter expressément sur un certain
nombre de points précis. Tel qu'il est, cependant, il est suffisamment accablant pour justifier
pleinement le vote du projet de résolution présenté dans le document 94 EX/DR. 16.

12.1 ITpod. C. 1. TUXBUHCKHMN cuuraeT, uTo NMocTosHHOE npucyTcTeie WHECKO B Hepycamu-
Me Heo6XOAMMO AN KOHTPOJs Haj cobinoaeHueM Mspaunem pesonpouuit OHECKO. OH 3asBiasgeT, 4TO
HeJb3s cracaThb NaMSITHUKY OJHON KyJIbTYDPhl, pa3pymasi NaMATHHKH IPYTOH KyJbTYphl.
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12.2 W3 nuceMeHHOTO AoKnaja r-Ha JlemM5pa M U3 BHCTYNJIEHHH HA HacTOsAmMeM 3acelJaHUH [OCJIOB
Vopaauum u JInBaHa ABCTBYeT, uTO M 3paujb He3aKOHHBHM o6pa3oM 3axsaTun Hepycanum - apabeKyio
TEePPUTOPHIO, U HapyllaeT NojoXeHUs: I"aarckoi KOHBEHLMH H pemeHUs 'eHepa/bHOH KOH@epeHIMH
IOHECKO u HcnosHuTensHoro coeera DHECKO.

12.3 TIpod. TUXBHHCKHH pa3lensieT BHCKAa3aHHY BCEMH BBHICTYNAaBIMMH JO HETO KPUTHKY B OTHO-
mMeHUH AoKJaja r-Ha JleMapa: 3TOT AOKJIAl YHCTO TEXHHYECKHH, y3Ko npodeccHoHabHbIA U He COOT-
BETCTBYET BO3JIOXEHHOH I"'eHepabHEIM ZMPEKTOPOM Ha r-Ha JleMopa 3ajaude. OOHAKO ZaXe B STOM
AOKJjlaZe MpH BCeX ero HeAOCTAaTKaX, MOXHO HaliTH BONMONmME HapymeHUs ["aarckoil KOHBEHLHH U pe-
soaouuit "'enepanwHoi koHPepenuuu. B nynkrax 12, 13 u 14 aToro Jokiaala 3a YUCTO TEeXHHUYeCKoH
TepMHHOJIOTHEH BHJIHO, 4TO M 3pauas NpoAonXaeT NPOM3BOAHTEH apXeo/JOTrHYeckHe DAaCKONKH Ha 4y Xo#
TeppHUTOPHH. B nyHkTe 16 roBopurcs, 4rto "pecraBpauds Onp AKca BejeTcs MenaneHHO"; 3a aTo# na-
KoHHuHO# dopMynupoBKko# ckpeiBaeTcsl MHOTOe. B nmyHKTe 17 npusHaeTcs HebpeXHOoe OTHOMEHHE H3-
PaMIbCKUX BlacTedl K CTAPMHHBIM 3JaHHSAM M NOBpeXIE€HHEe MMH UCTOPYYECKMX NaMSTHHKOB. B nyHK-
Te 19 AoKJaja onATh yKashBaeTcs HA TO, YTO pecTaBpalMoHHbIe paBoTh BeAyTcCs MEMJEHHO, a B
nyskTe 20 r-H JleM3p NpH3HAaeT CymeCTBOBAHHE GECKOHTPONBHON CMEeKyASUHH HeIBHXHMOCTbLI B
HepycanuMe U BeLymylocsd B HACTOsAMee BPeMS XaOTHYECKYO 3aCTpPOiKYy ropoaa.

12.4 Ipod. TUXBUHCKHI MOBTOpPsAET, 4UTO, HECMOTPS Ha TO, YTO AXOKJAaJ JajJeKO He OTBedYaeT BO3-
JIOKeHHOl Ha r-Ha JleM3pa 3ajaye, H3 Hero BCe-TakH ABCTByeT GeclnpeleleHTHAas KyJbTypHas arpec-
cusi U3paunis, KOTOPY MOXHO CPaBHHUTBb C NMOJHTHKOR I'HTaepoBckoro famusma, BapBapCKH pa3py-
maBmMero NaMsATHHKH Ha OKKYNMPOBaAHHEIX HM TeppHUTOpPHUAX. [TosToMy HCHONHMTENBHOMY COBETY
IOHECKO HeBO3MOXHO YKJOHHTBHCS OT [OJUTHYECKOR OLEHKHU AelicTBui U3paunsa. KynbTypHas arpec-
cusi U3pauas ¥ nosmHoe HTHopHpoBaHue H3pauaem pemendit WHECKO sSBAAOTCA eme OXHUM NpPOSBJIE -
HHeM obmell MOMMTHKH U 3pauasd — HTHOPHPOBATH BCE pPeMEeHHs MeXIAYHapOAHIX opraHH3auuii. HOBBIM
NpHMepoM 3TOMY CJIy KMT HelaBHsIs 3Bepckasi 6GoMbGapAHpOBKa M3pauWNbCKOW aBHALMel narepsa nagec-
THHCKHX 6eXeHLeB B JIuBaHe, TAe GblaH yOGMTH XeHmHHb, NeTH M CTapHKU. Bce 3TO CBHAETEAbCTBYET
O nmpeAHaMepPeHHOM, HaIJIOM HapymeHHH W 3paunem pesonoumit I"eHepanabHoit AccaMmbiuen U CoseTa
BesonacHoctd OOH, a rakxe HcnonHuTensHOTO coBeTa H I"eHepanbHOI KoHPepeHuun IOHECKO.

12.5 Mpod. TUXBHUHCKHUA CUMTaeT, YTO HHHEWHAS PEe30JAKUHA VM CHOJIHUTEJBHOrO COBETa, OLHHM H3
COaBTOPOB KOTOpoM fABAseTcA CoBeTcKui Co03, AOJMXKHA OCYAWTH JelicTBUA H3paunsd. U Xord, 1o ero
MHEHHMI, peJaKLHusl 9TOrO IPOeKTa pe30JOLUMHM HeJOCTAaTO4YHO OCTPO OCBeMmMaeT MOJOXEeHHe, OHa Npen-
craBaseT coboit focTaTouHylo 6a3y, 4YToOH OoCyaWTh U3paunb u norpeboBarh oT I"eHepaJbHOTO AH-
pekTopa ycunenus npucyrcrsus IOHECKO B MHorocTpalanbHoM ropode Hepycanum.

(12.1) Mr. TIKHVINSKY felt that there should be a continuous Unesco presence in
Jerusalem in order to ensure the observance of Unesco resolutions by Israel. The heri-
tage of one culture should not be destroyed in order to preserve that of another.

(12.2) Mr. Lemaire's written report and the statements made by the representatives of
Jordan and the Lebanon at the current session had made it clear that Israel, having
illegally occupied Jerusalem, which was Arab territory, was violating the provisions of
The Hague Convention and of the resolutions of the General Conference and Executive
Board of Unesco.

(12.3) The speaker associated himself with the criticisms of Mr. Lemaire's report made
by all the previous speakers. It was purely technical and narrowly professional in its
approach and did not meet the requirements of the task with which the Director-General
had entrusted its author. But despite its many deficiencies, the report gave evidence of
patent violations of The Hague Convention and of resolutions of the General Conference.

In paragraphs 12, 13 and 14, the highly technical terminology did not conceal the fact
that Israel was continuing to undertake archaeological excavations on territory belonging
to another country. In paragraph 16, the laconic statement that restoration work on the
El Aksa Mosque was ''progressing slowly'' was highly significant. Paragraph 17 admitted
the Israeli authorities' neglectful attitude to historic buildings and the damage which had
been done to ancient monuments. Paragraph 19 again spoke of the slow progress being
made with restoration work and in paragraph 20 Mr. Lemaire admitted that anarchic
urban construction and uncontrolled land speculation were rife in Jerusalem.

(12.4) Thus, although the report was far from corresponding to the terms of reference
given to Mr. Lemaire, it nevertheless bore witness to Israel's unprecedented cultural
aggression, which could be compared with Nazi Germany's barbaric policy of destruction
of historic monuments in occupied territories. It was therefore impossible for the Exe-
cutive Board to avoid making a political judgement of Israel's actions. Israel's cultural
aggression and its complete disregard for Unesco decisions was consistent with Israel's
general policy of ignoring all decisions made by international organizations, a further
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example of which was the savage bombing of Palestinian refugee camps in the Lebanon
by the Israeli Air Force, killing women, children and old people. All these were
examples of a calculated, brazen defiance by Israel of resolutions adopted by the United
Nations General Assembly and Security Council and by the Executive Board and General
Conference of Unesco.

(12.5) The Executive Board resolution of which the Soviet Union was a co-sponsor must
condemn Israel's action. Although the resolution as drafted did not throw a sufficiently
sharp light on the situation, it was an adequate basis for condemnation of Israel and for
asking that the Director-General should strengthen Unesco's presence in the long-
suffering city of Jerusalem.

13.1 Mr. HU CHA expressed his support for draft resolution 94 EX/DR. 16 and resolutely con-
demned Israel for its illegal Zionist actions in Jerusalem. The question arose: why could Israeli
Zionism for so long occupy Arab territories and turn millions of Palestinians into refugees?

Why could it damage the holy places in Jerusalem which had always belonged to the Arab people?
The root cause was that it had the backing of the Super-Powers behind.

13.2 He confirmed his country's support for the Arab people in their struggle against Zionism.

That struggle must go hand-in-hand with the struggle against racialism, colonialism and all other
forms of oppression. Only when all the occupied territories had been recovered and the national

rights of the Palestinian people restored could the question of Jerusalem be solved.

13.3 Since the resolutions and decisions referred to in draft resolution 94 EX/DR. 16 had been
adopted before the restitution of China's rights in the United Nations, he reserved the right to
express reservations on any viewpoint with which China was unable to agree.

14.1 Mr. ETEMADI said that, in spite of the climate of settlement now prevailing in the Middle
East, the question of Jerusalem, a city cherished by the Arab people and by all mankind, could
not be set aside. The General Conference and the Board had hoped that by establishing Unesco's
presence in Jerusalem, it would be possible to ensure the effective implementation of the reso-
lutions and decisions of the General Conference and the Board. ’

14.2 The report of the Director-General’s representative, however, said nothing about the
implementation of those decisions. Thus, while thanking the Director-General for the report,

he felt obliged to state that he regarded it as a first step only, a preliminary technical survey.
Of course the situation was extremely difficult, but the report clearly showed that the occupying
authorities had failed to respect Unesco's decisions. The Director-General's representative

had been allowed to visit sites and report on what he saw, but when it came to the implementation
of resolutions, no co-operation had been forthcoming from the authorities. Since Israel was vio-
lating the decisions of the General Conference and the Board, he agreed that the matter should
be submitted to to the General Conference at its eighteenth session.

15.1 Mr. DE SILVA said he regretted that the Board had once again to take up the question of
Jerusalem, a matter of concern to the whole world. From the Preamble and Article 1 of the
International Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict,
it was clear that Jerusalem formed part of the world's cultural heritage. Everyone, whatever
his faith, was vitally concerned with the threat to the Holy City. The actions being performed
there constituted an aggression on the letter and spirit of The Hague Convention, which the
Israeli authorities were openly defying. In the following articles, the Convention set forth the
various steps which could be taken to enforce compliance with its terms, leading eventually to
the taking of sanctions.

15.2 He sincerely hoped that the Israeli Government would agree to co-operate more thoroughly
with the spirit of the Convention, by showing proper respect for the city of Jerusalem and in
particular by desisting from turning it into a series of housing estates.

16.1 Mr. BAR-YAACOV, Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Israel: Director, Department of
International Organization, speaking at the invitation of the Chairman, said he realized that the
subject under discussion was so controversial that it inevitably aroused deep emotions. It had
already come up many times, so the relevant facts ought by now to be known.

16.2 In order to obtain the facts, the Director-General had been authorized to send a represen-
tative to Jerusalem and he had indicated in document 92 EX/16 that through that arrangement he
considered he had complied with resolution 3. 422 adopted by the General Conference at its
seventeenth session. The Executive Board had endorsed that statement.
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16. 3 The draft resolution at present before the Board bore a questionable relationship to the
facts presented in the Director-General's report. One member had even said that the Board
did not need an expert to inform it of the shameful changes which had been made in Jerusalem.
But the Board itself had agreed to appoint a representative for Jerusalem and greater respect
and attention should be paid to his report.

16.4 Paragraph 3 of the draft resolution noted that Israel had changed and altered the features
of Jerusalem, although the sponsors themselves had admitted that nothing in the report justified
that statement. On the contrary, paragraphs 20 and 21 of the report, which concerned town-
planning and the conservation of the city, contained very positive statements indicating the aware-
ness of the planning authorities of the need for regulations. That was a constructive attitude.

16.5 One member had referred to the events of 1947, an issue more appropriate to the Security
Council and the General Assembly than to Unesco. In 1947, the United Nations had indeed decided
on the establishment of a Jewish State, but not one other State in the region had recognized Israel.

16.6 It should also be noted that the permissibility of archaeological excavations under The
Hague Convention had been the subject of differing views. According to the Commissioner-
General, nothing in the Convention said they were not permissible. Moreover, as stated in
document 88 EX/47, excavation was notably increasing knowledge of the Holy City. So the con-
clusion to be drawn was that archaeological excavations were of value to the cultural heritage,
rather than a threat to it. As the New York Times had pointed out, after the seventeenth session
of the General Conference, research conducted since occupation had done more to advance
Biblical archaeology than all the work of the preceding century and Member States of Unesco
would do well to join together in an international effort rather than to allow political factors to
inhibit scholarly research.

16.7 He recalled the statement in document 83 EX/12 to the effect that the problem of the con-
servation of monuments in Jerusalem had to be considered in a climate of development and the
heralding in document 92 EX/16 of the Director-General's representative for Jerusalem as a
positive development. In that light, the report would be seen to be constructive. Paragraph 15,
for example, referred to important reinforcement work and restoration. Paragraphs 16, 17, 18
and 19 dealt with the restoration of both Moslem and Christian monuments, for which responsi-
bility rested entirely with the appropriate Moslem and Christian authorities. If, in spite of the
report, the draft resolution condemned one party without any factual basis, the Board had to ask
itself what was the role and efficacy of the representative for Jerusalem.

16.8 References had been made to the changed situation in the Middle East since the Board's
last session. Many developments had indeed occurred. There had been renewed fighting, a
ceasefire, and military disengagement. He would have hoped that a parallel disengagement
might have taken place in the political field. In his view, the draft resolution before the Board
did nothing to advance progress in the area. A one-sided condemnation could only do harm and
would not meet with a positive response in objective opinion anywhere in the world. The Board
should not appoint itself prosecutor, judge and jury all in one.

17.1 Mr. WYNTER pointed out that the Board's task was to examine what had taken place since
the last session and to consider what action should be taken now. Its principal concern in the
present instance was with the preservation of the cultural heritage represented by Jerusalem.
The political context, however crucial was not Unesco's responsibility.

17.2 The main decisions the Board was called upon to implement were contained in resolution
3. 422 adopted by the General Conference at its seventeenth session. In response to that reso-
lution the Board, at its 92nd session, had noted the first step, namely the establishment of a
Unesco presence in Jerusalem. At its 93rd session it had noted the appointment of the Director-
General's representative and had called for a comprehensive report. That report had now been
submitted.

17.3 While it was true that the report made no attempt to relate the representative's findings
to the General Conference's instructions, a close reading nevertheless supplied the necessary
information. It clearly showed that excavations were continuing, and in some cases had produced
positive results. The representative also drew attention to the dangers of the excavations. It
could be concluded from the report that Israel was co-operating with the Director-General's
representative, although it was unfortunate that he had to depend for information on those parti-
cipating in the work. By his own count, seven positive aspects emerged from the report and
sixteen negative ones; on balance, a negative result,.
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17.4 The draft resolution submitted to the Board covered three main points: 1. it noted the
report; 2. it interpreted the report; 3. it submitted the matter to the General Conference. With
regard to the third point, he had assumed that the issue would in any case be placed before the
General Conference, and merely wished to suggest the addition of the words, '"within the com-
petence of Unesco'. As regards the second point, he wondered whether the Board would wish
to condemn the State of Israel or the violations perpetrated by Israel. As to the first point, he
saw no difficulty in noting a report which the Board itself had called for. Finally, he believed
that in paragraph 4 the Board should state that the violations of General Conference resolutions
were continuing. He would welcome an opportunity of discussing those amendments with the
sponsors, .

17.5 He wondered whether the Director-General's representative would make a further visit
to Israel before the General Conference met and, if so, proposed that a fresh report be submitted.

18.1 Mr. ABU-IZZEDIN, speaking in exercise of his right of reply, recalled that the spokes-
man for Israel had referred to the comment that it did not require an expert to note the changes -
in the features of Jerusalem. In that connexion, he recalled that many meetings had been held
before Israel had agreed to accept the presence of the Director-General's representative in
Jerusalem. Perhaps Israel now regretted that decision and wanted to get rid of him,

18.2 The spokesman for Israel had also accused the sponsors of the draft resolution of dis-
respect for the report. It was grotesque for a country that had flouted all United Nations reso-
lutions to apply the word ''disrespect'’ to the attitude of the Arab countries towards the Director-
General's report.

18.3 It had also been claimed that the report did not justify the condemnation of Israel's illegal
activities in Jerusalem. The point the sponsors of the draft resolution had made about the report
was that it did not fully correspond to the terms of reference laid down by the General Conference.
Nevertheless, it contained proof of continuing violations by Israel.

18.4 The spokesman for Israel had said that no State in the region had recognized Israel. But
which Israel were the Arab countries to recognize: that of 1947, 1948, 1950, 1956, 1967 or 1973?
Jerusalem was a Holy City, not a place for property speculation. It was part of the cultural
heritage of mankind, including the Jews themselves.

18.5 Finally, the spokesman for Israel had said that the restoration of Moslem and Christian
sites was entrusted to the Moslem and Christian authorities themselves. Israel's reason for
doingthat was that it had been responsible for setting fire to the E1 Aksa Mosque and desecrating
the Holy Sepulchre.

19.1 Mr. EL BOROLOSSY, speaking in exercise of his right of reply, said that he was by now
accustomed to the ambiguity of Israel's statements in all United Nations organizations. The
spokesman for Israel had claimed that one member had said that no expert was needed to note

the changes that had taken place in Jerusalem. What he himself had said, after giving evidence
of wholesale destruction, was that it was not necessary to be an expert in order to see the differ-.
ence between Jerusalem as it had been and Jerusalem as it was now.

19.2 The spokesman for Israel had also claimed that the issue was controversial. That was
not so. The illegality of Israel's occupation of Jerusalem had been declared by the United Nations
itself.

19.3 Finally, he had not set himself up as prosecutor, judge and jury. He had merely put the
case and left it to the Board to decide.

20.1 Mr. WYNTER said that after conferring with the sponsors of the draft resolution he had

decided to submit formally his amendments in the hope that they might lead to a wider con-
sensus within the Board.

20.2 He therefore proposed that paragraph 3 be amended to read as follows:

"Noting the report of the Director-General (94 EX/14) on the visits of December 1973
and April 1974 made by his representative to the city of Jerusalem."

20.3 In paragraph 4 he proposed the addition, after the word, "Convinced,' of the phrase,
"from certain aspects of the report" and the deletion of the words "as the General Conference
at its seventeenth session had stated in resolution 3. 422",
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20.4 He proposed that paragraph 6 be amended as follows, ''Condemns the persistent viola-
tions by Israel of the...."

20.5 The following words should be added to the end of paragraph 7: ''for decisions to be taken
on further appropriate measures within its competence''.

20.6 Paragraph 8 should be deleted.

21. Mr. EL BOROLOSSY said that if the new version of the draft resolution ensured a con-
sensus within the Board, he would have no objection to the proposed amendments, However,
he would like to add the words "against Israel after the words ''decisions to be taken' in
paragraph 7.

22. Mr. WYNTER pointed out that the addition of those words would be restrictive, limiting
the measures to action against Israel. He would prefer to leave open the possibility of taking
measures on behalf of the city of Jerusalem.

23. Mr. EL BOROLOSSY said that if there would be no further discussion of the matter, he
would accept Mr. Wynter's proposals.

24, Mr. IVANOV, supported by Mr., GROHMAN, proposed the debate should be closed and
that an immediate vote be taken on the draft resolution, as amended,

25, El PRESIDENTE pone a votacién la mocién de clausura del debate.

(25) The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the motion for the closure of the debate.

26, El Consejo aprueba la mocién de clausura del debate por 24 votos a favor, ninguno en
contra y 11 abstenciones.

(26) The motion was carried by 24 votes to none, with 11 abstentions.

21, El1 PRESIDENTE pone a votacién el proyecto de resolucién 94 EX/DR. 16 con las enmien-
das presentadas por el Sr. Wynter.

27) The CHAIRMAN put to the vote draft resolution 94 EX/DR. 16 as amended by
Mr. Wynter.

28, El Consejo aprueba el proyecto de resolucién 94 EX/DR. 16 con las enmiendas propuestas
por el Sr. Wynter por 24 votos a favor, ninguno en contra y 11 abstenciones,

(28) Draft resolution 94 EX/DR. 16, as amended by Mr. Wynter, was adopted by 24
votes to none, with 11 abstentions.

29. Mr. JONES speaking in explanation of his vote, said that his country shared the interest
and concern of all nations with regard to the need to protect the city of Jerusalem and all other
historical sites and monuments. For that reason his Government had ratified the World Heritage
Trust Convention. The Board's discussions on such issueg should be based on objective facts
and should not become politicized. Despite certain reservations, his delegation had abstained
on the draft resolution as a whole because it was aware of the sensitivities involved and in the
light of the efforts of the United States Government to reach a just and lasting peace in the
Middle East.

The meeting rose at 1 p. m.
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Point 4.4, 1 - RAPPORT DU DIRECTEUR GENERAL EN APPLICATION DE LA DECISION
93 EX/4.5.1 (Jérusalem) (94 EX/14) (suite)

Projet de résolution présenté par M, Agblemagnon, M, Alkhowaiter, M, Demodetdo Yako Pendje,
suppléant de M. Bong'Ilonga, M. El Borolossy, M. Etemadi, M. Gregus, suppléant de M. Grohman,
M. Makany, Mme Marjanovié, M, Mahesh Dayal, suppléant de M. Parthasarathi, M. Abu-Izzeddin,
suppléant de M. SarrQf, M. Senghor, M. Annabi, suppléant de M., Taleb El Ibrahimi, et M. Ivanov,
suppléant de M. Tikhvinsky (94 EX/DR. 16) (suite)

1. El Sr. GARCIA CAPURRO explica su voto declarando que su pafs y él son amigos del
Estado de Israel y de su pueblo y que al votar en favor del proyecto de resolucién que figura en
el documento 94 EX/DR. 16 hubo de violentar a ese sentimiento, Declara que en su voto de
miembro del Consejo Ejecutivo no ha de verse ninguna connotacién politica, sino tinicamente el
reflejo de una opinién personal inspirada en razones filoséficas, en el principio de tolerancia
cristiana y en su amor a la cultura, para defender en comin, en el organismo al cual incumbe
esa tarea, un testimonio del pasado y del presente que no ha de ser de nadie en particular porque
es de todos.

(1) M. GARCIA CAPURRO explique que son pays et lui-mé&me éprouvent a 1'égard de
1'Etat et du peuple israéliens des sentiments d'amitié auxquels c'elt été faire violence
que de voter en faveur du projet de résolution figurant dans le document 94 EX/DR, 16,

I1 ne faut voir, ajoute-t-il, dans le vote qu'il a émis en tant que membre du Conseil exé-
cutif aucune connotation politique, mais uniquement le reflet d'une opinion personnelle
fondée sur des considérations philosophiques, sur le principe de la tolérance chrétienne
et sur 1'amour de la culture, opinion a laquelle est associé le désir de voir les membres
de 1'Unesco défendre conjointement, conformément aux idéaux de 1'Organisation, un té-
moignage du passé et du présent qui ne saurait appartenir & personne en particulier, puis-
qu'il est la propriété commune de tous,

2. M. DIENE déclare que la position de son gouvernement a toujours ét¢ motivée, en la
matiére, par le désir de voir donner effet aux résolutions de la Conférence générale et du Con-
seil exécutif, qu'elles aient trait & la préservation de 1'intégrité de Jérusalem, a la sauvegarde
des biens culturels et religieux qui s'y trouvent ou au mandat du représentant du Directeur gé-
néral. Ce gouvernement a donc €té dégu par 1'aspect formel et essentiellement technique du
rapport qui a été présenté au Conseil, rapport qui a cependant le mérite de donner tous détails
utiles sur les fouilles qui ont été entreprises a Jérusalem par les autorités occupantes, Ayant
constaté que ces fouilles se poursuivaient, la délégation sénégalaise a été conduite & se joindre,
pour des raisons de principe, aux auteurs du projet de résolution 94 EX/DR. 16. Elle partage la
manieére de voir des représentants des pays arabes et considére notamment, comme M. Annabi,
que le probléme en cause ne pourra &tre définitivement résolu qu'a partir du moment ou il aura
été mis fin a la spoliation du peuple palestinien,

3. El Sr. PEREZ HERNANDEZ declara que ha escuchado con respeto al representante de
Israel, pero que comparte plenamente la tesis sostenida por los paises drabes y, por consi-
guiente, ha votado en favor del proyecto de resolucién que figura en el documento 94 EX/DR. 16.
Por razones subjetivas, puestio que Espana estd fraternal y entrafiablemente unida en la historia
a los pafses 4rabes y, por razones objetivas, porque las excavaciones que se prosiguen afectan
sin duda alguna el patrimonio cultural de Jerusalén. En el entendimiento, claro estd, de que la
cuestién ha de quedar circunscrita a la esfera de competencia de la Unesco y no ha de politizarse.

(3) M. PEREZ HERNANDEZ déclare que, bien qu'il ait respectueusement écoutél'ex-
posé du représentant d'Israel, il continue a faire pleinement sienne la thése des pays
arabes et a donc été conduit a voter en faveur du projet de résolution figurant dans le
document 94 EX/DR. 16. Son attitude a été motivée, non seulement par des raisons sub-
jectives car des liens fraternels unissent historiquement 1'Espagne aux pays arabes, mais
aussi par des raisons objectives : il est en effet incontestable que la poursuite des fouilles
a pour effet de porter atteinte au patrimoine culturel de Jérusalem. Quoi qu'il en soit, il
importe de ne pas politiser la question, donc de ne pas sortir, pour l'examiner, des li-
mites qui correspondent au domaine de compétence de 1'Unesco.

4, La Sra, CABRERA declara que vot6 a favor del proyecto de resolucién que figura en el
documento 94 EX/DR. 16, tal como quedé enmendado, aunque hubiera preferido una redaccién
més conciliatoria del parrafo 6, que permitiese a la Unesco una labor mds flexible y, por ello,
mds constructiva.
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(4) Mme CABRERA déclare qu'elle a voté en faveur du projet de résolution 94 EX/
DR. 16, tel qu'il a été amendé, Elle efit cependant préféré, pour le paragraphe 6, une
rédaction plus conciliante qui, en laissant a 1'Unesco une plus grande marge de souplesse,
lui eQt permis de mener une action plus constructive,

5. M. BOISSIER-PALUN constate que, malgré les injonctions répétées du Conseil, Isragl

a poursuivi des fouilles dont les conséquences peuvent étre dommageables, alors que celan'avait
rien d'urgent et que des négociations étaient en cours pour la restauration de la paix., Estimant
qu'Isra&l n'avait pas fait preuve de 1'esprit de conciliation nécessaire, M. Boissier-Paluna voté
en faveur du projet de résolution 94 EX/DR. 186,

6.1 M. AGBLEMAGNON souligne que son pays est trés attaché a la défense du patrimoine de
1'humanité et spécialement de celui de Jérusalem, ville dont l'importance transcende les pro-
blémes politiques particuliers qui s'y posent. L.e Togo est en outre trés soucieux d'assurer le
respect des décisions prises par les organisations internationales.

6.2 Lors de la 93e session du Conseil exécutif, le gouvernement israélien s'était montrédis-
posé a accueillir le représentant du Directeur général et a lui faciliter la tdche, ce qui sous-
entendait 1'arrét des fouilles entreprises. Or le rapport du Directeur général - dont il convient
de souligner l'objectivité - montre que les fouilles ont maheureusement été poursuivies, Dans
ces conditions, M. Agblemagnon a cru devoir se joindre aux auteurs du projet de résolution

94 EX/DR, 16, puis voter en faveur de ce texte,

7.1 Le DIRECTEUR GENERAL regrette que la cl8ture des débats du Conseil ne lui ait pas
laissé la latitude de répondre aux critiques formulées contre le document 94 EX/14 et, ce fai-
sant, d'apporter des éclaircissements et des apaisements sans doute utiles. Il semble néanmoins
qu'en adoptant une résolution qui invoquait ce rapport pour justifier une prise de position, le
Conseil ait montré que le document permettait effectivement d'apprécier les changements sur-
venus depuis 1968, En tout cas, il ne parafl pas juste d'affirmer que rien n'a été fait, ni que

rien n'a été obtenu.

7.2 Le Directeur général formule ensuite quelques observations sur la fagon dont le Secré-
tariat va maintenant devoir poursuivre sa tche., Il souligne en premier lieu qu'a ses yeux le
paragraphe 3 de la résolution 3, 422, adoptée par la Conférence générale a sa dix-septiéme ses-<
sion, demeure valable. Il priera donc M, Lemaire de se rendre a nouveau & Jérusalem avant la
prochaine session de la Conférence générale pour y assurer la présence de 1'Unesco selon les
modalités antérieurement définies,

7.3 Le Directeur général constate en second lieu que le Conseil ne 1'a pas prié de présenter
de rapport a la Conférence générale au sujet du nouveau point qu'il a décidé d'inscrire a 1'ordre
du jour de celle-ci, Cependant, il ne lui paraft pas opportun de laisser la Conférence générale

sans information sur une question aussi délicate, Il lui soumettra donc un rapport de caractére

purement factuel.

7.4 Enfin, le Directeur général annonce qu'au moment ol la question viendra en discussion

a la Conférence générale, il a l'intention de faire en son nom personnel et tout en gardant pré-
sentes a 1'esprit les limitations que ses fonctions lui imposent, une déclaration sur le probléme
de la sauvegarde de Jérusalem, Avant de prendre congé de la Conférence générale, le Directeur
général désire en effet libérer sa conscience sur ce point, considérant que, dans les documents
qui lui ont été demandés, il n'a jamais pu s'exprimer aussi complétement, aussi sincérement et
d'une maniére aussi réaliste qu'il 1'aurait souhaité,

Item 6,3 - INVITATIONS TO THE EIGHTEENTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL CONFERENCE
(94 EX/25) (continued)

8. Miss KING, seconded by Mr. DE SILVA, proposed that Granada be included in the list of
States to be invited to send observers to the eighteenth session of the General Conference.

9. Mr. MATHIESON expressed his support for the proposal.

10. The proposal was adopted.



