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FUTURE ACTIVITIES OF’ THE COWISSION 

The CHAIRMNJ sa’id the Commission would have to consider 

its nex$ ,step,. ,He recalled that at the lsst meeting with the 
,, 

Arab. deleg%ti.ons the, Commission had expressed the hope that the _,,.. ,’ 
explanat ions of its comprehensive proposals would form the basis 

fol: discussion at subsequent meetings& It would therefore be 

only courteous for the Commission to indicate to them its readiness 

to hear any comments they might wish to make concerning its 

propdsals, arid. their views on the present situation. 

The Chairman. felt, *hat j while the Commission should not hasten 

to the conclusion. f3kiat’ the conference should be terminated, it 

should not hesitati; to take a decision to that effect if it were 

convinced that no f’urther possibilities of progress remained; ,.. 5 

An opportunity mighi p,resent itse,lf, .outs.ide. the. framework of the 

conference, for useful discussions with the Israel delegation “... .., 

concerning refu,gees. Although other outstanding questions were , ,.a ,.. 

also of great importance, the refugee problem was. considered by .‘,, 

a large body of opinion in the General Assembly to be the most 

important aspect of the Palestine que,stion,, and the ,Commission . . . . 

would naturally, wish to be. abl,e;.to report some concrete progress .:.*:y 

in at least that direction., ,.’ * . . 

IQ-? ARAS,, ( Turkey} considered that, although the conference 
‘, 

appeared, to, have,, come to an end, the Commission9 s obligations I .I ,,, ,.’ 

cojntinued. The conference represented a special effort on the park 

of the Commission to achieve progress towards peace. But even if 

the Commission had not taken that initiative, it would have 

continued, and should still continue, its discussions with the 

parties concerning certain aspects of its task, and in particular 
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the refugee question. He suggeste'd that the Commission might 

defer taking a'decision'ks to the desirability of declaring the 

conference at an end until it had heard any comments that the 

idelegations wished to make concerning its proposals; 

?fr , 1URCHAL (France), while agreeing with the Chairman 

th.at a hasty decision'to close the conference should be avoided, 

. felt that it did not , at present seem as though much more progress 

could be made, The Comaissionmight,now receive the comments of 
‘. 

the parties concerning the further explanations of its proposals. 

In his opinion, it might wel.1 be that. a better possibility of 
. 8.. 

success in discussions with the Israel delegation concerning 

refugees and, in particular, the .question of compensation would 

be found outside the fr$mework of the ,present conference. 

However, he wished to suggest that ,the, cbnference should 

merely be adjourned instead of closed,. By so doing 'the Commission 

would be in a position, if events were to take a favourable,turn ',.,, . 
during the General Assembly, 

',. 
to,reopen its discussions without 1. , 

loss of time." 
2 .'. 

: Mr. Xarchal also proposed that, the Commission should begin 
* 

drafting its report to the General Assembly immediately, while at 
‘. 

,-the same time carrying on talks with the Israel delegation . . D . " 
I. concerning compensation, 

The CHAIRMAN referred to the necessity for adopting the 
8’ .,. 

s,ection of the Refugee Office,'e report dealing with the 'evaluatifi- 

of Arab immovable property and suggested that ?qri Berncastle, the : : I, 
Land Specialist, should come to.Paris to give any necessary 

sxplanations, and'at the,,same time tq inform the Commission of 
. I  

the progress of his study concerning Arab movable property. 

.,' .' : 



. . . . Yr,. de BZ&!,$R.ST~ (Princ,ipal,, Secretary) ,,fu&ly agreed with 

the ‘v,iews ,expressed by,. the members- of ,the Commission concorning 

the closing or, adjourning of th.e., conference. He felt that .in the 
* 

.present cir,cumstsnces, wh.ich’seemed.: to offer. only small hopes of ..: 

. success, the continuation of the conference, could, not :be justified, 

He wished to point out that from an a,dministra.tivu point of view 

a decision on this point was.important. The conference was, taking 

place in. Paris with the approval of.. the Secretary-General and any 

further arrangements which the Commission wished. to make would 

have to be 2ppro,vcd.,by him. ,: ,,. : 

,With regard to the Chapter on evaluation in the Refugee 

Office’s .Rsport he agreed that, it should be ,spproaed as soon as .’ 
possible. He ,vould make arrangements for ?,%I-+,. Berncastle to come 

to Paris, in the near future., i ), ,’ + 
The .Pr’i.ncipal Secretary wished to know the Commission’s . 

intentions con,cerning the statement made by the Israel delegation 

at the meeting with the Commission on 26 OctoberV I&e ,recal,led that 

in that statement, ,the I.s.rael delegatiqn had repeated *even more 

strongly .its ob jecti,ons coqce,rni.ng the preliminSxrp :non-aggressioxl 

deckration and .b,ad formalLy asked the Cowxission :to continue its 

efforts to obtain from the .Arab delegations an..,cxplicit recognition 

of: “their obligations under the Armistice Agreements, the Security 

C,ouncil decisions! and the.. United .Nations Charter..: The statement 

had also contained a ‘clear suggestion for. di,ycussj.ons between the 
” . 

Commission and the, delegation ,of Israel until such time ns the * 

Arab. delegations we.re ready to, rea,ffirm: those. :ob&iga2;ions... 

He suggested that. the, Comriss.$on ,might .wish to consid.er the 

desirability of communicating the Israel statement to the Arab 



. 

delegations. The Israel delegation had published the statement * 
in the press, and if the Commission were to communicate it 

officially, for information, to the Atab delegations the latter 

Would khus be given an opportunity to c'omment on it. ,He felt it 

would be undesirable for the Commission to give the impression of 

refraining 'from cc%-&n.idating to the Arab delegations,anything 

they might wish to study and domment'oni 

A further sugge$tion he wished to submit for the Commission's , 
consideration was the possibility of a reply to the substance of 

the I'sraci statement. He'was well aware of the difficulties 

involved but felt that if hb reply were made the Commission's 

silence might be interpre,ted by Isrti‘el before the General Assembly 

as a tacit acceptance. : 
b/II? , ARM (Turkey) felt that the suggestion to co!nqunicate 

,.' 
the Israel statement to the A,rab delegations, purely for 4.. 

information, was a good one, in that it would enable them to 

comment if they so desired.. 

'With begard to the suggestion that a reply be aade to the 

Israel statement, the Corpmiss.ion should bear in mind ,t,he.fact that 

its task involved more than merely crying to prove itself in the 

right. The Commission should avoid'taking any action that might 

tend"to put any of the delegation& in'the"'wsong, or,worsen the . 
relations between the part.ies. It would be difficult,for the 

Israel delegation to maintain.that 'the'eommission agreed with its ~ L,'. 
statement, in view of ,t,he .clesr explgnation 'r2 the Commigsionfs 

I,_ 
.‘.. 

attitude'given in its correspondence with' the Israel delegation. ./. 
The Commission'would,also make its position clear in the report 

/ 
to the General Assembl,y. ._ *' *. 
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Pk. .Aras agreed that Xr. Berncastle's presence in Paris when 

the Commission considered the report of th~:,,Ref,ugs~,Office. would 

be. useful. In that connection, he suggest,ed that .&he .Conmission 

: should mer,ely exadne the report .as containing t<hel, conclusions and 

decisions,of the Refugee Office, The, Commission Iwo,uld:: have more .,: 
latitude in l,ater negotiations if,i,t did:no,t: t&e! a, fo,r~,al decision 

approving the report ,' .' ,, ,.,..-,'. .' _. ,... 

The CHAIRYAN agreed, with Mr. Aras that ,it .was not 

necessary for the Commission: to reply-to criticisms coming from the 

delegations. It had previously.be.en; decided:,.notto.;scnd to one . ,. 
party textual copies of communications emana,ting from the other ,.' . 
party, and he, agreed with that decision, In the,present,.instance 

there were two possibilities,,, Firstly, it had .been. suggested that 

n copy of the Israel stateRent be sent to the.Arab delegations for * 
their info.rmation. Secondly, he proposed that,the Commission 

should consider whether .certain extr.acts only of that statement 
1. / 

might usefully be com.Tunicated to the Jrab delegations,. na being 
'I . . 

suggestions of the Israel delegation. IIJ his, opinion) the fact 

that the statement had already appeared, in.the.pres,s,.m.ade it 

difficult for the Commission to send the entire.statement to the : 
Arab delegatians, " even if it had wished to do so.. .' He therefore 

favoured the second alternative,, ,, .., .' *,: :. 

Mr. ARAS (Turkey) agreed with the Chairman that the i. ', '.. i., 

second alternative was preferable. . : I. I ~ 
P/l?,- * ,. ., . %RCHAL (Fran,ce) did not thinkthe. Commission' 

.- ! . . : 
needed to take any action on the .Israel stategent, :T,he. Commission : * 
had made it quite clear in its letter, of 6 O:ctober.that .discussion '. ..I , ,,I ,.. ,. : 
of the preamble-,was ,closed. :TheIsrael delegation had.raised . 
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' certain objections, and the Commission had replied. The Israel 

delegation had returned to the question again, and in order. 

toavoid a protracted argument, the Commission had agreed to 

listen to a staterent of the Israel views, The matter should 

therefore be dropped. Although the Israel delegation had made 

a suggestion for communication to the Arab,delegntions! that 

suggestion concerned a stage of the discussions which. had been 

closed by decision of the Commission and there*fore required no 

action by the 

The 

been that the 

extracts from 

Commission. 

CHAIRMAN pointed,out that ,his suggestion had merely .: 

Comrllission should study the, question of whether some . 

the Israel statement could usefully be communicated 

to the Arab delegations. It might be decided that no communication 
.’ 

should be made st all, ., ; ” . . . 
His personhll opinion was that any. further correspondence 

would serve little purpose and would be contrary, to the firm 

position taken by the Commission that dis,cussionlof the preamble I. 

,’ was closed. The fact,,that the Israel delegation had published 

the statement did not make it necessary for the Commission to .;,, 

communicate it to the Arab delegations,., [ 

?lr. LADAS (Political Officer) pointed out that, although 

it was agreed that discussion of the preamble was closed, the ,.. : 

. Israel delegation had gone a step further and had interpreted the 

declaration of ,the Arsb d,elegations. : In giving that interpretation ,. ,, 

it had launched certain accusations against the Arab States, who . . . $ ;‘:’ 

might wish to justify, themselves to the Commission. It might, 
r ..,... . , ,,.. . 

therefore, be courteous to give the Arab States, the opportunity . ‘. 

of giving their own interpretation of their declaration. ; / II 
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Mr. BAQCO .(United States) shared the;Co.mmission~,s opinion 
:( 

as regards the general principle, However?, there were certain 
, i : 

points to he considered before a decision was taken in the 
. ,,.' ..-. :. 

particular case under discussion. The Commission might be assisted ,. .,i i ., _. 
in t,aking a decision to close or adjourn the conference b,y the , 1. . 
reaction of the ,,.Arab delegations to, Israel's suggestion to take .., .i ,( ,1 
up certain questions . unilaterally with the Commission. It might be . : 
that the .I\r:ab delegations would raise gbjections,to the idea of .I. ,, . 
unilateral; discussions between the.Commission,,and Israel concerning 

;,' :, 
the refugee question, particularly in vie@ of:,,the Commission's 

declared belief, that allthe points of its proposals should be 
'. . . ,, . : ,'. 

considered ns an gns.ep&c On the other hand, it was also possible I 
that the Arab delegations would raise no objection and merely say 

that the refugee quustion was not a matter for negotiation but one . ,; ; c 
for discussionbetween the Commission and Israel. While he did , 
not mean to say thst.it,was necessary for the Commission to ask the /_ . 
opinion of the Arab,delegations, he believed t,hat an official 

expression of theirviews on the subject would be useful to the * .., 
Commission. : . . . .' 

4s regards,the point.raised by Yr. Ladas, he agreed that it 
1 

would be desirable,to*, giverthe hrab delegations an opportunity to 
: 

comme,nt,on the Israel interpretation of.their.non-aggression . . 'I '. 
declaration, He.felt that in the present instance the Commission ., 
might consider making,an exception to its general rule, with which '. ; 

h,e.wss in complete accord,, : ': , .A.' -. . .: 
Mr. de AZCARATE (Principal Secretary) agreed with the two : ; :, 

preceding speakers. . '. He.,thought that some,com~unicatipn,of the .~ ,', .( . ; 
Israel statement should be made to the Arab delegations. The 



question of'whether the statement should be communicated in whole 

or in part could be studied, The Comm'ission would, he felt, be 

in a vulnerable position if no communication Fiere made at all, and 

if the Arab delegations were thus given no oppo.rtunity,.of making , 

their comments to the Commission. In referring to the publication 

of the statement in' the press, he had not meant to suggest that '. 

it was for that reason that the statement should be sent to the 

Arab delegations, he had merely mentioned it as afact which ,_' . I 
facilitated, but did not motivate, the communication* 

With regard to'his previous remarks on the question of 

replying to the Israel statement, the Principal Secretary had 

naturally not intended to suggest that the Commission should enter 

into a polemic with the Israel delegation. He could see.no reason 

why the Commission, if it felt that some of the arguments put 

forward by the Israel delegation were unfounded; should not, in a 
. 

/ 

calm and friendly way, try to clarify the"situation by putting 

forward its own opinions, S.uch a procedure &ould only facilitate 

the efforts to achieve peace, . 

It was true that the Cymmission had decided that discussion of 8' 
the preamble was closed. It was, however, clear:f.rom,,the text 

of the Israel stat'ementB (particularly the twentieth ,and last 
: 

paragraphs) that the Israel delegation did notco,nsider,the matter 

closed. Certain suggestionshad been made in that st,atement, and 

if no reply were made, the Israel delegation might be to some 

extent justified in assuming that the Commission.aacepted the 

ideas put forward. 
.  .  I  

., 

The CHAIRMAN wondered what the Commi$sion might hope to 

achieve by communicating the Israel statement to the ?rab 

lgI See SR/PM/lO 
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d.elemtiofi,s . lI ,, Vas it expec.ted that they would giv:e,?,separate r,eplies _' ,.. , ,", . 

concerning their intentions in relation to the*ir respective ,,, :. ., . 'I'. .' :: / 

Armistice Agreements? He.feared that the Commis,.sipn, rn,ight thus be ._" 

placing the 4rab delegations in a position where,they coul.9 n,o;t; I ,I_ . . 

easily answer. '. '.L .' " ',,.. I 

Nr. BARCO (United States) said that two,,issues were . 

involved. The first - that of the non-a6gressipn.d.eclc~ntiqn - : L 

was already closed, and no purpose would be served by reopening it. ./ . 
The question that should now be considered-Fjy the.Commission 

was that of the procedure it should adopt in the future. The Israel 

delegation had made an important suggestion for unilateral, ,, ,. 
discussions with the Commission concerning one.,,pr,, two points. 

The Commission had an obligation to communicate that part of the . . "'. 
statement officially to the Arab delegations. Unless the Commission ,' : 
had an idea of the Arab reaction to that suggestion it would.not be . '. ,.. : 

in a position to determine its course of action. That,new suggestion 
_ ) .' 

was a radical departure from the idea propounded by the Commission * 
in calling the conference: that, only by taking up all the problems ,,' '. ., . 

together could any progress be made. The Commission:coul,d not change I. .I ~ 
the procedure it had ad:pted without informing the Arab delegations. # ,; : ; '. 

He did not suggest asking the Arab delegations for their reactions, . ..L' ', ..,I 
but merely giving them certain information officially. 

The CHAIRYASJ agreed with the point made by ?r. Barc,o, He 

also felt it might be reasonable to give the Arab.delegations an . . 
opportunity to indicate their own interpretation of their non- ., '. ,. . 
aggression declaration. 

" 



At the suggestion of the Chairman, the Secretariat was 

recluested to prepare a draft letter to the Arab delegations, 

accompanied by a short explanation of the purpose of such a 

communication, for consideration by the Commission at its 

next meeting. 

The meetinff rose at 6 p.m. 


