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UNITED STATES: LETTER OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT LEGAL ADVISER
CONCERNING THE LEGALITY OF ISRAELI
SETTLEMENTS IN THE OCCUPIED TERRITORIES*

APPENDIX
Letter From State Department Legal Adviser Concerning Legal
ity of Israeli Settlements in the Occupied Territories
The Legal Adviser
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

WASHINGTON

April 21, 1978
Dear Chairmen Praser and Hamilton:

Secretary Vance has asked me to reply to your re
quest for a statement of legal considerations underly
ing the United States view that the establishment of
the Israeli civilian settlements in the territories
occupied by Israel is inconsistent with international
law. Accordingly, I am providing the following in re
sponse to that request :
The Territories Involved

The Sinai Peninsula, Gaza, the West Bank and the

Golan Heights were ruled by the Ottoman Empire before

World War I. Following World War I, Sinai was part
of Egypt; the Gaza Strip and the West Bank (as well as
the area east of the Jordan) were part of the British
Mandate for Palestine; and the Golan Heights were part
of the French Mandate for -Syria. Syria and Jordan
later became independent. The West Bank and Gaza con
tinued under British Mandate until May, 1948.

The Honorable
Donald M. Fraser, Chairman
Subcommittee on International

Organizations,
Committee on International Relations
House of Representatives.

The Honorable
Lee H. Hamilton, Chairman
Subcommittee on Europe and the

Middle East,
Committee on International Relations,
House of Representatives.

*[Reproduced from U.S. Congress, House of Representatives (95th
Congress, 1st Session), Committee on International Relations, Commit
tee Print, Israeli Settlements in the Occupied Territories, Hearings
before the Subcommittees on International Organizations and on Europe
and the Middle East (Washington: GPO, 1978), appendix, pp. 167-72.
[The U.S. Department of State memorandum on Israel's right to
develop new oil fields in Sinai and the Gulf of Suez, dated October 1,

1976, appears at 16 I.L.M. 733 (1977). The response of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of Israel, dated August 1, 1977, appears at 17

I.L.M. 432 (1978).]
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Herbert J. Hansell
Very truly yours,
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