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ARRRNGE:TE&TTS ~02 THE OPENING 0~ TIME CONFERENCE 
The CHAIR!'LrlN stated that there were three separate"aspects 

of the question: ,'the practical arrangements, the drafting of the 

opening statement and the drafting of the proposals to be put before 
the c0nferenc.e. Concerning the first, he announced that he had, 

recently had a conversation with I%stafa Rey, the Egyptian 

representative, and that a personal interview with the latter was 

arranged for the evening of Xonday, 10 September 1951. In view 

of the Commission's decision not to fix the date before having 
contacted the representatives of the,parties, the best would be 
to arrange to see them in the.order in which they answered the 
invitation. 

Concerning the opening statement, the Chairman stated that 
he had prepared a new draft introduction and was most re.ady to 
consider any suggestions which the members of the Commission might , 
wish to make. 

Mr.'!'T.ARCHAL “(France) ,pointed out that the draft in 
question was intended to serve as introduction to a statement 
cont.&&g the Commission's proposals to be placed before the 
conference. It'seemed difficult therefore to take any decision on 
the introduction without,having first studied the'substance of the 

proposals. He would like, however, to make a few.genera,$;;c.~maents. 

He recognised that one of the purposes of theconference was to 
provide the opportunity for studying all the problems forming part 
of the Pdlestine question. He was convinced'of the need to solve 
those problems, but it would perhaps be dangerous not to be prepared 
to settle them except as:a tihole, He wondered whether-the inter; 

pretation of the General .Assembly resolutions given in the statement 
did not suggest that the Commission was not prepared to settle the 
various aspects of the problem separately. He thought that no 
possibility of a solution, even a partial one, should be neglected. 
If the Commission really decided only to agree to a comprehensive 
solution of the question, it would no longer be acting as mediator 
but as arbitrator. He thought that its function ought not to go 
as far as that, 
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14~. ARAS (Turkey) had examined the Chairman’s draft in 
the light of the communication from the United States Secretary 

:of ,,Sta.te which contains a proposed programme of work for the 

Commission, He was in agreement with the draft as a whole; but in 

order to forestall certain comments which might be made by, the 

parties, he. suggested that paragraph 2 of the new draft be amended 

to read as follows: ‘9solemnly undertake to settle their differences 
by peaceful means with a view to. promoting the return of permanent 

peace in Palestine??. 

Further, he thought it desirable to consider the question as 

a whole, It should be &de clear that the ‘Commission did not 

thereby intend to exclude ‘all .possibility of partial. settlement. 

However ,’ such a forrulula would only. be acceptable in so far as .any . 
concessions made by the parties were mutual or equivalent; Th,at 
was an essential condition, 

Th,e CHAIRYAM noted that the meabers of the +Commission were 
‘agreed as to the general tenor of the draft statement. In answer . 
t,o certain connl?lents, he wished to make clear t.hat, it had never 

been his intention to suggest that the Commission should abst.ain 

from studying any possibilities for partial settlement which mirr,ht 

arise. The comments of the representatives of Franc,e snd ,Turkey 

were useful and he thought it would be well to proceed to examine 

the United States draft proposals as a whole. 

It was so decided. * i . 
’ 

The CHAIRMAN, speaking as ,Unrteh States representative, 

pointed out that the draft comprehensive proposal p’repared by his 

delegation was explicit. ..The ‘preliminary provisions contained in 

the preamble had been drafted’with special c2re. The attitude 
which the parties would adopt towards each other was’ an ascect of 5 
the matter to which their attention should be drawn fr’oin the 

outset, Therefore the first step must be to examine the preamble; 

if a declaration of non-apssion could beobtained from them the 

conference, would certainly open in a favourable at*nosphere. 

The various ,paragraphs of the proposals’ conc’e’rned: in ‘s’ome 
1 

. 
cases all the parties, in others, some of them and it ‘was to be 
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hdped therefore that it would be possible to promote’agreement 

between Ehem by compromise or mutusl concessions, The questions 

raised in paragraph 5 would ,req,uire specially careful consideration 

tihich could only take place under the auspices of the United Nations 

- for instance, the Truce Supervision Organization, In sny case, 
some progress Gould hrive been obtsined if the parties agreed to 

,,examine those questions. 
.,. ,,. . 

@r. ARAS (Turkey) considered the United States draft 

comprehensive proposal very satisfa,ctory f.or it represented an ,, 
tiugurz ‘of success and-t&t was the most that could be achieved for 
the time being, ” He fully approved the spirit of paragraph 5, - 

He thought it would be preferab1.e to amend the preamble to, ,. 
read as follows: ‘7. . . solemnly repeat their undertaking to settle 
their difficulties by peaceful means in order, to promote the return 

of permanent peace in Palestine”, 
‘. ‘,, . 

Mr. YARCHAL (France) thought. that by presenting specific 

proposals at’ the outset of the conference, the Commission: wou1.d be . . 
acting as arbitrator rather than mediator. He thought, it would 
be wise to do no m0r.e than submit the q,uestions at issue to the 

parties , .,. invite them to state their poin,ts of view and facilitate 

the search for a solution. Only if, it. were impossible to bring- 
the parties into agreem.ent should the Commission put forw,qrd 

specific proposals, 

Concerning the preamble, he approved the Turkish 
representative’s suggestion; before >Inaking* any decision’, however, 
he thought it would.be wise to refer to the express terms of the 

undertakings entered into by the parties, on the one ,hand under . . 
the Armistice agreements and on the other as United Nations States 

Nembers. 

Concerning paragraphs 1, ‘2 ,:.3 and 4 of the proposals, he thought 
a le,ss specific wording would ,be preferable, so’ that the parties 

would not hflv.e the impression of being. @li,ged to’assume an 

undertakin.g immediately, , Instead. ‘of “‘The governments mutually 
cancel +. . . If, a less direct formula such as “Mutual cancellation.. .?I 
light. be used, . , ’ .- r I 
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He thought that solutions for some of the, p,roblems mentioned ,I) ,” I 
in paragraph 5 might be found 

. . . . 
in a short, time ,end it would be 

helpful if’ they could be the subject of prel.itninary. consideration : 
by the conference so that the parties wou:d have the opportunity ., , 
of expressing their opinions,” ,Obviously it was des,$rable that the 

’ representatives ‘of Israel and the Arab States should meet round . 
a conference table, but it was quest+onable whether to make 
spec’ifi’c mention of arrangements’for that purpose, as was done 
in paragraph 5, 

“, 

Mr, BARCO (United States) explained that the purpose of the 

the draft presented to the Commission by the United, States was to 
provide for a new procedure, different from that followed at * , 
Geneva ‘and ‘Lausanne ‘which had achieved no practical results. 

The United States delegation had thought it preferable to avoid . 
submitting a specific agenda, in or,der to avoid le,ngthy discussion 
on priority of items; that was why it had confined itself to 
suggesting a general plan. Further, he thought it&might be wise 
to make clear in the opening staterent that the Commission 
remained ready to ztudy certain aspects of the question separately, 

He willingly ‘accepted Mr. .&s f suggestion ‘as ‘to the preamble 
and paragraph 5 of. the pr’aposal. ’ ‘The problems mentioned therein 

could ‘not be solved in a short t,ime and the Commission was not 
yet in. a position, to’ propose solutions for them. Settlement’ of the 

differences which they raised would be greatly facilitated by 
the meeting of representatives of. the parties, .It was with that 

in mind that paragraph 5 provided for meetings under United Nations 
I . auspices ; more,over, it would be difficult for the parties to object 

to that procedure as it was. expressly provided fqr: in the Armistice 
Agreements , Lastly he thought that proposal could be, submitted, ” 

for the approval of the General Assembly, which wouJ.d,,,, if 

necessary, designate the organ to ‘be responsible for calling the 

proposed conference ,, 
,.: *s 

,., Mr. ARAS (Turkey) .also thought that it would be helpful to make !. 
clear in the open+, 0‘ statement that the Commission was‘ready,to 

:, 
discuss any specific problem,, whilst bearing in mind the, question 

as a whole, 



Mr. MAR'c'K.LL "(F rance) recogn'ised that the Commission must 
try to irovide 'far a procedure which would be fruitful. ; I. ,_ However,:. 
as its present efforts represented '8. final attempt, it would be 
wise not to take exces&'ve risks, : (, but to ask the parties once more 
to state their"opinions,*on 'th'c 'G'arious ,problems raised:. Only then 
should the Commission put for&d its;own~proposals. In reply to 
the United States representative, he added that the proposals, 
even if amended'as hG.-"had suggested, were more than a mere agenda, 
as they pointed towards ways of settlement and already suggested 
a. tentative solution, II 

Mr. B&CO (United States) did not entirely share the 
French reprcsentativefs opinion. If the parties were ag'4.n invited 
to ex'press their' opinions, . they would adopt the'same hardened .I 
nttitude RS before; on the other h-lnd, if the Commission's specific 
proposals were plnced before them they might be led to modify 
their attitude, 

., 
Mr, AR;"& ,(Turkey) th ought th& a compromise cnuld easily 

be reached.,between. the points of vie? of the French nnd'United 
States representatives, The FIrties could be given,the chance 
to expr,ess their views, the Ccmmission submitting its pmposa&s tr! 
them after that. That procedur,e'could hardly take the parties by 
su,rprise as it was indicated in the invitation thqt the Commissian 
might have proposals. tn,,put defore them.' 

., *; 
Mr. MARCMKL ('France) drew attention,to~.Mr. ./q-as',s 

interesting observation concerning'the letter of invitation, but 
.('. 

i-dated that' in h.is view, ,tho Commission ought.to formulate ,. 
' ‘gk~p~sals only in the course of discussion'and not as an ~ 

introduction; -% -.Y 1, ~. *, . : I,'. : . 
The CHA&/lJir\! iivitd'd'the members to study the proposals 

in a spirit of compr'&ise,' thking ,&to account the comments mkde 
during the discussion, In his view it was n'questinn of'form' 
and he wiShed to point'out thatthe proposals were only an indicatiti 
of the“Commission's views., .for it 'inTcu.ld be regrettable if. t.he. 

"&ties were to assume that the Commission had nothing further 
to say, 



REPORT OF THE REFUGEE OFFICE 

The CHAIRIILRN recalled that ?Zr, Andersen, Head of the 
Refugee Office, would be present at the next meeting of the - 
Commission, He therefore proposed that the Commission should 
reply to ?!r, Andersen in the following sense: The observations 
he had made in presenting the report of the Refugee Office would 
be most useful to the members of the Commission when studying the 
report more thoroughly, In the meantime the Commission thought it 
would be helpful to ask the Refugee Office to embark upon the 
studies mentioned in the plan for the future activities of the 
Office which would be read to %. Andersen. The Commission did 
not expect the Office to formulate conclusions and recommendations; 
it merely asked it to make a documentary historical study of the 
various questions mentioned in the plan of activities. 

It was so decided. 

REQUEST MADE BY THE ISRAEL DELEGATION ON 7 SEPTE:"RER 1951 

The PRINCIPAL SECRETARY recalled that the Israel 
representative had asked for the text of the Egyptian Governnentrs 

reply to the Commission's invitation, In an interview with the 
Israel representative, Xr. Fisher, Political Officer of the 
Commission, had answered th:lt the Secretzrlat was not suthorized 
to communicate the text and that if the request was official it 

would be submitted to the Commission. 

11%. .RR.AS (Turkey) pointed out that the Israel. 
representative's request could not be granted if the Egyptian 
Govsrnment's reply had not appeared in the press. 

Mr-. ?IARCHAL (France) fully agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that in the circumstances the 
Commission should answer that it would be inappropriate to 
communicate the Egyptian reply unless it had already been published. I 

It was so decided. ,I 

The meeting rose a$ $ p.m. 


