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DISCUSSION OF THE COMITISSION'S COMPREHENSIVE PROPOSALS
WITH THE ARAB GOVERNMENTS

The CHAIRMAN statedAthat when the possibility of calling
the present conference was first considered, he conceived the
Commission's fgnction and his own as a constructive one which would
represent a;reelveffort to reach a solution of the problem. The
essential condition of success was that the parties should believe:
in the Commission's sincerity and try to understand its intentions.
If it was essential that the parties should give evidence of
understanding, it was equally essential that they should have
confidence in the Commission's integrity. Such an atmosphere was
vital to the success of the joint‘effort,'and-the Commission was
convinced that it could count upon the 51ncere oooperatlon of the
parties. .o - C ‘ o : Con
At their last meetlng with the Comm1551on the Arab delegatlons
had expressed the desire to receive more detailed explanations of
the comprehensive proposals which the Commission had submitted for

con51deratlon by the parties. Incomplete and one-sided press
reports which had apneared since had made it even more desirable
that the Commission's intentions in submitting the proposals be
clarified and explalned in greater detall - In order to avoid any
mlsunderstandlng of its intentions, the Comm1851on had’ de01ded to
make public the full text of its proposals, empha5121nv thelr
integral character.

. If it was important that the public should: understand the
purpose and meaning of the Commission's plan for the present
conference, it was even more important that the participants should
be fully aware of them, . The main point he wanted, bo. make 1p
explaining the proposals was that they were 1ntended for oon51der-
ation and discussion. The Comm1581on con51dered that- they offered
the possibility of a solution on a give-and-take basis; they
were not a take-it-or-leave-it proposition. . The Commission had no
authorlty to impose a solutlon on the parties; it made proposals,
and the parties considered them.

But consideration, in order to be useful, should be planned
consideration, The plan the Commission had envisaged for a
purposeful consideration of its pattern of proposals was a simple
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one, hinging on two.basic ideas: (a) no useful settlement could

be;considered:in an atmosphere of hostility; (b) no useful settle-
ment could be reached unless it- viewed the Palestine problem in

1ts entlrety.

The Commission was sincerely convinced that the Palestine
problem must be approached as a whole; hence its reason for
couching ;tsvproposalsrln general terms. As the specific points
came upvforvdiscussion, the Commission would disclose in-greater

;depail.its proposals concerning each point, as for instance,
compensation and repatriation. It felt that disclosure of such

details at the present stage would not aid the common purpose. of
finding an overall solution. The search for that solution must,
first of all, be based on a general readlness by the parties.to
consider in 1ts entlrety the pattern of proposals submltted to
them. L :
| The other fundamental 1dea underlylng the Comm1851on's pattern
of proposals was the conv1ctlon that consideratlon of such an ‘
agreement could ot progress in an atmosphere of hOutllltY.: That
was why the proposals were preceded by a preamble 1n Whlch the
parties were asked to abandon mutual susp1c1ons.' The preamble

was -intended as ‘the affirmation of a splrlt free from suspicion

~snd hostility, & spirit which the Commission, 1n all its prev1ous

contacts’ with the parties, 'had always: con31dered a necessary
preliminary for creating anh atmosphere ‘sf good w1ll favourable to
any séarch for.the solution of the Palestlne problem as a whole.‘

‘That was the underlying philosophy which' had made the 1
Commission place the preamble before the pattern of proposalS) -
In the light of that philosophy, theé Chairman asked the Arab

-delegations to ¢onsider: and accept the preamble, 50 that it Would

be -possible to .proceéd from:there and seek a comprehensive solutlon
to the Palestine problem along the lines set’ forth in the

. Commission's pattern-of proposals.,

“H.E. Abdel Monem MObTAFA Bey (Egypt) proposed to glve a,
brief historical survey of the relations between the parties and
the Commission. ~The Conc1llatlon Comm1551on was establlshed in
pursuance of a ‘General Assembly résolution adopted in 1948 after
consideration of the report by the United Nations Mediator
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empha5121ng the spe01al 1mportance of the refugee problem and its
1nfluence on the whole Palestine questlon The General Assembly
could not but concur with the Mediator's conclusions and adopt the
resolution., At the same time the Security Council was con51der1ng
the questlon of mllltary operatlons in leestlne, '1t ‘had adopted
. resolutlons on ‘the subject (on 4 and 16 November 1948),'1nclud1ng
one which requested the armed forces of Israel to w1thdraw to
the positions they had been occupylng before the adoptlon of the
resolutions and further requested the ﬂrab Governments and Israel
to enter to negotlatlons through the Wedlator Wlth a v1ew to.
concludlng Armlstlce Agreements " R
~ Israel had not conformed to the Counoll's de0151on. The, Arab
Governments, on the other hand des1rous of promoting. the return .
of peace, began negotiations for the conclusion of Armlstlce‘
,Agreements. The Armistice Agreement concluded between Ezypt and
 the Government of Israel_-,”ostafa Bey.used that term because.it
figured in, the official text - had been analyzed and commented upon
by various. publlo;sts who had considered Articles I.and II of the
Agreement as non~aggreésion;undertakings; in addition, he drew -
the . Commission's attention to Article XII, paragraph 3, of ‘the
Agreement, which stated that the parties to the Agreement might, by
mutualjconsent, revise the fgreement or any of its provisions or
might Suspendwits;application, other than Articles T and II.
~After the signing of the Armistice Agzreements, the Arab
Governments had adopted a pacific attitude and had conformed to
the provisions of the Agreements. Israel, on the other hand, hdad
engaged in a-policy: of systematic violation of the Armistice |
provisions, which explained why the Egyptian-Israel Mixed Armistice
-Commission ‘had-a number of complaints before: it at 'the present t+ime.
In this connection Mostafa Béy recalled the expulsion of Arabs
from the Beersheba area and the raids by Israel into the Gaza strip.
He thought the other Arab delegations would find no dlfflculty in
citing other examples of Israel's policyw e Paeies o
.sHence,eEgypt congsidered the ~Armlstiee,=Agreement an agreement
ofﬂnpnesggression,1?8he was entirely ready to respect it, as: was

Fe 3
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clear from:the Arab (bvernments'reply to the trlpartlte declaratlon
by France, the United Kingdom and the United States. In their
reply the. ‘Arab States hHad said that no one was more anx1ous than
‘they for the establishment and maintenance of peace and stablllty in
the Middle.East. ‘Foreriost among the peaée'ldving countries, the
Arab’ States had given repeated proof of their respect for the
United Nations Garter. On their own initiative, before the three
Governments had thought of publlshlng their tripartite statement,
the Arab Governments had had occasion to express their peaceful
aims and to give the lie to statements constantly spread by Israel
to the effect that the Arab States were only arming -for offensive
purposes. The Arab States therefore had thought' it aﬁprdpriate

to reaffirm their peaceful intentions and make clear that the arms
for which they had asked, or would ask, the three Governments
making the declaration, or any other :‘States, would only be used -
for purely defensive. purposes. The Arab States, in their reply had
continued by saying that they wished to take note of the-assurance
given by the three Governments to the effect that the latter'had
no'intention, by their declaration, of faVOuring Israei, éxéfcising
pressure upon the. ‘Arab States to compel them to néegotiate with
Israel, prejudging in any way the final solution of the:Palestine
problem, or maintaining-the gtatus guo, but simply wided tocppose
the use of force or the violation of the established armistice
lines: The Arab States had further stated that the best and surest
way of safeguarding the peace and stability of the Middle Fast was
to settle the problems outstanding in that drea on & basis of right
and justice, re-establish the understanding and harmony which

- formerly prevailed and hasten the impleméntation of the General
Assembly resolution concerning the return“of the Palestine refugees
to their homes and compensation - for the loss of thelr property and
vfortunes. ‘ . C '

With regard to-the“CommiSSion's concern as to the pacific
intentions of the Arab States, the representatlve of Egypt COuld
only reaffirm the undertaking to whic¢h he had just referred.

Egypt had no aggressive intentiond and would remaln falthful to
her answer to the trlpartlte declaratlon. She would respect theq
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Aymistice Agreements so long as the other party did the same. - If
the Commission wished to have a further affirmation of Egypt's
pacific intentions, Wostafa'Bey"was prepared to give it Indeed, .he
had just done so. Nevertheless, an affirmation of pacific inténtions
should-not be a gratuitous statement, a mere formality.. ‘It 'must be
accompanied by acts. But Israel's attitude, as eXemplified in her:
treatment of the Arabs under her administration, her activities -
against the: Arabs in.the frontier areas and her refusal to allow
the refugees to return, was not such as to promote the necessary
atmosphere :for the demonstration- of peaceful intentions.

H.E. Fawzi Fasha MULKI (Jordan) recalled that, at the
Commission's lastjmeeting with the Arab delegations, during which
they had received the Commission's proposals, he had asked whether
the Commission was expécting the Arab delegations to' comment on the
proposals. A8 he had understood it, the Commission considered its’
comprehensive proposals as an agenda, so to speak “in which case it
was really esséntial that the Commission should offer some
enlightenment and explanations. He thought the proposals»rsadily
lent themselves to commént and criticism and that was why he asked
whether they were to be con51dered as a basis for dlscu351on in '
themselves. I ' e ' _

He was struck by the ifsistence with which the Arab Governments
were asked to affirm their pacific intentionis. ‘At every meeting in
the past, the Arab delegations had been invited to make similar
declarations. - They had already 'said thdt their G(Svéfnments had
authorized them to affirm that their countrles had no - 1ntentlon of
engaging in hostile acts.’ o ' '

 On 'taking Sver the chairmanship of the Corciliation™ Commissicn
in Lausafine, Mr. Paul Porter hdd givén the Arab delegations the
assurance that if they agreed clearly to state their pacific
intentions, it would be possible to obtain certain concessions from
the other party. The: Coriciliation Commission Had ‘thén prepared a
draft text in that sense; the Arab delegations had examined it ‘and
it had then been-published.. At the present conference, the Arab
delegationg had beeén-invited to wreply to the Chairman's opening -
statements - In- their joint reply,: they had reaffirmed their pacific:
~intentions; moreover; the existence of Armistice Agreements cqncluded
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under the auspices of the Security Council seemed to have been
forgotten. The Jordan Government . had always respected the

provisions of .those Agreements and, contlnued to consider them as

binding. He was convinced that theﬁother three‘Arab Governments
held the same attitude and would respect the Agreements so long

~as the other party did the same.. .-

In the circumstances 1t would be of advantage to walt untll
the Chairman give further details, which, it was to be hoped, would
conform to the decisions of the high.quthorities of the United
Nations. It was also to be hbped that. the (nciliation Commission
would take account of the observations which had been made. In
conclusion, the representative of Jofdéﬁ stated that any further
declaration by the Arab . Governments would only be a repetition of
what had already been sald on the subject.

- Mr. Ahmad SHUKAIRI (Syria) assured 'the Chairman that the
Arab delégations'had never doubted the sincerity or rectitude of the
Commission's intentions. - They might, of colrse, diSagree with
the Commission dn*&ts\attitude”or-iﬁs interprétation of a subject

‘under ‘discussion, but there-could be no doubt of the Commission's

integrity and the Chairman could” rlghtly expect the Arab delegations
to have confidence in him. ) - ‘

_ In his statement at the beginning of the meeting, the Chairman
had emphasized the need to reach & solution by'givé~and~take methods.
Mr. Shukairi was not against that principle but it should be applied
solely in the solution of’ problems not - yet ‘settled by an expreqs
decision of the General ASsembly, It ‘was’ inconceivatfle that

questions which had been settled by a‘hlgher‘organvof the United
Nations should be ré&considered accofding'to thab:pfiﬁbiplé. Was it
intended that discussion ‘should be recpened on formal resoliutions

‘of the General ‘Agsembly ‘and that they should be revised with &'wiew
t0 arranging mutual ‘toricessions ? The Commission would be going

mueh ‘too’ far if it were to assume such a'fight. On the other hand,
the "Arab " Governments were perfectly prepared to study the solution
of ‘the' outstanding problems on‘the: basis of that principle. In' that

" connection, he pointed out that when the Paléstine question was first
‘placed before the United Nations'in 1947, the General Assembly had
‘naturally not yet defined its attitude to the question and it would

'
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have been. possible at that . time to gpeak of a solution-on a
give~and-take bhasis. But the problem.was now governed by certain
General Assembly resolutions which the Assembly alone could retract.
The Commission had no authority to.alter decisions of the. General
Assembly; it had specific terms. of reference which required it to
settle the question within the framework of the Assembly resolutions.

.The Chairman had stated that, needless to say, the Commission
.could not impose a solution upon the parties. Neither could it,
howeyer,.rev;se resolutions adopted by the General: Assembly on the
pretext that one of the parties did not agree to them.. The only
thing to be done was to report to the General Assembly.

The Chairman -had likewise announced that he would give
explanations.and details concerning the Commission's comprehensive
pattern of proposals. Mr. Shukairi wished to point out 'in that
connection that .the proposals, . in his opinion, were in part
1ncompatlble w1th the General Assembly resolutlons and in part
NW1th the Comm1581on'e terms of reference. However as the. Chalrman
had promlsed to pTOVlde detalls Mr.LShukalrl awalted them with
1mpat1ence for he hoped they would enable him to determlne whether
or not his 1nterpretation was correct If after the Ghalrman's
Qexplanatlons he was convinced that the Commlselon’s proposals were,
on the contrary, in accordance both with' the Assembly's resolutions
" and the Comm1551on's terms of reference, he would be perfectly
;ready to con81der them.

B Turnlng to the questlon of ‘the preamble, he recall d the_
Commission's v1ew that the Palestlne questlon should be dealt wwth
as a whole. That belng 80, he found it difficult to understand ,
qhow it was proposed to deal w1th separate aspects In his opinion,
it was t00 early either to accept or regect the preamble. ,The‘
preamble was, in fact, a sort of ceremony - a concluelon or reeult :
peace was the state of mlnd ‘resulting from success. He felt that to
begln w1th the preamble would be to begln W1th what ought to be the
'end. If at some stage in the dlscu351one, even if 1t were only
" next year, agreement was reached that would be the time at which
‘the preamble could serve as the 1netrument for flnding a formula for
expre851ng the paclflc 1ntent1ons of the partles. He made 1t clear
‘that hlS argument must not be taken 0 mean that the Arab Governments
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‘refused to reaffirm their pacific intentions - quite the contrary -
but- he thought it was premature to accept or reject the preamble.

‘The representatives of Egypt and. Jordan had already spoken of
| the Arab - Covernments's intentions. If.the Commission insisted
upon those GovernmentS'reiterating the declaration contained in
the Armistice Agreements, they had no objection. However, he took
. the liberty of reminding the Commission that in the joint reply
he had made on 17 - September 1951 on behalf of the four Arab
delegations, he had statéd the following: "Yet it is worth
while ... to point out that the provisions of the Armistice
Agreements have taken due care of the security situation in
Palestine. " Ample injunctionh has been made in the said Agreements
against resort to military force or any aggressive action. As
parties to these Agreements, we shall continue to respect the
obligations thereunder. This undertaking of no aggression, no
resumption of hostilities and no resort to force of arms is the
sole obligation that the United Natlons Charter can dictate over
States Members." . ‘

My, Shukairi asked to have that statement dated 19 instead .
of 17 September in order to indicate clearly that the Arab
delegations had affirmed their pacific intentions after having
recelved the proposals. '

He fully supported all the statements of the representatives
+ of Egypt and Jordan, especially the Egyptian representative'’s
observation'to the effect that. the provisions concefnlng‘seourity
~in the Armlstlce Agreements could not be gltered. The permanent
nature of those provisions was therefore clear, as they dould not
even be altered by the partles in Joint agreement. .They constituted
the first example of an 1nstrument whlch oould not be altered even
‘ by the 31gnator1es to 1t.: He thought the Arab Governments could
not make a more satlsfactory declaratlon than Lhat contalned 1n the
Agreements. That seemed to him an adequate answer to the questlon
of the preamble Whlch formed an 1ntegral part of the proposals.

. H.E. Ahmed Bey DAOUK (Lebanon) said there could be no doubt
of the pacific intentions of the Arab (bvernments.p The latter had
signed agreements containing. clear and SpGlelC prOV151ons and
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could not be said to have infringed them..  Israel was the one ‘which

" hag committed violations. It was therefore obvious that the Arab

Governments' intentions had always been pacific, and the Lebanese
representatlve could afflrm that they would remaln so. He wondered
why the Arab States were asked for assurances of thelr pacific
intentions. Why was Israel not asked to do the same”l If the
Government of that country really d651red to reach a fair solution,
it should agree to repatrlate the Arab refugees, to compensate
those not w1sh1ng to return to their homes and to reopect the
frontiers establlshed by the United Natlons ’ Spe01flc decisions
had been taken concernﬂng the matters in questlon but Israel did
not conform to them, Why were the Arab States asked to agree to
sacrifices on the pretext that Israel was not respectlng those
decisions? The Arab btates were not prepared to receive new .
proposals 1ncompat1ble with United Natlons' dec151ons. ‘

It was true that the Arab delegatlons had recelved the
Comm1551on's comprehen51ve proposals, but before studylng them
they were waltlng for detailed explanations from the Chairman. In
thelr present form, the proposals dld not keep to the General
Assembly s de0151ons, whereas the 1ntentlon of the Arab States had
always been strlctly to respeot Unlted Nations'decisions. ,

H.E. Ahmed Bey Daouk associated himself with the statements of the
three other Arab Governments

. H.E. Fawz1 Pasha !MULKI (Jordan) expressed his delegation's
support for all that the:representatives of Egypt, Syria and Lebanon
had said, including any points which he might have overlooked in his
own statement.

H.E. Abdel Monem MOSTAFA Bey (Egypt) recalled thatvhe'had
confined his own remarks to the question of the preamble. He had not
dealt:-with the proposals properly‘speaking,'as'his'”Government’s ‘
attitude concerning them had yet t6 be defined. However, he w1shed
to make clear that in his view they were’ open to criticism. '

He recalled that immedistely after the Commission was
established, he .had asked whether it was to act as a body .composed
of (bvernment representatives or United Nations representatives.
The'repl&‘hadzbeen that the members. of the Commission were appointed



SR/PM/6
Page 11

. ds representatives of their Governmerits. He had protested on that
occasion ‘against “such a conception; the Commission was a United
Nations organ which ought not tod repreésent the interests of specific
States and chould confine itself to acting within the framework of
the relevant General Assembly resolutions.

Reverting to: the (bmmiseion's.cemprehensive‘proposale,‘he'wished
. to say there and then that his attitude to certain of them wonld:be
one of refusal from the outset for instance those providing for
an amendment of the Armlstlde Agreements end the conclu51on of a
" non- aggre551on pact the latter being exolusively a matter of
relatlons between States

, The CHAIR%AN thanked the representatlves of the Arab
Governments for their statements, which merited careful study by
the Commission. He therefore proposed to adjourn the mee%ing and
reconvene 1t later in the evenlng, to enable the Comm1551on to
study the statements in the interval.

It was go decided.-

The meeting was suspended at 7 p.m. and resumed at 8 p.m.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Commission had hoped that the
private talks which had taken place during the suspension of the
meeting would have enabled an agreement to be reached as to the
preamble, which the Commission had”always considered a very important
part of its proposals. In addition, he wished to‘thank the Arab
delegations for their suggestions concerning the draft press
communiqué.,

However, as agreement had not been reached, the Commission had
decided not to publish any communiqué.

He added that the statements made by the Arab delegations at
the preceding meeting had been most interesting. The Commission
would study them carefully and would arrange another meeting later
with the Arab delegations in order to have the opportunity of asking
them for any further information which it might find necessarv for
a better understandlng of the statements.

The Chairman asked the Arab representatives how they would
prefer the programme of future meetings to be arranged. The
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Commission's view was that it would be practical to have two meetings
a week with them, with a day's interval in between, so that the
-various delegations might. have more time.

H.E. Abdel Monem MOSTAFA Bey (Egypt) said he.was entirely
at the Commission's disposal. He only asked to receive notice
- of meetings as early .in the day-as possible: He thought the
Cheirman's suggestion to hold two meetings a week quite satisfactory.

Mr. Ahmad SHUKAIRI (Syria) also asked ‘that, whenever
possible he should be notified of meetlngs sufflclently in advance.
He informed the Comm1551on that he was leav1ng for Cairo
on 29 September 1951 and asked that all documents be addressed to
his successor. He also approved the programme of meetings proposed
by the Ghalrman. ‘ .

" H.E. Ahmed Bey DAOUK (Lebanon) and Fawzi Pasha MULKI
(Jordan) also agreed to the proposed programme of meetlngs

The meeting rose at 8.15 p.m.
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