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CONSIDERATION 03’ THE REPLY BY ISRAEL 

The CHAIRMAN requested the members of the Commission to present 

their observations on the Israel delegation’s letter (B/77) of 7 November 1951 

to the Chairman of the Conciliation Commission in reply to his letter of 

31 October'(rs/76). 
He was of opinion that in its letter the Israel delegation did not 

reply to the Commissionts question whether delegations were prep&rod to 

discuss its proposals in detail. It appeared from the reply that Israel 

was not prepared to discuss the Commission’s proposals before the question 

which it regarded as fundamental had been settled. However, 1 t declared 

its willingness to corcment on the various points of the Commission’s 

proposals. 

It was thus for the Commission to decide whether! in the knowledge 

that the Israel delegation did not wish to discuss the proposals in dctall 

untS1 a certain question which it regarded as fundamental had been settled, 

2-t would none the less hear that delegation’s observations, 

Mr. ARAS (Turkey) noted that the Israel delegation was adhering t0 

its original attitude and was refusing to open negotiations with the other 

Party either directly or through the intermediary of the Commission, unless 

the Arab States accepted the Security Council’s interpretation of the 

Armistice Agreements, The Commission was therefore faced with a new 
ij 

situation resulting from the fact that Israel had raised a preliminary 

question. What Israel was requesting was that the Commission should take 

action to obtain acceptance by the Arab States of the Security Council’s 

decision of 1 September 1951. But, in his view, the Commission, before 

which the Security Council decision had not officially been brought, had 

no competence to do so, 

3e therefore considered tha,t the Commission should state in its 

report to the Secretary-General that its proposals had given rise to a 

preliminary question by the Israel delegation, with which it had no competence 

to Cesl and that, In consequence, it had been led to the conclusion that 

the conference would have to be adJourned pending settlement of the matter by 

the competent authority. 

/ Mr. MARCHAL 
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Mr, MARCHAL (France) believed that the Commission ought not to 

take a decision on the substance of the matter before receipt of the replies 

of all the Arab delegations. 

With regard to the Israel delegation’s letter, he saw no reason 

to interpret it as evading a reply to the Commission’s questions, Although 

the last paragraph of the letter was admittedly couched in somewhat vague 

terms, it was none the less not restrictive in character and, In any c’ase’, 

the Israel delegation declared itself ready to present Qts observations on 

the questions raised by the Commission’s proposals. It therefore appeared 

t0 him that the task of the Commission was not to attkmpt to ascribe to the 

letter an .implicit sense which in actual fact did not emerge from the terms 

US@d by its authors, 

He wished to point out to Mr. Aras that, even though the Security 

Council resolution interpreting the Armistice Agreements had not officially 

come before it, $h@ Commission could hardly fafl to be aware of a resolution 

which, concerned a matter with which it was dealing. He emphasized that the 

preamble to the Commission(s proposals was in any case in perfect harmony 

with the Security Councilts interprstatlon of the Armistice Agreements. 

That the Commission had felt it should acoept the declaration of the Arab 

del.egations was due not to the fact that “It regarded that declaration as 

co.mrpletely satisfactory but because it considered it to be an expression of ’ 

gOodwill which it had seemed wise not Lo.discourage in order td attempt %O 

creiate the necessary favourable atmosphere, However, it would be idle at 

present to deny that the desired objective had not been attained and that an 

unfavourable atmosphere had resulted from the attempt. Those were $.%cts 

which had to be borne in mind and the Commission ought to terminate 

fruitlessdiscussions on a matter which at Bresent appeared difficdt to 

solve, and take up the Israel delegation’s pos’l tive offer to present it8 

obE3ervatlons on all the questions raised by the Commission’s prOpOSalSe 

Mr. ARAS (Turkey) agreed w;i th the French bepresentative that, before 

taking a decision on the substance of the matter, the Commission might await ,; 

the arYlva1. of the replies of all the Arab delegations, the import Of’ which ,, ,, 
collld, however, be easily anticipated, 

/ In connexion 



In connexion with his interpretation of the Israel. delegation’s 

letter, he pointed out that it appeared to him difficult not to take acc,ount 

of a statement by the Government of Israel couched in terms as precise as those 

of the first paragraph of the letter in question. 

With regard to the Security Cour,cil’a decision, the Commission could 

of course noit fail, to be, aware. of i-t, but as it had not been submitted to the 

Corsnission officially, it would be inappropriate to attempt to apply it. 

By adgourning the present conference as, he had .-proposed, the Commission would 

be running less risk of jeopardising the future ‘and would thus be making 

possible a rcsmption of the negotiations, since in fact its proposals would 

not have been rejected by any .of the Parties. It had furthermore to be 

remembered that when the Commission had drafted ths text of the preamble, the ..: 
Security Council. decision had not been taken. The preamble had been inspired 

by ‘*the United States delegation, and the French and Turkish delegations had 

l&t it their support, after, rendering its terms somewhat less forthright, 

because they had believed, that they would be thereby contributing to the 

re-establishment of peace. .Whether acceptance of the decl.aration of the Arab 

States was. a mistake was something which the Commission might consider, ’ 

The C’lKCR&!AI~ noted that the hope of creating a favourable atmos’phers 

lzad been disappointed, but it had, however, been in that hope’that the Commission 

had accepted the Arab declaration, believing in good faith that the work of the 

conference could thereby be furthered in the interests of ail the Part:ies. 

He, would not calI the Israel. reply evasi&, 
8’ 

but he thought nevertheless 

that it was capable of severpl interpretations. He pointed out that’ in’ a 

speech made to the Par liL3ment, Mr , Sharett had gone further .than the statement 

in the Israel letter regarding relations with the. Ar’ab States, HQ t bought > 
in spite ‘of ‘everything, that the Commission should obtain a clearer reply from 

1srael:to the first question it hgd,aslred. Ho did not ‘thitik ?.t nr;ccssary to 

address a memorandum to Israel on that point, but it might ~perhapn be possible 

in an unofficial approach to ask the Israel delegation how the ‘statement in the ’ 

letter was to be interpreted in view,. of Mr, Sharett 1s recent speech in 

;PI-. r liament . 'The Corn@.ssion,wp.dd bo in "y embamassing $osi’tion if it was 
( ; .’ 

.‘, “Z , 
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unable to reply with exactitude ,-to the questions’which the Arab delegations 

might’ ask it in that Pespect, ‘Iii tiny event, the Cokission would not be ” 
: 

binding itself in any way by making an. unofficial approach to the Israel 

delegation to ask it whethe? i’t was willing’ to discuss its proposals fully, 

and:to inform it that ‘the’ Commissidn had no objection to heaiing its observa- 

tions, 

‘MY, ~~NARCRAL (France) supported the Chairman’s suggestion since he 

agreed that a delicate rr&:bter always gained by ‘beinE; dealt with unofficially. 
, 

He added that for himself he ‘saw no difference between “discussing the proposals 

of the Commission” and “submitting observations on the various matters raised 

by the Commission. ” 

iTe had so far reflaged to’ interpret t& Ibrael letter, preferr3.ng to” ‘. 

keep strictly to the text;, but, he would like to indicate hLs uslderatanding of 

it. He felt that the letter c?ncerned two quite separate, questions whl,ch ‘should 

in fact have been the subject of) two corrul~unications. The first question wbs 

the :+ransmission to the Cormnission ,of’ the statement of the Govctinment of Israel, 

.,which. merely required acknowledgment by the Commission, The xmcon& question 

was .whethe.er ,the Israel. dele&tion ‘wau \2reparcd td discuss the Commi.asion Is 

( p opp3als. The reply to :that warj cleat Israel declaied itself ‘to be rs&dy 

if no-t; to discugs them, ,at. least to stdmiti obssrvations on them. :&haps the 

terms “submit observations on the various matters raised.” had been employed : 

instead of “discuss the Commission r s: proposals” to make it cleat that accordir@ 

to the Israel delegatj.on, it would be a’ matter of conversations with the ‘j ’ 

Comraission and not of negotiations, even indirect negotiat-lbns, with the Arab 

Statou. 
: ; 

” i 

” If’ th&t interpretation was .r,o:rrect, he could not ~nder’stand. why the ’ 

form df the statement should Gfve any >offence. The * Egyptian delegation had .’ 

declared at the openin@ of the cu;crent conference that its intention was to’ ‘,.” 

discuss matter’s with the Commission only and not directly or i.n&irectly w’Sth ’ 

the. ,Israel delegf3tdon which, moreover, it refused to recogn5ze. The Cor&i’ss~o~ 

had n,ot. objected to that ,declaration of the Arab de:legnti’6;ns and: it! had there-‘.’ ’ 

for0 no reason for refusing a similar statement implicit in the letter from 

Israel. q They’ had, reached a point, where’ for the first time both Partj.es were 

willing to submit their observations bn the Commission~s pr~oposals, and 9°C would 

perhaps be unfortunate to let the opportunity escape. The CornrLission should 

therefore hear those obser,vations and record them in. its report. 
/The :CEAIRi!AN 



The CHAIRMAN appreciated the logical reasoning of the French 

representative but point& out that, if the Israel ‘delegation had dealt wj.th 

both questions in the same letter, it was probably because it intended to link 

them owing to the fact that the views put forward affected. its position with 

regard to the .Commission’ s proposals, 

In any event, since the members of the Commission had no objection, 

he would take the first opportunity of seeking th.e necessary explanations from 

the Israel delegation. 

At, the suggestion of’ Mr. PARC0 (United States of America), the 

CHAIRMAN proposed that the matter should be reconsidered when the Commisulon 

was in possession of the replies of all the delegations, 

It was so decided, --u : ., 

REPORT OF THE HFAD OF THE REFUGE2 OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION 

Mr. ANDERSEN (Head of Refugee Office) recalled that on 8 September 1951 

the Commission had requested the Office to prepare studies on the refugee 

problem, with specific instructions that they should be historical surve;ys 

rather than studies reaching conclusipns. He had therefore given his fellow- 

lrorkers instructions to that effect, The report now subm.itted on the regulation 

of the rights of the riparian States did not therefore deal directly with the 

problems special to Palestine, but nevertheless bore them in mind, with a view to 

supplying any historical and legal data which might W&of use for the future 

settlement of those problems. : 

He then introduced to the Commission that section of the Office’s 

report entitled “Summary of Historical Precedents and Conventions regulating 

the Law of Riparian States”, He analyzed it briefly and said that he had 

thought it advisable to dwell on the development of international legislation 

in that field from the Congress of Vienna and the Convention of Madrid up to 

the very detailed study which the Committee on Electric Power.-of the Ecanomic 

Commission for Europe had made of the question, He emphasized that the 

international conventions chiefly concerned problems of navigation and that in 

Palestine it was problems of the utilization of water and irrigation which were 

the most important, Those two aspects of the matter had been surveyed in two 

other parts of the study, 

/ The CHAIRMAN, .,’ 
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The CHAIRMAN thanked the Bead of the Off ice for his intereoting 

statement on the report he had just submitted to the Commission, which the 

Comm-ission would study in detail. Be was glad to note at once, however, that 

tho very detailed report had been prepared with a clear appreciation of the 

purposes for which it was designed. 

The meeting rose at 12,35 p.m. ---m-- 

26l’l p.m. 


