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The CHAIRMAN observed that the only item on the agenda was
the discussion of the Arab memorandum of 21 May, since the meeting

had been called as the result of a request by the Arab delegations
that that memorandum should be dilscussed in the Commission rather
than in the General Committee. _

The Chairman also drew attention to the fact that in a letter~
despatched to the Arab delegations the preceding day, the Commlssion
had expressed a desire to hear their views on territorial questions;
that question could be taken up at another meetlng, when the dele~
gations had had time to prepare statements.

MOSTAFA BEY (Egypt) referred to the latest Arab memorandum,
dated 28 May, to which the Commission had replied the preceding dayj
‘he wished to clarify a misunderstanding which seemed %o exist. In

- that memorandum the Arab delegations had expressed the view that the
- Commlssion's memorandum of 23 May, transmitting the proposals of
the Israeli delegation concerning frontiers, was contrary to the -
terms of the Protocol of 12 May. The Arab delegations had based
that statement on the fact that while the Protocol was founded on
a map setting forth certain territorial divisions between Arabs and
Jews, the Israeli proposals had disregarded those divisions and
suggested others. The Protocol referred to territorial, not
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political considerations; the Arab delegations therefore felt that
the Commission, in trénsmitting the Israeli proposals, had run
counter to the letter and spirit of the Protocols

The Commission, in its reply, had expressed dlsagreement
wlth that view, and the Arab delegations were willing to accede to
the Commission's interpretation, since the Protocol did mention
territorial adjustments. They maintained their opinion, however,
that the Israelil proposals were not in conformity with the terms of
the Protocol.

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) added that the Commission in its letter
of 30 May had stated that it considered the Isracli proposals as
coming within the terms of the Protocol. He asked whether the
Commission had transmitted the proposals because they dealt with
the territorial question, or because it considered the proposals
themselves as falling within the terms of the Protocol.

The CHAIRMAN hoped that there would not be a prolonged disg-
cussion of the Commission's letter; he considered such discussion
unnecessary, and asked 1f a reply were thought necessary it should
be made in writing, As regards Mostafa Bey's and Mr. Ammoun's
questions, the Chairman replied to the first in the affirmative
and to the second in the negativef He reiterated that the
Commission did not concern itself with the substance of the pro-
posals submitted to it; it had not even examined the proposals
now under discussion. It was for the delegations to present
suggestions or proposals, the Commission's function was to transmit
them to the other party.

Dr. ATASSI (Syria) felt that the question raised by his
colleagues was an important one; the Arab delegations intended to
send the Commission a letter stating in detail their point of view
on the subject.

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) made the request that all opinions ex-
pressed on the subject at the present meeting should appear in
detail in the records.

The CHAIRMAN observed that at the present stage of its work
the Commission was not required to study the various views presen~

ted to 1t. It might ask for certain explanations .or clarifications,
'but 1ts function was to solicilt and transmit suggestions and pro-
posals, without meking a study of them.

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) requested that the Commission memow=
randum of 23 May should be withdrawn from the General Committee,
recalling that at an earlier meeting it had been agreed by the
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Commission that when a document or question was passed to the
Committee, any delegation had the right to ask that it be referred
back to the Commission.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a question could be allowed

to rem-in on the agenda of the General Committee for an indefinite -

length of time without coming up for dlscussion. In any casge, if
the matter were taken up again, he promised that 1t would be dis-
cussed in the Commission before being considered by the Committse,
1in accordance with the request of the Arab delegaticons.

Mr. AMMOUN (Lebanon) maintained his firm request that the
matter should be withdrawn entirely from the agenda of the
Committee.

The CHAIRMAMN observed that Mr. Ammoun's request was a matter
to be decided by the Commission when 1t next met. He assured the
Lebanese reprasentative that for the moment the question would not
be digscussed in the General Committecs

Consideration of Arab memorandum of 21 May (AR/11)
Dr. ATASSI (Syria) asked for the opinion of the Commission

on the memorandum. The text as it stood was clear, in the opinion

of the Arab delegations, and needed no supplementary explanation
unless desired by the Commission, |

Mr, BTHRIDGE had several questions to put concerning the
memorandum. As regards point 1, the Commission admitted the right
of the Arab delegations to negotiate collectively, and accepted
their contention that the Palestine problem was of equal concern =
to all the Arab States. The Commission had always made it clear
that the negotiations might proceed in any manner desired, elther
directly or through the Commissibn, and that the Arab delegations
were free to negotiate separately or together. He assumed that
point 1 was simply a reaffirmation of the Arab position.

Regarding point 2, Mr. Ethridge pointed out that Dr. Eytan
had communicated the Arab memorandum of 18 May to the Government
in Tel Avivy the Commission was not aware that any reply had been'
recelved as yet.

Mr. Ethridge was not cortaln that he had fully understood
the meaning of point 3« He asked for clarification of the
difference between a political question and a territorial question
when frontiers were under discussion. Further, when the request
was made that refugees should be allowed to return forthwith to
certain arecas of Palestine, the areas mentioned were those which
were not allocated to Israel on the Protocol mapQ He asked
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whether, aside from the refugee aspeet of the gquestion. the
suggestion might be taken as a propesal that Israel should withdraw
from those areas. Finally, he asked whether in the opinion of the
Arab delegations the signing of the Protocol precluded any
rectification or alteration of the frontiers defined on the Protocol
map. If so, it would seem that the Arab delegations were declaring
themselves in favour of those frontiers. If that were not the

case, he wondered whether, at an appropriate time, the Arab delega~
tions would put forward counter-proposalss

MOSTAFA BEY (Egypt) ¢-ated that Mr. Ethridge's interpretation
of point 1 of the memorandum of 21 May was correct. He replled to
Mr. Bthridge's question concerning the difference between frontiers
in a political and in a territorial sense as followss‘ In referring
to frontiers in that manner, he had been speaking from the point of
view of the refugees. In asking for the return of the refugees,
the Arab delegations had expected that that return would present
them with a de facto situation and a certain distribution of popu~-
lation. Tt was in the llght of this definitlion that territorial
adjustments would be made. If, for instance, the refugees from a
particular town were not allowed to return to that town, territorial
compensations would be necessary; those compensations would spring
from the situation as it would exist at that time.

MUIKI PASHA (Hashemite Jordan Kingdom) explained that in
signing the Protocol, the Arab delegations had expected that
questions would be discussed in the order in which they were men-
tioned in the Protocol. The Arab delegations had studied the mattey
carefully, and presented two memoranda. The first had dazkt with
certain emergency wmwo~sures for conservation of refugee property;
that memorandum had been considered in the General Committee, and
it was hoped that a satisfactory reply would soon be received.
Secondly, the Arab delegations had often been told that the refugee
question was closely linked with the territorial question, and that
they should endeavour to present constructive suggestions along those:
lines. They had considered that their second memorandum constituted
a contribution of that nature; it was consistent with the Protocol,.
and it envisaged the refugee question in connection with the terri-
torial p{oblem, while still maintaining the priority of the refugee
question. For that purposge the problem had been divided; once the
first and most urgent category of refugees were returned to their
homes, consideration could be given to the second cciegory, which
was related to the territorial areas mentioned.
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It was now nine dasys since the memorandum of 21 May

had been submitted, and no results had been forthcoming. Indeed,
reports were being received that the Government of Israel was
preparing to settle Jewish immigrants in some of the areas ‘
mentioned. Such a course of action would fill the regions with
Jews and enable the Israeli Government to say; at 8 later moment,
that repatriation of the original A~abd inhabltants would create

a Jewish refugee problem. It did not seem that this could be
considered an indication of good faith on the part of the

- Government of ILsrael.

When the Arab delegations spoke of the withdrawal of Israsl
from the areas in question, it was in the nature of a necessary
measure. The refugses should be returned to the reglons of their
origin, and suitable guarantess of their security should be
glven for'the period before ILsrael's withdrawal. The Arab
delegations would discuss the teQritorial question in the pro-
portion in whioh it related to the refugess. |

Mr. ETHRIDGE gave a brief oomparison between certain
argume nts advanced'by the two partleg. In point 3 of the .
memorandum under discussion, the Arab delegations had in fact
requested the return of all the refugees and the creatlion of a
de facto situation with regard to distribution of populati on.
Israecl, however, oonsidered itself still in a state of
armistice, and had made it clear that any refugees who might
be allowed to return would be apcepted only undsr the terms
of a general peace settloment. o

Igrael wag at present considering the nins-point memoran-
dum presented by the Arab delegetions, and had advanced certain
propogaels Qynoerning frontiers with Egypt, Lebanon, the
Hashemite Jorden Kingdom and Arab Palestine. No definitive
angwar had as yst beesn reoei#ed concerning the refugees, except
as regards the area of the "Gaza strip"™. On the other hand,
thé Commission had no evidence that the Arab delegatiors were
considering the Israeli territorial suggestions. The two
parties were still proceeding, ag far as a settlement was con-
cerned, along »-rallel lines; the Commission's most urgent task
was to £ind a polnt at which those lines could merge. If the
Areb delegations continued t6 disouss ths refugee sltuation to
the exclusion of all other questions, little progress would be
made; point 3 as it stood offered an unsatisfactory basis for

i
{
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negotiation, The Commission had the greatost interest in the
refuges question and the deepest sympathy for the plight of the
people concerned; it could not, however, expect Israel to agree
to a de faocto situation which would constitute a return to the
status quo before the hostilities. Israsl could very well olainm
that e security risk would be involved, and that if the refugeass
were raturned to all the areas mentioned, there would be a
possibility that tha Arab States would then heve no furthser
interest in a geheral peace settlement. Suck an occurrencs
would have grave consequencss for the work of the Commission,
which was charged not only with settlement of the refugee
question, but with settlement of all matters outstending between
ths parties. The Commission must work toward a solution of all
problems mentionsd im the resolutioh, even the economic problems.

The CHAIRMAN supported Mr. Ethridge's views. He pointed
out that the return of the refugees to all the areas enumerated
would raise certain problems of an economle, political or
. sbtrategic natuge for Israel. He asked whether ths Arab delega-
tions could put forward any plan or scheme for the repatriation,
or any order of priority regarding the different arees affacted.
He suggested that the Arab delsgations might study the question
and propose a plan to the Commission. |

Dr. ATASSI (Syria) replied to some of Mr. Ethridege's Ques-
tions. Concerning point 1 of the memorandum, he thought that
the Commission's acceptance of the common front maintained by
the Arab delegations was made clear by the very terms of the
Protocol, which mentioned "the two parties", |

As regards Mr. Ethridge's comment on tle Israeli viewpoint
concerning the refugee question, he felt that that viewpolint
constituted a departure from the terms of the 11 Decembsr reso-
lution, which treatesd the refugee problem as an entirely inde-
pendent question and did not subordinate it to or link 1t with
any other matter. Although other questions were dealt with,
it was made clear in the fesolution that the Commission should
give its first and most urgent oconsideration to the solution
of the refuges problem. Therefore, Israel's contention that
the problem must bs dealt with in comnection with the gensral

cebtlement was not in conformity with the resolution =nd should
not be countenanced by ths Commission.
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In their disocussion of the return of the rsfugees, under

point 3, ths Arab delegations did intend that Israel should with-
draw from the areas nentioned. Dr. Atagsi denied, however, that
the boundaries indicated on ths Partition map constituted the

extent of Arab elaims. In a desires to offer praotical suggestions,

the Arab dslegations proposed the return of the refugess to those
TR O T SR R R Ry g s O
territoriel adjustments to be agreed upon should not bear upon
those areas: For that reason, the Arab delegations could not
discuss the problem as a whole as long as no progress had been
mede toward a settlament of the refugee qusestion.

Dr. ZEINEDDINE (Syria) dismissed as groundless Mr. Ethridge's
suggestion that the Jews night consider the Areb Stestes likely to
teke no further interest in a general peace Séﬁtiément onge the
refuges problem had been settled. The Arab“éﬁétes wers willing to
do their utmoap‘tﬁvreach a solution of the Palééﬁiﬁe problen, as
they had already denongtrated by their co-opefation_with ths
Commission andiﬁhaii signing of %ths Protocolf   ~: o

In regard to point (2) in the memorandum of 21 May and
lir. Bthridgets statement that Mr. Eytan was gtill awaiting
instructions before giving a definite answer, ths Jewish point
of view c¢ould be assegged nore aocurateiy in desds than in words.
In the memorandum of 18 May the Arab Delegations had urged that
the Jewish authorities should refrain from esrtain ectlons, such
as applying the Absentee Aet, blocking accounts, dynamiting vile
lages end destroying'property, or establishing Jewish immlgrants
in the plece of Arabs, all measures which had nothing to do with
any territorial question. To refrain from such actions ocalled
for no period of preparation, merely for goodwill.

The Arab States had drawn attentlon to other urgent measures,?

which were also considerad,ufgant by the Commission. ‘Sueh mea-

.8ures were no novelty; théywhad_notwbeen inprodﬁoed by the memow
randum of 18 Ma& but had been laid before'tha‘coﬁmission in ‘
Beyrouth, when it had been requested to ask the Jews to put them

into effect. The Jewish delay in replying could not be considered

normal procedure; the .questicn had been put to them before, but
until the present they had feiled to edopt any dsfinite attitude
beyond attenpting te evade the issue under the pretext of
~awaiting instructions.

consistently followsd by them through all the years that the
Pzlestine problem had been under consideration; fron the first
they had propounded the theory that the Arab countries had snough

land and that Palestine should be evacuated by the Arabs and their |
plece taken by Jews, It was in an attempt to veil that poliey i

that they resorted tc making the return of the refugees dependent
on & genersl peace sebtlement, even in regard to aspects of the
nre w1 whieh hed nothinz to de with » neren settleront,

i

Io their present policy, the Jews were continuing the policy

i

i

3
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It might well be true, as Mr. Ethridge had said, that the
Commission had to deal with two parallel llnes which would not
meet., In the first place there was the United Nations line,
which the Arab Delegations always soubht to follow and which
the Commission was bound to follow. In the second place, there
was the line of seeking pretexts for a refusal to implement the
United Nations de0131on that the refugees should be returned to
" their homes. If all followed the United Nations line they would
find the Arabs following 1t. He hoped it might be possible to
say the same of the other party, indeed the Commlssion should
ensure that that was the case by insisting that the United Natilons
decision in regard to the refugees should be carried outs

The Jews while trying to make the return of the'refugees
dependent on the solution of territorial problems in a general
peace settlement, had at the same time given their views of the
lines such a settlement should take., Under the terms of the
Conmission's Memorandum of 23 May, conveying the Jewish proposals,
the return of the refugees thus became impossible; The problem
could therefore be solved 1n no other way than by falling back
upon the United Nations decision.

MULKI PASHA (Hashemite Jordan Kingdom), referring to the
Chairman's question whether, in view of economic and strategic
difficulties, a priority could not be established for the
- repatriation of refugees in given areas among those enumerated
in the Mewmorandum of 21 May, declared that the Memorandum was
consistent with the Protocol of 12 Mayj; it should be left to the
other party or to the Commission to consider the difficulties
involved In repatriation and find a remedy. Any Jewish appre-
hensions that the Arabs would cease to interest themselves in
the Palestine problem once the refugees had been reinstated were
without foundation. ‘The repatriation of the refugees was an -
integral part of the Protocol. If the principle of the repatria-
tion of the refugees were accepted, that would mean merely that
- one problem had been disposed of, so that consideratlon of the
rest could follow. :

The CHATRMAN sald that he understood the difficulty of
establishing priorities in ropatrlatlon, and suggested that the
question should be studied by the General Comnittee under ins-
tructions from the Commission. The Committee might decide on
the order in which the problems of the refugees in various areas
should Be’examined, as determined by the considerationé to which
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reference had been made and information on the number of
refugees in each area enumerated in the Memorandum.

Dr. ATASST (Syria) thought it necessary first to gain
acceptance of the principle that the refugees in the terri=-
tories enumerated should be allowed to return to their homes}
only then would it be useful to enter into details and consi~
deration of possible practical difficulticse

The CHAIRMAN declared himself unable to share that view.
It would be contrary to the interests of the refugees; which
should be the first concern, to insist on Israel's acceptance
of the principle of repatriation before geeing whether it
mlght not be possible to obtain satisfaction on specific

‘points of the problem. Supposing that Israel were ready to
allow the return of the refugees to certain areas, such as
the Southern coast or Western Galilee, should that offer be
refused on the grounds that Israel was refusing to accept the
‘general principie ? It would be a great pity if the Committee
were prevented from examining one or two points in a certain
order, and the Commission would faill in its duty to the refu~
gees if it did not try to zain satisfaction on such points as
lent themselves to settlement. He asked the Arab delegations
to reflect on the matter.

MUSTAFA BEY (Egypt) sald that on 16 May he had raised a
similar point, asking that repatriation should be effected by
stages, and that the workers in the citrus groves, which were
steadily deteriorating through negleect, should be alloved to
return pending the taking of a consus and the return of other
refugees. The Chairman had then replied that such workers
amount@d to some 165,000 persons, & considerable number.

The CHAIRMAN said that the question of the return of the -
workers in the citrus groves was not the same as that of the
return of refugees in certain areas to thelr place of origin.
In reply to a query from Mr. Anmoun (Lebanon) whether the
question could be simultaneously referred to the General
Committee and discussed between the Commission and the Israell
Delegation, he said he was ready to insist on the question of |
principle with that delegation, as indeed the Comlssion had
been long insisting. What he wanted was to ensure that non-
acceptance of the general principle should not prevent the
:return of refugees for whom return would otherwise be possible.
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Vr. AMMOUN (Lobanon) whished to ensure that the refer
ence of the quostion to the General Committee should take
place simultaneously with an approach to the Israeli dele-
gation on the question of repatriation of the refugees in
secordance with the (map attached to the) Protocol, i.es
their return to the areas enumerated. That was not the
same as a zeneral insistence on repatriation. In regard to
Mr. Ethridge's remark that the Jews wmight fear that once
all the refugees had returned the Arabs would lose interest
in the other problems involved, he pointed out that the
Memorandum of 21 May asked merely for the return of refugees
to the territories specifically mentioned. The question of
their return to torritories attributed to Israel in the
Protocol would require separate examnination. In asking
for the return of the refugees to the territories attributed
to the Arabs in the Protocol, the Arab delegations were not
merely acting in conformity with the Protocol but proposing
what would be a practical step towards its implementation.
The Jewish proposals, on the contrary, founded as they were
on readiness to accept only a certain number of refugees and
making such acceptance conditional on the cesslon of Gaza,
ran counter not only to the Protocol but to the General
Assembly's resolution of "December 1948, The claim to Gaza
was in 1tself contrary to the Protocols it could not be
considered as an adjustment, but was sinply an annexatilon.

The CHAIRMAN sald that the Commission would certainly
communicate to Israsl the remarks made by the representative
of the Jordan Kingdom on the establishment of Jewlsh immi-
grants in areas evacuated by Arabs, and would urgently seek
to elicit a favourable answer on the question of ﬁrinoiple-
At the same time the General Committee would make a detailed
study of the points raised in the Momorandum of 28 May and

of the possibility of the return of refugees in certain
areass '
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Mr, ETHRIDGE wished to make plain that he could not sube-
seribe to the views expressed by the Syrian delegation, The
Commlssion had never accepted the view that the paragraphs in
the resolution of 11 December 1948 referring to the refugees
constituted a separate item, The whole resclution had arisen
out of the fact that a state of war existed; it therefore
recognlzed all the aspects of dislocation which the war had
produced - the situation in Jerusalem, the economic dislaoca-
tion, the dislocation of the ports, the territerial dislomcation
created by the movements of armies and the dislocation of.
populations, all direcet products of the war., He had always felt
that any attempt to divide up the aspects of an eventual peace
would be unrealisticy any settlement of the Palestine problem
would have to envisage that problem as a whole. He therefore
could not accept the idea that it would be possible first to
settle the refugee problem and only then to seek a settlement of
other problems. The repreéentatives of the Jordan Kingdom,
Lebanon and Syria had insisted that aceeptance by Israel of the
question of principle should precede consideration of detaills.
The Commission had been trying to elicit such acoeptanée. But
even if it were elicited, many refugees would still be unable
to return to their homes. The whole refugee problem should
be more realistically considered,

As the Chairman had sald, the Commission would continue
to try to induce Israel to accept the principle of the return
of refugees on the basls ¢f the 11 December resclution, Israel,
however, could argue that if the Arab countries had accepted
the resolution of 29 Nov. 1947 there would have been no refugees.
He did not wish to re-cpen 0ld wounds, but simply to promote
knowledge of the adverse viewpeint, The Arab argument that
Isracl was bound to accept all refugees was viciated by the fact
that the refugee problem had been created by Arab refusal to
accept the Partition resolution. None the less, he agreed that
it was necegsary for Israel to accept in principle the directives
of the resolution of 11 Dec. 1948 on the return of the refugees,
while recognizing that not 2ll would be able to return even if
given the freest possible choice.

It was essential that provision should be made for those
refugees who could not return to their homes, The Arab States
should recognize this aspect of the problem and show willingness
to absorb and resettle the remaining refugees. He believed that
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international help might be forthceming, provided the whole
problem of the refugees were placed on a sound basig, that is
if Israel were willing to accept all obligations incumbent

on her and the Arab countries accepted in prineciple the obli-
gation of absorbing and resettling those who did not return.
Tt would not be possible to get international help on anything
more than a relief baslg if the refugee problem were conside-
red in isclation, The General Assembly of the United Nations
had been concerned with a comprehensive peace settlement in
the Middle Bast, of which the refugee problen was only one
aspect. Till it was so considered, the refugees would remain
in their tents and the money allocated for their relief would
goon be exhausted.

A new approach was required, based on the standpoint of
the refugee themselves, He hoped the Arab delegations would
g0 back to considering the refugee problem as part of the whole
problem, and be willing, whille asking for such assurances as
they might require, to consider it together with all the other
factors eovered by the December resclution,

Dr. ATASSI (Syria) asked Mr, Ethridge whether, if no
general peace settlement were reached in Palestine, the Poftm -
gees would be abandoned and the Jews be under no international
obligation to accept them back, Would those tens of thousands
of human beings remain homeless and no longer be the concern
of the United Nations which, in the first instance, had con-
cerned itself with their welfare ?

Mr, ETHRIDGE replied that he did not know the answer to
that question, The refugees according to Arab estimates num-
bered 910,000 according to Israell estimates, 550,000, The
United Nations appropriation for thelr relief had amounted to
g 32,000,000, of which g 22,000,000 had been paid. That sum
wonld last only a certailn time longer and he did not see any
irmediate possibility of further funds, |

He urged the necessity of a new appreach, s¢ that both
Arabs and Jews could place themselves in a position such as to
ensure a response from the international community, which was
deeply concerned with the assurance of peace in the “iddle Bast.
If peace in the Middle East were to break down, he could not
answer for the reaction of the United Nations or even of the
United States., He preferred, however, to put the‘questiOn in
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positive terms : the international community would feel a far |
greater obligation if all parties gave evidence of wholehearted
desire for the establishment of peace in the Middle Bast. {
As the Arab delegations were aware, he had always felt that
the international community, or more preeisely, the Unlted Nations,
had a responsibility in regard to the whole Palestine question, |
including the problem of the refugees. He felt, however, that
the primary responsibility for a soIution rested with the go- ‘
vernments which had found themselves at war, f
Mr AMMOUN (Lebanon) denied that the Arabs wished to divide
up the problem of a settlement in Palestine., Un the contrary,
they had signed the Protocol of 12 May which covered all aspects
of that problem; their first Memorandum of Yay 18 fell within |
the fremework of the Protocol, and recommendel Ury .n¢ Ieagures
which had no territorial bearings; their second Memcrandum of
May 21 touched on territorial matters, in that it asked for the
return of certain areas, while thelr memorandum of May 28 was
likewlise coneerned with territorial questions sinee it discussed
the extravagant Jewlsh territorial claims, What they were asking~"
was merely that priority should be given to certain measures: :
whose particular urgency was recognized by the Commission itself,
among such measures being the return of refugees to Arab terrie
toriese. »
The Jews were claimimg that the Arabs were at fault in L
refusing to accept the Assembly resclution of 29 November 1947, 'f
The Arabs were not alone in rejecting that resclution. Mr,Shertok !
‘had twlce declared before the United Nations that Jewlsh ambitions
extended not only to the whole of Palestine but to Transjordan :
as well, claims obviously counter to the 29 November resolution.  §
Mr Ethridge had said that the primary responsibility for a
solution of the refugee problem lay with the countries that had -
gone to war. It should be remembered that the occupation of Jaffa |
and Haifa had taken place before 15 May 1948 and that over 50,000
refugees had fled to Lebanon before the Arab troops had intervew
ned, their intervention having been determined by the necegsity
of restoring order and of checking Jewlsh aggressions., Therefore,
those responsible for the sitmation were those who had created
it, before there had been any Arab intervention~ viz. the Jews,
Mr, Ethridge had asked how the problem of the refugees cou
be solved unless the residue who would be unable to return ‘were
taken into account, In order to know what thet residue comprisec
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1t was necessary to know first what refugees would be able to
return, Therefore, the Arab delegations were demanding first

of all tho return of refugees to Arab areas, in accordance with
the 11 December resolution, Once that return had been effected,
once the Jews had agreed to accept the principles of the 11
December resolution, the position of the residue could be con-
sidered, In the meantime, the Arab delegations demanded the
return to the areas enuperated in the memorandum of 21 May

of all refugees who were able to return,

In regard to the resclution of 29 November 1947, that
had been superseded by the resolution of 11 December 1948, The
Protocol presented the middle course which was desirable, and
therefore should be implemented,

The CHAIRMAN thought that general agreement had been reached
and asked whether it was agreed that the Memorandum of 21 May
and the points raised in the discussion should be considered by
the General Committee.

Mr, AMMOUN ( Lebanon) assented, on conditici. that the
Commission did not cease its activity to secure from Israel
acceptance of the prineciple of the return of Arab refugees to
the arcas designated as Arab in the Protocol,

Dr, ATASSI (3yria) supported Mr, Ammoun, It was indispen~
gable to continue the work in the General Committeec, He asked
that the Arab delegations should be kept informed as to the replies
received from Israel,

The CHAIRMAN undertock to comaunicate all such replies
except those bearing on points on which discussion was still
proceeding.



