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FUTURE ACTIVITIES OF THE COM'ISSION

The CHATRMAN said the Commission would have to consider
its next step. He recalled that at the last meeting with the
Arab delegatlons the Commission Had expressed the hope that the
‘eXPlanatlons of its cowprehen51ve proposals would form the basis
for discussion at subsequent meetings: It would therefore be
only courteous for the Commissioﬁ to indicate to them its readiness
to hear any com@ents they might wish to make concerning its
proposals, aﬁd;theiIT'views on theIprESEnt sitﬁation.'

The Ohairman felt that; while the Commission should not hasten
to the conclu51on that the conference should be terminated, it
should not hesitate to take a decision to that effect if it were
convinced that ho further possibilities of progress remained.

An opportunity might present itself,;outside.thejfréméWOfk of the
conference, for useful discussions with the Israel delegation
concerning refugees. Although other putstanding queétioﬁs were
also of great importance, the refugee probIem washconsidered by
a large body oqupj11ion in the General, Assémbly té be the most
~important aspectIof"the Palestinquuagtion, and the Commission
would naturally wish to be able,to report so@;.concrete progress
in at least that.direction.“ N -

- Mr, ARAS ( Turkey) considere@'thap,ualthough the conferehce
appeared to. haVeﬁccxne to an end, the memission’s obligations
cohtinued. The conference represented a special effort on the part
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 pefogee question. He suggested that the Commission might -
defer“taking e"oeeiSion‘as to the desirability of declafing the
- conference at an end until it had heard‘aoy comments that the
.delegations wished to make concerning its proposaieq |
My, MARCHAL (France), while agreeiog with the Chairman

‘that a hasty decision to close the conference soouid be avoided,
.felt that it didihof, at present seem as though much more progress
could be made;'uThe Commission wmight now receilve the comments of
the parties cohcerhing the'further'explanatiooo:of itsrproposals.
In his opinion; it might well be that a better posSibility of
success in dlscu551ons with the Israel delegatlon conoernlng
refugees and, in partlcular, ‘the .question of compensatlon would
be found outside the framework of the present conference.

Howeﬁer, he wished to suggest that the confefence“should
merely be adjourned instead of closed.. By 80 d01ng the Commission
would be in a position, 1f events were to take a favourable turn
during the Generél'Assembly,‘to;reopen ltSYdISCUSSlOHS without
loss of‘tide}" | R

Mr, Marchal also proposed that, the Comm1851on should begin
draftlng 1ts report to the General Assembly 1mmed1ately, while at

the sane tlme carrylng on talks with the Israel delegatlon

M‘concernlng compensatlon.

The CHAIRMAN referred to the n606851tv for adoptlng the
sectlon of the Refugee Office's report deallng w1th the evaluat1e“ 
of Arab 1mmovable property and suggested that Wr. Bernoastle the
~Land Spe01allst, should come to. Paris to glve any necessarv
explanaplons, and at thersame time to 1nform the Comm1851on‘of

the progress of his study concerning Arab movable property.
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 '  Mr; de‘AZCARATE (PrinbipaL Secretgry) fully agreed with
ﬁhe"Views_expressed by. the members of the Commission concerning
the closing or adjourning of the conference.. He felt: that in the
',present'circumétances, which seemed. to offer only small hopes of
success, the continuation of the conferenoemcould-not;bexjustified.
‘He wished to poiﬁt‘out that from an administrative point of view
avdecisioﬁ én this point was important. The conference was taking
place in. Paris with the'approval:ofuthe.Secretéry—General-and any
further arrangements which the Commission wished: to,make would
»have.to be apprqﬁed_by him,

‘With regard to the Chapter on evaluation in. the Refugee
Offige's.Repqrﬁ, he agreed that. it should be approved as soon as
possible. He would make arrangements for Mr.. Berncastle to come
to Paris in'the near fgture.,

The Principal Secretary wished to know the Commission's
intgntions concerning the statement made by the Israel delegation.
at the meeting with the Commission on 26 October. He recalled that
in that statement, the Israel delegation had repeated .even more
stroqgly,its ijeqpipns concerning the preliminary non-aggression
declaration and had formally asked the Commission :to continue its
efforts to obtain from the Arab delegations an explicit recognition
of their.obligations under the‘Armistice_Agreements, the Security
Qouncil decisions,and the. United Nations Charter.. The statement
had also contained a clear suggestion for. discussjons between the
Commission and the delegation of Israel until such time ns the
..Arab delegatlons were. ready to.reaffirm. those. obligations..

He Suggested that,the.Comm;ss1on,m1ght,wish to consider the

desirability of communicating the Israel statement to the Arab
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delegations. The Israel delegation had publlshed the statement
in'the press, and if the Commission were t0 communlcate it
offlolally, for information, to the Arab delegetlons the latter
would khus be given an opportunity to domment on it. He felt 1t
would be undesirable for the Commission to give the impression of
refraining'from cemmunidating to the Arab delegatiens.anything
they migﬁt wilsh to’study and comment on. |

A further suggestlon he wished to subhlt for the Commission's

con51deratlon was the p05$1billty of a reply to the substance of
the Tsrael statement. _He-was well aware of the dlfflcultles
involved but felt thét if ho reply were made the Commission's
silence might be interpreted by Israel before the General Assembly
as a tacit acceptance ' -

- Mr, ARAS (Turkey) felt that the sﬁggestien te communicate
the Israel statement to the Arab delegations, purelwaor
information, wasva good one, in that it would enable them to
comment 1f theyiso desired. |

"With regard to the suggestlon that a reply be madt to the
- Israel statement the Comm1551on should bear in ﬂlnd the fact that
its task anOlVBd more than merely trylng to prove itself in the
rlght. The Comm1551on should avoid taklng any actlon that might
tend to put any of the delegations in the’ wroeg, or worsen the
relatlons between the partles. It would be dlfflcult for the
Israel delegatlon to malntaln that the- Comm1551on agreed with its
statement, in view of the .clear explanatlon of the Commission's: |
attitude glven 1n 1ts correspondence with the Israel delegation.
The ComM1551on WOuld also make its p051tlon clear in the report

to the General Assembly
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Mr.'Afaeﬁagreed that Mr., Berncastle's presence in Paris when
the Comm1551on con81dered the rebovt of the:rRefugee Office would
be useful, In that connectlon he suggested that the < Commission
A:should merely exanine the report as containing ther conclusions and
A dec1s1ons of the Refugee Office. The Commission would.have more
latltude in leper negotiations if,ipvdidinoxgtake a -formal decision
tapproving the }eport; | _ '
o The CHAIRMAN agreed Qith Mr. Aras that it .was not
necessary for the Comm1551on to reply- to crltlclsmo coming from the
delegatlons. It had previously .been, decided. ot :to..send te one
.party textual copies of communications~emanet;ng from the other
party,ﬁand he agreed with that decision. Ieuehelpresent~instance
' there were two possibilities. Firstly, it.had.been.suggested that
a copy of the Israel statement be sent to the .Arab delegations for
‘their information. Secondly, he proposed that the Commission
should consieek whether certain extracts only of that statement
mi%ht usefuliyvbe communicated to the Arab delegations, as-being
suggestions of the Israel delegation. In his opinion, the fact
that the statement had already appeared in. the press made it
difficult for the Commission to send the entire statement to the
Arab delevatlons, even if it had wished to do so. He therefore
.faVOured the second alternative. |

Mr ARAS (Turkey) agreed w1th the Chalrman that. the

second alternatlve was preferable |
| Mr. WARCHAL (France) dld not thlnk the Comm1551on

: needed to take any actlon on Lhe Israel statement. .The Commission

'had made it qulte clear in 1ts letter of 6 October. that discussion

~of the preamble was.closed._:The;Ierael delegation had raised
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certain objeetions, and the Commissien had replied. The Israel
delegation had returned to the question again, and in oroef'
to.avoid a protracted argument, the Commission had agreed to
listen to a statement of the Israel views. _The matter should
therefofe be dropped. Although the Israel delegation had made
a suggestion for communication to the Arab,delegations?,that
suggestion concerned a stage of the dis cussions which had been
closed by decision of the Commission and therefore requ;red'no
action by the Commission. v
The CHAIRMAN pointed .out that.hio‘suggestion had‘merely
.been that the Commission should study uhe,queetion of whether some
extracts from the Israel staﬁementhcould usefully be communicated
to the‘Arab delegetions.‘ It might be decided thatano communication
should be made at all. ‘. | | |
His personal oplnlon was that any further corfespondence
would serve llttle purpose and would be contrary. to the firm
position taken by the Commission that disoueeioﬁ:of_phe preamble
was closed. The fectuthet the Tsrael delegation had published
-the statement did not make‘lt necessary'fo:'theeCommieeion‘to
communicate it to the Arab delegations, | | _ ;
| Mr. LADAS (Political Offioer) p01nted out that although
it was agreed that dlSCUSSlon of the preamble was closed the
Israel delegatlon had gone a step further and had 1nterpretod the
declaratlon of the Ardb delegatlons. . 1In glv;ng that ;nterpretatlon f
it had launched certaln aocusatlons aaalnst the Arab States, who
might wish to Justlfy themselves Lo the Comm1581on. It might,
therefore, be courteous to give the Arab States the Opportunlty’

. of giving their own interpretation of_thelr declaratlon.
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M. é&RCd'(Unitedetates) shared the Comm1551on's.op1nlon
as regards the general pr1n01nle. However there were oertaln
p01nts to be oon51dered beforé a d60181on was taken in the
particular case under dlscu551on. The Comm1551on mlght be a551stbd
1n tdklng a dec181on to close or adJourn the conference by the
reaction of theu_Arab delegations bo~Israelfs suggestlon to take
up oertaln questlons unilaterally with the Comm1551on. It.mioht be
that the frab delegatlons would raise obgectlons to the 1dea of

- unilateral discussions between the Comm1551on and Israel concerning
the réfugee question, particularly in v1ew of the Commission's
~declared belief,that»allth@_polnts of 1ts propogals should be
‘considered 45 an ensemblgt On tﬁe other hand it wa.s also ‘possible
that the Arab delegations would raise no obectlon and merely 5ay
that the Tefugeg.quqstlon was not a matter forvnggotlatlon but one
for discussion between the Ccmm1531on ‘and Israel.’ While he did
not mean to say thqt it was necessary for the Comm1551on to ask the
opinion of the fArab. delegatlons, he belleved that an off1c1al
expression of thelr v1@ws on the subject would be useful to the
Commission.

As,reggrdsvphe point raised by r. Ladas, he agreed ﬁhat it
would be desirable to"give the’Arab-delegations an ~opportunity to
comment on the Israel 1nterpretatlon of their. non- aggr6551on
declaration, He felt that 1n the ‘present instance the Comm1531on
might cdnsider‘maklng_an egqeptlon to its ggnergl”rule, with which
he was in complete accord, o .,. .l, _.   ‘

Mr. de AZCARATE (Prlnc1pal Secretarv).agfeéd_with the two
preceding speakers. He thought that somelqommunicétion,of the

TIsrael statement should be made to the Arab delegations. The
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question‘of‘whether the statement should be coﬁmunicated in whole
or in part‘éould be studied. The Commission would, he felt be
in a yulnerable position if no communication were made at all, and
if the Arab delegations were thus giveh no oppértunitv of maklng
their comments to the Commission. In referring to the publlcatlon
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 a fact whiqh
facilitaﬂed but did not motivate, the communlcatlon o

With regard to-his previous remarks on the gquestion of
replying to the Israel statement, the Principal- Secretary.had
naturally not intended to suggest that the Commission shoul@ enter
“into a polemie with the Israel delegation. He could see no reason
why the Cbmmissicn if it felt that some of the arguments put
forward bv the Israel delegatlon were unfounded, should not, in a
calm and frlendly way, try to clarlfy the situation by puttlng
forward 1ts own opinions. Such a procedure could only fac111tate
the efforts to achieve peace,

It was true that the Comm1551on had decided that dlSCHSSlon of
the preamble was closed. It was, however, clear from the text
of the Israel statement® (particulafly the twehtieth and laét
paragréphé) that the Israel‘delegafioﬁ did not-consider,the matter
closed. Certain suggestions had been made in that statement, and
if no reply were made, the Israel delegation might be to some
extént justified in assuming that the Commission accepted the
ideas put forward. | |

The CHAIRMAN wondered what the Gomm1s51on might hope to

achieve by communicating the Israel statement to the Arab

= " Qoa QR/DU/T0
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delegations. ,Weevip[eipeoped"that they would givemseparate replios
concernlng thelr 1ntontlons ‘in relatlon to thelr respectlve
.“ Armistice Agreements° He feared that the Comm1551on might thus be
,‘pla01ng the Arab delegatlons in a position whore thoy_oould not
easily answer. _ e e
Mr. BARCO (United States) said that two issues were .
involved. The first - that of the non~eggression:decleretionv-
was aiready closed, and no purpose would be.seryed'py_reppening it.
- The question that should now be considered by the.Qommission
was that of the procedure it should adopt 1n the Cuture The Israel

delegation had made an 1mportant suggestlon for unlldteral N
discussions with the Comm1551on concernlng one, or two p01nts.,

The Comm1351on had an obllgatlon to communlcate that pert of the
statement offlclally to the Arab delegatlons Unless the Comm1581on
hdd an 1dea of the Arab reaotlon to thet suggostlon it would not be
in a p051tlon to determlne 1Le course of action. That new suggestlon
was a radical departuro from the 1dea propoundedvby the Comm1551on
in oalllng the oonierence ‘that only by taklng up all the problems
together could any progress be made. The Comm1531on could not ohungo
the procedure 1L had ad pted wrthout 1nform1ng the Arab delegations.
He dld ‘hot suggest asklng the Arab delegatlons for ‘their reactions,
‘but merely giving them cortaln 1nformatlon offlclally
| | The CHAIRWAN agreed with thc p01nt made by IMr. .Barco. He
also felt 1t mlght be reasonable to give tho Arab delegatlons an
opportunlty to indicate thelr owWn 1nterpretetion of thelr non-

aggression declaration.
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At the suggestion of the Chairman, the Secretariat was
requested 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 meeting rose at 6 p.m.
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