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Present:

Mr, de NICOLAY (France) Chairman

Mr. BARCO (United States of Ameries)

Mr, ERALP (Turkey) o

Mr, de AZGARATE. PrihcipalHSecfetary

1. Analysis of paragraphs L, 5 and 6 of the General \ssembly!'s

Resolution of 1l December 1948

~ The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention to the dooumént containing
an analysis of paragraphs L, 5 and 6 of the General Assamﬁly'é Resolution of
11 Decembef 1948, He pointed out that the flrst part of the document was
something of a commentary on the text of the Resolution, while the second part

was mainly concerned with defining the role assigned to.the Commission therein,

The analysis showed that the Comhiséion*s activities were fully in
conformity with the Resolution, whieh' provided the parties with the opportunity
of negotiating, elther dxrectly among themselves, or with the Commission, while
‘vleav1ng the latter free to explore the methods of negotlation which would produce
the best results, '
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Mr, ERALP (Turkey) thought that, in view of the extremely elear
analysis provmded there could no longer be the slightest doubt as to the
lnterpretatlon of the spirit and letter of the Resolution, Nevertheless, with
regard to the second paragraph on page 2 he thought it should be pointed out
that it was opén'to the parties to study one specific aspect of the general
problem, which, he might add, would not debar the Commission from continuing

to mediate,

Mr. BaRCO (United States of imerica) thought that the study made the
inner meaning of the Resolution and also the terms of reference of the Commission
absolutely clear. In that comnection, he thought that the passage which dealt
with the main task of the Commission and established a distinction between direct
negotiations and negotiations with the Commission would be clarified by the
addition to paragraph.b) on pégg 3 of the sentence: "Such negotiations include

negotiations between the parties themselves in the presence of théICommission”.

The PRINCIPAL SECRET:RY pointed out that paragraph 5 of the General
assembly!s Resolution of 11 December 1948 applied, not to the'Gdﬁﬁission, but;
to the parties, and that it left the latter free to conduct direct negotiations
apart fromthe Commission or indirect negotﬂatlons, that was to.say through the
intermediary of the Commission, If that was the accepted lnterpretatlon,
the Arab States' refusal to meet with Israel under the auspices of the Commission
might perhaps be regafded'as contrary te the terms of the General Lssembly!'s
Resolution, - That point should be clarified so that the Commission might, if

necessary, be in a position to answer any question on the subaecto

The CHAIRMAN did not think the Arab Sfateéf refusal could be held to
indicate an attitude 1ncompat1ble with the ferms of the Resolutlon of
11 Deg¢ember 1948, since, although the States had Fefused to conduct dlrect
negotiations with Israel undbr the ausplcos of the Comm1331on they had not, on
the other hand, refused to conduct negotlatlons uhrough the 1nt§rmed1ary of the

Commission, : R
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o Mr, BARCO (United States of umerlca) thought that the aim of the
General Assembly, 1n adoptlng the Resolutlon, had been to acqualnt the .
~Governments concerned w1th the types of. procudura llkely to produce a scttlement
of the Palestine problem, while at.the same time statlng thc ussembly's -
preference for the method of direct nugotlatlons. On tha%héround he thought
- it adv15able to add to paragraph b) a sentence indicating. thezpasslblllty of

'“dlrec+ negotlatlons between' the ‘particss:
’ B " Iz DT - o .
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v S Mry ERALP (Turkey) agreed w1th thb Chalrman that the attltude of the
‘Lrab States was not 1ncompatible with tho terms of thu Gencral ussembly’s .
Resolution, which, provided for, vnrlous types of negotlatlons. It was o
lfcdnceivable ‘that consultations might takplvarlous forms accordmng to the state
- bE: progreSS of the Comm1551on's work.f .48 for the 901nt ralsed by Mr‘ Barco,
it ueemed to: ber cov;red, in the llst of the Commlsslon's functlonS, by the

';’phraSev"It (the Commlsslcn) would 1n1t1ate negotiatlons" boqween the partaes.

RETTAN L
e ;_ The CH“IRMAN wondered whethpr tha llst of methods of negotlatlon (page
4) dld not gle the taxt é restrlctlve churactcrg He thorefors tholght 4t
_adVlsable for the 1ist -to .contain the phrase "whethor it ad0pts any" ‘obher
fhmethod whlch it w1ll et more'helpful" ++ The! addltlcn proposed, by Mr,s Barco

e

would B! irisdrted at the ‘aad’ dt pafagraph b) on. page: 3.:“ BSOS

: It was so agrced. R
! f 33 '_-‘

After uame dlscu531on it was also agreed to substitute;the words:

BN l_‘f,.’f Lo w ]
R TR,

"between the Government of” Israel and an-arab:Government! for the words

"between one Government and’ another" in: thc third paragraph on- page 2s

On the proposal of the CHHIRNAN 1t Was agreed in. vlew Qf the 1mportance

7 wiof Ahe documunt An. laying down, certain, standards for 1nterpret1ng the General

’ ussembly‘s Resolntlon of. - dak Deeember l9h8 to request the Secretarlat to prepare

.3 the text as-amended and to publish it as a Commlsslon documbnt.

26 Draft Rules of Procedure for the Mixed nrab~Israol; Commlttees
(Document W/L9/Rev,l)

Lfter some discussion certain ‘smendments of form were made ifirules 2, 4,

6, 11 and 15 of the document, which was thereafter approveds
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It was greed to submlt the draft rules of procedure for the mixed Arab-

Israell Commlttees in this final’ form to the Comm1ss1on for approval.

3 Frozen assets

[

| The PRINCIP:.L SECRET/RY,. referrlng to the question of frozen assets, '
‘p01nted out that the Commission had been instructed to find a trustee to act as
1ntcrmedlary for the payment of advances on blocked accounts.to refugees. It
would be recalled that the Commission had approached the Ottoman Bank, which
had given an evasive reply; and thereafter the Bank for International
Settlements, which had recently informed the Commission‘s Beonomic .dvisor by
letter that the Commission's requeSt‘hed been exemined by the Central Banks at
their last General Meetihg and that the said Banks had objected cn'principle to
an operatlon which they regarded as being in some respects polltlcal, rather than
tcchnlcal, in character. That regectlon put the Gomm1s31on in an awkwerd position
smnce the procedure laid down for grantlng edvances to rcfugees was such that the

a531stance of a trusteec was eSScntlal.

Replylng to a questlon by Mr. ERALP (Turkey) he thought it unlikely that a
further approach to the Ottoman Bank would yleld ‘satisfactory results.

Mr, BARCO (Unlted States of nmerlca) thought it esscntlal that the
Commission should contlnuc the correspondence with the Bank for Intcrnatlonal
Settlements with a view to obtaining a reply addressed offlclally to the
Commission and thus to securing data'enabllng it to mention ‘the matter in a

future report to the General Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the General Commlttee noted the reply by the
Bank for International Settlements to the Comm1551on's Lconomlc thlsor and
suggested that the questlon should be pleced on the agenda for tho néxt meeting

of the Comm1531on.

It was so agreed.

The meeting rose at 5 pm. ..




