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REPLY OF THE ISR:,EL DELE%TIOY (IS/%) 
The CHJ,IR~!~:\T\T stated that in the opinion of the United 

States delcpntion the Commission should reply to the letter , 

of 20 October from the Israel delepation on the following: lines: 
that it took note of the Israel delegation's inability to meet 
it on 22 or 23 October and that thnt meeting was therefore 

cancelled; that it mzintnined its position with cer;nrd':'t.o ..L.. ,.,,., ,,-,." ,,_._.... _...,_. 
discuss'ibti of th6 'prezmbj:& nndl was‘n‘ot in' ',? *position to consider 
any rcopening,of thab discussion; that-it hn,d. arranged 8 meetin,? 

with the Arab delesstions on,the morning of 24 October nt which 
it proposed to eive additional information concerning its 
proposals and therefore, in the interests of fairness; would, .,*, _. ..,, 
like to Five Isrnel a similar exposition, if pos+b,?c: on the same .,.. 
day. The Commis.&.on in conclusibn should emihnsiae its hope : 
that 2s n result of that meetin,c the Israel deie$:qtinn would find 
itself able to proceed to the discussion of the propos~l~~--l'--.-~---The 
Chairmen h;ld proundg for believing that Isrnol WM ren.dy to discuss 

:* . . ,,, 1 ." 
the proposals nlthourh she was not prepared (at przscnt to bep;in : 
any nfigopiations witih the Arnds on t'h,Tt basis. 

Mr, MARCH'iL (Fr(ance) felt that the Commission was fnccd 
with n very serious:iituation. It WAS noti 3 new"fiFttinti6n dating 
only from the receipt of the lntest letter from Israel, but h8d 

been foreseen by the Commission sinck'its decision to close the 
discuss.ion.,on the- preamble, He thought the Com&&ic)n' must stand 
by that decision but felt it should nevertheless gn;rce to 

Israelts request to meet it. It was import:lnt to qive her An 
opportunity of expressing her views and to attempt to persuade 
her thrit it was in her own best intorests to consent to discuss 

the Commission's proposals, In the circumatanr::?s, to write her 
a letter might have an effect contrary to that desired; it was ' 
better simply to invite her to n meeting, 

Mr, ARM (Turkey) pointed out th(qt the positions of 
the Commission nnd the Israel dcleqgtion were not altered by 
the latter's most recent letter, He CRreed with lllr. Pi{nrchA 
<as to what the Commission's attitude should be rind a.150 thought 
thnt it would be best expressed fit ,q meetinq and not by letter, 
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He would, however, ,accept the Chairmnn's decision on that 
point, 

. . . ',; Mr. BARC'O, (United States) thought the Commission was 

aTreed on ,thu n'ecessity of hnvin,$ a mee'ting with the Israel 
delegation as soon cs possible, He considered thnt tho best 

procedure was to send them a letter ca.llinF them to a meeting, 

explainin? tha.t they might state their views on the situation 3 
referred to in their letter but making clear that the Commission /. ." ,I / 
was not prepared to reconsider :thF? preamble but would give i 
Israel the same exposition of its prpposals as it intended to . :. 
give to the Arab d6le.qations. , ,~' 

Mr. p:"TCH'iL (France) furkher explained his reasons 

for considering it best not to'answer the Israel dele,cation in 
writing but simply to invite it,to a meeting:. 

The Commission,%'poSition would be &fficult to defend if / ', 
any step it took at the present stage were to br,$ng about the 
rupture of the conference, 'It was important to awoidIprovokina 

an unfavourable reactid; from Israel at the present juncture, 
for ,although her own~proposal, in the form of iz non-figgression 

pW?t, went ftither than the.C6mfiission~'s prenmble, she had let 
it be understood tha‘i; she would be preptir&d to ncccpt the 
substance of the preamble. She was justified fn her contention 

th.n,t the Arab counter-proposals did not cro as far AS the 
8rmistic.e A,cPr&ements and she considered that the,Commission, in 
sug&sting that they could constitute A b'nsis for the pursuit 
of negotiations, was not keeping j-9 line with a decision recently 
taken by the Security Council on th.i Suez Canal ?ffRir. 

Correspondence with the Isrqei: deleFntion since 6.October 

hqd'brought no results;' it was essential to get it to come to 
n further meeting, and a letter entering into tihe question of 

the Aienda for such n meeting might only ~$11 fbr<h II refusal 
to attend, 

Mr'. BARCO (United Skates) SaW the desirability of , ,.- 
Mr. March%l's suggeSted procedure, but felt that it would , 
have the disadvantage of letting Isr~.el '.;t;hi.nk..th~t the -6ommission 
accepted AS agenda what Is'rnel had proposed in her letter. 
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If the Israel dcle,yRtion cdmc to the meet&T with t&t understading 
and the Commission then fnced them with n different procedure 

they wotild ha.ve a legitimate complnint nqiinst the Commission, 

which would thus be placed in ',7. difficult'posg6ion. 

The CH.fiIR:"flN was corivinced tha.t the Commissi& ought 
' to let Israel know beforehand its inte'ntions as $0 ,~hnt $VtlS to , ), 

b&he subject of the meeting. * .\ 
. 

,Mri l\QiRCH,qL (France) pointed out that in ,their letter, 
the: Israel, deleK?.tion hnd asked,tha.t the agenda to be c&hsidered 

at the next meeting should be th!L situnti'on aS,o~tlined, in their 

letter of 6 Octaber; that was not the.saqe thing 8's askihp; for 
. * 2' 

Q reopening of $ha discussion on the pieimble, 
. 
:.,. 

' 
The CHAIRI!]~N agreed,but pointed otit thAt Israel had 

stated that she wanted tih?it to be the pnJ.,y a$,endA for the meeting. 
He felt they ,&ould,info?% 'Israel thn.t the Corhmissidn was willing 
to hear her Views but ~11.~0 iatended,to make its nwn exposition, 
clarifying; its comprehensfvo proposalsi I ': "8 .' 

I 
-Mr; ARAS '(Turkey) suggested a compromise procedure. 

The Commission could write acktiowled,&ifig Israel's letter, inviting 
her to a meetirq and stating -that it w6uld answer her letter 
nti the meeting.' 

I '. ., 
The CHAI&W,N thoug,ht that even such n procedure was 5 

open to objection, He tias anxious to leave no doubt in the mind 

0% the Israel deleeation.9~ io t,he Commiss$gnls po.si.tion. 
3 y: , 

The PRINCIPIZL SECRETARY was also of %h;e opinion that 
the IsGael dehe:qatipn should be informed'beforehand of the 
Commi,ssionqs,intentionl concerning the'pro.cBdure sat the next meeting, 

After furtiher discussion the ~H'~i~~~~'p'roposed that 

the Secretariat should.be cisk'e&'to draft a brj..ef ‘ictter of 
invitation to the Israel delepntion, taking account 6f the views 
expressed at the presen$.meeting, nnd that the.Commission should 
meet again in the afternoon to consider it, -:', : 

It was so decidkd. 
_, *  ,. 
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Mr. MARCHAL (F r<nce) though he accepted the decision, 2 
'wished to draw attention to his earlier remarks and $0 the fact that 

pn previous similar occasions he had pointed out the dancers of 
'the procedure followed, His reasoniq had been borne out by events. 
If the rupture of th e conference were occasioned at the present 
juncture, the Commission would be placed in a very bad position. 

TELEGRAM FROM UNRWA 
The CFI?IriY!'J~ announced the l=eceipt of a telegram 

from Mr. de Saint-Hardouin, Chairman of the Advisory Commission 

of 'UT\TRWA, asking that the suggested meeting between the two 
Commissions be postponed until 9 or 10 r\Tovember. He proposed 
that an affirmative reply be sent, 

It was so decided. I_- 

The meeting rose at 1 p.m. 


