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., - -. ,. COBWEBS oF THE“A-B $.LCATI~@.. .CONCERNING ‘,THE Qti,UEST...6ti;;* RAISE;; “AN THE 

STATEMENT MADE BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE CONCILIATION COMMISSION ON 
24 OCTOBER 1951 ,;(SR/PM/9) 

.' 
The. CHAIRWN welcomed the members of the delegations of the Arab 

countries and said'the.;Commission would be glad to hear their comments concerning 

the Commission~s proposals and the detailed explanations which had been given 

by the Chairman; " 

MOSTAFA Bey (Egypt) h&d carefully studied,the CommissionIs proposals 
, 

in the light of the explanations given by'the Chairman;, &d wished to make the 
r : ; ', 

following observations: 

llPoint 1, Point.1 of the Commission's proposals aims at the conclusion 
of an agreement which would include the mutual cancellation of all war 
damage claims, :, 

*,.: :' I ~ : ,. 
In putting forward this proposal the Commission states its belief 

that any attempt to go back to the origin'of'the conflict'in 'order to 
detomine the responsibility would be a step backwards, 

My delegation regrets that it cannot agree with the Commission's, 
reasoning, as the responsibility which the Commission thus wishes to 
avoid fixing has already boon established by a higher organ,of the 
United Nations, as the following explanation shows: :... *' 

iis soon as the Partition Plan was adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly in November 194'7, the Zionists decided to get rid of 
the Arabs living in territory which was to belong to their State, They 
did not shrink: from any methods of dispersing thal$ Arab ootiulatipn,, "..._. ,..(, 
Acts of terrorism and persecution vying in horror with the methods of 
Hitler wcrc'conm~itted by Zionist bands of terrorists, to the full 
knowledge of the British Mandatory authorities, which were still 
responsible for'maintaining order and security in the country. That 
state of affairs soon alarmed the Security Council, which, in its, 
resolution of 17 April 194s concerning the situation in Palestine.,. 
expressed itself in the following terms: lf,.,the United Kingdom 
Government; so'long'as it remains the Mandatqry Power, is responsible 
for themainte,n~ce of peace And order in Palestine and should continue 
to take all 'steps necessary ,to that end"; * .I 

3. ,L .* 
-Furthermore, on the termination of the British MLandate on 14 May 

1948, the country was left a prey to anarchy, without any legitimate 
government capable of enforcing law and order and protecting life end 
property. The Zionists took advantage of that situation to strengthen 
thsir a.ggressive potential, by importing huge quantities of arms and 
war materials and by bringing into the country many i.mmigrants,,the 
majority of whom were ex-servicemen, They used this potential to spread*- 
terror, by committing the most odious crimes against the Arab population, 
which had been left defenceless, The memory of the pregnant women, 
children and helpless old people who were the victims of cowardly murder 
in their ownthomes, merely in order that Jewish ti&grants could be 

I 
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settled in their place, is still fresh in all our minds. ;'\ I : 

To take up arms for the purpose of putting an end to such barbarous ," 
Acts is a duty imposed by humanitarian principles on all those tiho are 
conscious of human dignity, honour and solidarity, ,, . ,. _, 

: '. 
This brief outline clearly proves that the da~age'%h&'t took place 

*in Palestine as,.a result of the events.following' the adopti'on,df'the 
Partition Plan. can be attributed to two main. sources. ', ', : ":. 

: .' 
The first responsible. party;is the,Mandatory Po‘@r, yhich'failed to 

carry out the obligations deriving.from its M&da?je, by not ,having',given 
the country, duringits thirty years of government3 'the intititutions 
necessary for.the. achievement of statehood; ,b$favouri.ng 'the Jews as ' 
against the Arabs and'by abandoning the. country at the end of the Mandate, 
thus, leavinglit a vscu~ and handing it.over to anarchy, 1' A, : ' 

The second'i's the Zionist terrorist bands for ,wFch the present Jewish .- 
authorities are answerable. . . .: 

'Responsibility can also be attri,butedSto'a thir,d partyi,' the United 
, Nations> ,which,merely adopted the Partition Plan without &king.the 

measures necessary to onsure its implementation, ~ ~ ',' .-'I: ..' ', ,' ./ 
.' To Ape out all these factors andmerely to suggest the mutual 
.cancellation of war damage claims~docs not appear to be a dontribution to 
the settlement'.of the Palestine disputeon ajust &I$ lasting basis, ,. i .t 

However that may be, the charncter..and &mplex.ity of the problem cand 
the nature of the interests it involves are autside,the tiommissionps terms 
of reference, For all these reasons, my delegation considers that Point 1 

,of the Commission!s,,proposals should not be the subject of mediation. .,I', 
', 

Point 2, Point 2 of the.Commissionls proposals reads'& fdllotjs.: 
4 

"That the Govornmerit of Israel agree' to the repatriation ,of 
a specified number .o.f.Arab refugees in cgt,egories which can be 

.intecratod into the. economy of-t,he State of Israel %nd who wish 
to return and live in'peace:with,their neighbours;ll , 
This pr&'sal has been care'fully studied by my delegation, which has 

been'struck ?$ the f&t that it is in,comp.lete. donformity with the Israel 
attitude, This might be merely a coincidence, : ; ' 

". , ., (I,. 
Aftor having offered, At the,begi.nni.ng,of the Lausar&c meetings, to 

agree to the repatriation of a fixed number of. refugees, to bo'chosen from 
certain specific catcgories:and acco,rding to specific cri.teria,.Israel 
appears to have withdrawn that offer, judging by‘the statement made on 
9 June 19&9 to the.Cornmission by the Chairman of the Israel delegation, ' 
That offer,,reduced to its: simplost.terms and without its many reservations, 
involved the return 'o'f ~ome'.85~'000 refugees to the whole of the territory 

t administered by Israel.'.. In addition,'Israel reserved the 'right to choose 
those refugees and,to resettle them in.a&zordance with the requirements 
of its nat&onal and economic security, )) I ; 

.' _; 
. : " / ,., 

'. ,. ..: I . , .' .' . . * . 
.. * ; .J ; ..' b' -:., ,; 4 ; 

'. . ,. '. ..; 
: '. 

: * 



The Commission, in formulating this proposal,. seemste'have adopted 
the same criterion as that,on which the Israel offer was':based, In so ! doing it h&s 'ccrtginly lost sight of paragraph 11 of the General Assembly 
resolution of!Ll' December 1948, which was.confirmad by.other resolutions 
adopted by the General Assembly in"December,l949 and.in. Dboember 1950. 
That .psragraph made the return of,t~e'~pfugecs.to,their'h~~~~ ,dependent 

,' only'on,their own'wishes, freely expressed, There is no suggestion, 
whatsoever, in the resolution'of 1948, or in the successive resolutions 
confirming it, of restricting the refugcesr,absolute right.'to'their 
homes. .".There,is no mentiari eitherof realities created by the existence 

., . of Isr&el,'or of any other restriction. The Commisqion.i.s thus trying to 
set aside the right of the refugees to their ancient;homeland, 'a right 
recognised by..the,communjty of civilized,peoples and confirmed by the 
Universal Declaration of Human RightS&doptcd in 194&. 

', I ,.. 
Further, ,this proposal represents an unjustified reversal of the 

CommLssionIs'attitude, ,As a result of arduous offorts and skilful methods of 
persuasion - as witnessed by the Commission's records - the Commission 
finally secured the signature.of the parties t&'the Qausanne.Protocol. 
The aim:of that dqcument, in the Commission1.s own words;w&s to.achieve as 
quickly as possible'the objectives'.of"the, Generai AssemblyIs resolution 
of 11 December 1948, regarding refugees, the respect for their rights and 
the preservation of their property, Since that documentwas signed, 

nearly three'years ago,. the.Commission has not'made the slightest reference 
to any steps it may,have taken towards'achieving those objectives or of 
the obstacles that may have prevented t.heir achievement, '.Instead of doing 
SO, the Commiqsion, is now trying to restrict the rights.of. the refugees,. 
The least that can be saLid of this complete change in,the Commiqsion~s 

: policy is that it conforms,to:the.Israel,point of view;,,whicli was expressed 
most clearly in the statement of 9 June 1949 to which I referred earlier. 

, It,is true that the dtommission puts forward as,an,explanat~on:.~ha~ it has 
called the realities of the situaticn in Palestine, But is this not 
tantamount to rewarding the policy of fait accompli condemned by the 
civilized world and by thc.United K&ions? ,The Commission!3 attitude is 
an incitement to the Israelis to persist in theirpolicy of mass immigration 
which, while making the return'of the,Arab.rcfugees to.their homes illusory, 
intensifies,,the causes of.unrest in the'Middle 'East and create,s potential 
dangers for the Arab States, For lack of space in,,Palestino; the Jewish, 
immigrants will ineyitably:try;to 's,pr&d into, the neighbouring' c8untries, 

.thus.achie'izing the ,ambitions:ent'ertained by Israel, I.%ope~that the 
Commission a&the Governments it claims'to represent will not overlook 
the fact that the conciliatory tendencies of Isri?.el diplomacy are shown 
more by words than by actions and that Chey,always ~havo their propaganda 
:aspcct., " . . "' ..', . 

. . ,,.. f.. 
1% iS obvious that .thi: Ctir&ssion~'~ 

: 
Q proposal sanctions a, fls!:rant 

injustice., that it is beyond‘the Commissionrs;'te.rms of ..refVrence,nnd.that 
the solution it advocates is li&lo'to perpetuate ane .of the causes o,f the ' 

'_ 
" unrest and instability'which are unfortunately,prsvalent in the,Middle East, 

. 
.I For all these. reasons my -de;;egation.cnnnot'subscribe tb"'any'limitation 

,of: the, indefeasible right of the.refugee's to return to their homes, That 
right must be respected in its entirety, 

I should now like to remind the Commission of the note by the Arab 
delegations reproduced in the Commissionl.s document No, AR/l"? of 29 August 
1949. That note deals with the whole Palestine question, Chapter B is 



I .  
. :  

de+ated t'd the r&'ugee .p;;blm. I therefoyc':refer:back;to thatchapter, 
which still represents .thc only,s,o.lution..to the problem that.is'acccptable 
td my delegation; ,".' ,,, 

. (  
, .  

The C&iimission,would certainly,,be accomplishing somethinguseful if 
it were to take imnedi'atcly, .Gthout.furtherl delay, the: steps indicated in 
that note concerning the return of the refugees, the preservation of their 
property, their personal protection and the protection of their rights. 
It is high time for the Commission..to take positive' action, ' The immobili-ty 
which has marked the CommissionIs work must come to an end, The mass of 
refugees' d@rived of a .decent life for more than'thrce years'is a prey 

. to all evil and 'subversive propaganda; The, first indispensable step, in 
the opinion of my dcl.eSgation, isto take an. immediate .!zetisus c&the refugees 

Swho' wish to be repstriated~ .My,Govcrnment isprepared to give its full 
assi'stance to that end, Al?. refugees who express thc'tish to'return to their 
homes should,be allowed to do so, without any restrictionor: limitation ' 
of their absolute right to their homeland, Unless that solution,is adopted, 
thcre'canbe no just peace in the Middle East,, Any sincere plan for the 
re-establishment of peace in Palestine must incl,ude.as a'first and indis- 
pensable step the settlement of the refug,ce problem :on that basis. As long 
as the Jews are opposed to the return of the.refugces,' th,e re-establishment 

' of peace in the Middle East, will'rcmain nothing more..than a,wish, 
G Y '. ).I I 

Point 3,. Point 3 of the. Commissionls proposals reads as.:follows: 
I .I ' 

"That the Government of Israel accept theaobligation to pay, as ' 
compensation for property abandoned by those refugees not repatriated, 
a global L%m based upon.the ,evaluation arrived at by the Commission's 

,Rcfugce Office; that a payment plan;'taking into tionsiderntion the 
: Government of IsraelIs ability to pay, be set up by a. special committee 

of economic and finandial experts tobe established by a United Nations 
trustee through whom payment of'individusl claims for compensation 
would be made;" ". 

This propos&raises a question of principle and a technical question of 
procedure and method, ' 

.I. I 
The question 'of prindiplk: 

, 
. 1, In the first place, there is the right 

to compensation of refugees deciding not to return ta their homes, This 

, .( right is laiddown in paragraph llof t,he General Assembly resolution of 
11 December 19'L@ inwhich; after deciding that refugees wishing to return 
to their homes and live at peace-with their neighbours should be permitted 
to do so at the earliest practicable date, the Assembly prescribed the 
payment of compensationfor the property of those deciding not to return to 
their homes. . 

In the second plaoe,, there is the question.of the c,ompensation to be 
paid for all propcrty'lost,or,d,wage~. ' , . * : 

My ~dalegation-.rightly,,cor;siders that this is an individualright of the 
. 'refugecs~personally or of their.bcneficiaries. ..They should be hblc to 

exercise it without any limitation of ,t,ime or space. .' I . . : 
The principal responsibility for paying'the ‘amounts due under these two The principal responsibility for paying'the ‘amounts due under these two 

headings lies with Israel, headings lies with Israel, Israel, moreover, acknowledged its obligation in Israel, moreover, acknowledged its obligation in 
that connection during the L.yus,anne conversations, <and specifically on that connection during the L.yus,anne conversations, <and specifically on 
6 Mcvy J-949; 6 Mcvy J-949; 
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The United Nations shares this responsibility with Israel, I have 

: already had the opportunity.of stating before theCom6ssion that the presont . 
situation.in Palestine has its origin in the United.Nations intervention 
in the Pale,sti.no conflict and the fact that it' failed to'implement its 
resolutions concerning that conflict, Moreover, the United Nations has 

'. rccognized its responsibility in that connection. It isonly fair that 
.I it should pay the compensation due to the rcfugces for thoic: property when 

the principal debtor i's .insolvent. ';The .United Nations .has,, so:,to speak, 
taken upon itself this obligation which..belongs mainly,to* Israel., . 

..: 
" Th& Commissionfs. proposal according to which payment. of the'. compensation 

due, to. the refugees would be related'to.Isrsel~s financial capacity calls 
,' forth'the“'most categorical reservations by my delegation,. Any attempt to 

estab1ish.a relationship of 'cause nnd,e'ffe&.betwcen the,,wyment, of corn- ; 
pens&ion and.:t,he ,financial capacity of Israel would be equivalent to a 
.pure and simplo,confiscation of the pro;?erty of the~~Arab.,rqfugee~. Everyone 
'know& that the:..po,liFy of, mass inmigration.which'I.srael is.carryi.ng out is 
leading.to disastrous financiai consequencesfor that 5country- Apart from 
the factthat the;right to 'col;zpcn&tion of refugees not:wi.shing to return 

-. to their,homes shpulh:not be subject:to%,ang conditions and thatthe com- 
pens$tion, should he paid without d&y,.it is obvious that th,ese payments 
will represent for the refugees capital than can be invested-and that will 
to some,extei?t .replace their,sbandoned‘ property, ,To.restrict, this right 
06 to make the payment of compensation dependent on the financial capacity 
of Israel would .be. to make this right an illusion and to makeIsrael a 
present of the refugees'! property, And the unfortunate refuzeos would thus 

, be.deprived of their homeland and of their.property. .Would,that not bo 
..e$ivalent to making theft lawful?. Would it not be contrary to the demands 
'of the.most elementary justice? 

.' '., 
For all these reasons my delegation!dannot agree to,the prolsosal that 

the payment of compensation should be conditional upon Israelis financial 
1~ossibilitie.e ‘snd.maintsins that the payment should-be made. without delay 
by Ismel or, failing that, by the United Nations. :, 

'. As regards the question of the procedure to ,be,.,adopted for the evaluation 
of refugee property or for' the payment of compensation to rightful claimants, 
my delegation wishes to make some comments, 

. F:.,. ( ','.i . ..) .^,_..1 Firstly, the.compensat,ion m~u~st"~b~~es~~~'th~...t~ue ~v,zlue of the property. 
I 

Secondly, thc,refugees .I;zust be represented during the different stages 
. of this operation for the purpose of see&&that their interests are protected 

and giving the benefit of their experience to the United Nations bodies 
entrusted with the operation.. :'. 

Thirdly, a procedure must be set up through which'the refugees can 
appeal. : 

._ 
My comments would be indomplctc if I'omitted'the question of public 

property, roads,, railway lines, ,ports, .aerodromes, etc,, situated in Palestine 
territory under.Isracl a&iinistration, .It is well known.that the .established 
practice in the'case 'of dismemberment.of. States is t,o, divide: suchproperty, 
It is only fair to claim the value of that portion of such property which 
is due to the re.fugees whoare not repatriated, 
by specialists, _ 

This..questi,on might be studied . . .' : . : 4 ,. ;.:.; ; 
. " . . . a ; ,. " ,., , .' 

! . 
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Point II-, Point 4 of the Commission's proposals reads as follows: 

"That the Governments of Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria 
and the Government of Israel agree upon the mutual release of 
all,blocked accounts and to make them payab,le in pounds .sterling;" 

' 
'My delegation has no objection to make concerning this proposal, 

particular as the principle which underlies it was,accepted by my delegation 
during the Lausanne conversations, The only. desire of my delegation is . 
that the formalities of unfreezing should be undertaken as soon as possible,for 
the freeing of,the assets belonging to the Arab refugees would be of 
considerable assistance, 

Point 5,. ,, Point 5 of the Commissionls proposals reads as follows: 

"Thatthe Government of Israel and the Governments of Egypt, 
Jordan, Lebanon and Syria agree to consider, under United-Nations 
auspices, and in the:light of the ,experi.ence gained during the past 
three years', 'the revision or &smendment of the Armistice Agreements 
between them, especially with regard to the following questions: 

(a) territorial adjustments, including demilitarized zones; 

" (b) th e creation of an international water authority to 
deal with the problems of the use of the Jordan and 
Yarmuk.Rivers and their tributaries, as well as the 
waters of Lake Tibcrias; 

(c) the disposition of the Gazs strip.; , 

(d) the creation of a. free port at Haifa; 

(e) border regulations betwoon~Isrse1 ,and her neighbours 
tith special attention to the need for free access 
to the Holy Places in the Jerusalem area, including 
Bethlehem; 

(f) health, narcotics and contraband control along the 
demarcation lines; 

" w arrangements which will facilitate the economic 
development of the area : resumption of communications 

8 and economic relations between Israel and her neighbours," 

Ny delegation does not'object to the principle underlying this 
proposal, 

However, if any real improvement on the present situation is to 
be accomplished by,the revision-andamendment of the Armistice 
Agreements as envisaged by the Commission, such revision 'and amendment 
must be based oh'certain guiding principles, 

'Any revision or amendment of,thosc Agreements must be aimed at 
putting can end to thecabnorinal situation at present existingin Palestine 
and to the causes of friction between the parties concerned,-'in the 
light of the experience of the'last three years, 

.' * 
. ", 

i 
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‘ They 'must ,havo the object of'righting -.cven if only partially - 
the wrongs done to the Arab world in ,gcneral, :and to the Arab population of 
P~lestinc in particular, without ,los.ing sight o-f the" rd@&rbments of the 

'. security of the tiiddlc'Ec.st. ;' ,I)') ), 
.'. ,.I ,. ,,:; .I_. 

Thc,first and most fundamental of t,hese ~&ncii~les iti the respect for 
the rcsolu.tions ,a&optcd by United 'Notions bsdias.-.~h~"G~hcml Assembly, the 
Security Council, the Trusteeship Council etc. - on the Palestine problem. 

, ,,,. ;,,.. . . . . 
. It should be noted that the Armistice k~recments' thomsclvcs bear out 

this view, They were concludccl on a purely militnry:basis, without 
prejudice to the solution of the P.alcstinc problem ..as'cC.~:tiholo or to any 

' claims which might bc formulated nt a later date,." ,.y, ': 
: '.. 

Thi.s ~principle implies thcl,rospect. for thb instrument drawn up by the 
Conciliation Commission itsclf',ind'submitted to the parties during the 
Laussnne conversations in May 1949. This was the Lausanne Protocol, to 

. which .Ireferred a moment ago, My delegation wns'thcreforc surnrised 
that'the Commission had sot nside.that ~instsument whe'n formulcLt& its 
proposnls. That instrument, which was de$gned essentially as a basis 
and(r), stnrtin,g-point for the implementation of the United Nations resolutions 
concerning the Palcstine‘quastion, still bears the signatures of the members 
of tho'commission and tho$e'of the parties, I imagine, in the light of 
the statement of the*members of the Commission that they are acting on behalf 
of their Governments, that beforo.signing'the Protocol, they must have 
received authorization from their respective, .Govornnllelits. Has the 
Commission's'attitude changed' since that time? I shall not elaborate ,cny 
further on this point ,zt present, + 

.' 
Having thus m~dc clear the position taken by my delegation, I should 

now like jwrefor t&and comment ori some,of the ox,unplcs given by'the 
Commission of problems which might be included in the revision andamendment 
of the Armistice Agreements ,' In the opinion :of 'my delegation, these 
OXXQlCS ,sin both by commission and by omission, 

In the first place, they .sin.by commission by including questions that 
fall within the sovereign juris,diction of the Arab States, This is the 
case as regards the estib&$nent of conununications'and economic relations 
between Israel,and the States bordering on Palestine, 

.: 
A striking feature characterizes the CommissionIs proposals. Each 

time there is a question of Israel' s interests or of strengthening her 
position,the Commission proceeds .to find in the Urifted'Nat,ions resolutions 

. pertinent 'arguments to back up its pro-Israel proposals';, It is so in the 
case of this proposal for the resumption.of economic relations and the 
re-establishment of communications, It is true that the United Nations 
resolutions nrovide for the re-establishment of normal conditions in 
Palestine, gut each time the interestsof the Arabs' are.involved - 
interests which are laid down and guaranteed by the same,.resolutions - 
the, Commission attempts to diminish.~thdse interests and tq.weaken the 
relevant resolutions, entrenching itse1f'behind.a thousand 'arguments, 
Mr, Chairman, justice is indivisible and peace is indivisible. Does the 
Commission imagine or believe that it is possible to establish communications 
or relations between the Arab States.and Israel while a million Arab 
refugees are wandering in the desert, deprived of any kind of decent life 
and able to see, a few hundred yards away, their homes and lands occupied 
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by Jewish immigrants from the four corners of the earth,' 'Does the 
Commission sincerely believe in the possibility of,.establishing 
economic relations between the Arab States and Israel while the 
latter is carrying out a policy of aggression against the Arab world 
and defying the United Nations? ' , 

In the'second place, the examples given by the Commission sin 
by omission in that they make no allusion whatever to the internatignalization 
of the Jerusalcl-.?'area or to the fate of the part of Palestine that is 
not under Israel administration., There might be an explanation of this, 
silence on the part of the Commission. The Commission claims to represent 
the interests of its States members. The position taken by at least 
two of the States represented on the Commission, when ,the Jerusalem 
question came beforc,the United Nations last year, is a matter of common 
knowledge. For my part, I consider that the Commission is a United 
Nations body which should obey nothing but the resolutions of United 
Nationsorgans, .iC is under the obligation to take those resolutions 
fully into consideration when submitting to the parties examples of 
questions which might be considered in the revision or-amcntient of 
the Armistice Agreements, 

For this reason, my delegation demands the internationalization 
of the Jerusalem area. 

As regards the part of Palestine not occupied by-the Jews; its fate 
must be decided by the inhabitants in accordance with democratic 
principles and on the basis of,self-determination, as laid down in the 
United Nations Charter and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 

,Moreover, the reply of the Arab States to the Tripartite declaration 
of 25 May 1950 concerning the Middle East is based on the same,idea, 
I quote the words of that reply: 'The Arab States wish to put on 
record the assurance that the three Governments did not desire by 
their declaration to encourage Israel to exercise pressure on the ' 
,Arab States with a view to persuading them to negotiate &th Israel, 
to prejudice in any way whatsoever the final solution of the Palestine 
problem or to maintain the status guo; but that their intention was 
to Set themselves against,the use of force or the violation,of the 
established armistice lines," 

For the above reasons, my delegation believes that there is no' 
point at the present time in considering the fate of the Gaza strip, 
the population of which isa hundred per cent Arab, as this~questioh~ 
is linked to the final solution of the Palestine problem and to the 
fate of‘Arab .Palestine, 

My colleagues of the .dther Arab delegations are in a better 
position than I to comment on some of the other questions raised by 
the $ommission,Il 

In conclusion, the reprcsontativc of Egypt asked'tho Commission to consider 

the observations ho had just made and to take them into accoun6 in making its 

report to the General Assembly, He added that the delegation of Egypt remained 

at the Commissionrs, dis-posal if it wished to continue the discus‘si.on, 
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Finslly, ho,wished to assure the membcrs‘of the Commissionof his feelings 

of esteem and fri&ndship which no difference of,opinion'resulting from the I. 

nature of the situation could affect, ,, ,' ,' 

KHULUSI Bey KHAIRY (Hashemite Jordah Kingdom) said he would limit 

himself tb making some brief comments, as. the. objections ,formulat,ed,'by the :. 

delegations of the Arab countrie's in'the ,joint note they had',addressed to the . 

Commission .(AR/60$ also applied to the explanations, givon'by the': Chairman, 
I 

'.With reference ta Point.1 of the proposals, the.Jordan 'delegation wished 
, ' : 

-' to remark that there had been no Irwarll, in the strict ,s'ense of the word, in I. .' 
Palestine, but rather what might be called a.politidal,war carried;out 

acccrding to a plan that had been prepared in detail beforehand, Obviously, 

the ,rcsponsibility for the regrettable incidents that had taken place in 
I ,, I 

Palestine rested; during the time of the Mandate, with the Mandatory Power, 
I 

and afterwards with the United Nations, Indeed, as the representative of 
, , 

Egypt ,had pointed out, the United Nations, which had addpted'the Partition Pl,an, 

should have taken the necessary measures for'its implementation, 
, .' 

However, the Jordan delegation agreed with the Commission that' it would 

be taking a step backwards to attempt:,to go back.6 the origin of the conflict 
',I 

in order to determine the responsibilityf- itwas'thcrefore in'sgrecment with 

the delegation of Egypt that Point 1 should bo,withdrawn from thg Commissionls 

proposals, 

As regards the question of repatriation doalt'with in Point 2 of the 

Con-anissibnls proposals, the Jordan delegation could only'racall the objection 
'. 

of principle contained in the joint note of the Arab delegations, It did not 

consider that the criteria suggested by the Commission offarcd a practical basis 

for a solution of the refugee problem., 

With reference to Point 3 of the proposals, 
. 

the represcntativc of Jordan 
. . 'I 

had td admit that its meaning had not been clear to him, nor to his Government, 

which would be glad to receive clarification on that subject, 
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'I 

The Cotissionks Refugee Office appeared to have estimated th& total 

area of Arab lands in Israel at 16,324 square kilometros, As the total area 
.I K 

of the territory occupied by Israel was 18,000 square kilometres, was it to be ..'. ' 

inferred that the Arabs possessed eight-ninths of that territory? As for the 
I 

procedure for the payment of compensation which, according,to those eloquent 
. ' ! 

figures, must represent a large amount, the representative of Jordan wished 
1 

to know how this proposal could fit in with a realistic view of the situation,, 

Finally, the Jordan delegation fully agreed with Egypt's views concerning 

blocked assets, 

AHMED Bey DAOUK (Lebanon} who was in full accord with the opinions 

expressed by the preceding speakers, wished to clarify his Govornmentls , .' 
position with regard to the various points of the CommissionIs proposals, 

The delegatian of Lebanonconsidercd that Point. 1 could not be discussed 

a-t; the present time for the reasons given by the previous speakers and because 

the question required a more thorough examination by the Arab Governments,, 
: _ , 

With regard to Point 2, concerning repatriation, the Lebanese Govcmmont 

could not agree to the limitation of the number of refugees who could be 
, * 

repatriated, or to the restriction of repatriation to certain categories of 
.I 

refugees who, it was considered, could be integrated into Israel's economic 

life, 
I  

,  

Concerning Point 3, he considered that the payment of,compensation should 
, , 

be effected not by a lump sum but on an individual basis and incash, after a, 

fair evaluation of the abandoned property, ,_ 

The delegation of Lebanon agreed with Point 4 of the CommissionIs proposals, 
* 

As regards Point 5, he stated that his delegation could only contemplate the 

revision of the Armistice Agreements within the framework of the clauses of revision of the Armistice Agreements within the framework of the clauses of 

those Agreements, those Agreements, It was opposed to the setting up of an international water It was opposed to the setting up of an international water 

authority to deal with the problems of the use of the Jordan and Yarmuk Rivers authority to deal with the problems of the use of the Jordan and Yarmuk Rivers 

and Lake Tiberias.. and Lake Tiberias.. Nor could it agree that free access to the Holy Places be Nor could it agree that free access to the Holy Places be 

. . . . 

dd dd 
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"+ 

mentioned only in connection with the Jerusalem area and Bethlehem,,as in 

his opinion the only possible solution in the circumstances was. the inter- 
\' 

nationalization of all the Holy Places, Finally, the representative of,, I ,. .a 

Lebcwzon wondered why the Commission contemplated dealing with the future I . ,. ' 
of the Gaza strip and not of other areas in a similar situation. 

'. " I 
Mr. ADNAN elATASS1 (Syria) referred to the letter which the Commission 

'. 
had addressed to the Arab delegations asking them whether they were ready to 

discuss the Commission~s proposals in the light of the explanations given,by 

the Chairman. He believed that a similar letter had 

delegation and asked the Commission whether the Arab 
' 

informed of IsraelIs reply, which was of interest to 

ss.'they did that no attempt at conciliation could be 

that the co-operation of both parties to the dispute 

. 
been addressed to the Israel 

',' .' . . 
delegations might be 

I 
the Arab States, believing 

made without the assurance 
. 

would be forthcoming, 

Turning to the various points of the Corrmissionls proposals,, the 

in that connection 

I  .  

rdpresentative of Syria stated that his Government's position 

was in complete accord'with that of the Governments of Egypt, 

Lebanon, 
I 

Jordan and 

‘. 

.As regards Point'l, he felt, in contrast to the CommissionIs view, that 
.a 

it was easy to fix the responsibility for the events that had taken olace in 

Palestine in J-948, by consulting a few dates. As was well known, the inter- 

vention of the Arab States had taken place on 15 May 1948. The greater pa%, 

of the territory to which the Partition Plan applied had been occupied before 
c 

that date by the Jewish forces, which at that time had been faced, not with 

the Arab forces, but with the civilian population, It was thcrcfore obvious 

that it was the Jews who bore the 'responsibility for the conflict. The 

delegation of Syria agraod, however, with the Commission's viow that it was 
,I 

'useless to waste any more time studying that question. 
I 

With regard to Points 2 and 3, his delegation had nothing to add to the 

remarks of the 'previous speakers. It was prepared to accept Point 4 and 
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considered it essential that it should be put into practice without delay. 

The representative of Syria wished to draw attention to the fact that 

Point 5 of the proposals once more brought into focus the Palestine problem 

as a whole, Such a proposal appeared to result from an intention purely ‘and 

simply to recognize a accompli and to secure the final ac~ept~ancebycr~ of the - 

parties of a position gained by the other party through the USC of force and 

by scorning the decisions of the United Nations, The delegation of Syria felt 

obliged to point out that such a procedure did not represent conciliation. 

The CHXIRJXAN thanked the delegations for having expressed their 

comments so clearly. The Commission had listened to them with the greatest 

intcrest and would study them carefully. 

In-reply to the representative.of Syria, he stated that the Commission 

had that very morning heard the comments of Israel concerning the CommissionIs 
. 

proposals, and concluded by saying that in the light of all those comments 
, 

the Commission would soon have to take certain decisions, of which it would 

not fail to inform the delegations concerned immediately, 

The meeting rose at 6 p,m, 


