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RELEASE TO THE PRESS OF THE COMMISSION'S LETTER OF 6 OCTOBER /AND REPLY
FROM THE ISRNEI,DELEGATION

, The'CHAIRMAN recalied fhat so far bnly the delegations of Egypt,
Syfia andrjbfdan had replied to the Commission's letter.  The Isracl
deleéation h@d informed the Commission that it would reply when it had
received instrucﬁions from its Government;y in the course of & conversation
which thé israel répreéentative‘had,had“with Mr, Bgrco, he had asked if the
Commission could'pdstpéne the'publication‘of its letter. The Chalrman
thought that Israel's reply would not be long in coming.

On the other hand, it would be advisable for the Commissioq to decide
whether the reason which it had accepted for postponing publication of its
letter was still valid, = In any case it would be preférabie foﬁ‘pubiication
not to take place until the Commissionlhad rageived at least‘onq full reply
from one of the parties - .in this case, the four Arab delegations,

He added that the Commission could not but keenly deplore the appearance
in an American newspaper of an article alluding to the substance of the
Commissionts letter. | ‘

Mr, MARCHAL (France) thought it would be advisable to contact the
Israel representative as soon as possible and inform him that, in thc
interests of'fairness, the Commission couﬁfed on beginning the examination
of the proposals with the Isfaél delegation; as it had begun to discuss the
preamble with the Arab delégations. it might add that if the Israel
delegation were not ready to begin to examine them, the Commission-hoped
that it would have no objection to discﬁsSibn beiﬁg opened with the Arab
delegations. - R | IRRRRY o Vet i

He thought, of course, that the Commission's letter should be published
before the discussion was opened.

Mr. de AZCARATE (Prineipal Secretary)‘fecalled that as a general

rule communications addressed to delegations were published after a reagsonable
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lapse of time, enabling them to transmit'them to their Governments but
withouh'waiting for the Governments' replies; the period was generally
one or two days. An exception to this rule had beeﬁ'made invthe case of
Israel., The Commission had already waited more than a week and he saw
no reason to postpone publication of the letter further.

The CHAIRMAN announced that .Israel's commmication containing

its Govermment's reply to the Commission's letter had jﬁst beenAﬁanded to
him and he proposed to read it out,

The reply of the Govefnment of TIsrael to the Commission's letter of

6 QOctober 1951 was read.

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Commission should now publish its
letter. | 1

Mr. MARCHAL (France) agreed. Howevér, Israel's communication
in no way changed the suggestion he had just made. Tﬁe”@bmmission might
well have a meeting with the Israel delegation, as the latter requested,
to discuss the points raised, but it should be made clear that in the
Commission's opinion the question of the preamble had been adequately
discussed and that the examination of the proposals should now begin.

Indeed, their examination should not be postponed too long, particularly
‘as the Arab delégatiohs for the moment seemed quite ready to begin, which
might not always be the case. ’Mbreéver, in view of~its report to the
General Assembly, it would be helpful if the Commission could know the
abtitude of at least one of the parties to the comprehénsive propoéals.

He thought that Israel was trying to delay the Commission's work as
much as possible without, however,-breaking'up the conférence; if the
latter were its intention, it would do so without delay, for the present
moment waé the most propitious for that purpose, o

Mr. ARAS (Turkey) agreed and thought that the French representa-

tive's observation was a further reason for starting the examination of the
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proposals with the Arab delegations as soon as possible,

Mr. de AZCARATE (Principal Secretary) thought the Commission
should study Isroel's reply carefully, as it raised several important
questions, . In addition he feared that by agreelng to meet with the
Israel delegation to discuss them, the Gbmmission might reopen discussion
on a point that had been 'settled by its letter of 6 October 1951 to the
delegations, That letter had expressly indicated that the Commission
considered the two declerations submitted by the parties satisfactory and
that conseqpently the time had come to proceed to discuss the proposals.
The Commission should on no account go back upon that statement which had
been formally expressed in its letter,

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Commission should mect on the
following day to study Israel's reply.;

It was so decided.

REPLY OF EGYPTIAN DELEGATION TO COMMISSION'S LETTER OF 6 OCTOBER 1951 (AR/59)
The CHAIRMAN'considered the question settled as a result of the

consideration of the previous item.

MEMORANDUM FRCOM THE ARAB DELEGATIONS (AR/60)

The CHAIRMAN proposed to entrust the consideration of the memo~
randun to the Commisslon's legal .adviser who would study it in relation to
the Commission's communication and give the Commission an opinioﬁ on the
matter, |

It was so decided,

Mr. MARCHAL (France) pointed out that there was always a misunder-
standing as to the Commission's composition. = The three members of the
Commission did not sit in their personal capacity but aé representatives of
© the United States, France, Tﬁrkey. In fact it was the three Governments

who were members of the Commission and not their representatives.
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IETTER FROM THE ISRAEL DELEGAT ION REGARDING SR/PM/8 OF 5 OCTOBER -

Mr. MARCHAL (France) had had an opportunity of speaking to the

Israel representative about this matter. Mr. Fischer had referred only
to paragraphs 1 and 2 of his communication, Concerning paragraph 1,

Mr, Marchal had pointed out to him that the summary record faithfully
reproduced the substance of the reply to the Israel delegation.

Concerning paragraph 2, Mr. Marchal had told Mr., Fischer that he was
mistoken if he had understood that the Commission had undertaken to submit
the Israel delegation's draft pact to the Arab delegations. It was clearly
not a matter of merely communicating a text. The Israel delegation.
appeared to wish £o maeke the Commission say, in the summary record, that
thé proposals of the Arab delegations partially satisfied it whereds that
of the Israel delegation was entirely satisfactory.” " Mr. Marchal was
quite willing tovagree to the Israel répreséntative amending that part of
the summary record which reported‘hié own remérks, on condition, however,
that he had in fact said what he wished to add, bu£ there Qés.no justifica~
tion for him Qishing to ameﬁd the summary;of the fémérks made by members of
the Commission, Mr. Maréhal considered thaflfhe céntenté of the summary
record conformed to the discussion which had ﬁ&kén place,

" The CHAIRMAN agreéd with‘Mr. Marohai. He recalled %hat,
substantially, he had.told the Israei repfééentative that his draft papt
went further than the Commission's initial suggesti;nAand that it seemed
that a declaration presented in that forin Wbﬁlije'ﬁ?émafurei

The representatives of Turkey and Frahce had supported his statement
on that occasion. It was cle@r.that the question of form was the mainl
point at issue,

Mr, ARAF (Turkey) recalled that the Israel represemtative's reply

at the opening of the conference had satisfied the Commission. The present‘
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diffiou;ty was due to the Israel Goverrnment!'s subsequent desire to go too
far,

Mr. de AZCARATE (Principal Secrotary)‘thought that,'with regard
to paragraph 1 of Isracl's commuﬁidation, the Commission shouldvreply that
it had carefully exsmined the relevant summary records and had concludéd
that the idea to which Mr. Fischer drew attention was quite clear from
.the texts, Concerning pafagraph 2 of the cmmnunibation, the interpreta-
tion of the Israel delegafion was mistaken. |

He thought that only paragraph 3 of the Isracl communication could

warrant a possible amendment to the swmmary record in question.

COMMUNICATIONS_FROM UNRWA

(a) Telegrﬂm from Mr, de Saint-Hardouin

The CHAIRMAN thought lt was, quite suitable for the Commission
to hold a mﬂetlng with thc Advisory Commission on 31 October. ‘vThe,latter
would certalnly be in a p051tlon to communicate useful information and
indications concerning corﬁain aSpects of the Gommission's work.

Mr. MARCHAL (France) shared that view, but p01ntud out that by
that time only a prcllm1nary‘uxchan&e of v1ews on gcnbral guestions would
be possible, Thc questlon of reports would not be dealt with before
12’November. He p01ntud out by way of information, that Mr Blandford
1ntpnded to submlt hlS report on ?l Novcmber.

(b) I Lebter and memorandum of Mr, Blundford

Mr, ARAS (Turkey) thought it was enough to acknowledgc the two -
oommunicatlons and to Lhank Mr. Blandfordﬁ

It was so dGClde.

The meéting rose at 5 p.m,




