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Next official meeting with the Arab delegatlons = General discuss:.on on
the procedure to be adopted., A

The CHAIRMAN announced that the delegations of the various parties would
all like to Héve the dates fixed for the meetings of the Cqmmission which they
would attend, -While the meetings ‘should éertainlyhﬁoi be put off too long, the |
Commission would have to decide on the questions to be dealt with.

Mr. de BOISANGER (France) agreed that the Commission should rule out
purely formal meetmngs and summon, delegatlons only when it had fully prepared
the questions it wi.shed tot;ake up with them. Seeing that the Arab delega-
tions were unwilling to take part in a plenary conference at which the delega—
tion of the »tate of Israel would likewise be present, he proposed that the
formula already adopted for technical qpestlons ‘be widened by establlshxng a
series of mixed committees to study the question of frontlers, refugees,

econoniie questions cte,

The Arab delegations would, he thought, agree to thdt _procedure pravided
xnit were nade clear that the ensuing discussions would be based on the General
assembly Rgsolut;ons of 1947 and‘l9h8. On the other hand, the Israeli deleg-
atioﬁ would find it somewhat difficult to accept that stipulation, -

Nevertheless, the Commission should submit its own decisions to the
parties; and there was reason to believe that it would not meet with a refusal

on the part of those coneerned, -

Mre E.ALP (Turkey) pointed out that the Israeli representative had
informed the Commission that his Govermment would not oppose any agenda of
whatever nature., The formula to be communicated to the parties might therefore
intimate, as suggested by the French representative, that the work of the
mixed committees would be based on theeaxiéting General issembly resolutions
on the subject or that the propogsals already aecepted by the parties -~ this
being an allusion to the Protogol of 12 May - would be taken as a basis.

Mr. de BUISANGER (France), in reply, suggested that the Arab delegations
‘would prefer the first formula,
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" They would have no objection in principle, he felt, to a meeting with the '~
Israeli representativeS° and he trusted that this purely personal impression

- would be .confirmed by the other members of the Commission in thelr discu851ons T

with those delegations,

Should the Gommission, after satisfying itself that the parties had no
insuperable objection to it, decide to adopt his proposed formula, it would have'
to be submitted to the parties as a decision of the Commission and then

published. .

The PRINCIPAL SECRETARY fully agreed thatldi?ect negotiations were
desirable gnd‘that the establishment of small committeés, whether technical or
otherwise,‘and permaneﬁt or ad hoe, allowing for the maximum flexibility, would .
lead in a perfectly natural manner to direct negotiations, A certain atmosphere
would be oreated; the delegationé would get into the habit of meeting each
other, and ﬁhe fact of sitting together‘ﬁould lead imperceptibly to a normal ’
situation, Iittle by little it would become possible to induce the two parties
- to sit together with the full Commission when committee reports came up for

examination.

Mr, BARCO (Deputy) (United States) saw nothing in M. de Bolsanger's:
proposed formula to which exception could be taken; the United States Governmenﬁ
had expressed its readiness to support any formula which met with the. approval of
all those'coﬁceﬁned, ani'he.suggested that it would_faciiitate such agreement if
in talking'to the Arab delegations the aspects of mediation could be emphasized’
while in talklng to the Israeli delegatlon the Commlssion’s desire to promote the
opening of direct nogotiations &ould be strossed. It was most 1mportant,
however, to avold provoking a refusal which would hamper subsequent negotlatlons
between the parties, particularly as“regardé reiations between Israel and Jordan,
It might be advisable £o decide in advante on the questions to be dealt with by
the pfbspective committees; and he submitted that it would be better to refer to
the Assembly resolutions than to cite the Protocol, ‘ '

Mr de_BOISANGER (France) thought the delegatés'should'be sounded as to
their intentions without having a text submitted to them, It would be sufficient
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to 1nform themn that the Commission was conslderlnﬂ the establishment of a certain
mmber of cormittees for whlch it would provmde the Chairmen and whose work

~would naturally be’ based on the Genernl Assembly resolutluns.

As far as relations between Iaracl and Jordan. were concerned, the proposed
formula was not likely, -he thought, to hamper the progréss of their bilateral
‘negot;ations., It might bc‘useful, too, to ask the Israsli representative
whether histovernment’wished all the questionslto'Be discussed in‘the'presence
of all the Arab States, If direct negotistions were established, tﬁé delega~
tions would naturally split up, | ‘

Mr, ERALP»(Turkey) requested the Commission not to take a decision on the
‘basis of the work of the mixed comiittees without consulting Mr, Yalcin, the

" Turkish member of the Cormission,

In preference to individual conversations between members of the
Commission and each representatlve, he adVOcated strictly private mestings of

the Commissicn with each of them in turn. -

Mr, de BOISANGER (France) would prefer informal conversations conducted
by the Chairman, the Turkish member of the Commission and himself, at least in
the initial stage. 7The private meetings suggested by Mr, Hralp could be '

considersd at a later stage.

The CHAIRMAN supported the idea of holding informal conversations before
notifying the delegations of any decision of the Conmission. It would be
preferable, he thought, to make no mention of the Protocol of 12 May during

those conversations, .-

At the second stage, the Commission would finally decide on the tomms of
 ths formula to he submitted to the 'd‘elqgations' and would then meet and either
convene ull the delugatluns concernud together, or each of them in turn, in-

order to acquﬂlnt them with it,

He suggested that the.order of conversations'with each of the dslegations
should be flxau in acvance, and that tha more faVOurably dlsposed delegatlons
should be consulted first .
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yr. de BOI&ANGLR (Franee) proposed taklng them in alphabetlcal order;
thus, the first delegwtlon with which the members of the Camm1381un woulu hold
COnversatlons would be Lgypt whlle the last would be Syrla.

Mr, BARCO (Deputy) (Unlted States) polnted out that one of the quvunt nEes
of 1nd1v1dual meetings between the Comm1551on and a single delagatlon would be
to create a precedent pennlttlng future inulv1dua1 neetlngs to dlscuss the ,

negotlations themselves.

It would be advisable, he added, to start by holdlnb conversatlons w1th
thc Israeli uelegatlon to- avoid the possmblllty of a formula aecepted by all
thp Arab States b81ng rejectad by the Israell representatlve.

Mr, ERALP ("urkey) saw no advantage 1n grouplng the Arab uelbgatlons
together whether in OffiCl&l or unofficlal meetinps. Not all the questions
concerned them en bloc, and the Commissmon had always asserted that it reserved

the right to neyotlate separately with each of. them.

The CHAIRMAN thought the procedure ‘outlined by the Commlsslon was a

‘_ cumbersome  arrangement, with its two stages' 1nd1v1dual conVersatlons with each
delegation, followed by notification to sach of them of the Commission!s
decision. Instead of ‘bringing them to a meeting, he felt that the Comm1581on

need oniy send. them a_wr;tten note.

* ‘Mr. de- BOISINGER (Frince) thought that as the Commission had agreed
on the first unofficial steps to be taken, it could postpone 1ts decision on
» subsequent wrocedure until later, C

i Mr, B ARCO (Deputy) (United btébes”vof"'Amez;ic‘a)j suggested. that the ddlegations
Concernédimightlbe given a progress repbrt on the question of the blocked Arab
accountgr_thiS'informationsbeiﬁg 1ikely thput them in a good.huﬁouf- |

‘Mr;‘dé BOiSANGER”(France) submitted that it would,make‘thé‘hrabfdélgga4

tions more’ inclined to mccept the. formula of mixed comnittess if stress were luid
on the:fact that there was.nw_queétion.of direct negotdiations, that the work
would: be conducted: throughout through the intermediary of the Commisgion, which
would:provide the Qhairmen“for the committees, and that the meebting 5f all. the

oy
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delegations would enable the work to be expedited, . The work would prqceed on

a "joint" basis, which did not mean that there would be diregt_negotiations.

Mr, ER;“:LP (Turkey) pointed out that the Arab ant Israeli delegations were
already meeting in the same buildixig, within another organ of the Unit‘ed
Nations, to discuss another aspect of the problem-at issug and that it would be
quite unreasonable for them to refuse to do so under the auspices of the.

Commission, : L BRI i

Informal conversation with Mr, Roch

Mr, de BOISANGER (France) saw no point in repeating, in the case of Mr.
Roch, the procedﬁre followed .three’w'eek"s previously. During his conversations
with him, he had Anformed him that the Commiss:Lon was posted on the dlrect
negotiations at present taking place between Jordan anu Israsl, He had alsd
noted that the Jordan representative was keenly J,nte,restecl in the question of

compensation for Arab property.

THe Commissicn's forthcoming visit to Paris

Mr. de BOISANGER (France) anounced that the French Minister for Foreign
' Affairs had invited the members of the Commission and their Ceputies to
luncheon on Tuesday, 21 February. Plans had also been made for a working
meeting at the Quai. d!Orsay, the proposed date of which, subject to the

consent of the members of the Commission, was Monday, 20 February, at 4 p.‘m.

The Commission accepted the mvmtation. The date and time of the
working meeting were also approved. R ‘

The meet:.ng rose at 12 noon.




